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In recent years violence and atrocities committed 
by “Arab” militias in the Darfur region of 
western Sudan have increased. The large 
numbers of deaths and displaced persons, as well 
as the ethnic component of the conflict, have led 
many to compare the situation to the genocide in 
Rwanda. Many have blamed the U.S. for failing 
to act more decisively to stop the crisis in Darfur, 
but the U.S. has pressed repeatedly for U.N. 
resolutions to authorize a robust peacekeeping 
effort and impose stiff sanctions on the Sudanese 
government. In most instances, cthese efforts 
have been stymied or watered down by 
opposition from China and Russia who use their 
veto and influence in the Security Council to 
block action. In the meantime, the U.S. has 
encouraged a multi-pronged effort to negotiate 
cease-fires and a peace agreement, secure access 
for humanitarian relief efforts, support 
intervention by the African Union, and press for 
sanctions on individuals involved in the conflict, 
while continuing to press forward on U.N. 
action. Despite the seriousness of the situation in 
Darfur, the response has been limited to narrow 
U.N. sanctions, humanitarian support, and a 
woefully inadequate peacekeeping mission from 
the African Union.  
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Frustrated by the lack of progress in resolving 
this ongoing crisis, President George W. Bush 
instructed Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice 

last week to again press the Security Council to 
authorize a U.N. peacekeeping operation in 
Darfur. As with previous efforts the resolution 
approved by the Security Council on May 16 
failed to establish explicitly a U.N. peacekeeping 
force in Darfur or identify consequences for the 
Sudanese government if it fails to cooperate with 
U.N. efforts in Darfur.1 While the Bush 
Administration should be applauded for helping 
secure the Darfur Peace Agreement and 
providing humanitarian relief, it is past time to 
push for more robust U.N. action and expose the 
real culprits behind the failure to act in Darfur.  

History of a Crisis 
Unrest and periodic violence in Darfur, a region 
of western Sudan the size of Iraq, is not new. On 
the contrary, numerous reports identify a 
timeline of tension and violence in the region 
dating back two decades or more. Two main 
issues have driven the violence. First is an ethnic 
division between the Sudanese government and 
the non-Arab African tribes in Darfur, which has 
led the government to support “Arab” groups in 
the region. Second is an age-old economic 
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competition between the nomadic Arabized 
herdsmen and the sedentary farmers of the 
African tribes over land use and water.  

What is relatively new is the sharp escalation in 
violence over the past decade. During this 
period, the Sudanese government has backed 
“Janjaweed” militia and related predecessors 
engaged in steadily more vicious attacks on local 
villages. These attacks have spurred local 
militants to organize their own armed rebel 
groups, notably the Sudan Liberation Army 
(SLA) and the Justice and Equality Movement 
(JEM). The clash entered a new phase when 
rebel groups attacked a police station in 2002 
and burned government garrisons in early 2003. 
The Khartoum government responded by 
increasing its support for the Janjaweed militia 
groups, which have committed rampant 
atrocities. To date, experts estimate that at least 
200,000 people have died due to violence, and 
another 2 million have fled to refugee camps in 
Sudan and neighboring Chad.  

The U.S. has been leading the effort to stop the 
atrocities in Darfur. As Secretary of State, Colin 
Powell declared that violations of human rights, 
war crimes, and genocide are occurring—a 
judgment that Congress and some human rights 
groups have echoed—although a U.N. inspection 
team sent to Sudan concluded that there had been 
no intent to commit genocide despite widespread 
war crimes.2  

The U.S. has been central in trying to resolve the 
dispute. It was a major party in negotiating 
ceasefire and peace agreements. For the past 
several years, the U.S. has sought to pass 
Security Council resolutions condemning the 
atrocities, establishing economic sanctions on 
leading figures committing atrocities in Darfur, 
and authorizing a U.N. peacekeeping force for 
Darfur. At the urging of the U.S., the Security 
Council passed seven resolutions and four 
presidential statements in 2005 and several more 
in 2006. Unfortunately, these resolutions lack the 

teeth necessary to address forcefully the situation 
in Darfur—in large part because China and 
Russia have resisted strong action against the 
government in Khartoum out of concern for their 
commercial interests in Sudan.3  

Despite these obstacles, recent resolutions have 
adopted the first sanctions on individuals 
involved in the Darfur atrocities and supported 
the transition of the African Union peacekeeping 
force into a United Nations operation.  The Bush 
Administration and international community 
have not been alone in pressing Sudan to assist 
in resolving the crisis in Darfur. Non-
governmental organizations and religious groups 
also have called for the Sudanese government to 
help resolve the crisis and delivered aid and 
support. Currently, the following steps have been 
taken: 

• The Darfur Peace Agreement. On May 5, 
2006, negotiations yielded a peace agreement 
between the Sudanese government and 
individuals representing most of the SLA 
rebel group.4 A smaller faction of the SLA 
and the JEM did not sign the agreement. In 
the agreement, the Sudanese government 
reiterated its promise to disarm the 
Janjaweed, integrate rebel fighters into the 
national army, grant the rebel groups 
positions in the government, and channel 
more funds to Darfur. While the peace 
agreement is a positive development, past 
ceasefires have often been broken, and 
substantial rebel elements are holding out for 
more concessions by the government.   

• Establishing a peacekeeping presence in 
Darfur. Under a limited mandate, 
approximately 7,300 African Union 
peacekeeping troops, military observers, 
civilian police, and civilian staff have been 
deployed to Darfur. The United Nations 
Mission in Sudan (UNMIS), while 
established to monitor and support the peace 
process in southern Sudan, has also been 
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tasked with providing political and logistical 
support to the AU Mission in Darfur.5 
Regrettably, most experts believe that the 
AU force is too small to prevent Janjaweed 
attacks and lacks the equipment, funding and 
training to be fully effective.  

On March 10, 2006, the African Union Peace 
and Security Council decided to support 
tentatively the transition of the current 
African Union Mission in the Sudan (AMIS) 
to a U.N. operation and to extend the 
mandate of AMIS until September 30, 2006. 
The body confirmed that decision on May 14 
with a firm endorsement of a transition to a 
U.N. force in Darfur after September 30. On 
May 16, the U.N. Security Council 
unanimously adopted Resolution 1679 
calling “for the deployment of a joint African 
Union and United Nations technical 
assessment mission within one week of the 
adoption of this resolution.”6 The resolution 
was passed under Chapter VII, which the 
U.N. Charter requires all U.N. member states 
to obey. However, Khartoum has refused to 
permit U.N. military planners into Darfur in 
the past, and Russia, China and Qatar 
continue to insist that a U.N. peacekeeping 
operation in Darfur must have Sudan’s 
agreement. The resolution fails to identify 
consequences if the Sudanese government 
fails to comply although the Council did state 
that it would consider banning travel and 
freezing assets of individuals or groups 
blocking implementation of the Darfur peace 
agreement. 

• Targeted Security Council sanctions. The 
Security Council passed a resolution in April 
2006 imposing sanctions against four 
Sudanese nationals implicated in war crimes 
in Darfur, including two rebel leaders, a 
former air force officer, and a Janjaweed 
militia leader.7  

• Humanitarian aid. The U.N., bilateral aid 
agencies, and non-governmental 
organizations continue to provide relief to 
those affected by the conflict in Darfur, 
although they face harassment from the 
Sudanese government and from rebel groups. 
The U.S. government is the largest 
international donor to Sudan and provided 
over 60 percent of aid to Darfur and 50 
percent of all aid to Sudan in 2005. 
According to the U.S. Department of State, 
the U.S. government was responsible for 
“more than 85 percent of the food distributed 
by the World Food Program (WFP), more 
than $300 million in other humanitarian 
assistance for Darfur, and $1.3 billion in FY 
2005 funds overall to both Darfur and other 
regions of Sudan.”8 The U.S. is projected to 
provide half of the World Food Programme’s 
aid for Sudan in 2006. On May 11, United 
Nations World Food Programme official 
Kenn Crossley publicly thanked the U.S. for 
being “far and away” the largest donor to 
WFP operations in Sudan and with “clearly 
… driving all of the effective response in 
Sudan right now.”9 

Congress has also held hearings and considered 
legislation such as the Darfur Peace and 
Accountability Act of 2006, which directs the 
President to block assets and deny visas for those 
responsible for genocide and war crimes in 
Sudan, authorizes the President to support the 
AMIS, urges North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO) support of AMIS, and urges the 
President to pursue U.N. efforts to address the 
crisis.10  

Time for Stronger Action in the U.N. 
The situation in Darfur remains dire, and it is 
time for substantive U.N. action. The new Darfur 
Peace Agreement holds promise, but, after years 
of war, all parties to the conflict are extremely 
suspicious of each other and have repeatedly 
broken cease-fire agreements. The Darfur Peace 
Agreement must be followed up with effective 
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efforts to disarm the Janjaweed and rebel militia 
groups and the return of refugees to their homes. 
A robust peacekeeping effort is essential to 
provide incentives for both sides to adhere to the 
Darfur Peace Agreement, verify compliance, and 
protect civilians from further atrocities.  

In the past, the U.S. has been frustrated in its 
effort to establish a more vigorous U.N. presence 
in Darfur by China or Russia and has had to 
settle for watered down resolutions. Even with 
the most recent resolution, China, Russia and 
Qatar made clear their stance that the Sudanese 
government must agree before a U.N. 
peacekeeping operation is deployed in Darfur.  
This stance leaves open the question of whether 
a U.N. peacekeeping force will be approved by 
the Security Council. Indeed, the government in 
Khartoum has resisted U.N. activities in Darfur 
and  blocked U.N. Emergency Relief 
Coordinator Jan Egeland from visiting the region 
earlier this year.11 These weakened efforts, 
unfortunately, have left the impression that the 
Washington is not committed to resolving the 
situation. 

If the Sudanese government fails to comply with 
the U.N. Security Council demand in Resolution 
1679 that it permit U.N. military planners into 
Darfur, or if it continues to oppose the transition 
of the AU mission into a joint U.N. operation, 
the U.S. should press forward with a strong 
resolution that imposes sanctions on Sudan and 
establishes a U.N. peacekeeping operation in 
Darfur. Such a resolution would place great 
pressure on China and Russia. If they vetoed that 
resolution, it would demonstrate their 
determination to prevent action and the inability 
of the U.N. Security Council to act decisively on 
Sudan.  Moreover, that clear demonstration 
would clear the path for willing governments and 
perhaps the NATO to assist the African Union 
force with support, funding, and appropriate 
military intervention.12

Brett D. Schaefer is Jay Kingham Fellow in 
International Regulatory Affairs in the Margaret 
Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the 
Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for 
International Studies, at The Heritage 
Foundation. 
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