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Darfur is inhabited by the Zurq (the blacks) and is a predominantly Muslim area. This
formerly independent State in western Sudan, roughly the size of France, has been the
scene of relentless and lethal warfare between the Sudanese central government and a
number of insurgent movements since February 2003. The Darfur conflict exploded
when the Sudan Liberation Army emerged in 2003 (the SLA, previously named the
„Darfur Liberation front‟). The SLA started targeting military installations, air fields and
looted several arms and fuel depots in northern Darfur in April 2003.

The SLA had become violent after the Sudanese government had refused to accept
their political demands which included a socio-economic development package for the
region, an end to tribal militias, and a power share with the central government. The
government then reacted through military actions and allied local militias, the
„Janjaweed‟ (first called Murahilin and largely recruited from the Arabized people from
northern and eastern Darfur), to crush the insurgency. The conflict took a devastating
toll; taking an estimated two million lives and displacing upward of four million people.

For the last six years, the Darfurians have been experiencing unimaginable sufferings,
despite tall claims by Alain Le Roy, the U.N. Under-Secretary General for Peacekeeping
Operations. Alain Le Roy has time and again claimed that the U.N. is working hard to
ensure the security of the people in Darfur. However, the U.N. efforts at finding a longterm solution to the Darfur crisis are facing many hurdles due to the lack of political will
of its member States to resolve the conflict. That can be demonstrated by the fact that
when the U.N. Security Council adopted resolution 1590 on March 2005, and
established the „African Union Mission in Sudan‟ (AMIS), the peacekeeping mission
failed to improve security and stability in the region. The lack of a coherent international
strategy, the under-funded and under-resourced mission, and deep international
divisions, all left AMIS without any capacity to respond to the hopes of the people of
Darfur. Consequently, AMIS was later replaced by the U.N. and African Union Mission
in Darfur (UNAMID). UNAMID was deployed in Darfur through the U.N. Security Council
resolution 1769 in July 2007. However, the UNAMID too is failing to fulfil its mandate,
despite the encouraging words by some within the U.N. and the African Union (A.U.).

This paper is an attempt to look at the nature and background of the Darfur conflict,
including the role of the international players, in particular the A.U., the E.U., China and
the U.S. It would also highlight the role the United Nations is playing in Darfur in settling
the conflict and the reason why the U.N. has failed so far in restoring peace to Darfur.
Finally, how the U.N. can prove to be more effective in the settlement of the conflict.

Background

Darfur is home to an estimated seven million people and has more than 30 ethnic
groups. These 30 groups fall into two major categories: African and Arab. Both
communities are Muslim, and years of intermarriages have made racial divisions
indistinguishable. Nonetheless, fighting over resources is one of major factors that have
intensified the conflict. African farmers and Arab wayfarers/nomads have long
completed for limited resources in western Sudan‟s Darfur region, especially following
the drought in 1983. The spread of local conflicts over land and other resources
combined with the unwillingness of Khartoum to mediate are some of the major reasons
that led the rebels to take up arms against the central government.

The on-going crisis gained momentum in February 2003 when two rebel groups
appeared on the scene and challenged the National Islamic Front (NIF) government.
The Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) and the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) who
claimed to be the representatives of the Darfur black African community, asserted that
the Sudanese government showed prejudice against Muslim African ethnic groups in
Darfur and had systematically targeted them since the early 1990s. However, the
government of Sudan rejected the claim of the SLA and the JEM. The conflict pitches
three African ethnic groups; the Fur, Zaghawa, and Massaleit; against nomadic Arab
ethnic groups.

Periodic tensions between the largely African-Muslim ethnic groups and the Arab
inhabitants of Darfur can be traced back to the 1930s and most recently surfaced in the
1980s. Successive governments in Khartoum have long ignored the African ethnic
groups in the region and have not made any constructive and serious efforts to contain
Arab militias‟ attacks against non-Arabs in Darfur. In the early 1990s, the NIF
government, which came to power in 1989, began to arm Arab militias known as the
Janjaweed in response to the non-Arabs‟ taking up arms against the central government
in Khartoum.

Many writers and analyst are of the opinion that the central NIF government is
deliberately following a policy of prejudice and marginalisation of the African ethnic
groups in Darfur. Also, they believe that the centre is trying to suppress the non-Arabs
with the help of their allied Arab militias. They maintain that the centre is doing so
because it considers African communities in Darfur a threat to its hold on power. In
2000, after the ouster of the founder of the NIF, Hassan al-Tuarabi, and a split within the
Islamist Movement, the government imposed a state of emergency and began a
crackdown on dissidents in Darfur. By 2002, a little-known self-defence force of a
largely Fur-dominated group emerged as the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA), and started
challenging government forces in Darfur.

As the NIF regime was getting weaker from inside, together with the mounting
international pressure to end Sudan‟s North-South conflict, the SLA and the JEM were
gaining the upper hand at the start of the conflict against government forces in early
2003. The SLA and the JEM started attacking government targets in central Darfur and
demanded autonomy. These two rebel groups enjoyed the support of the local
population, as well as officers and soldiers within the Sudanese army. A large number
of senior officers and soldiers in the Sudanese army come from Darfur. The SLA
reportedly benefited from outside support as well, including from fellow Zaghawa in
Chad and financial support from Darfur businessman in the Persian Gulf. The Sudanese
government accused Eritrea and the Sudan People‟s Liberation Movement/Army
(SPLM/A) of providing support to the SLA. The central government also accused the
founder of the NIF, Hassan al-Turabi, of having links with the JEM.

In mid-2003, the government of Sudan drastically increased its presence in Darfur by
arming Arab militias, the Janjaweed, and by deploying the „Popular Defence Force‟
(PDF). It was reported that the Janjaweed, with the support of the government forces,
were given a free hand to massacre innocent civilians. The Janjaweed engaged in,
what the U.N. officials called, „ethnic cleansing‟ of the African ethnic groups of Darfur.
Khartoum used the Janjaweed militias to attack the villages populated by African
Masalit, Fur, and Zaghawa. The SLA and JEM draw much of their support from these
groups.

Since the beginning of the conflict, close to 2.4 million Darfuris, a third of the region‟s
population, have been internally displaced and some 250,000 refugees have fled to
neighbouring Chad. An estimated 350,000 people have died as a consequent of the
violence, disease, and starvation, according to a report of the Office of the U.N. High
Commissioner for Refugees.

At the moment, the Darfur conflict is evolving from a mainly two-way strife between the
central government (including the Janjaweed) and rebels to a more complex war
involving heavy fighting between various rebel factions. Since mid-2006, the number of
rebel groups in Darfur has risen to 15 (including the National Redemption Front,
Sudan‟s most significant new movement). Also, the expansion of the conflict to
neighbouring countries Chad and Central African Republic (CAR) has further
compounded the problem.

Peace agreements

1.

Comprehensive Peace Agreement:

The Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA), also known as the “Naivasha
Agreement”, was in fact a set of protocols signed between the government of Sudan
and the Sudan People‟s Liberation Movement (SPLM) on January 9, 2005, with the
backing of the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD) and IGAD partners,
a consortium of donor countries. The major intention of brokering the CPA agreement
was to end the second Sudanese civil war, develop democratic governance countrywide
and sharing of oil revenues. The agreement further set a schedule according to which
Southern Sudan was to have a referendum on its independence in 2011.

The CPA agreement encompassed eight protocols: (1) the Machakos protocol on broad
principles of government and governance, (2) the protocol on power sharing, (3) the
protocol on wealth sharing, (4) the protocol on the resolution of conflict in the Abyei
area, (5) the protocol on the resolution of conflict in Southern Kordofan and the Blue
Nile States, (6) the agreement on security arrangements, (7) the permanent ceasefire
and security arrangements implementation modalities and appendices, and (8) the
implementation on modalities and global implementation matrix and appendices.

Unfortunately, however, the CPA was not implemented faithfully by both sides. If it
were, we would have today found a peaceful, prosperous Sudan. Also, this agreement

failed to address many demands of eastern groups that fought in the North/South
conflict.

2.

The Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA)

The government of Sudan and the leader of the Darfur rebel group SLA/M, Minni
Minawi, entered into a peace agreement entitled “The Darfur Peace Agreement” with
the help of the African Union on May 5, 2006. Two other rebel groups, the Justice and
Equality Movement (JEM) and the SLA/M faction of Abdel Wahid, turned down the
agreement. Wahid believed that greater direct SLA/M participation was required for
effective implementation of security arrangements. He also objected on the ground that
the DPA had failed to provide enough political representation or adequately provide for
a victims‟ relief fund. The JEM‟s reason for not the signing of the agreement was that
the DPA‟s protocols on power and wealth sharing did not effectively address the root
causes of the conflict.

However, the DPA was later supported by the U.N. with the adoption of Resolution
1679. The world body called on all those parties that had refused to sign the agreement
to reconsider and not to hamper the execution of the agreement in its true spirits. The
DPA comprised three protocols on power sharing, wealth sharing, and security
arrangements, coupled with a provision for the Darfur-Darfur Dialogue and Consultation
(DDD-C).
•

Power-sharing

The major rationale behind the power-sharing formula was to rectify the years of
political marginalization experienced by the Darfur people. The DPA handed out four
key purposes in allocating power. First, it adopted democratic processes that allowed
the people to choose their leaders in free and fair elections to be held by July 2009.
Second, it conferred the Darfur rebel groups the fourth highest position in the Sudanese
government, the Senior Assistant to the President and Chairperson of the Transitional
Darfur Regional Authority (TDRA). The DPA mandated the Sudanese government to
establish the TDRA within 30 days of signing the agreement. Third, the DPA gave the
rebel movements more power within the Darfur region during the period before the
elections. The SLA/M and the JEM got to pick nominees for the governorship of one of
the three Darfur states and two deputy governorships for the remaining Darfur states.
Furthermore, the SLA/M and JEM were allocated 21 seats in each state legislature and

they were also to nominate the deputy speakers for the states‟ legislative assemblies.
Fourth, the DPA provided for a referendum on the status of Darfur by 2010.

•

Wealth-sharing

The wealth sharing protocol of the DPA was an attempt by the peace negotiator to
create an equitable and unbiased distribution of the wealth system throughout the
Sudan, with special attention given to war-affected areas. The wealth-sharing protocol
highlighted three main areas of concern: (1) re-construction of war-affected areas, (2)
restoration of land rights, and (3) resettlement and compensation of war-affected
persons. The „Comprehensive Peace Agreement‟ (CPA) set up the „Fiscal and Financial
Allocation and Monitoring Commission (FFAMC) to achieve the task of fiscal
equalization. The DPA also proposed to enhance “Darfur‟s representation” in the
FFAMC. The FFAMC was responsible for (1) ensuring that the needs of Darfur receive
equal attention as those of other states and (2) authorizing structured transfers to the
states from the National Revenue Fund. Moreover, the DPA, in order to accomplish
reconstruction, established the „Darfur Reconstruction and Development Fund‟. In
addition, the DPA created „Land Commissions‟ at state and national level to restore and
protect “tribal and ownership rights, historical rights to land, traditional or customary
livestock routes, and access to water…” Along with that, the DPA established two
commissions to resettle and compensate war-affected persons.

•

Security arrangements

The security arrangements provided for a comprehensive ceasefire within 72 hours of
signing of the DPA. The security arrangements were to be carried out in six phases.
The first phase was military disengagement. During this phase, the parties were to be
limited to their areas of control and buffer zones created to separate the parties in the
areas of the most intense conflict. In phase two, redeployment zones were to be
designated for the parties to gather and limit their forces and weaponry. Phase three
involved limited arms control by forcing the parties to keep their weapons in their
designated areas for AMIS to inspect. Phase four comprised the assembly of the
movements for disarmament and demobilization and the completion of the disarmament
of the Janjaweed. Phase five provided for the integration of the former combatants into
the Sudan Armed Forces and other government security institutions and the reform of
selected security institutions. Phase five was also to include disarmament and
demobilization, and social and economic reintegration of the movements. Phase six

involved (1) completion of the social and economic reintegration of former combatants
who desired to return to civilian life, and (2) completion of the reform of security
institutions.

Nonetheless, the DPA brought more violence to Darfur. The security situation in Darfur
deteriorated significantly after that. One of the major things missing from the DPA was a
mechanism for justice and accountability. However, the DPA provided for the creation of
the Darfur-Darfur Dialogue and Consultation (DDD-C). The vision of the DDD-C was to
provide a more inclusive opportunity for parts of Darfur society, especially those not at
the peace negotiations, to address political, socioeconomic, and other issues beyond
the scope of those negotiations and to mobilize support for the DPA. Conversely, as just
one rebel faction signed the DPA and it was not accepted by the greater Darfur society,
the DDD-C could not enhance DPA‟s implementation.

3.

The Doha-Darfur Goodwill Agreement

On February 17, 2009, under the patronage of the State of Qatar and the A.U.-U.N.
Joint Chief Mediator for Darfur, the government of the Sudan and the country‟s main
rebel group, the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM), signed a goodwill and
confidence-building agreement to resolve the Darfur crisis in Doha, Qatar. According to
that, both the Sudanese government and the JEM agreed on the following points:

(1)
Give the peace process a strategic priority over other issues to settle the Darfur
conflict;

(2)
Agree to adopt a comprehensive approach which addresses the root causes of
the problem and realizes a lasting peace in the country;

(3)
Agree to take all necessary measures to create a conducive environment for
reaching a lasting settlement of the conflict: (a) refrain from all kinds of harassment of
IDPs, (b) guarantee the smooth and unobstructed flow of relief assistance to the needy
people without any obstacles or constraints, and (c) commit to exchange prisoners and
release imprisoned, convicted, detained and arrested persons in relation to the conflict

between them with a view to building confidence and accelerating peace process. The
state of Qatar and the A.U.-U.N. Joint Chief Mediator will maintain contacts with both
parties to workout a time-line for concluding the release of the above mentioned;

(4)
Work towards an early framework agreement that leads to cessation of hostilities
and lay down the basis for detailed issues;

(5)
Undertake to follow the framework agreement with serious talks to end the
conflict in the shortest possible time, not to exceed three months; and

(6)
Pledge to remain engaged in the peace process and to maintain representatives
in Doha to prepare a framework agreement for the final talks.

The Doha Goodwill Agreement was welcomed by the U.N. and other international
players. However, the agreement, just after five months after its signing, seems to be
failing the expectations of the Darfur people and the international community. The
breaching of the agreement could be seen in that the JEM refused to participate in the
Doha process to protest the expulsion of 13 aid groups that had ensured vital
humanitarian activities in the area. Whereas Khartoum blames the foreign NGOs of
cooperation with the International Criminal Court (ICC), the JEM says that the eviction
of the aid groups breaches the Doha agreement that provides for facilitating
humanitarian action in the region. Later, many other violations of the agreement were
committed by both sides. Yet, the agreement is one more vital step in the right direction
to pursue a negotiated settlement to the Darfur conflict.

International response

The world community and the international players involved in the Darfur crisis have
completely failed in surmounting the Darfur conflict and protecting the civilian atrocities
at the hands of the rebels and the government-backed militias.

•

The African Union

The lead international actor on Darfur has been the African Union (A.U.). The A.U. has
done as much as it could within the framework of its limited resources and mandate. In
2004, the A.U. established a small monitoring mission, the African Mission in Sudan
(AMIS), in Darfur, consisting of some 60 monitors and 300 troops to protect them. In
mid-2005, the number of troops increased to about 7,000. Under U.N. Security Council
Resolution 1564, AMIS mandate is largely to serve as an „observer mission‟. It does not
have the mandate to go out and practically protect civilians. In fact, due to its weak
mandate, the AMIS can only protect civilians when they are being attacked in its
presence, and only if it feels it has enough troops to intervene, which it often does not
have. AMIS was the only external military force in Sudan‟s Darfur region until the arrival
of the A.U.-U.N. Hybrid Mission in Darfur (UNAMID). The A.U. has failed in the
resolution of the crisis through AMIS. It simply extended its timeframe for months and
months without bothering to amend its ineffective mandate for protection of civilians and
made no provision for more African troops to come with greater mobility and firepower
on the ground in order to stabilise the situation in the crisis-hit region. Nonetheless, the
A.U. strategy for dealing with the Darfur crisis primarily through the 7,000 troops with a
weak mandate and limited resources, collapsed.

The European Union and NATO

The European Union and NATO are the other two important international actors who
have an important role in the resolution of the Darfur crisis. The E.U. approach has
been largely to stand behind the African Union. The E.U. considers the A.U. as the lead
international player in Darfur and hence its position is to endorse an African solution to
an African problem by funding the A.U. mission. However, that funding support is
declining as the E.U. pushes for a U.N. takeover of the A.U. mission. NATO, on the
other hand, was in the beginning a strategic competitor of the E.U. in Darfur. Later,
NATO has provided expertise and logistical support to the A.U. mission. However,
NATO has no intention of going beyond its limited and logistical role to the African
Union mission.

China

China is another vital international actor who has an influence in Sudan and in the
resolution of Darfur crisis. China is one of the seven countries that sell weapons to
Sudan. In addition, China is the world‟s largest player in Sudan‟s oil industry, with major
roles in the development, extraction, and acquisition of the country‟s resource. China is
also the largest importer of oil from Sudan. It is the largest foreign investor in Sudan and
trading partner as well. China has pledged to send a 315-member multi-functional
engineering unit to the region of which 140 members have already reached there.
China has come under attack by the international community for its non-action. It is
argued that China could influence the resolution of the Darfur conflict because of its
large trade with and investment in Sudan. China has adopted a „policy of noninterference‟ in Sudan‟s domestic affair and its stand on the Darfur issue is that it must
be resolved through dialogue and negotiations. Nonetheless, in recent times, China has
become more active in prevailing upon the Sudanese government to cooperate with the
international community regarding the Darfur conflict. Beijing has also said that it is
willing to pursue a peace settlement. Beijing has appointed a full-time envoy tasked with
assisting in resolving the Darfur crisis reflecting that Beijing‟s policy of „non-interference
and non-action‟ is coming under pressure from world community.

The United States

The U.S. in its public diplomacy has been at the forefront of the international action. The
three major American policy priorities regarding the Darfur crisis are following: (a) the
rapid deployment of the robust A.U.-U.N. Hybrid Mission in Darfur (UNAMID); (b) an
immediate ceasefire and protection of and improved access for humanitarian workers;
and (c) a political settlement for the Darfur crisis. Former U.S. Secretary of State Colin
Powell and former President George W. Bush have both called Darfur a „genocide‟. The
U.S. has imposed economic sanctions on seven Sudanese individuals and more than
160 companies owned or controlled by the government of Sudan or linked to the militia
to increase the pressure on Khartoum to end the violence in Darfur. It has maintained
bilateral and multilateral sanctions on the government of Sudan, including arms
embargoes, restrictions on imports and exports, and an asset freeze. However, it has
yet to put real pressure on Khartoum for ending the sufferings of the Darfurians. The
issue is problematic for the U.S. as it has a close intelligence-sharing relationship with
the Sudanese government in its war on terror. In 2005, it flew Salah Gosh, the
Sudanese intelligence chief and one of the architects of the Darfur atrocities, out to
Virginia on a private plane for meetings with CIA officials.

Only a top-level, sustained, and aggressive multilateral mediation effort backed by the
United States, the European Union, and African, Arab, and Chinese governments can
stop the violence and reverse the massive displacement of people. But, the abovementioned leading international actors involved in the resolution of the Darfur conflict
have failed in their efforts. The A.U. mission has failed to stop the atrocities because of
many shortcomings (a weak mandate, troop shortages, uncertain funding stream, and
little institutional support). The E.U. and NATO have made it clear that they would not
commit their own forces. China has also failed to respond because of its oil ties to the
Sudan. Therefore, it was thought that it was only the U.N. that could ensure a
coordinated, properly resourced, and legitimate international response to the conflict.

U.N. response

The U.N. Security Council (UNSC) has adopted nine major and overall 26 resolutions
since the start of the crisis and repeatedly warned and urged the Sudanese government
to stop the violence. The first resolution adopted by the UNSC was 1556/2004 which
mandated the government of Sudan to disarm the Janjaweed militias and bring them to
justice. The resolution also imposed arms embargo on non-governmental entities. The
UNSC then passed a second resolution, 1564/2004, in which it urged the government of
Sudan to comply with resolution 1556 or it would use Chapter VII of the U.N. Charter.
Also, the resolution created an International Commission of Inquiry to report on
violations of human rights and humanitarian law in Darfur.

In March 2005, the UNSC passed a third resolution, 1590, by which it established U.N.
Mission in Sudan (UNMIS). Again, in March 2005, the UNSC passed Resolution 1591
which called for a ban on offensive military flights over Darfur, extended arms embargo
to all in Darfur, and authorised targeted sanctions (travel ban and asset freeze). In order
to exhaust all means to solve the problem of Darfur, the UNSC passed Resolution 1593
in 2005 and referred the matter to the International Criminal Court (ICC). The
investigation by the ICC was stonewalled by the Khartoum. In April 2006, the UNSC
adopted Resolution 1672 in which it named four persons for sanctions (travel ban and
asset freeze).

In May 2006, the UNSC passed Resolution 1679 that called on non-signatories to sign
the Darfur peace Agreement (DPA) that called for acceleration of transition to U.N.
operations in Darfur. In August 2006, the UNSC passed Resolution 1706 that mandated
the U.N. Mission in Sudan (UNMIS) to take over the African Mission in Sudan (AMIS).

The resolution was rejected by the Sudan. In July 2007, the UNSC unanimously passed
Resolution 1769 for the establishment of the joint A.U.-U.N. Hybrid Mission in Darfur
(UNAMID). On July 31, 2008, the UNSC passed Resolution 1828 in which it extended
the mandate of the UNAMID for a further 12 months till July31, 2009. On July 30, 2009,
the UNSC adopted Resolution 1881 extending the mandate of the UNAMID for one
more year.

•

UN Resolution 1593/2005 and ICC decision

As seen above, the UNSC passed Resolution 1593 in 2005 and referred the Darfur
situation to the International Criminal Court (ICC). In April 2007, the ICC after
investigations issued arrest warrants for government minister, Ahmed Harun, and
Janjaweed commander, Ali Kushayb. Later, in March 2009, it issued arrest warrants for
the President of Sudan, Omar al-Bashir, as well. President Omar al-Bashir is accused
by the ICC prosecution of war crimes and crimes against humanity for masterminding
Sudanese government‟s violence that has led to the death of some 300,000 people in
Darfur since 2003. Khartoum refused to accept the ICC decision and stated that since it
has not ratified the Rome Statute of the ICC, it was not a party to the Statute and was
under no obligation to abide by the decision.

Moreover, the consequences or the cost of this arrest warrant are uncertain. The most
recent and revealing response to the ICC decision has come from the head of the
National Security and Intelligence Service of Sudan, the powerful Saleh Abdallah Gosh.
Gosh warned supporters of the ICC action with the resurgence of Islamic
fundamentalism in the country. He said, “If (ICC supporters) press us to return to our
past position (as Islamic fundamentalists), we will no doubt return, and if they want us to
return into hardliners anew, that is a simple thing to do. And we are capable of doing it.”
(Associated Press: The Hague, February 20, 2009). Another setback the ICC decision
has received is the response of the African Union. The African Union stated in its 13th
summit report that it was ending cooperation with the ICC for charging President Omar
al-Bashir with war crimes. The A.U. added that it deeply regretted that the “U.N. ignored
its previous demand for the ICC in the Hague to postpone its arrest warrant against
President al-Bashir for crimes in Darfur.” Moreover, the ICC decision has resulted in the
expulsion and harsh treatment of international NGOs. A growing number of
humanitarian organisation and U.N.-related organisations are facing difficulties in
carrying out their activities in the Darfur region. Many humanitarian organisations are
already accelerating the evacuation of their personnel that would add to sufferings and
deaths in Darfur. Also, attacks on U.N. personnel have increased after the ICC decision.
Hence, the decision has only compounded the difficulties faced by the Darfur people

and created a greater problem for the international community and the U.N. in their
efforts to deal with the crisis.

•

U.N. Darfur plan and UNAMID deployment

In November 2006, the U.N. and the A.U. agreed on a three-phase action plan for
Darfur, the so-called U.N. Darfur Plan. The first phase involved U.N. provision of
logistical and technical support for the African Union Mission in Sudan (AMIS). The
second phase involved the deployment of 3,000 U.N. peacekeepers, including gunship
helicopters, in the Sudan. And, the third phase involved the “heavy support package”
that entailed the deployment of a 20,000-strong hybrid A.U.-U.N. force. The first two
phases failed to accomplish their task of containing the crisis. The U.N. then went into
the for third phase and replaced AMIS with the deployment of a joint African Union and
United Nations peace support mission (UNAMID) on January 1, 2008.

UNAMID was deployed in Darfur through the U.N. Security Council Resolution 1769 in
July 2007. In accordance with the Security Council mandate, the UNAMID pledged to
have 26,000 military, police and civilian personnel, making it the largest peacekeeping
mission in the world. The hybrid mission was authorized under Chapter VII to protect
civilians. Besides, the UNAMID mandate embraced the same duties as of the AMIS:
promoting the re-establishment of confidence, deterring violence, providing security
through patrolling, and deploying police forces in areas where internally displaced
persons (IDPs) are placed.

Twenty-two months after the adoption of Resolution 1769, the U.N., too, has
disappointed the beleaguered Darfur people. The UNAMID is failing in executing its
mandate and is unable to guarantee anything with its current or predictable strength and
capabilities. There has been no improvement in security in Darfur since the U.N. took
over the mission on January 1, 2008, from the African Mission in Sudan‟ (AMIS).

When UNAMID formally took over the responsibility from the AMIS, the Darfurians had
high expectations from the mission. However, within six months of its preliminary
deployment, UNAMID had disappointed the people of Darfur. As at May 26, 2009, the
total strength of UNAMID military personnel was 13, 4555, out of a total authorized
strength of 19,555, including 12,814 troops, 378 staff officers, 179 military observers,

and 84 liaison officers. The current deployment of the troops represents 68 per cent of
the authorized strength, which means that the hybrid mission still lacks human
resources. Besides, majority of the UNAMID troops are simply re-hatted from the exAMIS forces. Many of these troops are not properly trained, and are not effectively
tasked or briefed when they arrive in Darfur. The actual functioning force is much less
than 50 per cent of the target figure of 19,555. The part of the force that is capable of
functioning effectively is deeply constrained by the lack of transport, especially
helicopters and armoured vehicles. Communications and reconnaissance capability is
extremely weak.

The U.N. Secretary General in his report on June 9, 2009 (covering the period from
April 2009 to May 2009) stated that; “The continued lack of key military enabling units,
such as the medium transport units, an aerial reconnaissance unit, 18 medium utility
helicopters and a Level-II hospital in El Fasher, continuous to be a source of concern,
as well as the adequate maintenance of contingent-owned armoured personnel carriers.
In addition, the withdrawal of Canadian-owned armoured personnel carriers by June 30,
2009 could create a temporary decrease in operational capacity for up to three months
while units await the arrival of their new equipment.”

It is deeply regrettable that the world community has failed to respond to the UNAMID
needs on time and provide it with the required resources, equipment, and personnel.
Most of the countries are simply not ready to send more personnel who meet the U.N.
peacekeeping standards for training and equipment. Such an approach of the
international community has made the UNAMID troops vulnerable to the militia‟s
attacks. For example, on July 8, 2008, around 200 gunmen on horseback ambushed a
joint police and military peacekeeping patrol in north Darfur, killing seven peacekeepers
and injuring 22. Another peacekeeper was killed on July 16, 2008. On October 7,
2008, a group of 40 to 60 armed men attacked a convoy of UNAMID troops en route an
assessment patrol from Nyala to Khor Abeche, killing one Nigerian soldier. UNAMID at
its present capacity offers little more than an international presence in Darfur and
nothing else.

•

Factors responsible for the failure of UNAMID

There are many factors responsible for the poor performance of the hybrid UNAMID
mission in Darfur:

•
UNAMID continues to face serious challenges in recruiting and retaining
international staff because of security and health risks and threats involved in Darfur.
Many countries that promised to contribute troops to the hybrid force are disinclined to
do so because of the risky situation in the region.

•
The resistance of the government of Sudan to the hybrid force deployment is
another factor that needs to be taken into account. The Sudanese government believes
that the hybrid force deployment may be exploited by the western states to disrupt
Sudan‟s sovereignty and political stability. The U.N. Secretly General in his June 9,
2009, report said in its “Observations” part that; “The mission faced considerable
challenges with respect to its freedom of movement and ability to implement its
mandate. When taken together, these incidents signal a negative trend with regard to
the government‟s cooperation with the UNAMID, and include: the obstructions of
UNAMID patrolling activities, primarily by government checkpoints; the detention of
quick-impact projects implementing partners; confiscation of quick-impact project funds;
the detention and apparent mistreatment of UNAMID national staff; and the prohibitively
slow pace with which visas are currently being issued.”

•
UNAMID personnel continue to face obstruction and attacks on the ground. For
example, U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki-moon, in his report on April 14, 2009 (covering
the period from March 2009 to April 2009), reported that; “the U.N. suffered 62 security
incidents during the reporting period, including nine carjacking incidents. In addition,
UNAMID was also deliberately attacked on three separate occasions during the
reporting period. In El Geneina, a UNAMID military patrol was shot at by unknown
bandits on March 9, 2009 resulting in the injury of four soldiers. In a separate incident
on March 19, 2009, a UNAMID military observer escaped unharmed after his vehicle
was fired upon in El Daein town (southern Darfur).” The UN Secretary General
attributes many of these attacks, especially in urban settings, to “criminal activity.”

•
UNAMID is also facing a tough time at the hands of rebels groups in Darfur for
the reason that some of them have opposed the participation of some of the countries
which have good relations with Khartoum, in the hybrid force.

•
Another reason for the disappointing performance of the UNAMID is the
backtracking by donor nations on promises to provide logistic support, such as
helicopters and armoured vehicles, to the hybrid force.

U.N. effectiveness in dealing with Darfur crisis

Keeping the historical record of the international community and the U.N. Security
Council in mind, it is likely that this time again the world community will miss the
opportunity of establishing peace in Darfur because of its lack of commitment and
unfulfilled pledges to UNAMID. It is widely being said that full deployment of UNAMID is
not expected until well into 2009. Once more, this incomplete deployment of the
UNAMID has exposed the unwillingness of the world powers to deal with the Darfur
issue in an effective manner. It has also reinforced the U.N. Security Council‟s poor
record in maintaining peace and security in Darfur. Even after adopting nine major and
overall 23 resolutions, since the start of Darfur crisis in 2003, the crisis has deepened
and the UNSC has clearly failed to deliver any practical help and restore peace in the
region. However, the following are certain recommendations for the UNSC and other
constituencies that seriously desire peace in Darfur and Sudan, which should help the
UNAMID to implement its mandate:

•
The UNSC should immediately provide the required logistical support to the
hybrid force. Of the 18 transport helicopters required by the force, not a single one has
been delivered so far to the UNAMID. Many countries such as Italy, Ukraine, India,
Spain, Romania, and the Czech Republic have helicopters in sufficient numbers, which
can be made available to the UNAMID personnel, so that the peacekeepers can
perform their duties as per their given mandate. NATO countries alone have enough
helicopters and they have the capacity to provide 104 helicopters, which is almost six
times the required number. In this way, the UNAMID peacekeepers will not only be able
to avoid July 8, 2008-like attacks but will also be able to protect the local civilians from
violent attacks.

•
The UNSC member States, instead of rhetorical speech-making or
condemnations, should go for practical actions. They should uphold the wordings of
1769 resolution that established the UNAMID practically, by fulfilling the commitments
they made to the hybrid mission.

•
Furthermore, to ensure the success of the UNAMID, the international community
should provide the peacekeeping troops as promised in the U.N. Security Council
resolution 1769. And, the Security Council must ensure that the peacekeepers of the
hybrid force are from neutral countries, which are acceptable both to the government of
Sudan and the rebel groups. Moreover, both the new and old troops that are being
included in the UNAMID must be well trained; they must understand the mandate of the
mission, and have the ability to deal with the difficult terrain and other complexities of
the region. Darfur is a region without a developed network of roads and a fragile
ecology.

•
The cooperation of the Sudanese government, coupled with the resolve of the
international community to deal with the situation through negotiations, is essential to
the success of the mission. These two factors are expected to have a decisive role in
ensuring the success of the peacekeeping mission of UNAMID and preventing it from
becoming an abject failure.

•
The U.N., along with the international community, should devise a mechanism for
monitoring the peace process and ensuring that agreements are not violated by any of
the parties.

Conclusion

It is largely being said that the U.N. has proved weak and irresolute in responding to the
atrocities taking place in Darfur. However, the UNSC alone should not be held
responsible for its failure to effectively deploy the UNAMID mission and in the resolution
of the Darfur conflict. The U.N. cannot be effective without the cooperation of its
member States. Clearly, until and unless the member States provide the much needed
resources, support, and direction to the hybrid peacekeeping mission, the Council will
not be able to have any substantial impact on the Darfur crisis. Peace in Darfur can
only be achieved when the people of Darfur are given a voice in the distribution of
political power, the distribution of wealth, and security. The negotiated peace
agreements brokered with the help of the international community will only be fruitful
when parties involved in the conflict and entering into the peace agreement learn to
respect their „signature‟ in a practical fashion. Nonetheless, it will not be wrong to say
that the U.N. role, despite of its failures, will still remain vital to the resolution of the
conflict.
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