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The nation of Sudan, according to Randolph Martin in his article, “Sudan’s Perfect War,” had been at war for a staggering 34 of its 45 independent years, as of spring of 2002.
 Much of this fighting has occurred in the years following the 1983 uprising of President Jafar Muhammed Numayri, who imposed Islamic Law on the southern region of Sudan, violating its sovereignty, granted in 1972.
 The fighters at that time were John Garang’s Sudanese People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM). That started off what is one of the most drawn out portions of civil strife and violence in the world as civil war was fought for about 19-21 years. However, in recent years, the fighting in the country has shown signs of waning, as peace agreements have been proposed and cease-fires have been discussed. However, the new wave of violence in the Northwestern province of Darfur (although for a different reason) has hampered such talks. Further, Sudan has shown links to Islamic fundamentalists and even Osama Bin Laden. However, Sudan is an oil rich country, specifically in the Southern region, and numerous multi-national corporations (MNCs) have begun doing business in the country. Many of these businesses persuade their governments to stay out of the country. Further, Sudan has attempted to show the world that it is moving away from terrorist ties that it used to have. Although none of these multinational corporations reside in the United States, they hamper the ability of the US to attempt to quell the fighting in the Horn of Africa Nation. In this paper, I will identify ways in which the United States may be able to skirt the multinational corporation problem and effectively deal with the problems in Sudan as well as the problem with the perception of its diplomatic efforts toward Sudan in the Islamic and African regions.

History

Sudan gained independence from the United Kingdom in 1956 and, according to the CIA Fact Book; it has been controlled by Islamic Fundamentalist governments since its inception as a free nation.
 In addition, according to the CIA, Sudan has only had peace for a period between the years of 1972 and 1982.
 Further, in 1989, according to the CIA, an Islamist group took control of the government in a coup and now comprises a part of the government along with the military elite, although some parties in the North have banded with the South to form an anti-government coalition.
 Recently, however, many peace accords and a ceasefire have been signed in an effort to reduce fighting and tensions in the region that since 1983 have killed over 2 million people.
 

The American presence in the country of Sudan spans back to the late 1970s and the early 1980s, during the Cold War. In fact, the US used the Sudan as a place to “step up military and economic aid in response to allegations of destabilization of Qaddafi.”
 Qaddafi refers to the leader of Libya at the time and the current leader, Col. Muammar Abu Minyar al-Qadhafi, which took over his country in a military coup in 1969.
 Such response was commonplace of the US role in the horn of Africa during the 1980s, as they attempted to quell people like Qadhafi, which, according to the CIA, leads a “State of the Masses,” or a Jamahiriya.
 In addition, the US response was to stop communist influences in countries like Ethiopia at the time.

American foreign policy with relation to Africa since the Cold War has been forced to radically changed, as their foreign policy in the region was so tied to that sole conflict. According to Frank Smyth, author of “A New Game: The Clinton Administration in Africa,” said:

“Until this decade, Africa was seen through a Cold War lens. Many African states that once received substantial U.S. aid, such as Zaire, Somalia, Sudan, and Liberia, have imploded. Each has a generational crisis to which the United States in one way or another has been compelled to respond.”

This situation in Sudan was a particularly difficult one to deal with. The main issue at hand was whether to pressure the Sudanese Islamist regime and how to do it. One group, led by Susan Rice and John Pendergrast, used the U.S. position, “backing front-line states (which are arming Sudanese rebels)… or seek to moderate it through diplomacy, as Under Secretary (of the Stare Department, Thomas R.) Pickering and others would have preferred.”
 The other side of the coin from what Rice and Pendergrast were doing was that, according to Pickering and other “career diplomats,” Sudan’s regime posed little of a threat, and what threat it did pose was greatly overestimated.
 The problem in Sudan changed in the summer of 1998. After the bombing of two US embassies in Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, were bombed, the United States ordered air strikes to be carried out an attack on a factory in Sudan. The charge of the Clinton administration was that this factory was used to create materials for chemical weaponry.
 Clinton’s speech tied Sudan with the known terrorist Osama bin Laden, saying that Sudan, as well as Afghanistan, “have been warned for years to stop harboring and supporting these terrorist groups.”
 Further, sources document that bin Laden lived in the country of Sudan in the 1990s, even meeting with Iraqi officials, who made three trips there in 1994.


However, people across the Middle East denounced the factory bombing and Khartoum said that the United States had struck the wrong target and that the financial ties of bin Laden to the target were incorrect.
 Bin Laden had been exiled from Sudan in 1996, under US pressure on the Sudanese government; however, he still held a massive financial stake in region, including the account that capitalized the Al Shamal Islamic Bank in Khartoum and he was believed to still have followers in the country.
 However, in the years following the 1990s, Sudan has made several strides in renouncing their support of international terrorism and stopping their efforts towards destabilization of the Horn of Africa, even if such actions may only be for the lifting of sanctions placed on Sudan in recent history.
 Such action has led to a more proactive stance from the United States. However, without a general push from the U.S., the internal struggles in the region could continue forever.


However, the United States has not backed down in recent years, still pushing for changes to human rights policies in Sudan. Most of this wave of pressure has come from the situation in Darfur. In fact, even as recently as 2004, then Secretary of State Colin Powell was commented that the death toll in the Darfur region was about 50,000 people, while 1 million people had been displaced from their homes.
 The Darfur situation began in 2003 and was closely followed by peace agreements to end the civil war in the country, which were brokered by the United States.
 Such peace agreements were finalized by the end of 2004, with an agreement being signed on January 5, 2005.
 However, these agreements did not have anything to do with the crisis in the Darfur region and, currently, according to the website www.savedarfur.org, “It is estimated that at least 250,000 people have died. More than 2 million people have been displaced from their homes and over 200,000 have fled across the border to Chad. The Sudanese government continues to flout international law with impunity.”
 Currently, the United Nations has aid workers on the ground, but no one has taken a direct line against the situation in Darfur. In the next section of the paper, I will examine why this may be the case, much as it was with the prevalent civil war in the country.
Multi-national Corporations and the Problems in Sudan


First, it needs to be noted that part of the significance of Sudan comes from the fact that Sudan has a large quantity of oil, generally contained within the Southern regions.
 This oil has become the blood on which the economy of Sudan runs. And, for much of the latter stages of the North-South civil war, according to Rudolph Martin, the oil reserves financed the North’s fighting in the Southern regions, while before the oil reserves were simply “untapped potential.”
 Being as most of this oil is contained in the South; the North needed a way to divert attention away from the growing conflict between rebels and the government in the region. Therefore, they developed a pipeline from the Southern region through Khartoum and to Port Sudan, on the Red Sea.
 Further, the prospect of oil in the country has drawn the interest of several multinational corporations that deal in oil. In fact, according to Randolph Martin, many countries, including France and Germany, have oil interests in Sudan. The United States, however, does not, primarily because of a series of sanctions that they leveled toward the country in 1996, in response to Sudan’s attempt on the life of an Egyptian official.
 The UN also had sanctions against the country, but voted to remove them in 2001.
 This has led to all manner of business partnerships with Sudan. The most controversial includes Canada’s Talisman Energy, which has been hounded by movements to leave the country until Sudan ends its human rights violations and, until 2005, stop the civil war.
 However, the Canadian government in response to such criticism has done nothing. The story is similar in other countries. The problem is still the same now. The US and the UN have both denounced the actions of the “Janjaweed” fighters in Darfur; however, no one country has stepped forward to actively oppose the Sudanese government and the “Janjaweed.” Further, such actions extend beyond the conflict with the “Janjaweed.” According to the website, www.savedarfur.org:
“The war, which risks inflicting irreparable damage on a delicate ethnic balance of seven million people who are uniformly Muslim, is actually multiple intertwined conflicts. One is between government-aligned forces and rebels; a second entails indiscriminate attacks of the government-sponsored Janjaweed militia on civilians; and a third involves a struggle among Darfur communities themselves. Its implications go far beyond Darfur's borders. The war indirectly threatens the regimes in both Sudan and Chad and has the potential to inspire insurgencies in other parts of the country.”


This highlights the fact that this conflict needs a resolution as soon as possible, so as to not only promote stability in Sudan, but also to support stability in basically the whole of Northern Africa and the Horn of Africa regions. However, America and the UN have not simply set to one side as the conflict rages. Assistant Secretary to the United States State Department for African Affairs, Charles Snyder, said the following on the situation in Darfur and what the United States is doing in Sudan:

“We have spoken out forcefully on Darfur. We are pressing the Sudanese government, at the highest levels, to negotiate a humanitarian ceasefire with the rebel groups so that humanitarian relief can reach all needy populations. The GOS is considering a U.S. offer to facilitate such talks. At the same time, we insist that the GOS take immediate steps to stop the Jingaweit militias.”

 
Further, Snyder said that the government in Khartoum has also been involved in abuse of its people and that, while some positive steps have been made, many more are needed in the country before it cleans its human rights slate.
 The United States House of Representative presented H.R. 194 during the 108th Congress in 2003. The bill was recognition of the need internationally to stop the human rights abuses and, specifically, slavery in the country.
 The resolution passed through the House of Representatives, as amended, July 16, 2003.
 However, since that time period, no action has been taken on the legislation by the House or the Senate. The bill required U.S. to “make clear to all members of the United Nations Commission on Human Rights that the refusal to condemn slavery in Sudan undermines any moral authority that the Commission might seek to exert in other areas.”
 In addition, it required that Sudan be re-classified as an “Item 9” country, concerning its human rights record.


 “Item 9” refers to a ranking by the United Nations Commission on Human Rights that censures members of the commission with poor human rights records.
 However, such censures have come under criticisms from countries on the panel in recent history. Those countries are calling for a removal of the “Item 9” procedure from the commission, which has prompted the United States to say that it would withdraw from the commission if “Item 9” were revoked.
 This is showing an increasing gap in the commission between those in developing countries and those that are in the developed, generally Western nations. This is furthered by the United States’ vote against a policy addressing racism, which was supported by much of the developing world, including many African countries.
 Other countries, outside of the African bloc, have problems with the “Item 9” status. In fact, the Ambassador from Pakistan, Shauka Umer, said, “"The current abuse of Item 9 to target Islamic and developing countries does not augur well for the future of this Commission.”
 This view of the way that “Item 9” has been viewed around the world, particularly in the African bloc and the Islamic bloc has dampened the actions taken by the United States, and, frankly, the West, in dealing with situations like Sudan. This is combined with the conflicting interests of MNCs in developing and developed countries that have stakes in the oil rich land in Sudan has not allowed for the United States, the one country to express significant displeasure over a long period with the country of Sudan, to effectively combat the problems in Sudan with diplomatic efforts. Further, any action of a more militaristic approach to the problem in Sudan has been hamstrung by the continuing conflicts in other portions of the world that the United States is currently engaged in. Therefore, the ability to take a more direct approach is fairly limited, though not completely eradicated from the picture.

Solutions to the problem in Sudan that the United States could pursue


The situation in front of the United States is a two-fold problem. First, some of the developing world and much of the developed world have oil companies in the country of Sudan, eradicating embargoes on the country as they slowly improve some of their relations with the rest of the world. However, as J. Stephen Morrison said: 
“For the duration of President George W. Bush’s administration, Sudan and Somalia will remain credible potential havens for Al Qaeda and like-minded groups even if, at a popular level in both Sudan and Somalia, militant Islam has been widely discredited and its organizational structures have dissipated.”


However, without this view remaining salient in the rest of the world, the United States will have a tough time with the problems in Sudan. In fact, it might be a time to attempt to strike while the iron on the subject is hot, dealing with the United Nations, which has installed aid workers and peace keepers in the region of Darfur.
 This could allow for a stronger stance against the Sudanese government. Further, the United States needs to take full advantage of the situation with the civil war, with the recent peace agreement. The United States could use this as a bargaining chip with the countries with oil interests in Sudan to reinstate embargoes if the Sudanese civil war breaks out again. However, the United States will then need to take hold of the situation in Sudan in relation with the foreign oil companies. This situation is where, as Randolph Martin describes, reports that oil interests in the region are a benefit for peace are funded by oil interests in the region and are based around set tours of the drilling areas that are set up by the Sudanese government.
 Such misinformation will only damage any credible information presented by the United States and other Western Nations with an interest in peace.

Further, the United States could attempt to provide more humanitarian aid to the whole of Africa. Such attempts could help with the level of trust given to the United States and the West by African and Islamic countries (many of whom are in or have ties to Africa). This could allow for greater latitude in diplomatic efforts, such as “Item 9” classification for the United States and the West when it comes to developing African and Islamic countries. Further, more aid to the world may mean a softer line from hard line Islamists in countries like Sudan and others, where terrorist infrastructure is collapsing, but radical Islamic beliefs still reside.40 Such aid could include an increase in the amount of AIDs prevention and research funding in the region and a re-allotment of funds away from war and militant counter terrorism options and to anti-poverty and famine programs.

This idea is the antithesis of the last option that the United States has concerning Sudan. Lastly, they could increase their military presence in the region and take the fight to the Sudanese government in unilateral military action. However, with the current situation in Iraq and continuing struggles in Afghanistan and around the world, and with the current standing of the United States in the world, this might be ill advised. Unless specific terrorist actions or cells can be placed in Sudan, military action should be shelved as a last resort, more likely using diplomacy or aid to affect the situation in Sudan.


The situation in Sudan is one that has no easy answers. With all of the conflicting interests in the region, it is difficult for any clear cut responses to the problem in the country. However, it should be noted that much of the United States response has been muted and it may need to be geared up in favor of active diplomacy. However, without action soon, the situation in Sudan will be difficult to deal with as it becomes more buffered in the international community with increasing business presence in the country. However, this could be combated by using the Darfur crisis, which is drawing heavy criticism, against the country and forcing the companies in Sudan, which are providing parts of the profits that have allowed the Sudanese government continue running, to pressure the government from the inside. However, this is hampered by the presence of misinformation from the Sudanese government, a situation that needs international intervention soon. It is clear that the problem in Sudan is real, yet still very containable.
References

Anderson, David. “America in Africa, 1981.” Foreign Affairs Special Edition 60, 3: 658-685.

Auster, Bruce B. et. Al. “The Recruiter for Hate.” US News and World Report 125, 8 (31 August 1998): 2c, 48-50.


Barry, John and Mark Dennis. “The Best Laid Plans.” Newsweek 132, 10 (7 September 
1998): 43. 
CIA. “Libya: Introduction,” CIA World Fact Book. 10 February 2005. 19 April 2005: http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/ly.html.

CIA. “Sudan: Introduction.” CIA World Fact Book. 10 February 2005. 3 March 2005: http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/su.html.

Clinton, Bill. “The Fight Against Terrorism: The Attack of Afghanistan and Sudan.” (speech) Vital Speeches of the Day 64, no. 23 (15 September 1998): 706-07.
Hadley, Stephen J. “Commission Confirms Links.” USA Today (19 June 2004): News, pg. 14a.

Inter Press Service News Agency, “HUMAN RIGHTS: UN Commission Only as Strong as Weakest Member,” IPS-Inter Press Service, 23 April 2004, 22 April 2005: http://www.ipsnews.net/interna.asp?idnews=23456.

Martin, Randolph. “Sudan’s Perfect War.” Foreign Affairs 81, no. 2 (March/April 2002): 111-27.
Morrison, J. Stephen. “Somalia’s and Sudan’s Race to the Fore in Africa.” The Washington Quarterly 25, 2 (Spring 2002): 191-205.

No author given. “America 2004: Voting for a Decent Global Society.” The Lancet 364 (18 September 2004): 1011-12. 

No author given. “Situation in Darfur.” SaveDarfur.org, 2004 (21 April 2005): http://www.savedarfur.org/go.php?q=situationInDarfur.html.

No author given. “Situation in Darfur-History,” SaveDarfur.org 2004 (22 April 2005): http://www.savedarfur.org/go.php?q=situationInDarfur.html.

No author given. “Situation in Darfur.” SaveDarfur.org, 2004, 21 April 2005: http://www.savedarfur.org/go.php?q=situationInDarfur.html.

Smyth, Frank. “A New Game: The Clinton Administration in Africa.” World Policy Journal (Summer 1998): 82-92.

U.S. Congress. House. International Relations Committee-Africa Subcommittee. Peace in Sudan: Testimony by Charles Snyder, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs before the House International Relations Committee. 108th Cong., 1st sess., 11 March 2004. Gotten through Lexis-Nexis: http://web.lexis-nexis.com/congcomp/document?_m=20551694f0f2e98db45284d5346b82d9&_docnum=7&wchp=dGLbVtb-zSkSA&_md5=abc474529607ea08317c6c3eea0a53d3.
U.S. Congress. House. No official Title Given. 108th Cong., 1st sess., H. Res. 194. found through Lexis-Nexis: http://web.lexis-nexis.com/congcomp/document?_m=d7adfdadefe3f1bc1dc5ac514c960627&wchp=dGLbVlz-zSkSA&_md5=7be58a5b591666acf6046f330332c582. 

[image: image1.emf]
� Randolph Martin, “Sudan’s Perfect War,” Foreign Affairs 81, no. 2 (March/April 2002): 111. 


� Ibid.


� CIA, “Sudan: Introduction,” CIA World Fact Book, 10 February 2005, 3 March 2005: � HYPERLINK "http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/su.html" ��http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/su.html�.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� David Anderson, “America in Africa, 1981,” Foreign Affairs Special Edition, vol. 60, 3, 678.


� CIA, “Libya: Introduction,” CIA World Fact Book, 10 February 2005, 19 April 2005: � HYPERLINK "http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/ly.html" ��http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/ly.html�.


� Ibid.


� Frank Smyth, “A New Game: The Clinton Administration in Africa,” World Policy Journal (Summer 1998): 86.


� Ibid.


� Bill Clinton, “The Fight Against Terrorism: The Attack of Afghanistan and Sudan,” (speech) Vital Speeches of the Day64, no. 23 (15 September 1998): 707.


� Ibid.


� Stephen J. Hadley, “Commission Confirms Links,” USA Today (19 June 2004): News, pg. 14a.


� John Barry and Mark Dennis, “The Best Laid Plans,” Newsweek 132, 10 (7 September 1998): 43.


� Bruce B. Auster et. Al, “The Recruiter for Hate,” US News and World Report 125, 8 (31 August 1998): 2c, 48-50.


� Randolph Martin, 112.


� Ibid.


� No author given, “America 2004: Voting for a Decent Global Society,” The Lancet 364 (18 September 2004): 1011. 


� No author given, “Situation in Darfur,” SaveDarfur.org, 2004, 21 April 2005: � HYPERLINK "http://www.savedarfur.org/go.php?q=situationInDarfur.html" ��http://www.savedarfur.org/go.php?q=situationInDarfur.html�.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� For reference, see map contained at the end of this document. The map is from Randolph Martin, 113.


� Rudolph Martin, 118.


� See map.


� Randolph Martin, 116.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� No author given, “Situation in Darfur-History,” SaveDarfur.org, 2004, 22 April 2005: � HYPERLINK "http://www.savedarfur.org/go.php?q=situationInDarfur.html" ��http://www.savedarfur.org/go.php?q=situationInDarfur.html�.


� Congress, House, International Relations Committee-Africa Subcommittee, Peace in Sudan: Testimony by Charles Snyder, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs before the House International Relations Committee, 108th Cong., 1st sess., 11 March 2004.


� Ibid.


� Congress, House, No official Title Given, 108th Cong., 1st sess., H. Res. 194, found through Lexis-Nexis: � HYPERLINK "http://web.lexis-nexis.com/congcomp/document?_m=d7adfdadefe3f1bc1dc5ac514c960627&wchp=dGLbVlz-zSkSA&_md5=7be58a5b591666acf6046f330332c582" ��http://web.lexis-nexis.com/congcomp/document?_m=d7adfdadefe3f1bc1dc5ac514c960627&wchp=dGLbVlz-zSkSA&_md5=7be58a5b591666acf6046f330332c582�. 


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Inter Press Service News Agency, “HUMAN RIGHTS: UN Commission Only as Strong as Weakest Member,” IPS-Inter Press Service, 23 April 2004, 22 April 2005: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ipsnews.net/interna.asp?idnews=23456" ��http://www.ipsnews.net/interna.asp?idnews=23456�,


� Ibid.


� Inter Press Service News Agency, “HUMAN RIGHTS: UN Commission Only as Strong as Weakest Member,” IPS-Inter Press Service, 23 April 2004, 22 April 2005: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ipsnews.net/interna.asp?idnews=23456" ��http://www.ipsnews.net/interna.asp?idnews=23456�.


� Ibid.


� J. Stephen Morrison, “Somalia’s and Sudan’s Race to the Fore in Africa,” The Washington Quarterly 25, 2 (Spring 2002): 192.


� No author given, “Situation in Darfur,” SaveDarfur.org, 2004, 21 April 2005: � HYPERLINK "http://www.savedarfur.org/go.php?q=situationInDarfur.html" ��http://www.savedarfur.org/go.php?q=situationInDarfur.html�.


� Randolph Martin, 119-20.





