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 This desk research paper is an assessment of  Naivasha Peace Agreement that signed 
between the government of Sudan and the Sudan People’ Liberation Movement/Army, 
June 2004, declaring an end of the longest civil war in Africa. 
My appreciation to the IDPM staff who offered us a conducive atmosphere for 
studying.
My deep thank to Prof. Luc Reychler, my supervisor, from whom I learnt that winners do 
not do different things, rather they do things differently.
I am grateful to Pax-Christi (Brussels and Netherlands).
Thanks also go to my friends, particularly, Ismail Taha for his ever encouragement.
Finally, I dedicate my research to the soul of the SPLM leader, John Garag, who has gone 
on the 30th July, 2005 left to Sudan a great legacy: the Naivasha Peace Agreement.

  
Introduction

After hard, intense negotiations extended for two years led by the Intergovernmental 
Authority on Development (IGAD), Naivasha peace agreement was signed in June, 
2004 by the government of Sudan and the Sudan People’ Liberation Movement to put 
an end to the longest civil war in Africa that erupted in 1983. The fact that Sudanese 
have enjoyed only ten years of peace since independence, 1956, makes the agreement 
a valuable achievement that cost two million of death and around six million of IDPs. 
The Naivasha Agreement, known also as Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA), con-
sists of six protocols that bring religious freedom and right of self-determination for the 
people of Southern Sudan, Islamic law “Sharia” will continue in the North as a source 
of legislation, wealth will be shared between the North and the South. For the Sudanese 
as a whole the agreement has potentials to end up fifteen years of monopoly of power by 
the current regime as an internationally monitored election will be held in the mid of the 
interim period. Furthermore, the agreement offers a decentralized governance system as 
well as wealth sharing to end the historical deprivation of the South and the peripheries. 
Yet, erupted conflict in Darfour region and tension in the east make the sustainability of 
peace questionable.

The motivation of the research:

-  Signing Naivasha peace agreement is a historical moment for Africans as it 
formally ended the longest civil war in the coninent, 1983-2004.
-   One of the prominent consequences of the civil war that Sudan hosts the high-
est number of IDPs in the world. According to the official UN figures (November, 
2004); there are between 5.3-6.7 million IDPs. Moreover, around 570,000 Sudanese 
refugees outside the country, namely, Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda, and the Democratic 
Republic of Congo.
-  The high cost of civil war which has been paid mostly, but not exclusively, by 
civilians. Over two million people have been killed in civil war or war related famine 
and diseases.



-5-
www.sudan-foral l .org Respect, Sudanese Journal for Human Rights’ Culture and Issues of Cultural Diversity 

Issue No.2 March 2006 

-  Sudan is a large country, occupies 2.5 million square kilometers, bordering nine 
African countries. Therefore its security will be reflected into a regional stability e.g. 
controlling the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA), the rebel in Uganda.
-  Sustainable peace in Sudan is a process rather than just signing an agreement. 
Therefore, an assessment of the accord will be an added value particularly for the 
six-year interim period. 
- One of the aims of the research is to look up at the possibilities of implementation 
which might be earlier to foresee, however, it makes the research more interesting 
as the future will reveal to what extent the research expectations are consistent with 
the situation on the ground.
-  Sudan is at a critical stage either to put itself on the road to peace or it will be 
fragmented into several mini states.

The purpose of the research: 

The main purpose of the research is to foresee to what extent will Naivasha agreement 
lead to sustainable peace?  
In other words, was the negotiation process good enough to achieve long lasting peace 
after more than two decades of civil war? 
To answer this question we will make an analysis and evaluation of the three phases of 
the peace agreement: the negotiation process, the contents of the agreement, and the 
implementation process. The research will systematically explore the shortcomings in 
each of these phases to examine which elements inhibit/enhance sustainable peace.

Research Methodology:

The research based on a methodology developed by the Centre of Peace Research and 
Strategic Studies, University of Leuven, to assist students to analyze and evaluate peace 
negotiations in a scientific manner. The credibility of the methodology referred to the 
fact that it is an outcome of comparative case studies. The method gives an outline on 
a conflict analysis and goes further to examine the relationship between the success of 
the peace building efforts, the degree of difficulty of a conflict, and the peace negotia-
tions. To assess an agreement the methodology looks mainly at three aspects: Firstly, the 
negotiation process, namely, looking at how the agreement was negotiated. Secondly, the 
peace agreement. Thirdly, the implementation process. Moreover, it provides a checklist 
for each aspect to make an evaluation in a systematic continuum way. 

The scope of the research:
- The research will cover the negotiation process from 1989 (since the current re-
gime came to power) till mid of April, 2005.
- The six-year of interim period started on the 9th July, 2005 will be out of the 
scope of the research, therefore the implementation phase will not be sufficiently 
covered.
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How data are acquired:
The research is a scientific desk based on the following sources:
- Peace agreement documents, protocols and resolutions.
- Lecture notes and information which I acquired from the relevant course: Conflict 
Prevention and Peace Keeping.
- Books and various internet sources.
- Due to the secrecy of the active negotiation (July, 2002-June, 2004), there are 
some difficulties to get accurate data on the interactions between the parties.

The structure of the research:
The introduction: includes the motivation and the purpose of the research, the method 
used, how data are acquired, the scope of the research and literature review.
The first chapter: includes conflict analysis and previous peace efforts.
The second chapter: covers the negotiation process. It comprised of: the context of the 
negotiation, the contents of the agreement, an analysis of the negotiation process which 
is based on the checklist that provided by the research methodology. At the end of the 
chapter an evaluation of the process.
The third chapter: an analysis and evaluation of Naivasha agreement.
Chapter four: an analysis and evaluation of the implementation phase. 
Chapter five: conclusion and suggestions.
 
Literature review:
Why some wars successfully reached a settlement while others deemed to failure?  
Various studies explore why peace agreements succeed or fail? 

According to Christopher Mitchel: 
“Some processes never manage to get the parties into dialogue, let alone to agree to 
a cessation of fighting. Others reach dialogue but fail to find a possible agreement. 
Still others achieve agreement only to see it repudiated. Still others break down at the 
implementation stage and the process ends in recrimination and accusation of bad 
faith”[1]

Associating success of the negotiation with various stages of the process is supported by 
Hampson when he states: 
“Linking the notion of success to different phases of peace process avoid the problem 
of defining the problem in term on unrealized, and possibly unattainable, end point. 
However, the definitional problem is not fully resolved”.  For Hapmson success starts 
with absence of physical violence, which is not enough to sustain peace,  he added “ for 
peace settlement to be durable, institutions and support structures must be put in place 
so that parties are discouraged from taking up arms again”[2]

A number of theories attempted to explore the reasons behind success and failure of the 
negotiation; however, some are exclusively restricted to one phase of the process. One 
theory argues that the more costly a war, the more likely combatants to negotiate a settle-
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ment. Other theories focus on balance of power, democratic state, ethnic identity, divis-
ibility of stakes, and mediation as separately influencing factors. Barbara confirmed the 
importance to the link the three phases: 

“to understand why some civil wars end in successfully implemented settlements an oth-
ers do not, cooperation must be viewed as a three-phase process: a negotiation phase 
which combatants choose whether to initiate peace talks, a bargaining phase during 
which they choose whether to reach and sign a peace settlement, and an implementation 
phase during which they choose whether to execute the agreed upon terms”[3]

According to Luc Reychler, criterias used for identifying successful negotiations are[4]: 

• An outcome that is perceived by the main stakeholders as satisfactory; as a win-win 
result; as better than no agreement;
• A relatively low transaction costs; transaction costs refer to financial costs, human 
and  material destruction, or waste of time;
• No negative impact on the relations or an improvement of the relations
• A high probability that the peace agreements will be implemented. 

Base on the literature which we referred to, a successful negotiation depends highly on 
the three phases of the process rather than one stage. Concerning the negotiation phase, 
various literatures stressed on the importance of mediator’s role to enhance or diminish 
the prospect of success. For instance, Laurie Nathan identifies mediation as follows: “a 
process of dialogue and negotiation in which a third party helps disputants, with their 
consent o manage or resolve their conflict”[5]. 

Laurie goes a step further mentioning several strategic principles of mediation that 
make the process successful; the mediator should be impartial, flexible, accepted by the 
disputants, does not seek quick-fix solution, and does not follow coercive measures. In 
addition to the mediator’s principles, inclusiveness in terms stakeholders is underscored 
as peace inhibiting element. According to Ron Kraybill “good process involves key par-
ties (or their representatives) not only in the process of negotiation and decision making 
but in the design of the process itself”[6]

For the implementation phase, Hampson disagrees that political commitment of the 
disputants is adequate to sustain peace, an availability of third party is crucial to ensure 
that the process does not collapse during the implementation phase.
Barbara agrees with Hampson when she states: “Negotiation fails because combatants 
cannot credibly promise to abide by terms that create numerous opportunities for exploi-
tation after the treaty is signed and implementation begins. Only if a third party is will-
ing to enforce or verify demobilisation, and only if the combatants are willing to extend 
power-sharing guarantees, will promises to abide by the original terms credible and 
negotiation succeed’’[7]
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In conclusion, the failure/success of the agreement to achieve sustainability is associated 
with several inhibiting and enhancing peace factors that linked to the three phases of the 
negotiation process.
 

Chapter One
 Conflict Analysis

Introduction:

After Sudan independence, January 1956, successive central governments in Khartoum 
attempted to reverse the North-South separatist policy that adopted by the colonials into 
an Islamic-Arab one. Consequently, the African-Christian South resistance against the 
central governments led to two intractable civil wars. The first rebellion, 1955-1972, led 
by the Southern Sudan Liberation Movement (SSLM). The first rebellion called for the 
South independence; Dustan Wai elaborates this point: 

“The monopoly of political power by the North confirmed to them the beginning of 
a second colonial era. On the other hand, the North felt that it had the legitimate 
right to formulate and carry out polices which would affect the entire country. The 
failure of the Northern Sudanese politicians to share political power with political 
elite from the South continually reinforced a feeling of alienation by the South and 
the belief that the North was, in essence, a colonial successor to Britain. Also, at-
tempts to coerce the South into the Northern fold worsened rather than benefited 
the perception of Khartoum governments as illegitimate, ultimately leading to 
armed rebellion.’’[8] 

The first civil war was successfully resolved by Addis Ababa Peace Agreement in 1972 
which was meditated by Haille Selassie of Ethiopia, the African Council of Churches and 
six African countries. Addis Ababa Agreement granted the South regional autonomy, se-
curity arrangements by which its guerrilla was absorbed in the national army, police and 
prisons services. Since the end of 1970s President Numiri (1969-1985) continued the Is-
lamization and Arabization of the country which ended up into declaration of Sharia law 
as the supreme law of Sudan in September 1983. Moreover, Numiri divided the South 
into three separate regions, annexed the newly discovered oil fields in the South to the 
North. As a result of unilateral abrogation of Addis Ababa agreement the Sudan People’s 
Liberation Movement (SPLM) declared rebellion against the central government call-
ing for new, secular and democratic Sudan. Thus, the abrogation of Addis Ababa peace 
agreement caused the second civil war in 1983.
Since 1983 the SPLM fought successive central governments: dictatorship Numiri (1983-
1985), a transitional government, and an elected coalition (1986-1989), plus the current 
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regime (1989-2004). Between 1983-1985 the conflict was escalated as both the SPLM 
and Numiri’s regime used heavier tactics to win over the other. As for the SPLM, the 
objective was to liberate the whole Sudan from an arbitrary regime, restore democracy 
and build new Sudan on new basis. On the other hand, the dictatorship Numiri backed 
on the National Islamic Front (NIF) insisted to shape the country on Islamic basis. The 
SPLM contributed enormously to exhaust Numiri’s regime militarily which led to its col-
lapse through a popular uprising in April 1985. After the collapse of Numiri’s regime, the 
SPLM raised two issues as a pre-conditions to stop fighting: convening a comprehensive 
conference to address the issue of Sudan, and cancellation of Sharia law. Afterwards the 
conflict intensified because the subsequent transitional government refused to respond to 
the SPLM’ demands to cancel Sharia law and insisted to deal with the issue in a narrow 
scope, the South problem. 
During the period of the transitional government (1985-1986) several unsuccessful in-
ternal peace initiatives had been taken , however, all efforts failed due to insistence of 
the SPLM on its demands which were refused by the transitional government. A break 
through took place  in 1986 when all Sudanese political parties, except the National 
Islamic Front (NIF), agreed upon the SPLM’ demands to discuss the issue of Sudan in 
a national constitutional conference to put basis for new Sudan. By the time all political 
parties, in the North and the South, were preparing for the constitutional conference, the 
NIF allied with a military group took over power in June, 1989 led by the current presi-
dent Omer Al-Bashir. Since then the conflict could be described as follows: an Islamic 
radical regime in power versus a liberation movement calls for secular, equitable and 
democratic Sudan. 

1.1 Conflict Analysis:
To analyze the conflict we will identify the actors, the issues, conflict dynamics, and 
previous peace efforts.

1.1.1 Primary Actors:
There are four primary actors; the antagonists, the mediator and the facilitator. The dispu-
tants are: the government of Sudan (GoS) and the Sudan People's Liberation Movement/
Army (SPLM/SPLA). The mediator is the Intergovernmental Authority on Development 
(IGAD) and the facilitator is the IGAD Partners Forum (IPF).

The Government of Sudan (GoS):

The current regime emerged since independence under the name of Muslims Brothers 
then in the mid 1980s reorganized itself as the National Islamic Front (NIF) with ultimate 
goal to establish an Islamic state. In 1983, the Muslim Brothers were inherent partners 
with the dictatorship Numiri to adopt Sharia Law. Between 1986-1989, the NIF and 
other two parties formulated an elected coalition.In June, 1989 an alliance of the NIF 
and a group of military army took over power known as the National Congress Party 
(NCP). The NCP explicitly declared its Arab-Islamic ideology to be spread all over Su-
dan. Since 1989 the regime was dominated by the NIF headed by Hassan Al Turabi who 
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was suspended at the end of 1999 by the military wing. Thus, the current political regime 
dominated by the military wing of the Islamic movement headed by Omer Al-Bashir and 
other  key ministers hold senior positions in the armed forces. Since 1989 all political 
liberties were confiscated; political parties, trade unions and associations were banned, 
political opponents, active students and representatives of independent newspapers and 
human rights were subjected to harassment. The freedom of press was largely restricted; 
press articles were subjected to censorship by the security organs and financial burdens 
imposed on independent newspapers. Moreover, the state of emergency was declared in 
December 1999 gave the president the power to overrule any law by decree. Police and 
security enjoyed a high degree of impunity which engaged in a campaign of harassment, 
intimidation that targets political and human rights defenders with arbitrary arrest 
without judicial review. In terms judicial system, since the suspension of the constitution 
and declaring the state of emergency, the president Omer Al-Bashir controls the judicial 
appointments to the High, Appeal and Primary Courts. In terms of civil service deterio-
rated due to appointments based on political loyalty rather than professional competence, 
low wages led to lack of motivation, spread of corruption and lack of accountability. 

The SPLM: 

Dictatorship Numiri's abrogation of Addis Ababa agreement and the declaration of Sharia 
law led to the outbreak of hostilities and rebellion within the national army in the South. 
This led to the formation the Sudan People's Liberation Movement and Sudan People's 
Liberation Army (SPLM/SPLA) in 1983 headed by John Garang. Due to the establish-
ment of the SPLM in the South, its manpower was predominantly drawn from Dinka 
tribe[9], however, over time it included elements from the North, especially from the 
marginalized areas[10].
Since its establishment, the SPLM, calls for New Sudan not to be based on hegemony 
of the centre at the expense the South and the peripheries. The movement critically ana-
lyzed the reality, and came to the conclusion that it must struggle for a united, pluralistic, 
democratic State. 
Between 1983-1991, the SPLM was based in Ethiopia and extensively assisted by the 
totalitarian Mengistu as well as military and financial assistance received from Gaddafi 
in Libya. In 1991 the SPLM was weakened by the collapse of Mengistu’s regime. In ad-
dition, the SPLA itself fragmented into two groups: the first wing led by Riek Machar and 
Lam Akol who declared their objective as separation of the South. On the other hand, the 
mainstream SPLM led by John Garang remained committed to its principle: one secular 
Sudan. According to the SPLM, the separation of the South is a decision that could only 
be taken by the southerners themselves whenever democracy restored. Since then the 
right of self-determination for the South emerged as one of the fundamental demands 
of the SPLM. Moreover, the SPLM realized that the struggle for democratic equitable 
Sudan would win more regional and international support than fighting for secession. 
Thus, the SPLM since 1991 called for united, equitable, secular Sudan and right of self-
determination for the South.
Although the SPLM/A is predominately a guerilla movement, it managed to realize 
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its objectives by military and political means. Militarily, it contributed enormously to 
remove a dictatorship Numiri in 1985 through extensive military operations to restore 
democracy. Politically, it convinced all political parties in 1988 to agree upon convening 
a comprehensive conference in order to put basis for new Sudan.
 After the military coup of 1989, the SPLM and the Northern opposition parties organized 
themselves under the umbrella of the National Democratic Alliance (NDA) with main 
objective to get rid of the regime and restore democracy. In 1995 Asmara Declaration 
of Principles was signed by the NDA, the SPLM, and the southern opposition parties. 
This historical consensus was of great importance due to several factors: firstly, because 
it involved all Sudanese political opposition parties, except the NIF because it was in 
the power. Secondly, it was the first time since independence that all political parties to 
recognize that the issue should be addressed on a wider scope, namely, the problem of 
Sudan. Thirdly, a consensus reached on two crucial issues: recognition of the right of 
self-determination for the South and separation of religion and state. Furthermore, they 
agreed upon collective efforts using military and diplomatic tools to remove the regime. 
Since Asmara Declaration, the SPLM and the NDA constituted one front against the cen-
tral government. 

The Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD):

The Intergovernmental Agency for Desertification and Development (IGADD) estab-
lished in early 1986 with main objective to combat drought that hit Horn Africa in the late 
1970s. IGADD comprised of six countries: Ethiopia, Somalia, Djibouti, Kenya, Uganda, 
Sudan and later Eritrea. Since early 1990s, the IGAAD recognized that no sustainable 
development will be realized without stabilization of the area. Therefore, conflict resolu-
tion was endorsed as one of the organization' tasks and eventually changed its name to the 
Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD) in April, 1996. Article 18 of the 
IGAD agreement states “member states shall act collectively to preserve peace, security 
and stability which are essential prerequisites for economic development in the area”[11]. 
In 1994 chaired by Kenyan President Moi, the IGAD took up the role of mediating the 
longest civil war in Africa upon the request of the Sudanese president Omer Al-Bashir 
and the approval of the SPLM.  
Although the IGAD countries have a genuine sympathy to maintain peace in Sudan, their 
stance differs according to their security interests. Here we will give brief explanation to 
the relation of the IGAD countries with the two main actors.
The policies pursued by the GoS since early 1990s to export political Islam in the region 
alongside its support to the rebel in Uganda led to regional hostile stance against the GoS. 
With regard to Uganda, the GoS offered an operation base to the Lord’s Resistance Army 
(LRA) in the South Sudan which hampered the ability of Uganda to control the mutiny. 
In return and as a retaliation Uganda  provided logistical support and training to the 
SPLM/A. Concerning Eritrea, it broke off its relation with the GoS and further gave an 
increasing support to the NDA (opposition umbrella) to launch an armed struggle against 
the GoS in the east of Sudan. In May 1998, Eritrea-Ethiopia war broke off the hostile al-
liance of Ethiopia-Eritrea-Uganda against the GoS. Both Eritrea and Ethiopia sought to 
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improve relations with the GoS to gain its military support. As for Uganda, the growing 
LRA insurgency in northern Uganda led president Museveni to give more attention to 
domestic security issue and a settlement with the GoS as both agreed to cooperate and 
stop supporting the rebels in both countries. 
Regarding Kenya, it is the only country which maintained neutral relation with the two 
main actors. It provided non-military support to the SPLM as well as maintaining neutral 
relation with the GoS. This impartiality qualified Kenya to take the lead of the IGAD 
peace initiative and overshadowed other state members.  

IGAD Partners Forum (IPF):

A group of donors known as “troika” includes the United States, the United Kingdom, 
Italy and Norway. Since 2001 the IPF involved as a facilitator and intimate collaborator 
with the IGAD to realize peace in Sudan. Through promises of a “peace dividend” if an 
agreement is signed and threats of severe penalties if it is not, the troika posed a substan-
tial pressure on both sides to make a deal.

1.1.2 Secondary Actors:
Includes the NDA, rebels in the west and the east, the SSDF and the marginalized 
areas.

The National Democratic Alliance (NDA): 

An umbrella brought together all national parties in the country that opposed to the re-
gime, namely, the northern political parties, an alliance of southern parties, the SPLM, 
and professional unions. Although the NDA had common objective, to remove the re-
gime, it remained an amorphous body had neither common vision on the mechanism to 
get rid of the GoS nor the basis upon which Sudan will be governed afterwards. Finally, 
in June 1995 the NDA approved Asmara Declaration upon which a common vision was 
formulated: firstly, to cooperate to remove the regime. Secondly, agreed upon the SPLM 
vision on secular Sudan base on voluntary basis. Since then the NDA and the SPLA 
fought together at different levels to achieve the declared objectives. Militarily, the NDA 
opened an armed front in the East of Sudan supported by Eritrea. The NDA includes the 
two main Sectarian parties which have been the Sudan’s leading politics since independ-
ence. The first, the Umma party led by Sadig Al-Mahdi who was the Prime Minister of 
the elected government 1986-1989. The second is the Democratic Unionist Party (DUP) 
who was also in coalition with the Umma party and the NIF  during the same period. 

Rebels in the East:

In the East region there are two rebel groups. Firstly, the Beja Congress is an ethnic 
association established in 1958 complained historical marginalization demanding 
decentralized political system to deal with problems in the area adequately. The Beja tribe 
has a hostile relation with the current regime since early 1990s due to regime’ aggressive 
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polices to disseminate radical Islam while Beja are moderate Muslims. Consequently, in 
the late 1990s, Beja incorporated its armed guerrilla in the NDA and with Eritrea’s sup-
port attacked the oil fields in the east. The second rebel group is the Free lion; a tribal 
association emerged recently and linked with the Beja Congress as both have common 
complaints of marginalization. 

Rebels in the West:

As for the west region, two rebel movements emerged: Sudan Liberation Movement and 
its army (SLM/A) with similar political agenda as the SPLM calls for united, equitable 
Sudan. The second movement is Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) has the same 
complains of exclusion against the central government, however, it has an Islamic agen-
da. Since early 2003 the two insurgency groups involved in a conflict with the govern-
ment militia, the Janjaweed[12] that resulted into more than one million IDPs, 130,000 
refugees in Chad and a number of death accounts for 750,000[13].

The Marginalized Areas:

The three contested areas, the Nuba Mountains, Southern Blue Nile, Abyei, geographi-
cally are located in a zone between the North and the South, ethnically refer to the 
south but officially, refer to the North. Since early 1990s the Nuba Mountains residents 
have been a targetted by the regime’ islamization policy. By the end of 1998, the GoS 
had forcibly moved about half of the Nuba population into “peace camps” where they 
were subjected to cultural pressure of Islamization despite the fact that some Nuba are 
Muslims[14]. Therefore, these areas fought hand in hand with the SPLM raising hope to 
be annexed to the South or gain autonomy. 

The Southern Sudan Defense Forces (SSDF):

The Southern Sudan Defense Forces comprised of several militias separated from the 
SPLM in the early 1990s rejecting the notion of united Sudan pursuing South autonomy. 
Since then the SSDF was pursuing a proxy war on behalf of the GoS to defeat the SPLA 
militarily. The SSDF is an important military actor because it composed of thousands of 
fighters, control a large territory of the South Sudan and provides security to oil fields. 
Although the GoS strategically reached a pending peace agreement with the SSDF in 
1997, the SSDF remains highly independent of both the SPLM and the GoS.

1.1.3 Issues at stake:

The SPLM was the dissatisfied actor that persistently fought against several central 
governments since 1983. The issue raised by the SPLM is the concentration of power and 
wealth since independence in hands of successive Khartoum-based governments at the 
expense of the peripheries and the South. The SPLM diagnosis to the problem of Sudan 
is as follows: the imbalance development polices adopted by central governments along-
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side the civil war resulted into total collapse in the marginalized areas and most severely 
in the South. The second issue is imposing one dimension of Islamic-Arab culture by 
successive rulers as the only determinant of identity. The second issue is the right of self-
determination for the South that emerged in the agenda of the SPLM since early 1990s as 
a result of transformation of the war by the current regime to religious one. These issues 
were multiplied into: power and wealth sharing, self-determination, the status of the mar-
ginalized areas, the relation between the state and religion, and the security arrangements 
(See table 1: issues at stake).

1.1.4 Conflict Dynamics:

Capturing power by an Islamic military-oriented dictatorship in 1989 led to an extreme 
escalation of the conflict between the two antagonists. As for the GoS, it established the 
Popular Defense Forces (PDF) militia in 1989 to provide students, civil servants and 
civilians with military training and Jihad lessons. By 1992, recruitment in the PDF be-
came a compulsory for students, male and female, before enrolment at colleges all over 
Sudan[15]. The extensive mobilization in the North transformed the conflict from politi-
cal into a religious holy war (Jihad). In return, the SPLA benefited the heavy assistance 
provided by the neighboring countries, Uganda, Ethiopia, Eritrea, in the mid 1990s to win 
over the government army. The perpetuation of high level of escalation throughout the 
1990s between the antagonists could be described as a conflict spiral model. The conflict 
was transformed into prolongation as the disputants were over committed to end the war 
militarily. As for the GoS, since 1999, the regime began to exploit oil revenues to increase 
military spending that accounts for US$1.6 billion in 2003. Due to escalation and prolon-
gation of conflict massive violations of human rights were committed by the two parties 
and confrontation became destructive not only to the South but all over Sudan.
 
1.2 Previous Peace Efforts:

Seizing power in June, 1989 by the current regime posed a high cost on Sudan with the 
following consequences: 

-  Abortion of four-year democracy that was restored after sixteen years.
-  Cancellation of the constitutional conference which was proposed to include all 
political parties, both from the North and the South, to deal with the governance 
problem of Sudan. 
- Ended up all internal peace-making efforts, as a result subsequent peace initiatives 
had been taken by international and regional actors. 

Several external peace initiatives since 1989 reached a stumbling block due to mistrust 
between the main actors alongside inability to make concession. In Auguest,1989 the first 
initiative reached a deadlock followed by several initiatives reached the same outcome: 
Jimmy Carter in Nairobi (December 1989), Frankfort (January, 1992). The stumbling 
block for all these peace efforts that while the SPLM insisted to address the issue in a 
wider scope, the Sudan, the GoS narrowed the issue to the problem of the South. Sub-
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sequent peace efforts took place: Abuja I (1992), Abuja II (1993), Nairobi (May, 1993), 
The Joint Libyan and Egyptian Initiative (August 1999), and the IGAD peace process 
(1994-2004). 
In the early 1990s, the SPLM was militarily weak due to two factors: the faction within 
the SPLM/A and the collapse of its main supporter Mengistu of Ethiopia. Hence, the 
regime was able to achieve military victories over the SPLM. In June, 1992 the Nigerian 
president Babangida took an initiative to bring the disputants together also deemed to 
failure. In Abuja the SPLM/A pressed for a secular democratic system and the right to 
a referendum for the South while the regime called for a constitution based on Sharia. 
Another round, Abuja II, under the auspices of same mediator took place in 1993 was 
also deemed to failure. Yet, a very little change occurred; the GoS proposed power-shar-
ing and balanced development, rejected South referendum, and proposed exempted the 
South from certain provisions of Sharia law. On the other hand, the SPLM/A insisted on 
a secular, democratic Sudan otherwise the South and the marginalised areas should have 
referendum.  In short, the conclusive issues locked the negotiations were: the SPLM 
called for secular Sudan and right of self-determination for the South while the regime 
insisted on Islamic Sudan and rejection of self-determination.
After the collapse of the Nigerian initiatives, the GoS proposed the IGAD to take 
up the role as a mediator. After the SPLM agreed upon the proposed mediator, the 
IGAD established a Standing Committee on Peace in Sudan and in March 1994 
peace negotiations were officially launched in Nairobi, Kenya. In the same way the 
issue of self-determination brought the first round of talks to an end. The next round 
was about to collapse but the IGAD introduced a Declaration of Principles (DoP) 
to base the negotiations upon. The DoP includes: the right of self-determination for 
the South, separation of religion and state, fair distribution of wealth and power, 
recognition of cultural and ethnic diversity in Sudan. As for the SPLM, immediately 
approved the DoP because these are exactly what it called for. As for the GoS, the 
DoP is inconsistent with the regime’s vision that was reluctant to abdicate its Islamic 
agenda and eventually refused to endorse the DoP. 
After the collapse of the IGAD initiative the antagonists turned to fight at both political 
and military levels. To defeat the SPLM militarily and politically, the GoS attempted to 
reach an internal peace agreement with the SSDF that separated from the SPLM in 1991. 
On the other hand, the SPLM/A built up its relation with the NDA that resulted in Asmara 
Declaration upon which a collaborative effort was endorsed to defeat the regime by vari-
ous means. 
By the late 1995 Ethiopia, Eritrea and Uganda stepped up significantly their mili-
tary assistance to the SPLM/A to stop Islamists threat caused by the GoS to their 
sovereignty. Consequently, the SPLA achieved military victories in the battle fields 
over the GoS. As a result of the military shock besides the regional isolation, the 
regime was pressed to endorse the DoP in 1997 as outline principles for the negotia-
tions. Since the approval of the DoP no significant progress was made and as IGAD 
initiative was likely to be frozen, some neighbouring unsuccessful efforts took place, 
namely, Eritrea, Nigeria and the joint Libya-Egypt.
In July 2001 the Joint Libyan and Egyptian Initiative (JLEI) was concerned with the 
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participation of the North opposition parties, recognition of the mutli-diversity of Sudan 
and unity of Sudan. The importance of this initiative that it had a strategic dimension as 
Egypt was against self-determination for the South, which was seen as a threat to Egypt’ 
access to the water of the Nile if the South separated. The GoS endorsed the JLEI while 
the SPLM/A accepted them in principle and requested to add self-determination, secular-
ism and the necessity to make a  co-ordination between the JLEI and the IGAD initiative. 
Although the JLEI largely collapsed, it reflected Egyptian fears about South autonomy, 
as well as the need to bring the northern opposition forces into the peace process. Other 
peace efforts taken by Eritrea and Nigeria separately in 2001, as the IGAD process ap-
proached to collapse, were also deemed to failure. Eritrea major interest in Sudan peace 
process was due to its sheltering the North opposition parties, the NDA. As for Nigeria, 
was very keen of security matters as well as issues at the heart of the conflict: religion, 
race and regional disparities within a state, have resonance far beyond the country's 
borders.
 

 
Chapter Two

The Negotiation Process 
Analysis and Evaluation

 

Chapter two includes five main aspects:

2.1  The context of peace negotiation since late 1990s and up to the most important 
breakthrough between the antagonists, Mackakos Protocol. 
2.2 Active negotiation that led to Naivasha agreement. 
2.3 The contents of the agreement.
2.4 Analysis of the negotiation process.
2.5 Evaluation.

2.1 The context of peace negotiation:

The IGAD established a permanent secretariat on Sudan Peace Process in Nairobi to 
mount a sustained effort to resolve the conflict. The Kenyan president Moi appointed 
General Lazarus Sumbeiywo as special envoy to Sudan. The first round of talks held 
under this arrangement began in February, 2000 ended without outcome. Then the IGAD 
recognized the pressing need to involve the international community as regional pressure 
was unlikely sufficient to activate the negotiations at this stage due to some aspects:

Firstly, some IGAD countries did not remain impartial vis-à-vis the conflict in Sudan; 
Eritrea and Uganda were supportive to the NDA and the SPLA respectively. As a result 
of this partial stance, the GoS remained reluctant to go further in the peace talks under 
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the auspices of the IGAD. Secondly, the IGAD member countries alone did not have the 
substantial resources to finance the post-conflict period. Hence, pressure and support 
from the international community were crucial to stimulate the antagonists to reach a set-
tlement. Therefore, the IGAD Partners Forum was formulated to assist in bringing the 
two actors together.

On the other hand, the US administration gave Sudan’ affair a priority since late 1990s 
due to several factors: firstly, the influence of the Christian right in US administration 
raised the issue of protecting the Christians in the South from the Islamic regime. Sec-
ondly, the massive violations of human rights that reported by the humanitarian agencies. 
Thirdly, the US campaign against terrorism after 11th September, particularly the GoS 
was already listed since 1993 as a terrorist sponsor. 

In 2001 president Bush appointed former Senator John Danforth as the US special envoy 
in Sudan who visited to Sudan to explore to what extent the disputants had desire to go 
for further negotiation. As a preliminary step, Danforth requested the antagonists to prove 
their commitment to sustain peace by: ceasefire in the Nuba Mountains, provide zones 
and times of tranquility for humanitarian assistance, allow a commission to research and 
report on the issue of slavery, end attacks of civilians. Although Danforth’s lists had not 
been fully fulfilled, the two parties were convinced that the peace process could not be 
pursued in the same manner as before. Consequently, the disputants agreed to continue 
negotiation under the auspice of IGAD based on the DoP.

In addition to the US pressure, internal economic and political factors were incentives 
for the disputants to go for further negotiations. Firstly, the flow of the oil in 1999 in the 
South offers a source of potential wealth to be shared. Secondly, the faction within the 
government’ structure in the late 1999 that led to the suspension of the NIF leader by the 
current president Al Bashir enormously changed the reluctant attitude of the regime. In 
short, due to internal and external factors the antagonists made compromises that resulted 
into Mackakos protocol, July 2002, upon which the active negotiation was based.

Several rounds took place between 18th June-20th July, 2002 in Machakos, Kenya 
concluded a framework of principles upon which the antagonists agreed to negotiate. 
Machakos Protocol was signed by Ghazi Salahuddin Atabani for the GoS, Salva Kiir 
Mayardit for the SPLM, witnessed by Lt. Gen. Lazaro K. Sumbeiywo, on behalf of the 
IGAD, and facilitated by the Troika. The main negotiation issues were: the relation be-
tween state and religion, self-determination for the South, power and wealth sharing, and 
a comprehensive cease-fire. Two critical issues blocked the previous negotiations agreed 
upon in Machakos: firstly, an approval of right of self-determination under an interna-
tionally monitored referendum to be held at the end of the interim period to choose for 
either unity or secession. Secondly, Sharia law (Islamic law) was endorsed as a source of 
legislation in the North, while the South would be under a secular administration. A six- 
month pre-interim during which institutions and mechanism for implementation would 
be created to operate during the six-year interim period. Machakos Protocol also commits 
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both parties to work together during the interim period to “make unity attractive” to the 
people of southern Sudan. Furthermore, the parties agreed that religion shall not be used 
as a divisive factor as well as recognition of the multi-diversity of Sudan. In addition, 
they acknowledged the historical grievance of the South and the marginalized areas and 
the necessity to correct the structural inequality. Briefly, Machakos addressed the root 
causes of the conflict and formulated outline principles to maintain a common ground for 
further negotiations. 

2.2 Active Negotiation July 2002-June 2004:

Upon the approval of self-determination for the South in Machakos, new issues emerged: 
the demarcation of the North-South borders, the status of the GoS and SPLM armed 
forces, whether and how Sharia law will apply in the capital city given Machakos’ agree-
ment on respect for the country’s religious diversity, the status of the three marginalized 
areas. These issues alongside power sharing, wealth sharing remained unresolved to be 
dealt with in the active negotiation. 
Between July, 2002 - June, 2004 the active negotiations took place in Machakos, Karen, 
Nairobi, Nakuru, Nanyuki, and Naivasha, Kenya, under the auspices of the IGAD and the 
facilitation of the Troika. 

Extensive secrecy dialogues took place at the level of politicians and the technical ne-
gotiators alongside bilateral and multilateral discussions that involved the mediators and 
the facilitators. Furthermore, brainstorming workshops on constitutional and economic 
issues as well as symposiums on controversial specialised affairs such as oil revenues 
and the banking systems were introduced by experts. These workshops took a lot of time, 
nevertheless they were useful learning-process stimulated the disputants and acquired in-
depth to the negotiations. On the role of problem-solving workshops; Herbert C. Kelman  
states: 
“ in the pre-negotiation phase, they can help create a political atmosphere conducive 
to movement to the table; in the active negotiation phase, they can help in overcoming 
obstacles to productive negotiations and in framing issues that are not yet in the table 
…”[16] 

Intensive communications throughout the two-year negotiations, gave the antagonists an 
opportunity to share perspectives, understand each other’s needs, interests and expecta-
tions and later to reach a convergence point. Both the IGAD and the Troika were func-
tioning in a harmonious, parallel way. The facilitators, especially the US, exerted a lot of 
efforts to bring the two main actors together prior and during the negotiations. Moreover, 
they generously provided logistic resources such as travelling and residence expenses, 
communication, meetings and workshop, and experts which IGAD was unable to offer. 
On the other hand, the IGAD assisted the belligerents to bring their varying views to 
formulate an agreement.

After Machakos Protocol, a round was held in August-September, 2002 which was sup-
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posed to negotiate ceasefire arrangements. Yet, the talks broke down on the 3rd  Septem-
ber 2002 when the GoS recalled its delegation for “consultation” over the SPLA capture a 
strategic town in the South, Torit . On the 15th  October, 2002 a Memorandum of Under-
standing (MOU) was signed upon which the parties agreed to cease hostilities during the 
talks. Although the disputants confirmed their commitment to maintain a period of tran-
quillity, they pursued military operations simultaneously during peace negotiation. As for 
GoS, its strategy was to maintain a ceasefire during the rainy season when they were at 
military disadvantage and to continue fighting during the dry season. On the other hand, 
the SPLM pursued fighting because it fears that the GoS will invest in the oil fields in the 
South. Therefore, for the SPLM the cease-fire should be part and parcel of the final peace 
agreement. Accordingly, the cease fire was violated several times during the negotiation 
by both parties. 
 
The parties remained unable to move forward on the outstanding issues of power sharing, 
wealth sharing, the disputed regions, the status of the two armies, and the status of the 
capital city. Here we will view the point of view of each party during the active negotia-
tion:

Firstly: the relation between state and religion brought into the table when discussing the 
location and the status of the capital city. The fact that Machakos does not state the status 
of the capital city in detail caused confusion to the antagonists. While the SPLM insisted 
on a secular capital to reflect the diversity of Sudan as Machakos Protocol stipulates: 

“Recognizing that Sudan is a multi-cultural, multi-racial, multi-ethnic, multi-reli-
gious, and multi-lingual country and confirming that religion shall not be used as 
a divisive factor”. The government, on the other hand, claimed that Machakos Protocol 
states that the North can have Islamic law para. 6.1: “Religions, customs and beliefs are a 
source of moral strength and inspiration for the Sudanese people”. Therefore, according 
to the GoS there is no point of excluding even a small part of the capital from this agree-
ment. Two proposals were introduced: the GoS proposed two capital cities one  secular 
for the South and another Islamic for the North in Juba and Khartoum respectively. The 
SPLM proposed one secular capital city in a neutral place. Although the GoS proposal 
was acceptable for both parties, it was rejected because of high cost of establishing two 
capital cities during the interim period. At the end they agreed upon Khartoum as a capital 
city under Sharia law with exemption of the non-Muslims citizens.

Secondly: the status of the marginalized areas, the GoS argued that the IGAD is con-
cerned only with the South problem. Consequently, the marginalized areas are regions 
out of the authority of the IGAD Forum. On the other hand, the SPLM’ argument that 
citizens of these regions fought with the SPLM and parts of them are within SPLM do-
main. Therefore it is quite logical that their problem should be considered. At last the 
government and SPLM arrived at a point that the marginalized regions can be discussed 
separately in a special Forum.
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Thirdly: the status of the two armies, the SPLM insisted to preserve its own army as an 
equivalent to the GoS’ army under the claim that the South might secede after the interim 
period. For the GoS delegation, it extremely rejected the proposal instead proposed to 
absorb the SPLA in the national army during the interim period.

Fourthly: power sharing, the SPLM proposed to develop the South to the extent that 
to be ready to govern itself in case of secession outcome after the transitional period. It 
should be able to have its own civil service, constitutional institutions, legislation, secu-
rity forces etc. Accordingly, there should be reserved percentage of jobs at the national 
government level. The GoS objection was that this is an encouraging step towards separa-
tion rather than unity which contradicts Machakos Protocol. In addition, they disagreed 
upon whether to give the First Vice President, which will be occupied by SPLM, the right 
to “veto” or not.

Fifthly: oil sharing; the GoS was also reluctant to share oil revenues on equal basis be-
tween the North and the South. The SPLM argument is to redress the historical margin-
alization of the South and the destructive impact of the civil war. Furthermore, the SPLM 
demanded the areas across which the oil pipelines pass should have to be compensated.
Lengthy negotiations were carried out without avail until both parties almost lost hope to 
reach an agreement. A breaking through took place in early September 2003, when the 
vice president of the GoS, Ali Osman Taha, and the SPLM leader, John Garang, headed 
the two delegations. Simultaneously, the IGAD prepared a work plan to support recon-
struction and peace-building in Sudan. Under extensive international pressure a frame-
work of Naivasha agreement was signed in June, 2004.This framework outlines provi-
sions for power and wealth sharing, security arrangements and a special status for the 
three contested areas. On 5th June 2004, under the auspices of IGAD, the parties signed 
Nairobi Declaration confirming their commitment to engage fully in the Sudan Peace 
Process. Following a special meeting of the UN Security Council in Nairobi in November 
2004, the Sudanese government and the SPLM/A committed themselves to conclude the 
final details of the peace agreement by the end of 2004. The GoS and the SPLM finalized 
negotiations by signing the Permanent Ceasefire Arrangements, December, 2004. This 
followed by signing the Comprehensive Peace Agreement on the 9th  January 2005. The 
CPA drew together the previous protocols regarding respective issues that the signatories 
agreed upon. The six protocols of Naivasha agreement are: Security Arrangements during 
the interim period (September 2003 renewed December 2004), Wealth Sharing (January 
2004), Power Sharing (May 2004), and two protocols concerning the marginalized areas: 
Resolution of conflict in Abeiy (May 2004), and Resolution of conflict in Southern Ko-
rdofan, Nuba Mountains and Blue Nile States (May 2004) and Machakos Protocol (July 
2002).

2.3 The content of the agreement: 
In the following part we will focus on the contents of the protocols. (See table 2: outcome 
of the negotiation).
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Agreement on Security Arrangements during the interim period:

Between 2nd- 25th September, 2003; the two actors agreed, after a series of hard negotia-
tions, upon the security arrangements during the interim period. Broadly, Sudan will have 
two separate armed forces: the Sudan Armed Forces (SAF) in the North and the SPLA in 
the South with proportional downsizing of the two forces. The two forces will be merged 
into one national force if the southerners voted for the unity, otherwise they will remain 
separate. Further, as a confirmation to disputants’ commitment to the unity of Sudan, 
joint integrated units (JIUs) will be created to be deployed in Khartoum, the South and 
the marginalized areas. Based on the referendum result, the JIUs will either remain as a 
nuclear for the national armed force or be dissolved. 
Regarding the status of the other armed groups, the parties agreed to address their status 
in accordance to achieve full inclusiveness in the peace process. On the other hand, other 
militias affiliated to either the GoS or the SPLA shall be integrated into the organized 
forces (army, police, etc.) or reintegrated into the civil service. 
 
Wealth sharing agreement:

Since its establishment in 1983, the SPLM raises the issue of socio-economic enrich-
ment of the centre at the expense of the marginalized peripheries, particularly the South. 
Thus, the negotiation on wealth sharing was a fierce battle; while the GoS delegation 
opted to wealth centralisation, the SPLM insisted on equal sharing. Finally the antago-
nists succeeded to reach a convergence on a number of wealth issues, namely, sharing 
oil revenues, sharing non-oil revenues, the banking system and funds for development 
and reconstruction. The protocol acknowledges the serious needs that the South will face 
in the post-conflict period as well as the urgent needs of the war-affected areas, Abeiy, 
Southern Blue Nile, Nuba Mountains.

Oil revenues:

Oil revenues will be shared 50:50 between the South and the North while the oil-produc-
ing states will have only 2% out of the proportion of their production. Furthermore, the 
National Petroleum Commission (NPC) will be established during the interim period to 
formulate oil policies and approve contracts for oil exploration. The NPC comprised of 
four representatives of each (GoS and SPLM) plus three representatives of the oil-pro-
ducing state. 

Non-oil revenues:

According to the protocol; all national revenues would be deposited in the National Rev-
enue Fund (NRF). To ensure transparency and fairness of distribution of revenues a Fis-
cal and Financial Allocation and Monitoring commission (FFAMC) would be established 
with representation at the national, south and states levels.
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Monetary system:

The agreement on the banking system shows the ideological affiliation of the disputants, 
the GoS will establish an Islamic banking system in the North while the SPLM will have 
a conventional bank in the South. Although the banking system ensures autonomy to 
the South which will have its own financial management, both banks should adopt one 
national monetary system. In spite of the fact that the SPLM was negotiating to have a 
virtual separate bank to escape the financial domination of the centre, it accepted the dual 
system to confirm its commitment to the unity of Sudan. The dual bank system will be 
accompanied by two different currencies: the current Sudanese Dinar will remain in the 
North, and newly created Sudanese Pound in the South. 

Land ownership:

The agreement acknowledges that Land ownership should be dealt with through a newly 
created commission, the National Land Commission (NLC), and another parallel organ 
in the South. The mandate of the NLC is to provide advice on land reforms in accordance 
with the customary laws and international principles.

Fund for development and reconstruction:

The wealth sharing protocol acknowledges the socio-economic inequality between the 
centre and the peripheries, particularly the South. Accordingly, two development funds 
will be created: the South Sudan Reconstruction and Development Fund (SSRDF) and 
the National Reconstruction and Development Fund (NRDF). Likewise, the international 
assistance will be received in two separate funds for each side, the Multi-Donor Trust 
Funds (MDTFs).

Power sharing protocol:

During the interim period, power sharing will be based on asymmetric federalism. At the 
national level, a newly created executive organ “Institution of presidency” comprised of: 
Al Bashir will remain as a president, the SPLM leader as the first vice president, and the 
current vice president Ali Osman Taha will occupy a post of the second vice president. 
The allocation of the ministerial jobs would be as follows: 52% of the posts for the GoS, 
28% for the SPLM, 14% for the Northern political forces, and 6% for the Southern politi-
cal forces. Further, and to correct the imbalance in the civil service, the actors agreed to 
allocate 20-30% civil service jobs to the southerners. The positions at the national level 
have been distributed between the North and the South on a roughly demographic basis 
70:30.
As for the Government of South Sudan (GoSS), the SPLM will have almost two-thirds 
of the seats (70%) at the assembly and the council of Ministers, the remaining seats to 
be shared equally by the GoS and the Southern political forces. As for the North states, 
the GoS will have 70% of the seats in the executive and legislative organs, 20% for the 
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Northern political parties, and 10% for the SPLM.

The Marginalized Areas:

Regarding Abyei protocol, the residents of Abyei will be awarded a special administra-
tive status during the interim period and will remain citizens of both Western Kordofan, 
in the North, and Bahr al-Ghazal, in the South, with representation in the legislatures of 
both states. Abyei will be administered by a local Executive Council, to be elected by its 
residents, during the interim period. Simultaneous with the referendum for southern Su-
dan, residents of Abyei will have a separate referendum to decide whether to remain part 
of northern or southern Sudan. Oil revenue from Abyei will be divided six ways during 
the interim period: between the National Government (50 percent); the Government of 
Southern Sudan (42 percent); Bahr al-Ghazal (2 percent); Western Kordofan (2 percent); 
the Ngok Dinka (2 percent); and the Misariyah (2 percent).
On the Protocol of Southern Kordofan/ Nuba Mountains and Southern Blue Nile, the 
residents of the two areas will not be granted right to self-determination, rather will have 
a "popular consultation" to be signed by the two signatories. Each state will establish a 
Parliamentary Assessment and Evaluation Commission and a separate Independent Com-
mission to evaluate the implementation of the peace agreement. If the agreement is en-
dorsed by the legislature in each state, it will become "the final settlement" of the political 
conflict there. If the agreement is not being fully implemented, negotiations will be held 
with the National Government to rectify the shortcomings. A state executive compirsed 
of a state governor, a state council of ministers and local government in each state. A state 
legislature will prepare and adopt a constitution in each, and may relieve the governor 
of the state of his/her functions. Both institutions will be represented 55 percent by the 
National Congress Party, and 45 percent by the SPLM. The governorship will rotate in 
each state between both sides.

2.4 The negotiation process: Analysis

In the remaining part, we will make an analysis of the negotiation process to assess where 
do the most critical aspects of success/failure exist.
2.4.1 How symmetric/asymmetric are power relationships in terms political and 
diplomatic, demographic, economic, military and issues at stake?

Firstly, political and diplomatic: the confrontation was between a state, the GoS, and 
non-state actor, the SPLM. This broadly defined status reflects asymmetry in favour of 
the GoS as it has legitimacy as a state while the SPLM/A was a non-recognised guerrilla 
movement. On the other hand, at diplomatic level asymmetry in favour of the SPLM 
existed due to friendly diplomatic relationships at both regional and international level 
throughout its struggle against successive central governments. At the regional level, 
the SPLM was extensively supported by the Ethiopian regime of Mengistu throughout 
1983-1991, received financial and military assistance from Libya, and hosted by Eritrea, 
Uganda and Ethiopia. In addition, the US, since mid 1990s, supported the SPLM politi-
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cally and diplomatically against the regime to counter terrorism.
As for the GoS, since early 1990s it had links with the Islamic movements in Algeria, 
Iran, Afghanistan, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Tunisia and Uganda[17]. Consequently, in 
the late 1995 the regime had been isolated regionally when Ethiopia, Eritrea and Uganda 
offered enormous military assistance to the SPLM to counter Islamization in the region. 
Furthermore, throughout the 1990s the GoS had a hostile relationship with the US; in 
1993 Sudan was added to the terrorism list, in 1997 the U.S imposed economic and trade 
sanctions [18]against the regime due to its links with the international terrorism. In addi-
tion, the regime’s implication in war crimes in Darfour region exacerbated its bad reputa-
tion internationally.
Briefly, asymmetry political and diplomatic relationship in favour of the GoS and the 
SPLM respectively existed. 

Secondly, militarily: two-decade of civil war has enormously exhausted the antagonists 
after years of escalation. Consequently, a conclusion that neither can win the battle mili-
tarily convinced the disputants to make concessions, however, both kept on fighting dur-
ing the peace negotiations (2002-2004) to strengthen their negotiation positions. Hence, 
symmetry in military power relation during the negotiation process existed. 
As for the GoS, it pursued enormous resources of the country to win the war militarily. In 
1990, according to UNDP report (2004), the public military expenditure was US$3.6 mil-
lion (out of the GDP)[19]. In 2003, military spending reached up to US$1.6 billion due 
to exploitation of oil revenues. As for the SPLA, it established as an exclusively guerrilla 
movement depending on indirect attacks enabling her to win over the GoS in the rainy 
seasons. Over time, the SPLA acquired greater manpower to deploy on multiple fronts, 
acquired more sophisticated arms, and engaged with the government forces in intense 
conventional battles. 

Thirdly, demographically: although both parties are non-elected, asymmetry is signifi-
cantly in favor of the GoS. Due to lack of updated statistics on the size of population of 
the South vis-à-vis the whole Sudan, it was roughly agreed upon as Southern population 
equal to about one-third of the total population[20]. 
 
Fourthly, economic power: Sudan is by far one of the poorest countries, was ranked 
139th out of 177, GDP per capita (1,820 PPP US$) and HDI 0.505[21]. These figures 
indicate that Sudan is lagging behind in terms of human development as it failed to in-
terpret the GDP into the well-being of its people. In addition, civil war and concentration 
of wealth and power in the centre brought into structural inequalities; between the centre 
and the regions on one hand and North-South inequality on the other hand. As for the 
South, it is completely destructive due to the first and second civil wars, even though 
potentially it is rich oil area.
In short, asymmetry economic relation in favor of the GoS existed particularly after 
producing oil in 1999 that resulted in trade surplus benefiting the political elite.

 



-25-
www.sudan-foral l .org Respect, Sudanese Journal for Human Rights’ Culture and Issues of Cultural Diversity 

Issue No.2 March 2006 

Fifthly, issues at stake could be described as symmetry. The symmetry refers to the fact 
that the same issues raised by both parties during the negotiation. Each party had his own 
perspective on power and wealth sharing, the relation between state and religion, the sta-
tus of the marginalized areas, the right to self-determination.
 
The question is whether asymmetry/symmetry of power relationship had any influ-
ence on the negotiation process?
The symmetry in military power had positively affected the negotiation process. By the 
time of negotiation the antagonists were very keen to reach a settlement as both were 
militarily exhausted. Moreover, asymmetries of political and diplomatic relationship in 
favour of the GoS and the SPLM respectively created a balance between the antagonists 
that positively impacted on the process. On the negative side, due to asymmetry of eco-
nomic and demographic power, the GoS felt it was the stronger party and eventually was 
unlikely to make compromises.
As for the IGAD, despite some asymmetries involves the mediator did not address them 
rather it clearly fulfilled its role as non-partisan third party. The IGAD focused explicitly 
on the equal treatment of the two delegations with no consideration of their status as a 
state and non-state actors. 

2.4.2 Were all relevant stakeholders involved?
In terms of representation, the process could be described as an exclusive one despite 
some consultations in the last stage of the negotiation process made by the SPLM. From 
its beginning the IGAD peace initiative had been narrowly focused on the two main dis-
putants, the SPLM and the GoS. The only actor participated is a senior official from the 
SSDF, who took part in two rounds of negotiations on security arrangements as the GoS 
affiliated militia, however, further he had been excluded when an agreement on security 
arrangements was reached. 
In the final stages of the negotiations all the participants became aware of the necessity of 
internal public support to achieve acceptance and legitimacy. As for the SPLM, equally 
with the negotiation process it responded to the demands of southern civil society as well 
as consulting the northern opposition parties[22] to make the process more inclusive. In 
May 2003, the SPLM signed Cairo Declaration[23] with two prominent parties, Umma 
Party and the DUP. Cairo Declaration supported IGAD peace process and called for in-
clusiveness in participation to guarantee popular support for the agreement. The second 
consultation was signed in London between the SPLM and the PCP agreed that Macha-
kos Protocol is a good chance to achieve sustainable peace in Sudan. On the other hand, 
the GoS did not exert any effort to consult other stakeholders in the North nor did it ac-
cept direct participation of other parties in the negotiation process. 

The exclusiveness of the process could also be referred to the DoP, on which the en-
tire peace process was based, made reference only to the SPLM/A and the GoS. And 
since this represented the collective and agreed views of IGAD and the belligerents, 
it was held to be inappropriate to change in mid-course. Added to this was the fear 
that if the door was opened to more participants in the negotiations, then it would 
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be very difficult to close it. Another reason, the mediators feared that increasing the 
numbers around the bargaining table would inevitably increase the leaks of what 
was held to be confidential information, and this in turn could be used to galvanise 
dissent that could disrupt the process.

The exclusiveness of Naivasha negotiation, can be considered as a very important ele-
ment in the failure of the process. Although it might not have been possible to include 
all the relevant stakeholders, it would have been beneficial for inclusive peace process 
if possible spoilers would have been included. For instance, erupted conflict in Darfour 
region during the process and tensions in the east after signing the agreement is a reflec-
tion to the failure of the process to include the spoilers. The potential spoilers who were 
excluded are rebels in the east and west, the SSDF, and the PCP.
 
2.4.3 Was the process cost-effective?

To demonstrate the cost-(in) effectiveness of the process we will look at the transaction 
costs in terms of time, human resources and material resources. 
The negotiation process was time consuming. It took more than eight years, since the 
IGAD took up the role as a mediator, to agree on Machakos protocol, July 2002. Adding 
to these two years of intensive talks (2002-2004) until the final peace came into being. 
Although the disputants signed cessation of hostilities on October, 2002, fighting did not 
stop until the agreement on permanent ceasefire and security arrangements was signed 
(December, 2004). 
In terms of human cost more than two million people died since 1983 as a result of civil 
war and related impacts. Moreover, the prolongation of the conflict caused two severe 
famines: the first was in 1988-1989 and the second was in 1998; in the later alone 2.6 
million people were at risk of starvation. As a result of war and famines, Sudan hosted 
the largest IDPs in the world. According to the official UN figures[24]; there are between 
5.3-6.7 million IDPs and average of 6 million. In addition, around 570,000 Sudanese 
refugees outside the country, namely, Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda, and the Democratic Re-
public of Congo. It is worth mentioning that the human cost is mostly, but not exclusively, 
from the southerners.
In terms of economic cost, there is no updated figure about the exact amount of money 
spent during the two decades of war. As a result of the civil war, the South is dependent on 
the international humanitarian aid since mid 1980s which allocates an estimated $1 mil-
lion a day. On the other hand, the current regime reportedly spends another $1 million[25] 
a day financing its war effort. High domestic expenditure on civil war led to collapse of 
Sudan’s economy. By 1993, Sudan became the world’s largest debtor to the WB and the 
IMF which led to suspension of its right to make loans and credits. It was only in 1999 
when Sudan recorded its first trade surplus by exporting crude oil that maintained GDP 
growth at 5.1% in 2002. The current regime used the rise in oil revenues to increase its 
military expenditure accounts for US$1.6 billion in 2003[26]. 
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Finally, psychological and social costs are enormous. Thousands of civilians were 
traumatized by the war, several generations grew up as refugees outside Sudan, and 
around two million of the IDPs live in severely inhuman situation around the capital 
city.
In conclusion, the fact that the process was cost-ineffective convinced the disputants as 
well as the international community of the importance to stop fighting and reach a settle-
ment. Therefore, cost-ineffectiveness had a positive impact on the negotiation process.
 
2.4.4 Was the negotiation process predominantly influenced by the (f) actors within 
the conflict system or by external (f) actors?
There is no clear cut answer to this question; rather we can say both internal and ex-
ternal factors intersected to influence the process. The issues raised by the antagonists 
influenced the interests of external actors. For example, Egypt was implicitly against the 
right of self-determination for the South due its interest to secure water from the Nile. 
Therefore, Egypt took another unsuccessful initiative with Libya that excluded the right 
to autonomy for the South. On the other hand, the issue of Islamic state constitutes a re-
gional threat that justifies the IGAD’ commitment to the process as it endorsed religious 
freedom. Internationally, the campaign against terrorism, especially after 11th Septem-
ber was an influential factor that pressed the GoS to be more flexible in the negotiation 
process. Adding to this, the Sudan Peace Act, passed by both the U.S House and Senate 
in October, 2002, identified Sudan's government as the perpetrator of acts of "genocide" 
with a threat to impose sanctions if the regime did not behave in good standing with the 
terms of negotiation.
 
Internally, producing oil in the South in 1999 stimulated the antagonists to stabilize the 
area in order to share the oil revenues. Moreover, the suspension of the radical Islamic 
leaders, Hassan Al-Turabi[27], in the late 1999 changed the attitude of the regime to be 
less reluctant during the negotiation. In addition, the implication of the regime in conflict 
in Darfour, since early, 2003, posed a high pressure on the GoS to act in less reluctant 
manner during the negotiation process. 

To sum up, the internal and external factors influenced the process in a positive 
manner.

2.4.5 Was there a mediator who was acceptable for the disputants and perceived as 
impartial? 

Upon the request of the current Sudanese president Omer Al-Bashir and the approval of 
the SPLM, the IGAD took up the role of mediation in Sudan in March, 1994. A critical 
strength of the IGAD process from the beginning lies in two points: firstly, it was per-
ceived by both parties as neutral. Secondly, it recognised that maintaining peace in Sudan 
is intimately linked to the security of its member states. But the later overview also sug-
gests that the countries of the IGAD can not be neutral. For instance, in the mid 1990s the 
IGAD countries took a united opposed position against the GoS to stop exporting politi-
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cal Islam in the region. But this united position happened once and the common pattern 
is that their interests diverge and they were likely to support the IGAD peace process to 
stabilize the Horn Africa region. 
Since early 2001 Kenya took the lead of IGAD peace initiative and overshadowed other 
state members especially after the appointment of  Sumbeiywo as chief negotiator. Kenya 
played a genuine peace making role because of absolute neutrality vis-à-vis the two dis-
putants. It maintained a fair relationship with the GoS while its support to the SPLM 
was not a military one. Therefore, the antagonists perceived the IGAD as a non-partisan 
mediator which was one of the strongest elements in the process. 
In addition to the IGAD, the facilitator, the Troika, played an effective role through 
allocation of resources for the negotiation process and promises for further financial 
support for the implementation phase.
 
In short, Both the IGAD and the Troika acted in a collaborative and effective manner 
that could be judged as the most successful element in the process. While the facilitator 
adopted the carrot and stick strategy to press the disputants, the IGAD did not resort to 
coercive tools rather it remained impartial. 

2.4.6 How strongly did all parties want mediation ?
In the early and mid 1990s both parties were reluctant to make concession. Later on, 
in the late 1990s, both were extremely exhausted financially and militarily, pressed by 
the international community and were very keen to negotiate under the umbrella of the 
IGAD.

2.4.7 Did the mediator prescribe the outcome or elicit from the parties?
Both disputants agreed to base their negotiation on Machakos protocol. All the provisions 
of the agreement elicited from the parties themselves and were not prescribed by the 
IGAD. As a result of the elicitive approach, the antagonists had felt they are the owners 
of the agreement as stated by the SPLM leader, John Garang: 
“  … The Sudanese people had themselves voluntarily negotiated unique peace agree-
ment that, in effect, prescribed a one-country two-system model, whereby the people of 
the southern Sudan would decide after six years whether to remain within the Sudan or to 
opt for independence. The United Nations was used to dealing with States under a one-
country one-system model, but the Sudanese model reflected the will of the Sudanese 
people and the UN system should respect that, without prejudice to the unity and sover-
eignty of the Sudan”[28]. 
The elicitive approach had a positive impact on the process that resulted into a genuine 
commitment which is crucial to sustain peace. 

2.4.8 How was the relations between the parties: constructive/inimical?
 The relationship between the disputants could be described as an inimical one. Continu-
ation of battles, violations of ceasefire several times plus hatred throughout fifteen years 
of confrontation, 1989-2004, all resulted into an inimical relationship in the negotiation 
table. For example, in 2003 the GoS accused the SPLM of not aligning with the negotia-
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tion’ morals because they discussed the issues at stake at the public forums. The accusa-
tion was due to the consultation process which the SPLM made after Machakos Protocol 
with the Northern political parties to widen the public support of the negotiation[29]. 
Furthermore, the GoS did not stop hatred and war culture programs in its media made the 
relations more inimical. In addition, non-constructive relationship was clearly seen in the 
way the disputants approach the conflict. Both parties involved in blaming and accusing 
each other of massive hostilities and abrogation of ceasefire. Furthermore, viewing the 
conflict by the regime as North Muslim against South Atheist sharpened the North-South 
polarisation. In short, inimical relation and the antagonistic framing of the conflict had 
a passive impact on the process, however, the disputants kept on negotiation due to the 
pressure posed by the US and diplomatic efforts by the IGAD.
 
2.5 Evaluation
The negotiation process has several elements of success; at the top the antagonists had 
no ability to continue fighting as excessive cost of conflict became a burden rather than a 
benefit. In spite of the fact that power relationship involves some asymmetries in favour 
of the GoS, the IGAD fairness in dealing with the disputants plus symmetry in military 
and issues at stake created a balanced process. In addition, the process was enhanced by 
the mediator’ non-prescriptive approach and impartiality vis-à-vis the antagonists that led 
to disputants’ trust on the IGAD and eventually desire to reach a settlement. Moreover, 
exogenous and endogenous nature of the process affected the negotiation in a manner to 
reach a settlement. Sudan Act Peace, the conflict in Darfour, the regional and interna-
tional security all posed an international pressure on the disputants, especially the GoS, 
to achieve peace in Sudan. Furthermore, the pressure posed by the US and the facilitation 
offered by the Troika activated the process.  Above all, the high transaction cost of the 
process motivated the disputants to achieve a mutually accepted agreement.
On the other hand, the process involves some peace inhibiting elements. The exclusive-
ness of the negotiation is the weakest point in the process as some spoilers, the rebels in 
the west and east, the SSDF, the NCP, constitutes potentials for future conflict that threat-
ens sustainable peace. In addition, the inimical relationship is also a negative aspect in the 
process, particularly if it continues further up to the implementation phase.
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