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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Sudan’s civil war, aready one of the deadliest
conflicts since World War |1, has entered its most
destructive phase to date. Oil revenues have
alowed the government to purchase increasingly
lethal weapons, more effectively pursue population-
clearing operations, and expand the use of its
greatest comparative advantage, air power. The
rebel Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA) has
greater manpower to deploy on multiple fronts, has
aso acquired more sophisticated arms, and is
engaging government forces in more intense
conventional battles.

Given the state of its currently exploitable ail
reserves and anticipated developments on
international markets, the government must open
new fields to production if it is at least to maintain
current revenues. This requires pushing further
south into the insurgents' stronghold. The major dry
season offensive the government launched deeper
into the oil fields and on two other fronts in
January 2002 gained little territory and began to
peter out as the rains started in late May. Though
the SPLA withstood this assault, the test is now
whether it can mount an effective counter offensive.
If it cannot, the prospect is that its capacity to
defend against the government’s next dry season
campaign, which will undoubtedly be backed by
more and better weapons, will begin to erode.

Parallel to the combat escalation, what may be the
decisive phase of the long running peace initiative
pursued by the Intergovernmental Authority on

Development (IGAD) is beginning. Its chairman,
Kenya's outgoing President Moi, wants to make a
major push during the last half-year of histerm. The
U.S., UK and Norway have become observersin the
process, working closely with the Kenyan Special
Envoy, Lieutenant-General Lazarus Sumbeiywo.

Many issues divide the Sudanese parties, not the
least of which are religion and the distribution of
power. But self-determination for the South stands
above the others for its potential to be the ultimate
spoiler of the peace process. The commitment of
those in the South — the core of the national
insurgency — to achieving a referendum that offers
them a choice of independence continues to grow.
It is matched only by the government’s opposition
to any referendum that would include an option for
the breakup of the country as an option.

With battle lines and negotiating positions so clearly
drawn, the efforts to energise the IGAD peace
process have so far been useful, but not sufficient.
The window of opportunity for peace in Sudan is
beginning to close. A much more robust effort must
be undertaken both by the IGAD states and, in their
support, by the international community if peace is
to be made. In the first instance, this requires quick
congtruction of a considerably more detailed peace
strategy, including the organisation and deployment
of serious leverage. Absent this, the Sudanese
people will be condemned to increasing death and
destruction, and awide swathe of Africawill remain
subject to the destabilising consequences.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

TO THE GOVERNMENTSOF THE IGAD
COUNTRIES:

1

@

(b)

(©

(d)

(€)

Restructure more inclusively the negotiations
that opened in Nairobi the week of 17 June
2002 in order to maximise buy-in by all
elements of Sudanese society and support by
all regional players. In particular:

Associate more fully with the inner circle of
negotiation (Appendix C) — the warring
parties (Khartoum government and SPLA)
and the IGAD Speciad Envoy representing
Kenyan Presdent Moi and the other
members of the IGAD Sudan Sub-
Committee: Eritrea, Ethiopia, and Uganda —
the latter three countries, each of whom
should appoint high ranking point persons
with  whom the Specia Envoy should
coordinate particularly closely to develop
ideas and exercise leverage on the parties at
important junctures.

Work on a day-to-day basis with the troika of
observers in the second of the negotiations
concentric circles (the U.S., the UK, and
Norway), who should organise leverage and
international strategy and act with the Special
Envoy as cataysts.

While most actual negotiation will occur in
the above two circles, draw into athird circle
of external leverage other countriesimportant
for applying pressures and offering incentives
at key points of the process, especialy Egypt;
develop specid mechanisms to ensure their
maximum participation, for example, a daily
restricted briefing and consultation, so that
they can provide input to the Special Envoy
and observers on substance and tactics and
otherwise be well prepared to assist as
needed.

Establish a fourth circle for Sudanese
consultation, to include the mgor politica
parties and groupings (e.g., National
Democratic Alliance, Umma Party, etc.) and
civil society organisations; provide regular
briefings and opportunity for them to offer
their input.

Draw the main Track Il initiatives (Max
Planck Institute, African Renaissance
Institute, World Bank Nile Basin Initiative)

into afifth circle of briefing and consultation
so that their parallel efforts at developing
compromise ideas can be better integrated
into the IGAD process.

To THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED
STATES:

2.

Work closely with Egypt, including directly
with President Mubarak, in order to gain the
vital support for the process of Sudan’s most
important neighbour, and lead efforts to
organise multilateral leverage in support of
the process.

ToO THE GOVERNMENTS OF THE UNITED
STATES, UNITED KINGDOM AND NORWAY:

3.

Signa political  commitment by devoting
high-level political resources to the process,
in particular by supplementing the day-to-day
work of the troika observers at crucial
junctures through joint and coordinated
diplomatic interventions of senior policy
makers.

Nairobi/Brussds, 27 June 2002



international
crisis group

ICG Africa Report N° 48

27 June 2002

DIALOGUE OR DESTRUCTION?

ORGANISING FOR PEACE ASTHE WAR IN SUDAN ESCALATES

l. INTRODUCTION

“The spilled blood of our grandfathers has become
the oil in the ground”.

— rebel commander on the frontline in Sudan’'s
oilfieldst

After nearly two decades, the Sudanese civil war
has reached its deadliest phase. Both sides have
more lethal weapons and are fighting more
conventional and frequent engagements, which kill
greater numbers of soldiers and produce more
extensive collateral damage. The government has
adopted more brutal tactics with which to clear
civilians out of oil areas. The bloodiest battles of a
conflict that has already lasted nineteen years and
left two million dead were fought during this past
dry season from January to June 2002. Small
skirmishes with AK-47s have been replaced by
dugfests with heavy modern weaponry.? In
particular, the Khartoum government continues to
increase the use of its most significant and deadly
comparative advantage, air power. Both sides are
preparing to escalate further on multiple fronts in
southern, central and eastern Sudan. The war has
long since moved beyond the old North-South
stereotype.

' ICG interview, June 2002.

% The escalating lethality of weapons on both sides increases
collateral damage when conventional battles occur. “There
are lots more victims in each attack”, clamed a relief
officia in southern Sudan. “We are seeing more severe
wounds now aso. The hospitals and clinics are filled to
capacity”. |CG interview, June 2002.

The government must continue to expand oil
production to sustain revenues. It needs, therefore,
to open new areas for exploitation further and
further south within the rebel heartland. It launched
amassive dry season offensive in the ailfields at the
beginning of thisyear. Thiswas aided, ironically, by
the ceasefire the U.S. Specia Envoy, John
Danforth, negotiated in the Nuba Mountains for
humanitarian purposes and to test both sides
readiness for peace, but which allowed Khartoum to
switch thousands of soldiers to the new front. By
clearing civilian populations out of Western Upper
Nile through scorched earth attacks and starvation,®
the government intended primarily to secure both
existing and potential new oil fields.

The Sudan Peopl€e's Liberation Army (SPLA) held
its ground at a heavy cost in manpower and
resources. The government sustained even greater
losses.* Unless the SPLA can mount a significant
counter offensive in the current rainy season,
however, its capacity to resist the government’s
dry season offensive in 2003 — with more and
better heavy weapons — will begin to erode.

3 See Diane de Guzman, “Depopulating Sudan’'s Oil
Regions’, European Codlition on Oil in Sudan, 14 May
2002, and Médicins Sans Frontiéres, “Violence, Hedth and
Access to Aid in Western Upper Nile”, April 2002. These
recent firg-hand assessments conclude that civilians
continue to be forcibly displaced by village burning and
helicopter gunship attacks. They validate earlier reporting
by other human rights researchers, including successive UN
Special Rapporteurs.

* Although neither government nor insurgents provide
officia casualty information, observers concur that the dead
and wounded have reached into the thousands on both sides
during the last six months.
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The International Crisis Group has argued
throughout the year that since the 11 September
2001 terror attacks in the U.S., a window of
opportunity has been open for peace in Sudan. To
take advantage, however, requires quick and
energetic attention to the root causes of the war.’
ICG has recommended that a partnership be
formed at a senior level between IGAD and key
members of the wider international community to
press a new peace initiative, backed by more
serious leverage and a willingness to use it. The
picture is mixed. IGAD (the Intergovernmental
Authority on Development, the East African
regional organisation that has long pursued the
potentially most important peace initiative) did not
meet for nine months after 11 September.
Nevertheless, as the war escalates, it has launched
a new and perhaps decisive chapter of the peace
process in Nairobi the week of 17 June 2002.
Three important outside countries — the UK,
Norway and, most significantly, the U.S. — are
closely associated as “observers’.

That conference will soon come up against the
most difficult issue, self-determination, over which
the entire process can falter. There is a growing
determination among southern Sudanese to
sacrifice whatever is required to achieve an
independence referendum.® The attitude is not,
“We have sacrificed so much; therefore we must
compromise”. Rather, it is, “We have sacrificed so
much; therefore we cannot compromise”. The
government’s position has hardened at the same
time.” With the lines aready being drawn, IGAD
only has a chance to end the war if it gets much

® See ICG Africa Report No. 39, God, Oil and Country:
Changing the Logic of War in Sudan, 28 January 2002, and
ICG Africa Report No. 42, Capturing the Moment: Sudan’s
Peace Process in the Balance, 3 April 2002.

® Nearly every organised body of southern Sudanese —
church groups in the South, interest groups in the diaspora,
organisations in government-controlled areas of the South,
the SPLA itsdf, even southern representatives of the
government in Khartoum — has issued some kind of
statement or paper in which an independence referendum is
the sine qua non of self-determination.

" The government floated in May 2002 a draft of a new set
of principles for the IGAD peace process in which the right
of sdf-determination was glaringly absent. Its chargé
d affaires in Nairobi recently published what he called an
academic paper that made the case againgt including an
independence option in any definition of self-determination.
This is widely thought to be the government’s position, not
an academic argument.

more serious support from the broader
international community.

Although the efforts of the U.S. Specia Envoy
have resulted in moderate successes on
symptomatic humanitarian issues, nine months
have gone by in which:

a root causes have not been addressed in a
serious negotiation;

Q potential external leverage is slowly eroding,
as Khartoum feels less pressure to negotiate
its way out of remaning pockets of
international isolation;®

a the U.S. bureaucracy is mired in details of
implementing Danforth’s  humanitarian
initiatives rather than engaging in a serious
push on the broader peace process;

a the warring parties’ battlefield commitments
are escalating and their diplomatic positions
hardening.

The peace window, in other words, is slowly
closing, even as delegates begin their work in
Nairobi. A maor effort, utilisng and expanding on
the IGAD peace process, is needed now or the
prospects for resolving the war at a later date will
diminish exponentially. This report updates the
battlefield situation and otherwise concentrates on
organisational aspects of such an effort. A second
report will be issued later in the summer on the
substantive issues dividing the parties.

8 This leverage was highest in the immediate aftermath of
11 September. As Khartoum has moved to cooperate with
the U.S. in its counter-terrorism efforts, it has become less
fearful of potential U.S. moves against it. This has lessened
the pressure it feels to negotiate and compromise in order to
reduce the remnants of international isolation that it once
suffered from because of its support for terrorist groups and
poor human rights record.
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[I. STATEOF THE CIVIL WAR

A. BATTLEFIELD DEVELOPMENTS

The government’s dry season offensive, which
began in January 2002, focused on three fronts.
The major axis was in Western Upper Nile, where
units reinforced by troops freed up by the cease-
fire in the Nuba Mountains attacked south of
Bentiu, an area in which the SPLA and the Sudan
People’s Democratic Front (SPDF), a Nuer-
dominated faction that returned to the SPLA in
January after a decade-long and highly destructive
split, had been making gains. The government also
attacked in Bahr al-Ghazal and Southern Blue Nile.

Despite a strong push, resulting in heavy casualties
on both sides, the government captured only two
SPLA towns — Nhialdou and Mankien — on the
main, Western Upper Nile, front. The SPLA
stretched its logistical capacity near to the breaking
point to maintain its positions® but as the rainy
season begins, it is besieging Nhialdou and other
government garrisons south of Bentiu. “It is a
nightmare for the government to try to move its
forces’, said a military anadyst. “Every time the
government sends its convoys for re-supply, the
SPLA ambushes them. Despite this, the government
continues to reinforce defeat. Even though its forces
are down and out, Khartoum keeps sending more

troops and equipment” . *°

In Bahr a-Ghazal, major fighting has occurred on
a number of fronts. The government’s primary
effort failed at Gogrial, the capture of which had
been intended to enhance the defence of its main
garrison of Wau and improve its ability to resupply
by land. The SPLA has captured bridges and torn
up some of the rail line used by the government to
resupply Wau and by its Popular Defense Force
(PDF) militias to attack villages and conduct slave
raids.™ The PDF has been diminished as a threat
because of additional SPLA deployments and
inter-communal peace agreements between Dinka
and Arab communities’> The combination of
military deterrence and economic advantage has
led many militia members and potential recruits to

% |CG interview, June 2002.

191CG interview, southern Sudan, June 2002.

! See ICG Africa Report No. 39, God, Oil and Country,
op. cit.

12 For background see ibid, chapter 5.

see greater advantage in cooperation than in
conflict.’®

The government’s dry season offensive had its
greatest success in Southern Blue Nile, near
Ethiopia, where it disodged the SPLA from a
handful of key garrisons — including the
strategically important border town of Qeissan —
and burned dozens of villages in a scorched earth
campaign.™ This improves the government’ s ability
to defend oil production at Adar-Yel. Since the area
is part of what is considered northern Sudan, it aso
strengthens its effort to present the war as purely a
North-South affair. The SPLA is quite concerned
about its vulnerability in Southern Blue Nile. If
Ethiopia is willing to collaborate with Khartoum
here, as the Sudanese government claims,® it will
increase the insurgents vulnerability aong the
border exponentially.*®

In Eastern Equatoria, a deal struck between the
governments of Sudan and Uganda alow the
Ugandan army to pursue forces of the Lord's
Resistance Army (LRA)Y that until recently
Khartoum had openly assisted. This agreement
gains the Sudan government credit for ending
support for an Ugandan insurgency that commits
heinous human rights abuses and is on the U.S.
government’s terrorist list. The Ugandan army has
made little progress, however, capturing few LRA
fighters and little equipment and rarely pursuing the
rebels into their fortressesin the Imatong Mountains.

¥ This has policy implications for the various U.S. aid
programs aimed at fulfilling the Congressional authorisation
to provide aid to help defend civilian populations from
government attacks and dave raids. Although the Danforth-
negotiated mechanism for protecting civilians against
military attacks, which was signed by the government and
SPLA in March 2002, is an important statement of
principle, the support that would have the most impact is
that which strengthens on the ground the existing efforts to
end the PDF's ability to raid Dinka areas. This means either
buttressing defensive capabilities by providing trucks and
capacity-building assistance to the civil administration
(mobility and deterrence) or supporting projects that
enhance the implementation of local peace agreements
(economic incentive).

14 Justice Africa, “Prospects for Peacein Sudan”, April 2002
Briefing.

15 See K hartoum’ s Al-Ra’'y al-Amm, 13 June 2002.

'8 There are allegations that the SPLA provided support to
the Ethiopian rebel Oromo Liberation Front, which angered
the Ethiopian authorities and strained relations. ICG
interviews, June 2002.

Y The LRA is an Ugandan rebel group with one of the worst
human rights records on the continent of Africa.
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Meanwhile, LRA attacks against Sudanese villages
— especialy south of Torit — have increased as it
seeks to provision itself.’® The LRA alegedly
maintains significant stockpiles of weapons
received over the years from Khartoum.

Bilateral agreements between newly cooperative
Kampaa and Khartoum had until early June 2002
prevented a well-prepared SPLA from attacking
government garrisons in Eastern Equatoria. But on
8 June, the SPLA captured with relative ease
Kapoeta, near the Kenyan border, an important
garrison protecting Juba, the regional capital, and
Bor.” Further engagements are likely in this
heavily militarised area. It is unclear what impact
the SPLA offensive will have on the bilateral
agreement between Uganda and Sudan. The two
defence ministers are meeting soon to consider
next steps.

The rebel-controlled area bordering Eritrea in
northeastern Sudan, known as the “eastern front”,
has been quiet for over a year. The SPLA and its
northern alies in the umbrella opposition coalition,
the National Democratic Alliance (NDA), have built
up forces and are preparing activity there during the
current rainy season, but uncertain Eritrean support
and mobility constraints have hampered planning.

B. GOVERNMENT OBJECTIVES,
CONSTRAINTSAND ADVANTAGES

The government must move south and expand oil
production if it is to keep its revenue flow from
declining. Even maintaining production in southern
Sudan requires constant investment and exploration.
The government’'s consortium is blocked from
moving to the next phase of production, however,
by SPLA attacks on the areas of exploration in
Blocks 5A and 5B, where much larger deposits exist
than in areas of current production to the north.

The government’s successful formula for opening
up oil exploration in areas north of Bentiu from
1999 to 2001 involved clearing civilians out of
areas where oil infrastructure — drilling stations,
exploration platforms, or al-weather roads — was

8 In one massacre, 400 Sudanese villagers were killed in
gruesome fashion. Jugtice Africa, “Prospects for Peace in
Sudan”, May-June 2002.

9 Along with the two towns, the SPLA seized significant
military supplies.

to be stuated. This was a classic counter-
insurgency operation — drain the water to catch the
fish — and is being repeated south of Bentiu, but
with far less success and at a high cost to
government forces. Khartoum has used regular
troops and militia as well as its air force to attack
civilians in Western Upper Nile. It intends to clear
a strip of land and extend the all-weather road
down to Adok (the southern flank of the primary
field of oil exploration). It means to protect that
road with a series of garrisons along its route, ring
all infrastructure with a defensive perimeter, bring
back the companies that left in late 2001
(principally Sweden’s Lundin and Malaysia's
Petronas) and start pumping oil. An additional
benefit of this operation, if the government can
pull it off, would be to block the SPLA from
effectively challenging existing oil operations
north of Bentiu.

The capture of Nhialdou was centra to this
strategy. The town is at the top of a horseshoe that
the government seeks to control. The eastern curve
of that horseshoe extends down to Bor, the western
curve to Wau. Nhialdou secures the southern flank
of existing oil production, and begins the
penetration into areas of future production.
Ultimately, the government seeks to lock down the
corridors aong the horseshoe, rather than, as at
present, merely hold a few isolated outposts that
are hard to re-supply and insufficient to protect oil
company operations. If the SPLA’s defenses
collapse in Western Upper Nile, government forces
will run down the two corridors of the horseshoe,
clearing civilians out and creating a defensive
perimeter for the return of oil companies. If they
succeed, the expanded oil production will enable
the government to maintain the war indefinitely.

Preparation and planning in pursuit of this strategy
have already begun for the next dry season, which
will inevitably involve use of even more heavy
weapons. In the meantime, despite having failed to
achieve most of its objectives during the last
offensive, the government has acquired vehicles
that are able to pull drilling rigs in the swamps, and
has deployed them north of Koch on the existing
oil road to start exploratory work.

The government is aso renaming towns in areas of
northern Upper Nile and the historically contested
area of Abyei. SPLA interlocutors believe this is
an effort to shift the de facto border further south
in advance of serious peace taks, so that if any
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deal is struck, more oilfields would be in what is
considered the North® The logic is that the
government would attempt to capture as much of
the northern parts of Upper Nile and Bahr a-
Ghazal as it can, neutralise and separate the Nuba
Mountains through the ceasefire, take back as
much of Southern Blue Nile province as possible
with Ethiopian acquiescence, and attempt to woo
northern politicians out of the alliance the SPLA
has forged with the umbrella National Democratic
Alliance opposition. Isolating the SPLA even
below the traditiona North-South line at
independence would help the government to argue
that the war is confined geographically and that a
“two systems, one Sudan” peace formula, with an
unreformed northern federal state and an SPLA-
controlled southern federal state debating the line
of demarcation, would be appropriate.

The government also seeks to break the SPLA
blockade of the Nile River. When it won back key
SPDF commanders in late 2001 in the area of
Zeraf 1dand, the SPLA acquired the capacity to
stop barge traffic. This has prevented the
government from resupplying Juba by river and is
having a secondary impact on that town'’s ability to
resupply smaller government garrisons further east.
The government will continue to try to reduce the
insurgents' stranglehold by aerial bombing.

Superior mobility and logistics give government
forces a counter to the SPLA’s manpower
advantage. This battlefield edge will be heightened
by the government’s purchase from Australia of
airboats designed to travel in swamp environments
and especially useful in the oilfield areas of Upper
Nile.

The government’'s other major advantage, air
superiority, particularly the ability to conduct high
atitude bombing and helicopter gunship attacks,
has been only partialy affected by the SPLA’s new
anti-aircraft capacity.”! The government has begun
to bomb at night, indicating new technology as
well as increased efforts to defend night convoys
that seek to circumvent SPLA ambushes.

The government's superiority will be further
enhanced, though to an uncertain degree, when
newly acquired MiG-29s and search and acquisition
radar become operational some time over the next
twelve months. One military analyst predicted that
with Russian or Ukrainian pilots as part of the
package, these MiGs will provide an integrated
system that will be able to interdict SPLA resupply
by air as well as threaten the relief agency flights
that operate independently from the UN and without
government permission: “They will be able to shut
the airspace down”’.?? Other experts, however,
assess the impact as negligible since they believe
the potential for aerid interception of low-flying
aircraft will not be significantly enhanced.”

Khartoum’'s major disadvantage is in manpower.
With no volunteers, the government has to rely on
forced recruitment. “New recruits have to be forced
to fight”, said a northern Sudanese analyst.** More
broadly, a military analyst concludes, “The
governmezr;t IS very good at strategy, but not good at

fighting”.

C. SPLA OBJECTIVES, CONSTRAINTS, AND
ADVANTAGES

With small unit tactical strikes, the SPLA seeks to
take the war to the oilfields, preventing expansion
of drilling and harassing existing infrastructure. If
rebel forces hit the infrastructure north of Bentiu
every month or two, causing significant damage
and/or civilian casualties, the calculations of ail
companies will be affected. With alarge numerical
advantage, the SPLA intends to bottle up
government forces in its few garrisons south of
Bentiu. The SPLA will try to capture those
garrisons, which would increase the pressure on
Bentiu, while other units project northward and
westward into the active oilfields. “SPLA forces
were able to strike the heart of oil production last
year, and this year their ability to do so is enhanced
by better equipment and increased manpower”, a
regiona military analyst commented.®® Heavier
SPLA weapons in the area do not trandate into an

2 |CG interviews, May and June 2002.
! One SPLA commander on the front line acknowledged,
“We have better anti-aircraft capabilities, and we can hit the
helicopters, but it is very difficult to take them out”. ICG
interview in southern Sudan, June 2002.

2 |CG interview, May 2002.

% The argument is that it would be very difficult for the fast-
moving MiG-29 to shoot down the kind of dow-moving
plane that typically would transport food aid or SPLA
supplies. ICG interviews, 24 June 2002.

| CG interview, June 2002.

% |CG interview, May 2002.

| CG interview in southern Sudan, June 2002.
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important tactical advantage, however, as the
insurgents lack the capability to transport those arms
across akey river and use them north of Bentiu.

Questions abound about SPLA targets. The rebels
have not struck the pipeline in over two years. “We
must hit the nerve centre of production”, said an
SPLA commander. “We don't have to hit the
pipeline. We have to hit their logistica lines and
ensure they cannot move’.?” The efficacy of a
pipeline strategy has been questioned in other
settings. For example, insurgents in Colombia
struck a pipeline 170 times in 2001, costing oil
companies upwards of $500 million, but were not
able to disrupt production.?®

In Central and Eastern Upper Nile, east of the main
oilfields, the SPLA seeks to besiege the regional
capital of Maaka from which government forces
and militia regularly launch attacks into Central
and Eastern Upper Nile as well as into Eastern
Equatoria.

The SPLA is working to bring back to the fold
remaining renegade Nuer commanders and their
militia, all of whom are provisoned — usualy
poorly — by the government.®® These militias are
important for government strategy because of their
knowledge of the terrain and their ability to help the
government prevent SPLA surprise attacks*® The
militias have been instructed by the government to
attack SPLA positions and take as payment
whatever they can loot.*!

The SPLA has successfully recruited some of the
militia of Paulino Matip, based in Mayom west of
Bentiu, istargeting James Lieh, based in Nimne east
of Bentiu, is attempting to bring about the surrender
or defection of Simon Gatwich, whose decimated
forces are surrounded in Yua, and is isolating
Gordon Kong, whose fighters are defecting from the
government garrison of Nasir. “The SPLA and

2" |CG interview, 28 May 2002.

% |CG interviews with Western intelligence services, May
2002.

# See ICG Africa Reports God, Oil and Country, and
Capturing the Moment, both op. cit.

% 1CG interviews with frontline SPLA commanders in
southern Sudan, June 2002.

% Rank and file militia are not paid, while their commanders
receive irregular salaries. In response to reluctance to attack
home areas, the government has reportedly threatened some
of the latter with redeployment into regular army units on the
frontlines, which means they would lose their commands.
ICG interviews, May and June 2002.

SPDF are dowly building consensus among the
Nuer to rgoin”, explained a southern Sudanese
observer, who predicted: “Within twelve months
most of the militiawill be back in the SPLA fold” .

The effort to implement the January agreement
between the SPLA and the main Nuer splinter
group, the SPDF led by Riek Machar,® is moving
forward, abeit slowly. Military integration in the
field has already occurred in some places; in
others, forces remain separate. A joint committee
is moving throughout Upper Nile to sensitise
communities and solicit grassroots feedback.
Higher-level delegations are supposed to meet in
Nairobi to harmonize SPLA and SPDF positions
and develop a unified civilian and military
leadership structure, but this has been delayed,
leaving some analysts wondering whether the
SPLA isdragging itsfeet.

The SPLA’s mgor advantages are its high morale
and increased manpower in the aftermath of the
SPLA-SPDF merger.® “Nearly everyoneis back in
the mother ship”, a frontline SPLA commander
said. “The looting of the oil has brought people
together to fight the government”.®® The new
southern unity overcomes some SPLA tendencies
towards parochialism, the obstruction of larger
goals by small fiefdoms and warlordism. Despite
heavy casualties in the dry season fighting, new
volunteers far exceed the SPLA’s absorptive
capacity. “We Nuer believe that because of unity
we can achieve our objectives’, asserted a
community leader. “We can only get a deal if the
SPLA increases its military pressure on the
government. Southern Sudanese don’'t have any
problem with continued fighting. In fact, our
women tell our men that they have to go and
fight” %

The Achilles heels of the SPLA are the twin
congtraints of logistics and mobility. Its inability to

¥ 1CG interview in southern Sudan, June 2002.

3 See |CG Africa Report Capturing the Moment, op. cit.

% The SPLA also has acquired some heavier weapons,
especially anti-aircraft, a little better mobility, and more
consistent resupply capabilities — relatively small
enhancements individually that combined have produced
a big impact on the battlefield.

% 1CG interview in southern Sudan, June 2002.

% 1CG interview in southern Sudan, June 2002. The
motivations for joining the SPLA of any young southern
Sudanese are a mixture of commitment to principle, defence
of the homeland, and lack of alternative opportunities.
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resupply forces regularly in remote areas, especialy
during the rainy season, hinders its capacity to
sustain operations. The oilfields of Western Upper
Nile are a particular challenge, due to remoteness,
rivers and swamps, and the growing numbers of
fighters that, following the merger, have to be
supported. “Campaigns and wars are won by
logistics’, asserted one regiona military analyst.
“This is killing the SPLA. If they had a better
system, they could win the war”.3" But the SPLA
has improved ground resupply recently, reducing
the reliance on more costly air transport. Most
SPLA field commanders claim, however, that their
most regular supplier remains the government, via
equipment captured in battle3®

When oil production and export began in late
August 1999, most Sudan analysts concluded that
it would only be a matter of time before the
government would be able to wear down the SPLA
with its new weapons and pacify the oil-rich areas.
This has not yet happened, and may not. “The
SPLA has the long view”, observed a military
analyst in the region. “They are Communist-
trained. They'll take the hits, and keep coming
back”.>® Others are not so sanguine. “We believe
the SPLA has lost aready”, proclamed one
European diplomat.*°

A regional military analyst provided a more
nuanced perspective, “The SPLA is fighting an
interdiction operation in Western Upper Nile. They
are exhausting themselves, and can’t sustain thisin
the long run. The SPLA cannot stop the
government’s advance over time, unless it is able
to attack on multiple fronts. If the rebels only
mount operations in Western Upper Nile aone,
they will be severely disadvantaged. The clock is
ticking”.** A senior SPLA commander from the
oilfield area took issue with this assessment:

We have certainly not burned out our
capacity. We have absorbed the shock of their
offensive. Our soldiers of Western Upper Nile
take most of the casudties, and we are
reconciled to that. We will teke dl the
casualties necessary to close down the oil.*2

% 1CG interview, May 2002.

% |CG interviews in southern Sudan, July 2001-June 2002.
¥ |CG interview in southern Sudan, June 2002.

“01CG interview, 13 June 2002.

“L|CG interview, May 2002.

“2|CG interview, 31 May 2002.

The SPLA redlises it cannot fight only in Western
Upper Nile. Rainy season operations are possible in
Eastern Equatoria, Southern Blue Nile, and on the
eastern front. The SPLA’s ability to sustain
operations on any of these fronts, however, is
affected, perhaps decisively, by the posture of
neighbours (Uganda, Ethiopia, and Eritrea), who
have their own strategic calculations and are offered
significant incentives by Khartoum to reduce their
ad for the insurgents. These neighbours and other
African states remain the wild card: if they provide
significant resources and political support, the
SPLA can make progress and apply pressure on
Khartoum to negotiate seriously. Otherwise, most
analysts predict, SPLA military capacity will be
ground down dlowly by the government’s superior
resources.

D. Foob AsA WEAPON

During each of the last three major famines in
Sudan (1987-1988, 1992-1993, and 1998), the
government denied access for humanitarian aid.
The same tactic is being deployed again in the
oilfield areas of Western Upper Nile, where large
numbers of displaced are caught in an acute
humanitarian crisis.*® The government imposed a
blanket flight ban on access to the region during
April and May 2002, and indicated it wants to shut
down Kenyan-based UN relief operations and shift
them to southern Sudan. This is part of an ongoing
effort to regain effective sovereignty over areas of
the country in opposition hands. Humanitarian
agencies estimate that the government’s denial of
access to over 40 locations throughout southern
Sudan is preventing the delivery of assistance to
approximately 1.7 million people.**

A compromise agreement was reached with the UN
in late May to steer al humanitarian aid to Western
Upper Nile through Khartoum. This is a clear
violation of the terms of reference of Operation
Lifeline Sudan (OLYS), the UN-led relief operation
established in 1989 to provide humanitarian

® The NGO Action Contre la Faim reports that its
nutritional surveys are uncovering an “alarming food crisis’
in Western Upper Nile. IRIN, 8 May 2002.

“ World Food Program, Press Release, 5 April 2002; BBC,
27 April 2002; IRIN, 13 June 2002. To make matters worse,
Sudanese government customs authorities have blocked the
import of 5,000 tons of World Food Program food aid
intended for distribution in Sudanese primary schools for
the past six months. AFP, 17 June 2002.
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assstance to war-torn areas, which requires the
SPLA’s assent also, not only that of the UN and
government, to change distribution moddlities.
Besdes bresking the terms of the tripartite
agreement, it sets a precedent for the government to
apply the tactic of access denial elsewhere, until, in
desperation, the UN agrees to route more and more
of its emergency operation through Khartoum. This
would advance the government’s political aswell as
military strategy* and end OLS in its current form.

Allowing the existing agreement to be broken so
eadly may aso have a negative impact on the peace
process if it emboldens Khartoum to press more
demands, and it will weaken SPLA confidence that
any future agreements will be respected. At the time
of writing, there was uncertainty among donors and
NGOs as to whether the new arrangement would be
implemented. Because of the negative reaction from
humanitarian agencies, a short-term verson has
been put forward as a stop-gap measure. It would
open afive-day window for operations into Western
Upper Nile from the North.

This agreement — even if it is not implemented —
demonstrates the present weskness of the UN,
which results principaly from the unwillingness of
donor governments to condemn Khartoum publicly
for denying access. For example, the U.S
government only made a statement calling Sudan
Vice Presdent Taha's assertion that Kenyan-based
relief operations would no longer be tolerated
unacceptable well after the fact, indeed only after
the UN had accepted the new agreement.
Humanitarian diplomacy is best conducted as a
preventive tool; this was a stark example of too
little, too late. Khartoum has seen how much it can
get away with in the manipulation of emergency aid
operations, and continues to test the limits of donor
acquiescence. The response of the international
donor community and the UN Security Council to
this denia of access, therefore, will be an indicator
of the level of political will regarding the abuse of
humanitarian principles.

Senator Danforth’s well-meaning effort to secure
“Days of Tranquility” (the term applied to the effort
to edtablish temporary war-free zones to alow
medical vaccinations or food distribution to be

“ |f relief operations are routed through Khartoum, the
government would gain more control over when, how, and
to whom food was provided, all important advantages in a
resource-depl eted environment.

carried out) and localized cease-fires* has been
misplaced. With the leverage the U.S. possessed at
the outset of his mission, the objective should have
been blanket access for humanitarian aid, which
would end the veto rights of the warring parties over
where relief agencies provide assistance to peoplein
need. Instead, the Nuba Mountains ceasefire,
repeated proposals for a short-term cessation of
hostility in Western Upper Nile, and the lack of
serious pressure on the government for flight denials
suggest that the U.S. has been moving toward
Khartoum'’s position of linking further access to an
end to fighting. Donor governments and the UN,
which have legitimised the veto over access again
and again in Sudan, should re-focus on the
fundamental objective of humanitarian diplomacy,
namely unfettered access.

If Khartoum rejects renewed efforts at ending the
veto, a system is needed whereby the moment the
UN’s OLS is denied access to a particular location,
all donor and UN assets can immediately be
transferred to non-OLS agencies’’ to deliver the
goods. This would require a significant upgrading
of the capacity of non-OLS agencies operating in
flight-denied aress.

In response to the immediate emergency in
Western Upper Nile, however, the U.S. and a
handful of other donors were right to reject,
however late, the effort to change the terms of the
OLS agreement and route food to southern
locations through Khartoum but words have yet to
be matched by action. Non-OLS agencies have
been on the ground for months waiting for a more
significant response from donor governments for
helping Western Upper Nile. Bureaucracy and

“ The Nuba Mountains ceasefire, put in place at the
beginning of 2002, is perceived to be a starting point for
other localised ceasefires. As of late May 2002, there was
heavy discontent within the SPLA-controlled areas of the
Nuba Mountains since humanitarian aid was only just
beginning to flow four and a half months into the six-month
ceasefire. The SPLA leadership has turned the decision on
whether to extend the ceasefire over to the Nuba SPLA
membership. Others in the SPLA are concerned about the
way in which the government rapidly redeployed thousands
of troops from the Nuba Mountains to join in the offensive
in Western Upper Nile.

" Non-OLS agencies are NGOs that have remained outside
the OLS structure in order not to be constrained by
government-imposed flight bans. These agencies deliver
goods to areas that are subject to such flight bans, but their
capacity is much smaller than that of OLS and its partner
agencies.
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other factors have hindered the effort, with the
grant approval process for emergency responses
that require rapid turnarounds often taking months,
despite top-level support. Donors should send as
much food as possible into the area now and build
the air and ground transport capacity of non-OLS
agencies there. Cash should aso be provided for
the local purchase of grain from areas of southern
Sudan that have surpluses.

[I1. IGAD'SDIPLOMACY

Nine years into its effort to resolve the Sudanese
civil war, IGAD is staking out a new course.
Kenyan President Daniel arap-Moi’s Special
Envoy, General Lazaro Sumbeiywo, has outlined a
strict agenda and a more promising approach that
includes sustained rather than sporadic negotiations,
and a discrete timeline with specific deadlines to
be pursued over the next four to five months.
IGAD considers this, in effect, a do-or-die effort,
and it will intimately involve as observers for the
first time a troika of interested states from outside
the region: the U.S., the UK and Norway.”® The
first phase of the negotiations that began on 17
June 2002 is scheduled to last until late July.

Technical taks made progress in May 2002 at
establishing an agenda, though not without
controversy. The government refused to sign the
modalities paper, sparking an angry rebuke from
General Sumbeiywo. Two weeks later, he produced
arevised agenda, which dropped a cease-fire (a nod
to the SPLA) while moving the issue of Sudan’s
unity to the top, making self-determination apply to
a geographic area — the South — rather than to the
“southern people” (which would have been more
expansive), and removing the interim arrangements
issue (al nodsto the government).

The observer status of the interested outside states
will be significant at the talks. Along with the IGAD
technical team, they will support the Special Envoy
closely in developing positions, and their mere
presence aso has an impact. “The parties came to us
after the technical talks and said that our presence
was constructive”, reported a diplomat representing
one of the troika countries. “They said they had to
think twice before speaking”.*°

President Bush appears energised about the U.S.
role in brokering peace in Sudan. In his meeting
with Senator Danforth to receive the latter’ s report
on 14 May 2002, he had numerous questions about
the substance of a U.S. contribution. When

8 The original intention of the observer countries was to
have one senior ambassador take the lead in representing
them and working with General Sumbweiywo, but in the
end they could not agree on which of them would have that
responsibility. The observer countries will maintain close
collaboration, but not through a single channel as initialy
envisioned.

“|CG interview, 31 May 2002.
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presented with the idea that a committee should be
set up within the U.S. government to work on
positions, the president reportedly proposed instead
that a single operational point person, a “Chief
Operating Officer”, coordinate U.S. involvement.*
Believing that he has powerful White House
backing, Senator Danforth agreed to extension of
his mission as Specia Envoy. All this interest
from a state that has the capacity to be highly
influential is promising for the peace process.

Development Minister Clare Short, who has a
strong interest in Sudan, will oversee British
involvement in the peace process, while veteran
diplomat Alan Goulty continues as Specia Envoy.
International Cooperation Minister Hilde Johnson is
steering Norwegian involvement, with Sudan expert
Halvor Aschjem involved in day-to-day issues.
Swiss Ambassador Josef Bucher is also closdy
involved in support of the process.

Negotiators and the various facilitators are
concentrating for now on developing practica
proposals to define the congtitutional arrangements
that would constitute a “two systems, one Sudan”
solution. This would involve some form of
asymmetrical federalism granting additional powers
to the southern federa state and providing
southerners significant representation in the centre.
The initid proposals will be illustrative and leave a
great deal of room for negotiation. The key issuesto
be addressed — state and religion, the distribution of
political power, and, most importantly, self-
determination — will be the subject of the next ICG
report.

The SPLA is increasingly suspicious of the
direction the IGAD process is taking. Senator

% This will likely be Michael Ranneberger, U.S.
Ambassador to Mali, who worked with some of the current
State team on the diplomatic effort to gain independence for
Namibia and withdraw Cuban troops from Angola in the
early to mid-1980s. Senior State Department official Jeff
Millington, now chargé d' affaires of the U.S. embassy in
Khartoum, will be closely involved in the IGAD process for
the U.S,, as will State Policy Planning expert Tom Callahan
and U.S. Ambassador to Kenya Johnnie Carson. The U.S.
will be hampered at the outset of the talks by the rotation out
of its Nairobi embassy of Sudan Watcher Mark Clark, a
very knowledgeable and supportive presence in the process
to date.

*! Senator Danforth is considering a trip to Europe in July
2002. This would be most usefully focused on organising
leverage and ensuring unanimity of purpose and message
from the international community.

Danforth’s report to President Bush, in which he
reviewed the progress made in implementing his
four humanitarian “tests’ and assessed the warring
Sides seriousness about peace, was widely
interpreted by southern Sudanese as rejecting the
independence option they consider inherent in the
concept of self-determination. This principle, so
important to the SPLA and other southern Sudanese
groups, has been accepted but not implemented by
Khartoum in previous agreements, as well asin its
own congtitution.

SPLA suspicions have aso been aroused by some
IGAD moves during the last few months
concerning Egypt’s role in the negotiations and the
level of commitment to the IGAD initiative' s near-
sacred Declaration of Principles, the set of seven
propositions agreed to in 1997 as the basis of
negotiations that prioritised the unity of the
country if agreement could be reached on a
secular, democratic state, but also envisaged self-
determination for Southerners.

The government, in contrast, was buoyed by the
Danforth report’s spin on self-determination. “The
Danforth report provides us an advantage’, said a
Sudanese government official. “For the first time it
shows support for unity. We can build on this. We
are serious about the prospects for peace because of
U.S. involvement, especidly in light of the Danforth

report” .2

Controversy around the government's main
negotiator, Ghazi Salahuddin Attabani, will have an
uncertain impact on its peace efforts. Attabani was
at the centre of an effort to reconcile President
Bashir and Hassan al-Turabi, the long time head of
the National Idamic Front and Spesker of the
Assembly before he lost a power struggle two years
ago and ultimately was put under house arrest.

In April 2002, Attabani initiated an exchange of
letters with Turabi in which the former pleaded for
reconciliation among the leaders of the Idamist
movement and chated a process for the
reunification of its political platform. These letters
later appeared in the Arab press, forcing President
Bashir to distance himsaf from Attabani and to
explain the move as drictly personal. The first
exchanges occurred in the wake of the release of the
Danforth report, and suggested the desire of the
ruling Idamist party to approach the difficult

521 CG interview, June 2002.
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negotiations with a unified front. Attabani proposed
that Turabi freeze his contacts with the SPLA as a
condition for reconciliation.

The earnestness of Attabani’s appeals gives a rare
glimpse into the ruling party’s interna
vulnerabilities as it approaches a decisive phase in
the peace process in which it expects to come under
tremendous external pressure. Attabani admits in
the exchanges that its internal political discourse
and ideology have been eroded by the split, as have
its external support and ability to attract young
people. Opportunists are filling the breach, he
warned. The point of reconciliation would be to
renew the regime's ideology, return the National
Idamic Front movement to positions of power and
control of the economy, and recapture external
support.

Two views have emerged as to why the
reconciliation effort was leaked. One holds that
Turabi was responsible. His party, the Popular
National Congress (PNC), alegedly handed out
copies in colleges in Khartoum and to the Arab
press. The objective reportedly was to undermine
the credibility of the ruling party by exposing the
internal difficulties in the aftermath of Turabi’s
departure that Attabani had candidly acknowledged,
and attempt to wean the Umma Party away from a
deal with the government. An alternative posits that
Vice President Ali Osman Taha discovered the
secret exchanges, viewed them as a threat to his
power base, and leaked them to the press to force
their end.

Left solely to its own resources, with the limited
leverage it possesses, IGAD cannot succeed.
Negotiating peace in Sudan will require the
broader international community to contribute an
enormous effort, in close partnership with regional
states. Some of the structure for this is now in
place but, so far, evidence of the necessary level of
political will is still spotty.

V. AMORE ROBUST PEACE
STRATEGY

To resolve a war the length and magnitude of
Sudan's, key members of the international
community will have to pull their weight and pull
in the same direction. Just as in the Middle East, if
peace is to be negotiated, the U.S. will have to lead
and commit substantial diplomatic resources. No
one else can bring along all the other important
actors.

The lessons of peacemaking in Africa (and
elsawhere) have demonstrated that agreements
between determined belligerents can be brokered
only with high-level engagement, a strong
partnership of regional and other international
actors, a well-developed negotiating strategy, and
multilateral leverage. The relatively straightforward
Ethiopia-Eritrea conflict took over two years of
intensive U.S. and African diplomacy to resolve
Sudan’s war is far more complex. The issue of self-
determination, with secesson at its core, will
inevitably at some point paralyse the talks that have
just begun.>* Plans must be ready to be put into
action when that crucia moment comes, which
means intensive preparations have to begin now.

President Bush reportedly concluded his recent Oval
Office meeting with Senator Danforth with a firm,
“Let's get this done’! During a 20 June 2002
speech, he indicated that the U.S. will “continue our
search for peace in Sudan”, and declared, “ Sudan’s
government must understand that ending its
sponsorship of terror outside Sudan is no substitute
for efforts to stop war inside Sudan”.* What the
U.S. and its troika partners are doing thus far to act
on that sentiment, however, is useful, but not
sufficient. And IGAD continues to be more reactive
than proactive, without an overall concept.

The new partnership between IGAD and the broader
international community to resolve the war needs

% See John Prendergast, “U.S. Leadership in Resolving
African Conflict: The Case of Ethiopia-Eritrea’, United
States I nstitute of Peace Special Report, 7 September 2001.
> Theissue of state and religion could also bring the talks to
a halt. Illustratively, the SPLA’s head of delegation, Salva
Kiir, reiterated demands for a secular congtitution at the
opening session of the talks in June 2002. Earlier in the day
the government's chief negotiator, Ghazi Salahuddin
Attabani, had rejected that option at a press conference.

% Reuters Business Briefings, 21 June 2002.
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strengthening. A coherent strategy requires first of
al articulation of a clear objective, including the
parametres of the expected endstate of negotiations:
a truly comprehensive peace agreement. The
approach of the facilitation needs to be more
assertive and proactive. Then appropriate roles
should be spelled out for all maor actors and
serious leverage organized and deployed in pursuit
of the objective.

Some of the elements that a comprehensive strategy
will have to addressinclude:

a how to move the parties on key issues;
a when and what leverage will be deployed;

a what substantive proposals will be presented
and at what juncturesin the talks;

a what back-up plans there will be for dealing
with impasses;

o how to engage Russia>® China®’ and
Malaysia® so that they play constructive, or
at least less negative, roles;

a how to coordinate Track Il peace initiatives
— particularly separate activities funded by
the U.S. and European Union — and utilise
them more directly in the service of the
current process;*® and

% |n alate April 2002 visit to Russia, Sudanese Defence
Minister Bakri Hassan Salih deepened the military-military
relationship between the two countries. Moscow pledged to
modernise the aging pool of helicopters, tanks, combat
vehicles and MiG-21 airplanes, and to upgrade where
practicable. Russia also pledged to help the government
“reinforce its authority in the country”. Nezavismaya
Gazeta, 24 April 2002.

* China, which likewise is an important military supplier
for the government, also controls 40 per cent of the main oil
consortium in Sudan (the Greater Nile Petroleum Operating
Corporation). It may have the most to lose from a peace
agreement, as some oil industry anaysts beieve the
Khartoum government would immediately renegotiate all
oil contracts, and the China National Petroleum Company
would lose out to Western oil majors. A concerted
diplomatic effort is needed to address China's unspoken
concerns and so reduce its potentia spoiler role.

% Malaysia, an important investor in the oil sector, has
intervened at times to pay Sudanese debts and runs
interference for the government internationaly. It could
have an important influence on Khartoum if it were engaged
inthe overall peace effort.

% The U.S. State Department funds the African Renaissance
Institute/Relationships Foundation initiative, while the EU

o  what technical aid to provide to help the
parties develop their positions before and
during the talks.

A. ANINCLUSIVE STRUCTURE

Probably the most important strategic challenge,
requiring much further deliberation and action,
however, is to develop a more inclusive peace
process. Having a wider set of Sudanese actors
involved in the process will ensure domestic buy-
in and facilitate compromise, while having more
regional participation will reduce resistance to any
settlement agreed to by the Sudanese themselves.
The first part of this is to persuade a till-
standoffish Egypt — traditionally Sudan’s most
important neighbour — to buy-in to the initiative
without threatening IGAD’s demise because of its
position on self-determination.

At the direction of the IGAD Heads of State and
with U.S. support, General Sumbeiywo has
attempted to liaise more closely with Egypt. When
the Egyptians realised he was not offering a
substantive role, they decided to stay out of IGAD
but they remain open to coordinating, while
maintaining loyalty to the Egyptian-Libyan Joint
Initiative.*® President Mubarak is preoccupied with
Middle East issues, however, so the Joint Initiative
has remained comatose.

Egypt remains committed to a negotiated settlement
that would end the war, reduce the ISlamist hold on
power in Khartoum through political reform, further
limit Sudan’s security threat, and ensure a united
country. Cairo worries that Kenya is only focusing
on a North-South deal, which would produce an
autonomous South that would be only one step
away from independence, rather than a
comprehensive settlement that reforms the entire
system. But rather than pursue a constructive search
for the elements of reform that would help guarantee
a unified Sudan, Egypt remains reflexively opposed
to any discussion of self-determination. “Egypt will

supports the Max Planck Institute effort. Both are aimed at
enhancing the relationships among key Sudanese actors and
finding potential compromise positions on the key issues.

% Egypt and Libya launched a joint diplomatic initiative in
1999 to reconcile northern Sudanese parties and to create an
aternative to the IGAD Declaration of Principles that
omitted the reference to sef-determination. For more
information on these efforts, see ICG Africa Report No. 39,
God, Qil and Country, op. cit.
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remain a block on self-determination and a huge
obstacle to the success of the negotiations’, said a
diplomat close to the talks.®*

There are important benefits to be gained if Egypt
can be engaged constructively, however, and the
U.S, with its specia ties to Cairo, should work
hard, including directly with President Mubarak, to
achieve this. “We want Egypt working with IGAD
to persuade northerners to sweeten unity”, said a
senior SPLA leader. “They must get rid of Ilamic
laws if they want unity. Then the Egyptians can
come to the SPLA and say here we have
neutralised religion, now you must find a solution
upholding unity” .62

Part of any strategy to work with Egypt on its
policy regarding self-determination should be
U.S.-brokered discussions between the SPLA and
the Egyptian government on the former’s policy on
water usage. “This is an issue of national security
for Egypt”, offered one high-ranking SPLA official.
“We won't stop the water. We want to give Egypt
guarantees on the water. The U.S. can help
guarantee that Egypt’s interests will be addressed”
This is a role that at a technical level could be
played by the World Bank and its Nile Basin
Initiative, within which a Track Il dialogue on Nile
water usage among the relevant actors could
reduce Egyptian paranoia about southern Sudanese
intentions regarding that precious commodity.

The second facet of a more inclusive peace process
involves bringing in other Sudanese political parties
and elements of broader civil society to contribute
to the shaping of a comprehensive solution. The
northern political parties, including those now in the
National Democratic Alliance and the Umma party,
were excluded from the 1972 Addis Ababa peace
agreement, and thus had no commitment to that
agreement when the government unilaterally
abrogated it in 1983, sparking the current civil war.
“If the northern parties are cut out, the role they will
play will be very negative’, cautioned a Sudanese
observer. “You can't isolate other political groups
that could be forces of stability and support for a

peace agreement” %

1 |CG interview in Nairobi, 29 May 2002.
%2 1CG interview, 31 May 2002.

% |CG interview, May 2002.

®1CG interview, June 2002

IGAD is dgnificantly hindered by a widespread
interpretation of its mandate as only addressing the
problems of southern Sudan. However, the
Declaration of Principles makes clear that a southern
solution will require national-level agreement,
restructuring and compromise. Therefore, other
voices will have to be brought into the equation if a
comprehensive and lasting agreement is to be
reached.

One way to address the issue of inclusion is by
structuring the negotiation process in concentric
circles. (See the Diagram in Appendix C.) In the
inner-most circle would be the parties themselves
and the Specia Envoy, representing IGAD. Strong
efforts must be made to associate the other members
of the IGAD Sudan Sub-Committee, Eritres,
Ethiopia; and Uganda, more fully with that inner
circle, through close coordination with the Specia
Envoy. The three states should appoint high ranking
point persons with whom the Special Envoy should
consult since they will be crucia for developing
ideas and exercising leverage at important junctures.

In the second circle would be the observers: the
U.S., UK, and Norway.®® They would advise the
Special Envoy and work the parties on the issues.
They would be the main organisers of leverage and
international strategy and well positioned to act
with Genera Sumbeiywo as catalysts for forward
movement. Most of the actual negotiation would
undoubtedly occur in these first two circles.

Countries important for applying pressures and/or
offering incentives at vital junctures in the process
would be in the third circle, the circle of external
leverage. Egypt as indicated above, has largely
unutilised leverage that it can apply particularly on
Khartoum. It has a vested interest in a reformed
Sudanese state, with a more moderate government.
If strongly engaged at high levels by the U.S,, it can
be a partner in developing and providing the kinds

% Switzerland is another country that has shown
constructive interest in facilitating movement toward peace
in Sudan, hosting and sharing with the U.S., for example,
responsibility for encouraging negotiations between the
parties on some of Senator Danforth’'s humanitarian
initiatives. In mid-June, however, the above-mentioned
three and the IGAD countries agreed that for the time being
at least the observers group should be confined to a smaller,
more manageable troika.
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of serious concessions and guarantees necessary to
make unity desirable to southerners.®®

Special mechanisms should be constructed to ensure
the maximum participation of the states in this
circle. For example, a redtricted briefing and
consultation could be held daily for representatives
of Egypt and a few other key states®’ that would
want to be more directly involved in supporting the
process, so that when and if the Specia Envoy
called on them to act in support of the process, they
would be well-prepared. There would also be an
opportunity for these countries to provide input to
the Special Envoy and the observers on substantive
and tactical issues related to the talks. This core
group — the observers plus the third circle — should
be seen as the principal forum for consultations on
creating and applying leverage.

Similarly, a mechanism could be established in the
fourth circle for the major Sudanese political parties
— including the Nationa Democratic Alliance
umbrella body — and civil society organisations to
be briefed and provide input so that their views can
be included in the proposals of the facilitators. This
would be the circle of wider Sudanese participation,
intended to maximise the prospects for buy-in from
Sudanese society as a whole to any agreement that
is reached through IGAD. Such a mechanism is
essential  because parties and organisations that
should be included in this circle would be likely,
based on past history, to win the vast mgjority of
votesin an election.

Ideally, these Sudanese actors should be directly
involved in the negotiations, but IGAD has ruled
that out until now. This circle, then, could be
viewed as a precursor to more substantial inclusion
of key Sudanese partiesin the talks at some point in
the future. The earlier that the National Democratic

% “Egypt wants to see a change in Khartoum”, noted a
diplomat closely involved in these issues. “The Sudanese
tried to kill Mubarak, and Cairo will never forget that”. ICG
interview, May 2002. Furthermore, Egypt’s patience with
Khartoum is running thin over security issues. President
Mubarak challenged President Bashir's handling of issues
that affect Egyptian security, such as border control, and
President Bashir responded by bringing a number of hard-
line Idamist ministers to Cairo for a May 2002 summit,
which the Sudanese leader |eft prematurely. Some diplomats
speculate that Egypt has re-opened the “terrorism file” with
Khartoum, which had been on the shelf since Turabi's
ouster in 1999. ICG interviews, June 2002.

" UN and OAU representatives might also be included in
thiscircle.

Alliance parties and the Umma Party are included,
the easier it will be for the government to
compromise, as it will not be alone in making
concessions that some extreme constituencies in the
North, particularly within the ruling National
Congress party,®® will surely oppose and exploit
politically. The National Democratic Alliance has
resolved to send a delegation to Nairobi to discuss
ways of joining the IGAD process and of merging it
with the Egyptian-Libyan Initiative.*®

A fifth circle, also for briefing and consultation,
could be envisioned that would include the Track 11
initiatives. The Max Planck Ingtitute and the African
Renaissance Ingtitute/Relationships Foundation, in
particular, should be part of this circle so that their
parallel efforts at developing ideas for possible
compromises could be more directly integrated into
the IGAD process. If the World Bank and its Nile
Basin Initiative do pursue a Track 1l water policy
dialogue that includes &l relevant actors, they
should be part of thiscircle aswell.

Asnoted, the U.S,, UK and Norway are observersin
the just opened IGAD round. The level of the
troika's presence on a day-to-day basis will tell
much about their degree of commitment to the new
initiative. The U.S. will be watched particularly
closaly for clues. The decision as to who will be the
“Chief Operating Officer” — the idea reportedly
originated by President Bush — for U.S. engagement
in the peace process will be crucial. Whether and
how Deputy Secretary Richard Armitage is
deployed at crucia junctures will be asignal as well
of U.S. seriousness.

Key officids from the troika countries — Clare
Short, Hilde Johnson, and Walter Kansteiner™ — are
expected to make a joint trip to the region shortly.
Their governments could send an important signal
of support by making clear that these three senior
figures will consistently coordinate their schedules
so that they can repeat such joint ventures at
propitious moments in the process. This would both
show the parties the importance that is being
attached to the negotiations and facilitate the

% Formerly the National Islamic Front.

% qudanile (Sudanese newspaper), 12 June 2002.

™ As noted above, Short is the British Development
Minister, and Johnson is the Norwegian International
Cooperation Minister. Kansteiner is Assistant Secretary of
State for African Affairsin the U.S. Department of State.
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troika’ s high-level interventions when the inevitable
logjam occurs on self-determination.

B. LEVERAGE TO MAKE THE STRATEGY
WORK

Because the divergent positions of the parties are so
entrenched, it is unlikely that they can be reconciled
through conventional facilitation aone. More
forceful diplomatic intervention will be required
than is currently envisioned.”* The most visble
missing ingredient of a potentially successful IGAD
peace effort is coordination of pressures and
incentives.

Leverage does not grow on trees. It is created
through leadership in the development of a
multilateral strategy and its judicious execution.
Degpite the influence they actually possessed over
the warring parties, key countries in the wider
international community have frequently claimed in
the past that they lacked leverage to move them
toward peace. This attitude stemmed from weak
political commitment to the process and provided a
pretext for passivity. Western countries must refrain
from repesating such statements, as they increase
perceptions among Sudanese parties that the
leverage the West does enjoy will not be used
during the new set of negotiations — perceptions that
in fact reduce outside leverage in the manner of a
salf-fulfilling prophecy.

To be effective, pressures and incentives must be
multilateral. As the actor with the most potential
leverage and the only one whom al Sudanese
parties believe can make peace, the U.S. should take
the lead in organising their judicious and tactically
opportune application. This may be the single most
important contribution the U.S. can make. There are
anumber of carrots and sticks that can be utilised in
support of the peace process:

a It is critical for the U.S. to maintain counter-
terrorisnm pressure on Khartoum. This has
provided the most potent leverage on
Khartoum’'s policies in the aftermath of
September 2001 since the Sudanese
government remains uncertain what the U.S.

™ This idea is implicit in SPLA Chairman John Garang's
cal for arbitration to replace facilitation as the method by
which negotiations might be moved forward. |CG interview,
May 2002.

may yet do as it pursues its declared global
war on terrorism.”? Nevertheless, short-term
tactical cooperation from Khartoum should
not be confused with strategic redirection,
which will only be ensured through the kind
of change that can be expected to accompany
a comprehensive peace agreement.

o  The Sudanese government cannot rehabilitate
its economy without help from the IMF and
World Bank. Most crucid is the huge debt
overhang, one of the largest in the world, that
if not addressed will continue to be a major
obstacle to economic development and
lending. The U.S. should continue to block
aid to Sudan in the international financia
ingtitutions in order to retain leverage for the
crucia stages of negotiating and implementing
a comprehensive peace agreement.
Conversely, removing its opposition to Paris
Club financing, IMF lending, and World
Bank credits for Sudan would probably be the
largest incentive the U.S. could offer
Khartoum at an appropriate tactical moment.

a Pressure on investors in the oil industry
trandates into indirect pressure on the
Sudanese government, which is heavily
dependent on the revenues it receives from
that sector. Passage of the Sudan Peace Act
under consideration by the U.S. Congress and
with inclusion of the capital markets sanctions
provision opposed by the Bush administration
would thus provide an important leverage
point, because it would deny critical capital
markets to oil firms operating in Sudan.”

2 For more information on Khartoum's links to terrorism
over the years and post-11 September counter-terrorism
drategies, see ICG Africa Report No. 39, God, Oil and
Country, op cit.

™ Pressure on the Canadian firm Talisman and other
Western oil companies that are considering starting new
operations in Sudan is particularly critical because these
enterprises possess technology that would enable the rapid
expansion of oil production. Only Talisman and other
Western firms have this technology, and thus Khartoum is
heavily dependent upon them to unlock the full potential for
oil development in the country. At the time of writing,
Talisman was in the process of selling its 25 per cent stake
in the Sudanese oil consortium to India’s Oil and Natural
Gas Corporation, athough the deal was not final. This
would certainly have an impact on the efforts of North
American capital market sanctions advocates, as Talisman
has been a primary target of the long campaign. The Indian
firm has indicated that protests of this nature will not affect
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a Troika countries should work to narrow
differences between IGAD members involved
in the negotiations. Ethiopia, Eritrea and
Uganda collectively possess serious leverage
on both warring parties. When they were
working together on Sudan, through the end
of 1997, progress was made, namely
Khartoum’'s agreement to negotiate on the
basis of the Declaration of Principles.”* The
negotiators should work closely with these
governments in bringing pressure to bear on
the Sudanese parties.

a Diplomaticaly, support for self-determination
in the South with the full scope of possible
outcomes, to be exercised after some interim
period that tests the viability of the
undertakings and reforms the parties sign up
to, is a crucia lever. Without it, the SPLA
will not agree to a settlement, and the
government will likely lack adequate
incentive to implement it.”

a European leverage would be maximised by
refocusing the EU’s “ Critical Dialogue” with
Khartoum. Resumption of EU aid and full
normalisation of relations should be made
contingent on implementation of a
comprehensive peace agreement, rather than
on achievement of short-term individua
humanitarian and human rights benchmarks.”

its operations. Reuters, 18 June 2002. Like China and
Malaysia, India has conscioudy pursued investment
opportunities in the energy sector of countries considered to
be politicaly risky or under international sanction, as there
is far less competition from Western oil mgors in these
locations. Sudan is a prime example. Financial Times, 14
June 2002.

™ For further background on the IGAD process, see ICG
Africa Report No. 39, God, Oil and Country, op cit.

™ When the SPLA stops fighting, it will give up much of
its ability to pressure Khartoum to fulfil its obligations in
any peace deal. The most potent internal pressure would
then be expectation that a self-determination referendum
would be held, or could be held, after an interim period.

® The EU has engaged Khartoum since 1999 (and the
National Democratic Alliance since 2001) in a “Critical
Dialogue’, aimed at achieving conditions that will make
possible the full normalisation of diplomatic relations and
resumption of aid to Sudan. More than U.S.$14 million in
European aid programs have aready been re-started, and
access to debt relief has been alowed on the basis that the
NIF has co-operated on humanitarian assistance issues. The
European Commission announced in January 2002 that it
“intended to embark on a progressve normalisation of

The latter are important but are best addressed
through a peace settlement.

a International  guarantees and  specific
commitments of  support for  the
implementation of a potential peace
agreement would also be dgnificant
incentives that the international community
could use to play a more robust role in
support of the process.

a Regiona governments and the U.S. are the
most important political supporters of the
opposition. At decisive points, it will be
crucia for them to be willing to apply
diplomatic pressure on the SPLA and NDA to
negotiate constructively.

a Any ingtitution-building support for the
SPLA/NDA and its civil administration
capacity should be terminated if the SPLA
becomes the obstacle to a peaceful settlement.

relations’. ICG believes such initiatives have undermined
progress in the peace process, as they provide one less
incentive for Khartoum to negotiate serioudly. IRIN, 11
March 2002. EU officias argue that providing development
assistance would increase leverage on Khartoum. ICG
interview, 13 June 2002.
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V. CONCLUSION

Sudan’s civil war has become more lethal with the
new weapons that have been introduced into it, and
the stakes have grown, both developments
traceable to the central role that oil has assumed.
While long range trends seem dlightly to favour the
government, it has not yet been able to achieve any
significant battlefield breakthroughs.

A prospect for peace in Sudan appeared after the
terror attacks of 11 September 2001 in the U.S. but
nine months have been spent primarily haggling
over humanitarian agreements rather than focusing
on the root causes, and the window of opportunity
isslowly closing. It is not yet too late, however, for
a more robust regional and wider international
initiative to succeed in ending the war.

The current — and potentialy last — phase of the
IGAD process, which began with the opening of a
new round of negotiations in Nairobi in the third
week of June, provides a singular opportunity. Its
structure — particularly the close involvement of a
troika of interested states from outside the region,
including the U.S. — and the fact that talks are to be
held on an ongoing basis rather than sporadically
give it better prospects than previous efforts.
Participants have already described the talks as
more substantive than in the past.”

The strategy needs to be filled out considerably,
however. To take maximum advantage, the friends
of Sudan should organise and use much more
significant leverage than hitherto. The U.S. and EU
must work diligently to create a package of well
coordinated incentives and pressures that they are
prepared to deploy at appropriate junctures of the
process. Compromise needs to be encouraged and
rewarded, intransigence discouraged and penalised.
Absent this, the parties will see no reason to engage
serioudy in negotiations that each considers high
risk.

The U.S. is especialy important. President Bush
made clear his desire to see the US play arole in
bringing peace to Sudan. U.S. officials must now
craft a more robust effort that fulfills their
president’ s intentions.

T |CG interviews, 24 June 2002.

The Nairobi negotiations will only succeed,
however, if their sponsors and facilitators get their
objectives right. As much as the Khartoum
government proclams a South-only solution to
Sudan’s civil war is possible, and many chanceries
around the world would like to believe this, it is not
redlistic. It was tried a independence, and
dishonoured by Khartoum; again in 1972 to end the
first civil war, and dishonoured by Khartoum; and
in 1997 by a splinter faction that broke away from
the SPLA, and dishonoured by Khartoum.

A new dispensation for the South is indeed
necessary but it requires a the same time that there
also be significant reform of the central government.
Since independence, there has been no meaningful
sharing of political power and wealth with Sudan’s
African peoples — 65 per cent of the population —in
the South, but also in the Nuba Mountains, the East
and the West. The war has long ago become a
national one. To ensure the unity of Sudan, which is
a legitimate objective for a government in
Khartoum as well as outsde states to strive for,
power will have to be shared, and rights guaranteed
through constitutional and security arrangements,
backed by international guarantees. Any “two
systems, one Sudan” proposa which envisions
separate congtitutions for the North and the South
without a clearly reformed centre will not succeed.

This report has dealt primarily with matters of fact,
especialy those related to the battlefield situation,
and diplomatic organisation and procedure. A
further report, later this summer, will analyse the
substantive issues, especially the many aspects of
self-determination, which is certain to be the make
or break point of greatest contention.

Nairobi/Brussds, 27 June 2002
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APPENDIX B

SUDAN: AREASOF MILITARY ACTIVITY
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APPENDIX C

WIDENING PARTICIPATION IN THE IGAD PROCESS

Negotiating circle:
IGAD Specia Envoy
representing Kenyan President
Moi and Eritrea, Ethiopia,

Uganda

/N
GOS SPLA

Observerscircle:
U.S., U.K., Norway

External leveragecircle:
Egypt, other key states, plus possibly UN and OAU

Sudanese consultation circle:
NDA, Umma, Sudanese civil society

Track Il consultation circle;
Max Planck Institute, World Bank Nile Basin Initiative,
African Renaissance Institute
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APPENDIX D

ABOUT THE INTERNATIONAL CRISIS GROUP

The International Crisis Group (ICG) is a private,
multinational organisation committed to strengthening
the capacity of the international community to
anticipate, understand and act to prevent and contain
conflict.

ICG's approach is grounded in field research.
Teams of political anaysts are located within or
close by countries at risk of outbreak, escalation or
recurrence of violent conflict. Based on information
and assessments from the field, ICG produces
regular analytical reports containing practical
recommendations targeted at key internationa
decision-takers.

ICG's reports and briefing papers are distributed
widely by email and printed copy to officias in
foreign ministries and international organisations
and made generaly available at the same time via
the organisation's Internet site, www.crisisweb.org.
ICG works closely with governments and those
who influence them, including the media, to
highlight its crisis analyses and to generate support
for its policy prescriptions.

The ICG Board — which includes prominent figures
from the fields of politics, diplomacy, business and
the media — is directly involved in helping to bring
ICG reports and recommendations to the attention
of senior policy-makers around the world. ICG is
chaired by former Finnish President Martti Ahtisaari;
and its President and Chief Executive since January
2000 has been former Australian Foreign Minister
Gareth Evans.

ICG’s international headquarters are at Brussels,
with advocacy offices in Washington DC, New Y ork
and Paris and a media liaison office in London. The
organisation currently operates eleven field offices
with analysts working in nearly 30 crisis-affected
countries and territories and across four continents.

In Africa, those locations include Burundi, Rwanda,
the Democratic Republic of Congo, Sierra Leone-
LiberiaGuinea, Somalia, Sudan and Zimbabwe; in
Asa, Indonesia, Myanmar, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan,
Uzbekistan, Pakistan and Afghanistan; in Europe,
Albania, Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro
and Serbia; in the Middle East, Algeria and the

whole region from Egypt to Iran; and in Latin
America, Colombia.

ICG raises funds from governments, charitable
foundations, companies and individual donors. The
following governments currently provide funding:
Australia, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Norway, the Republic of China (Taiwan), Sweden,
Switzerland and the United Kingdom.

Foundation and private sector donors include The
Ansary Foundation, The Atlantic Philanthropies,
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Carnegie
Corporation of New York, Charles Stewart Mott
Foundation, Ford Foundation, John D. and
Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, John Merck
Fund, Open Society Ingtitute, Ploughshares Fund,
Ruben and Elisabeth Rausing Trust, Sasakawa
Peace Foundation, and William and Flora Hewlett
Foundation.

June 2002
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APPENDIX E

|CG REPORTSAND BRIEFING PAPERS

AFRICA

ALGERIAF

The Algerian Crisis; Not Over Yet, Africa Report N°24, 20
October 2000 (also available in French)

The Civil Concord: A Peace I nitiative Wasted, Africa Report
N°31, 9 July 2001 (also available in French)

Algeria’s Economy: A Vicious Circle of Qil and Violence,
Africa Report N°36, 26 October 2001 (also available in French)

BURUNDI

The Mandela Effect: Evaluation and Perspectives of the
Peace Process in Burundi, Africa Report N°21, 18 April 2000
(also available in French)

Unblocking Burundi’s Peace Process. Political Parties,
Political Prisoners, and Freedom of the Press, Africa Briefing,
22 June 2000

Burundi: The Issues at Stake. Political Parties, Freedom of
the Press and Political Prisoners, Africa Report N°23, 12 July
2000 (also available in French)

Burundi Peace Process: Tough Challenges Ahead, Africa
Briefing, 27 August 2000

Burundi: Neither War, nor Peace, Africa Report N°25, 1
December 2000 (also available in French)

Burundi: Breaking the Deadlock, The Urgent Need for a New
Negotiating Framework, Africa Report N°29, 14 May 2001
(also available in French)

Burundi: 100 Days to put the Peace Process back on Track,
AfricaReport N°33, 14 August 2001 (also available in French)
Burundi: After Six Months of Transition: Continuing the War
or Winning the Peace, Africa Report N° 46, 24 May 2002
(also available in French)

DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO

Scramble for the Congo: Anatomy of an Ugly War, Africa
Report N°26, 20 December 2000 (also available in French)

From Kabila to Kabila: Prospects for Peace in the Congo,
Africa Report N°27, 16 March 2001

Disarmament in the Congo: I nvesting in Conflict Prevention,
AfricaBriefing, 12 June 2001

The I nter-Congolese Dialogue: Political Negotiation or Game
of Bluff? Africa Report N° 37, 16 November 2001 (also
available in French)

Disarmament in the Congo: Jump-Starting DDRRR to
Prevent Further War, Africa Report N° 38, 14 December 2001

Storm Clouds Over Sun City: The Urgent Need To Recast
The Congolese Peace Process, Africa Report N° 38, 14 May

' The Algeria project was transferred from the Africa Program
in January 2002

2002 (also available in French)

RWANDA

Uganda and Rwanda: Friends or Enemies? Africa Report
N°15, 4 May 2000

International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda: Justice Delayed,
AfricaReport N°30, 7 June 2001 (also available in French)

“Consensual Democracy” in Post Genocide Rwanda:
Evaluating the March 2001 District Elections, Africa Report
N°34, 9 October 2001

Rwanda/Uganda: a Dangerous War of Nerves Africa Briefing,
21 December 2001

SOMALIA

Somalia: Countering Terrorism in a Failed State, Africa
Report N° 45, 23 May 2002

SUDAN

God, Oil & Country: Changing the Logic of War in Sudan,
Africa Report N°39, 28 January 2002

Capturing the Moment: Sudan's Peace Process in the
Balance, Africa Report N° 42, 3 April 2002

WEST AFRICA

Sierra Leone: Time for a New Military and Political Strategy,
AfricaReport N°28, 11 April 2001

Sierra Leone: Managing Uncertainty, Africa Report N°35,
24 October 2001

Sierra Leone: Ripe For Elections? Africa Briefing, 19
December 2001

Liberia: The Key to Ending Regional |nstability, Africa Report
N° 43 24 April 2002

ZIMBABWE

Zimbabwe: At the Crossroads, Africa Report N°22, 10 July 2000

Zimbabwe: Three Months after the Elections, Africa Briefing,
25 September 2000

Zimbabwe in Crisis: Finding a way Forward, Africa Report
N°32, 13 July 2001

Zimbabwe: Time for International Action, Africa Briefing,
12 October 2001

Zimbabwe's Election: The Stakes for Southern Africa, Africa
Briefing, 11 January 2002

All Bark and No Bite: The International Response to
Zimbabwe's Crisis, Africa Report N°40, 25 January 2002

Zimbabwe at the Crossroads; Transition or Conflict? Africa
Report N° 41, 22 March 2002

Zimbabwe: What Next? ICG Africa Report N° 47, 14 June 2002

These reports may be downloaded from the ICG website: www.crisisweb.org
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ASIA

CAMBODIA

Cambodia: The Elusive Peace Dividend, Asia Report N°8,
11 August 2000

CENTRAL ASIA

Central Asia: Crisis Conditionsin Three States, Asia Report
N°7, 7 August 2000 (also available in Russian)

Recent Violencein Central Asia: Causes and Consequences,
Central AsiaBriefing, 18 October 2000

Islamist Mobilisation and Regional Security, Asia Report
N°14, 1 March 2001 (also available in Russian)

Incubators of Conflict: Central Asia’s Localised Poverty
and Social Unrest, Asia Report N°16, 8 June 2001 (aso
available in Russian)

Central Asia: Fault Lines in the New Security Map, Asia
Report N°20, 4 July 2001 (also available in Russian)
Uzbekistan at Ten — Repression and | nstability, Asia Report
N°21, 21 August 2001 (also available in Russian)

Kyrgyzstan at Ten: Trouble in the “1sland of Democracy”,
Asia Report N°22, 28 August 2001 (also available in Russian)

Central Asian Perspectives on the 11 September and the
Afghan Crisis, Central Asia Briefing, 28 September 2001
(also available in French and Russian)

Central Asia: Drugs and Conflict, Asia Report N° 25, 26
November 2001 (also availablein Russian)

Afghanistan and Central Asia: Priorities for Reconstruction
and Development, Asia Report N° 26, 27 November 2001
(also available in Russian)

Tajikistan: An Uncertain Peace, Asia Report N° 30, 24
December 2001 (also available in Russian)

The IMU and the Hizb-ut-Tahrir: Implications of the
Afghanigan Campaign, Centra Asia Briefing, 30 January 2002
(also available in Russian)

Central Asia: Border Disputes and Conflict Potential, Asia
Report N° 33, 4 April 2002

Central Asia: Water and Conflict, Asia Report N° 34, 30
May 2002

INDONESIA

Indonesia’s Crisis: Chronic but not Acute, Asia Report N°6,
31 May 2000

Indonesia’s Maluku Crisis: The Issues, Indonesia Briefing,
19 July 2000

Indonesia: Keeping the Military Under Control, Asia Report
N°9, 5 September 2000

Aceh: Escalating Tension, Indonesia Briefing, 7 December 2000

Indonesia: Overcoming Murder and Chaos in Maluku, Asia
Report N°10, 19 December 2000

Indonesia: Impunity Versus Accountability for Gross Human
Rights Violations, Asia Report N°12, 2 February 2001

Indonesia: National Police Reform, Asia Report N°13, 20
February 2001 (also available in Indonesian)

Indonesia's Presidential Crisis, Indonesia Briefing, 21
February 2001

Bad Debt: The Politics of Financial Reform in Indonesia,
AsiaReport N°15, 13 March 2001

Indonesia’ s Presidential Crisis: The Second Round, Indonesia
Briefing, 21 May 2001

Aceh: Why Military Force Won't Bring Lagting Peace, Asia
Report N°17, 12 June 2001 (also available in Indonesian)

Aceh: Can Autonomy Stem the Conflict? Asia Report N°18,
27 June 2001

Communal Violencein Indonesia: Lessons from Kalimantan,
Asia Report N°19, 27 June 2001

Indonesian-U.S. Military Ties: IndonesiaBriefing, 18 July 2001

The Megawati Presidency, Indonesia Briefing, 10 September
2001

Indonesia: Ending Repression in Irian Jaya, Asia Report
N°23, 20 September 2001

Indonesia: Violence and Radical Muslims, Indonesia Briefing,
10 October 2001

Indonesia: Next Steps in Military Reform, Asia Report N°24,
11 October 2001

Indonesia: Natural Resources and Law Enforcement, Asia
Report N° 29, 20 December 2001

Indonesia: The Search for Peace in Maluku, Asia Report
N°31, 8 February 2002

Aceh: Sim Chancefor Peace, Indonesia Briefing, 27 March 2002

Indonesia: The Implications of the Timor Trials, Indonesia
Briefing, 8 May 2002

Resuming U.S.-Indonesia Military Ties, Indonesia Briefing,
21 May 2002

MYANMAR

Burma/Myanmar: How Strong is the Military Regime? Asia
Report N°11, 21 December 2000

Myanmar: The Role of Civil Society, Asia Report N°27, 6
December 2001

Myanmar: The Military Regime's View of the World, Asia
Report N°28, 7 December 2001

Myanmar: The Politics of Humanitarian Aid, Asia Report
N° 32, 2 April 2002

Myanmar: The HIV/AIDS Crisis, Myanmar Briefing, 2 April
2002

PAKISTAN/AFGHANISTAN

Afghanistan and Central Asia: Priorities for Reconstruction
and Development, Asia Report N° 26, 27 November 2001

Pakistan: The Dangers of Conventional Wisdom, Pakistan
Briefing, 12 March 2002

Securing Afghanistan: The Need for More International
Action, Afghanistan Briefing, 15 March 2002

The Loya Jirga: One Small Step Forward?, Afghanistan &
Pakistan Briefing, 16 May 2002
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BALKANS

ALBANIA

Albania; State of the Nation, Balkans Report N°87, 1 March
2000

Albania’s Local Elections, A test of Stability and Democracy,
Balkans Briefing 25 August 2000

Albania: The State of the Nation 2001, Balkans Report N°111,
25 May 2001

Albania’s Parliamentary Elections 2001, Bakans Briefing,
23 August 2001

BOSNIA

Denied Justice: Individuals Lost in a Legal Maze, Balkans
Report N°86, 23 February 2000

European Vs. Bosnian Human Rights Standards, Handbook
Overview, 14 April 2000

Reunifying Mostar: Opportunities for Progress, Balkans
Report N°90, 19 April 2000

Bosnia’s Municipal Elections 2000: Winners and Losers,
Balkans Report N°91, 28 April 2000

Bosnia's Refugee Logjam Breaks: Is the International
Community Ready? Balkans Report N°95, 31 May 2000

War Criminalsin Bosnia’s Republika Srpska, Bakans Report
N°103, 02 November 2000

Bosnia’'s November Elections. Dayton Stumbles, Balkans
Report N°104, 18 December 2000

Turning Strife to Advantage: A Blueprint to Integrate the
Croats in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Balkans Report N°106,
15 March 2001

No Early Exit: NATO's Continuing Challenge in Bosnia,
Balkans Report N°110, 22 May 2001

Bosnia's Precarious Economy: Still Not Open For Business,
Balkans Report N°115, 7 August 2001 (also available in Serbo-
Croatian)

The Wages of Sin: Confronting Bosnia's Republika Srpska:
Balkans Report N°118, 8 October 2001 (Also available in
Serbo-Croatian)

Bosnia: Reshaping the International Machinery, Balkans
Report N°121, 29 November 2001 (Also available in Serbo-
Croatian)

Courting Disaster: The Misrule of Law in Bosnia &
Herzegovina, Balkans Report N° 127, 26 March 2002 (Also
available in Serbo-Croatian)

Implementing Equality: The " Constituent Peoples’ Decision
in Bosnia & Herzegovina, Balkans Report N° 128, 16 April
2002 (Also available in Serbo-Croatian)

Policing the Police in Bosnia: A Further Reform Agenda,
Balkans Report N° 130, 10 May 2002

CROATIA
Facing Up to War Crimes, Balkans Briefing, 16 October 2001

KOSOVO

Kosovo Albanians in Serbian Prisons. Kosovo's Unfinished
Business, Balkans Report N°85, 26 January 2000

What Happened to the KLA? Balkans Report N°88, 3 March
2000

Kosovo's Linchpin: Overcoming Division in Mitrovica,
Balkans Report N°96, 31 May 2000

Reality Demands. Documenting Violations of | nternational

Humanitarian Law in Kosovo 1999, Bakans Report, 27 June
2000

Elections in Kosovo: Moving Toward Democracy? Balkans
Report N°97, 7 July 2000

Kosovo Report Card, Balkans Report N°100, 28 August 2000

Reaction in Kosovo to Kostunica's Victory, Balkans Briefing,
10 October 2000

Religion in Kosovo, Balkans Report N°105, 31 January 2001
Kosovo: Landmark Election, Bakans Report N°120, 21
November 2001 (also available in Albanian and Serbo-Croatian)

Kosovo: A Strategy for Economic Development: Balkans
Report N° 123, 19 December 2001 (also available in Serbo-
Croatian)

A Kosovo Roadmap: |I. Addressing Final Status, Balkans
Report N° 124, 28 February 2002 (also available in Albanian
and Serbo-Croatian)

A Kosovo Roadmap: II. Internal Benchmarks, Bakans
Report No. 125, 1 March 2002 (also available in Albanian
and Serbo-Croatian)

UNMIK’s Kosovo Albatross: Tackling Division in Mitrovica,
Balkans Report N° 131, 3 June 2002 (also available in
Albanian and Serbo-Croatian)

MACEDONIA

Macedonia’s Ethnic Albanians: Bridging the Gulf, Balkans
Report N°98, 2 August 2000

Macedonia Government Expects Setback in Local Elections,
Balkans Briefing, 4 September 2000

The Macedonian Question: Reform or Rebellion, Bakans
Report N°109, 5 April 2001

Macedonia: The Last Chance for Peace, Balkans Report
N°113, 20 June 2001

Macedonia: Still Sliding, Balkans Briefing, 27 July 2001
Macedonia: War on Hold, Balkans Briefing, 15 August 2001

Macedonia: Filling the Security Vacuum, Balkans Briefing,
8 September 2001

Macedonia’s Name: Why the Dispute Matters and How to
Resolve It, Balkans Report N° 122, 10 December 2001 (also
available in Serbo-Croatian)

MONTENEGRO
Montenegro: In the Shadow of the Volcano, Balkans Report
N°89, 21 March 2000

Montenegro’s Socialist People s Party: A Loyal Opposition?
Balkans Report N°92, 28 April 2000
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Montenegro’'s Local Elections: Testing the National
Temperature, Background Briefing, 26 May 2000

Montenegro: Which way Next? Balkans Briefing, 30
November 2000

Montenegro: Settling for Independence? Bakans Report
N°107, 28 March 2001

Montenegro: Timeto Decide, a pre-election Briefing, Balkans
Briefing, 18 April 2001

Montenegro: Resolving the I ndependence Deadlock, Balkans
Report N°114, 1 August 2001

Still Buying Time: Montenegro, Serbia and the European
Union, Balkans Report N°129, 7 May 2002

SERBIA

Serbia’s Embattled Opposition, Balkans Report N°94, 30 May
2000

Serbia’s Grain Trade: Milosevic's Hidden Cash Crop, Balkans
Report N°93, 5 June 2000

Serbia: The Milosevic Regime on the Eve of the September
Elections, Balkans Report N°99, 17 August 2000

Current Legal Status of the Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY)
and of Serbia and Montenegro, Balkans Report N°101, 19
September 2000

Yugoslavia’'s Presidential Election: The Serbian People's
Moment of Truth, Balkans Report N°102, 19 September 2000

Sanctions against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,
Balkans Briefing, 10 October 2000

Serbia on the Eve of the December Elections, Balkans
Briefing, 20 December 2000

A Fair Exchange: Aid to Yugoslavia for Regional Stability,
Balkans Report N°112, 15 June 2001

Peace in Presevo: Quick Fix or Long-Term Solution? Balkans
Report N°116, 10 August 2001

Serbia’s Transition: Reforms Under Siege, Balkans Report
N°117, 21 September 2001 (also available in Serbo-Croatian)

Belgrade's Lagging Reform: Cause for International
Concern, Balkans Report N°126, 7 March 2002 (also available
in Serbo-Croatian)

Serbia: Military Intervention Threatens Democratic Reform,
Bakans Briefing, 28 March 2002 (also available in Serbo-
Croatian)

REGIONAL REPORTS

After Milosevic: A Practical Agenda for Lasting Balkans
Peace, Bakans Report N°108, 26 April 2001

Milosevic in The Hague: What it Means for Yugoslavia and
the Region, Balkans Briefing, 6 July 2001

Bin Laden and the Balkans: The Poalitics of Anti-Terrorism,
Balkans Report N°119, 9 November 2001

LATIN AMERICA

Colombia's Elusive Quest for Peace, Latin America Report
N° 1, 26 March 2002 (also available in Spanish)

The 10 March 2002 Parliamentary Elections in Colombia,
Latin America Briefing, 17 April 2002 (also available in
Spanish)

The Stakes in the Presidential Election in Colombia, Latin
AmericaBriefing, 22 May 2002 (also available in Spanish)

MIDDLE EASTO

A Time to Lead: The International Community and the
I sraeli-Palestinian Conflict, Middle East Report N° 1, 10
April 2002

ALGERIA

Diminishing Returns: Algeria’s 2002 Legisative Elections,
Middle East Briefing, 24 June 2002

| SSUES REPORTS

HIV/AIDS

HIV/AIDS as a Security Issue, Issues Report N°1, 19 June
2001

Myanmar: The HIV/AIDS Crisis, Myanmar Briefing, 2 April
2002

EU

The European Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO): Crisis
Response in the Grey Lane, Issues Briefing Paper, 26 June
2001

EU Crisis Response Capability: Institutions and Processes
for Conflict Prevention and Management, Issues Report N°2,
26 June 2001

EU Crisis Response Capabilities: An Update, Issues
Briefing Paper, 29 April 2002

" The Algeria project was transferred from the Africa Program
in January 2002
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Former U.S Assstant Secretary of Sate; former U.S Ambassador
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Oscar Arias Sanchez
Former President of Costa Rica; Nobel Peace Prize, 1987

Ersin Arioglu

Chairman, Yapi Merkezi, Turkey
Alan Blinken

Former U.S. Ambassador to Belgium

Emma Bonino
Member of the European Parliament; former European
Commissioner, Italy
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Former NATO Supreme Allied Commander, Europe

Jacques Delors
Former President of the European Commission

Uffe Ellemann-Jensen
Former Foreign Minister of Denmark

Gernot Erler
Vice-President, Social Democratic Party, German Bundestag
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Former Prime Minister of Belgium

Y oichi Funabashi
Journalist and author, Japan
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Former Foreign Minister of Poland

I.K.Gujral

Former Prime Minister of India

Han Sung-Joo
Former Foreign Minister of Korea

El Hassan bin Talal
Chairman, Arab Thought Forum, Jordan

Marianne Heiberg
Senior Researcher, Norwegian Institute of International Affairs
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Joanne L eedom-Ackerman
Novelist and journalist, U.S.

Todung Mulya Lubis

Human rights lawyer and author, Indonesia

Allan J MacEachen
Former Deputy Prime Minister of Canada

Barbara M cDougall
Former Secretary of State for External Affairs, Canada

Matthew McHugh
Counsdllor to the President, The World Bank, U.S.

Mo Mowlam
Former British Secretary of Sate for Northern Ireland
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Journalist, France

Wayne Owens
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Former Secretary-General, African National Congress; Chairman,
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Former President of the Philippines

Michel Rocard
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France

Volker Ruhe
Vice-President, Christian Democrats, German Bundestag; former
German Defence Minister
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William Shawecr oss
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Michael Sohlman
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Former Minister of Foreign Affairs, Norway Simone Vell
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