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Introduction

by Nima Elbagir, CNN

Good evening, thank you so much for coming.
Being Sudanese myself, I’m happy to see a full
room, because this is obviously a topic that I
find incredibly fascinating. This evening we
will try and talk through some of the issues that
the Sudans are going through at the moment.
Just to give a brief overview of where we are at
the moment in terms of the big ticket events:
there is the presidential summit on 3 April that
everybody is feeling quite hopeful about. The
hope is that there is going to be some kind of
agreement on the boundaries between the two
Sudans, and theoretically there is going to be
an agreement on the four freedoms that would
allow for the contentious issue of letting each
other’s citizens move and invest, and hopefully
they will take the rhetoric down a notch.

The huge issue of oil is still very far from an
agreement in terms of the money that will be
paid for the transition fees from South to North
Sudan. I’m hoping that some of the panellists
can shed some light on where we go from here.
What I find fascinating is that, from the referendum onwards, the international community has
insisted that neither side has had any appetite
for returning to war. However, both sides have
consistently proved that they do seem to have an
appetite for mutually assured self-destruction
– if not actually active destruction of the other
party. In sum, although theoretically there are
events and there is movement, it is quite easy to
get bogged down in pessimism. I’m hoping that
the panel will give us some reason for optimism,
although I’m not convinced.
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The Khartoum goverment: the elephant in the room
Gillian Lusk
Africa Confidential
It seems to me very appropriate that we are in
Clerkenwell Green, which was the site of the
‘Chartist uprising’, where people demanding
rights for workers were shot – in this case by the
British army. That is, of course, what happens
to the Sudanese who demand rights in northern Sudan: they get shot, tortured, detained,
harassed, their families get harassed, and both
women and men get raped. This is a very bad
human rights situation. I’m going to focus on
the North, because that is what I know better.
I’ll try to give a slightly different perspective.
I’m going to say something which a lot of people
wouldn’t like, especially diplomats of various
governments – African, Western, Arab – which
is that the central problem is the National Congress Party government in Khartoum.
Sudanese of all political opinions, right across
the broad range of political parties that you
have in Sudan, tell me that they take it for
granted. They are surprised that Westerners
are surprised by this idea. They all say the same
thing: there will never be peace, human rights,
democracy, whatever it is you think is needed
in Sudan, while that government is there. What
you can do about that is another issue. I’m not
advocating for anything, I’m just saying that
it’s the central issue for most people that I have
talked to. In some ways it seems very obvious,
but others are very shocked by this – it is the
elephant in the room – it is what people are not
supposed to mention.
You talked about lowering the rhetoric. Most of
the Sudanese I talked to want the rhetoric to go
up, they want the issues to be challenged, they
want things to be clarified. People want to take
action. They are not always looking for agreement – unlike diplomats. It is easy for the Sudan
government to manipulate that urge, since
NGOs, journalists, and in fact all kinds of people
like it. They seek agreement, consensus, peace;
obviously that looks like a good thing. But anyone who has followed the Sudan government
since it took power in 1989 – in a coup – would

know that it has not stuck to any agreement that
it has made. It signed the Comprehensive Peace
Agreement (CPA) under great duress – it’s quite
interesting that President Omar Al Bashir did
not sign it himself, although his government
did – and most of it they are suspending. So the
present crises that we are seeing, that are in the
headlines, in the Blue Nile and South Kordofan, these are parts of the CPA that the government refused to implement, namely the popular
consultations in those two regions. This is why
there is a war.
The other reason why there is a war is often
blamed on the rebels – the Sudan People’s
Liberation Movement-North (SPLM-North),
who combined forces with the Darfur rebels in
order to form the Sudan Revolutionary Front.
The reason they are fighting is because Ahmed
Haroun is the governor of South Kordofan.
Haroun is wanted by the International Criminal
Court (ICC) on many counts of crimes against
humanity and war crimes. He was a soldier in
the south, and he led a jihad in the south and the
Nuba mountains in the 1990s, when the same
pattern of ethnic cleansing was going on there
as is going on again by the same government.
The war really started because nobody thinks
that he won that election. The government says
he won it, but nobody in that area believes it.
People are looking at negotiations – very understandably, since people want agreement and
peace. However, Sudanese would say they want
peace with justice. Also, they don’t think there
will be peace, because a number of peace agreements have been signed in Sudan since 1989,
and none of them have completely held, even
the one in the South – as we know, Khartoum
has recently bombed the South and refugee
camps located there – even that peace has not
actually held, although the South did get independence.
We can ask why the Khartoum government
signed that agreement. I think the only reason
it signed the Comprehensive Peace Agreement
(CPA) was that it feared that the US would
bomb it. It doesn’t fear that anymore; the US
keeps saying that it does not want to overthrow
the government. The Khartoum government has
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taken it seriously; it thinks it can get away with
it. The international community is not where it’s
at for the future.

government; it holds on to its ideology, but also
to power – the two go together. It would like an
agreement that enables it to get some oil.

The Khartoum government kills people because it can; it has shown that in Darfur. Ethnic
cleansing can be like that. Many governments,
including in Europe, know this, since a lot of it
went on in the former Yugoslavia for example.
They want people out of their way, and they
want the land. They made it clear in the 1990s
when there was jihad in the Nuba mountains
– it was clear that the idea was to wipe out the
people. Those who came and attacked them –
mainly the Popular Defence Forces (PDF) militias – would rape the women and say that they
wanted Arab babies. That was a way of changing the demography. Once you change that, you
change the politics and everything that goes on
there. You change the culture; you might kill off
a language, or at least reduce its power; you do
a lot of damage. This is what has happened in
Darfur. Half the population, if not more, are in
camps, so where is the culture of Darfur? You
would not see the Darfur that existed when I
lived there in 1975, however resilient people are.
The government wants some money back – that
is why it is seeking investment from all over
the place, especially from the Arab world and
India. It is obviously suffering financially, but it
is clearly holding onto power. It is an Islamist

Any change will come from within Sudan. Gradually Sudanese are getting their act together in
that way; the Sudan Revolutionary Front is part
of that, but other movements that have not taken
up arms are also part of that. People are speaking
out openly, for example there have been editorials
in Al Ayaam, Al Sahafa, those kinds of newspapers, that talk openly about regime change. This
was unthinkable 10 years ago. They say the government is weak – it has become more common
parlance amongst all kinds of people. Mukesh
Kapila said it earlier this month in the Houses of
Parliament. It is being said openly in a way that
was not conceivable before. Once you say these
things, they start to become possible; you give
people permission to do something about it. The
youth movements are very powerful – groups like
Girifna, although there are several others as well.
It is very refreshing to see that the young people
that we thought might have been brainwashed by
the regime are as radical as ever their parents and
grandparents were. I would put hope in that. But
the international community should be helping
those who want justice, human rights, transparency, democracy, an independent judiciary, the
whole thing, in Sudan. There isn’t much sign of
that at the moment.
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South Sudan’s independence:
hopes versus reality
Jose Hulsenbek Mansaray
MSF
I will give a short presentation on my experience
in Sudan. The events that happened during my
18 months in South Sudan paint a picture of
why and how we got where we are now.
I arrived in October 2010, which was a couple of
months before the referendum. For me, South
Sudan was a very new context. I had worked in
Darfur so I understood Sudan, but South Sudan
was very new. The things that were most apparent to me initially were that there was an
enormous fear amongst people that the referendum was not going to go ahead. On the other
hand, there was also a realisation amongst many
people – even the government in Khartoum –
that if the referendum was going to go ahead,
independence for South Sudan was a very real
option. The realisation of that came very late
to many people. Between that period, up until
the referendum, remarkable things happened,
including enormous amounts of returnees –
coming back from Khartoum and other parts
of North Sudan to be able to vote in the referendum, all with hopes of settling in their new
country.
For me, working for a medical organisation, we
were also confronted with the kala azar situation. It was very clear that the government was
not able to cope with dealing with that kind of
healthcare for its population. Once again, this
highlighted the fact that the country still had
a long way to go. The referendum did happen,
and it went very peacefully – contrary to what
people expected. People thought that there
would be violence. On the other hand, quite
soon after the referendum we started to see that
there was more violence in South Sudan. There
were different militia groups that started fighting against the Sudan People’s Liberation Army
(SPLA) for a variety of reasons, all accused of
receiving backing from Khartoum and trying
to create an unstable situation in South Sudan.
These affected the population, as the violence

led to displacement and a halt in the number
of returnees, as people started to see that it was
not safe to come back.
May 2011 was a turning point – by then, we
could see the first indications of the future
tensions. The border was closed for trade, and
this really affected the northern states of South
Sudan, as they very much depended on that
trade. We saw prices rise, people not being able
to cope, and the emergence of tribal tensions in
Jonglei state. The tribal issues have been there –
they are nothing new – but we saw them coming
up in that same period of time. The attack on
Abyei and the displacement of people into South
Sudan was also one of those indicators. In June
2011, the fighting in Kordofan also highlighted
that things were tense.

There was also an expectation
that Juba would be like New York
in five years.
Independence was a big celebration. There
were enormous expectations of never having
to fear again, that Khartoum could never attack again, that South Sudanese would get the
oil money – the money that people felt they
deserved, but that Khartoum had always stolen
from them. There was also an expectation that
Juba would be like New York in five years. These
quotes were not one-offs, rather, people were
really telling us these things – these were real
expectations. The moment of independence also
meant the ending of the Comprehensive Peace
Agreement (CPA). There were many unresolved
issues, and they are the issues that we are facing
now – about the oil, borders, citizenship.
There was some form of agreement over Abyei,
but at that moment it was a piece of paper.
There was not much effect in reality. So, on one
hand, there were still many outstanding issues.
Then there was a government that needed to
create its country and that had many issues in
front of it, such as getting its governance going,
understanding the federal government versus
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the state government, and ensuring security for
the population – especially with the emergence
of tribal conflicts. With some of the militias
around, providing security was a big assignment.
Providing services for the people was another big
challenge; we saw this in regards to healthcare.
In fact, the country is logistically a big challenge.
The country also had to start thinking about
other revenues than oil for the future. This was
the picture of independence, and these were just
some of the issues.
Since independence, we have seen everything
develop very quickly. All the small tensions and
the indicators that were there before independence developed. For example, the tribal
tensions in Jonglei escalated, with attacks in
August 2011 and again in December 2011 to
January 2012, and showed that there are definitely many internal issues. At the same time,
in the last seven to eight months of independence we also saw that there was an increase in
tensions with Sudan: border clashes, the fighting in Kordofan and Blue Nile. The violence did
not itself spill over, but did give South Sudan
100,000 refugees – a burden on a country that
is already having troubles to maintain its people. The borders are still closed, which means
that there is no trade and no movement of people. This is a government that is new and trying
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to develop its country, having to deal with these
issues at the same time. The concentration is
very much on these big issues, meaning that the
government has had little room to be there for
the population. Just before I left, the discussions I had with people were characterised by
extreme disappointment and a sense that the
government was there purely for its own interest – holding onto old fights and not caring at
all about the needs of the population.
Giving a positive picture is very hard. Fighting
has led to displacement, returnees have not been
able to settle and have nothing to live on as they
have come back. Due to displacement, closed
borders and not the best harvest, we are seeing
an increase in nutritional issues, and there is a
risk that we may see increased malnutrition in
South Sudan this year.
MSF wrote a report about the Upper Nile in
2008, and another in 2009, about how violence in Jonglei affects people’s ability to access
healthcare. We could write these reports all over
again now, and we would only have to change
the dates. Not much has changed. But there are
extra tensions that have come into it at the same
time. This is what I have seen and experienced,
these are the challenges that lie in front of the
country.

China’s role within and between
the Sudans
Daniel Large
The School of Oriental and African
Studies
I will touch on some of the international aspects of
current relations between the two Sudans, particularly with regards to China and the question
of oil. Oil has been much neglected in our analysis
of Sudan ever since the exports started in August
1999. The particular form of petro-politics that the
National Congress Party (NCP) developed after
this point – later to be continued in different form
via oil transfers to Juba during the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) – has been a curiously marginalised issue in our discussions of the
political economy of Sudan and transition from
the National Islamic Front (NIF) to the NCP. The
current crisis in Addis Ababa about the oil negotiations, and the shutdown of the industry in South
Sudan, is worth dwelling on within the context of
Sudan’s broader move towards the East in general
and China in particular.
China clearly stands out as being of paramount
importance in Sudan as it was, and the two Sudans as they became in July 2011. However, China has clearly not been the sole actor, nor does it
remain so today, but there is no doubt that one
of the effects of the Chinese oil engagement over
the 1990s was to serve as a demonstration for
the likes of India, even if the Indian national oil
corporation was brought into Sudan partly to
offset further dominance of China. Considering
the broad term of Sudan’s macro-history, and
following waves of British and later American
influence in Sudan, a Chinese age emerged after
1989, and it has accounted for nearly 80 percent
of Sudan’s total exports and nearly one-quarter
of total imports before July last year. Considering Sudan’s total oil production, nearly 90 percent was made up by companies from China, India and Malaysia. Chinese companies accounted
for 46 percent of Sudan’s oil sector, 34 percent
from Malaysia and 10 percent from India.
Until recently, China’s relations with Sudan were
in effect synonymous with Beijing-Khartoum re-

lations. With attention firmly oriented towards
Darfur, China’s quiet cultivation of a strategic
partnership with Juba was largely overlooked.
Salva Kiir (now President of South Sudan) had
visited China not long after the CPA was signed
and when John Garang was alive. After Salva
Kiir’s second and more important visit to Beijing in July 2007, China realised which way the
political winds were likely to blow and that the
unstated aspiration toward independence and
a CPA-guaranteed vote for southern Sudanese
to stay in or secede from a united Sudan would
affect around 75 percent of Sudan’s oil concessions. Beijing then began to cultivate links with
Juba, opening a consulate there in September
2008, and to hedge its bets about southern
independence. When independence became
more likely, it quietly and then more actively
prepared as a possibility became an inevitability.
The Chinese government was among the first to
recognise South Sudan on 9 July last year.
The oil negotiations that have recently knocked
off in Addis Ababa have been somewhat sensationalised, particularly with regards to the
shutdown of South Sudan’s oil. Many people
suggested that this was a hot-headed decision.
However, the issue needs to be contextualised
within precautions that the government of
South Sudan took, ahead of the shutdown, to
cover in the eventuality of oil being turned off.
In particular, the contract negotiations between
the government of South Sudan and the oil
companies in November last year featured some
debate about Juba’s insistence on a clause which
would “give Juba’s oil minister the liberty to act
with his/her sole discretion if Khartoum was
deemed to obstruct/steal oil or extort fees.” It
also gave Juba absolute discretion to extend or
terminate the oil contracts if it held these companies to be unduly complicit with Khartoum
or if they were not actively supporting Juba’s efforts in the negotiations themselves. Companies
were reluctant to accept this Article 19, but they
had little choice. A tandem process of negotiations thus developed, with Juba and the oil companies on the one hand, and between the North
and the South in Addis Ababa on the other.
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Negotiating positions have always been reasonably far apart. Late last year the African highlevel panel tried to submit a compromise package to the parties, but the differences proved to
be irreconcilable. In particular, as part of a deal
which tried to parcel out the gap in revenue
shortfall that Khartoum would experience after
the loss of southern oil, the South was offered
a transit fee of around 69 cents per barrel of oil
from blocks 1, 2, and 4, which are operated by
the Greater Nile Petroleum Operating Company, and 63 cents from oil from blocks 3 and
7, operated by PetroDar Operating Company.
The NCP counterproposal of US$36 per barrel proved reconcilable with Juba’s demands
and was followed closely by the seizure of two
blocks of oil by Khartoum and a progressive
breakdown of negotiations. Inevitably China
was drawn into the crisis and made an effort to
maintain friendly relations with both Khartoum
and Juba. It became conscious that both sides
tried to use China against the other, which put
Beijing in an uncomfortable position. Amidst
much fanfare, the Chinese special envoy was
dispatched to Khartoum and Juba in December
2011. Media headlines to the effect that ‘China
can bring peace to the Sudans where others

have failed’ articulated deeply inflated expectations of China’s role in being able to bridge the
differences between the North and South, very
at odds with the substance of the suggested
compromise China proposed then. Looking to
China to resolve the current imbroglio is understandable but China, like any external actor, is
likely to only be effective if its goals align with
those of similar minded political constituencies
within the Sudans, where the primary agency
driving relations today lies.
Juba became increasingly unhappy with Beijing’s role in the negotiations and told oil representatives in December last year that any complicity with Khartoum would be punished. This
caused great alarm in Beijing and the offices of
oil companies. The failure of the negotiations
prompted the shutdown of the oil sector, which
was completed at the end of January this year.
At the same time Juba began to more actively
prepare for alternative export options and infrastructure to liberate the South from dependency
on exports through the North. This is contributing to interesting, new regional relations developing around the oil industry in South Sudan,
drawing in not just Uganda and Kenya, but even
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Ethiopia and Djibouti. Various memoranda of
understanding have been signed between Juba
and Uganda, Kenya, and Ethiopia about alternative pipelines; there was talk of a construction of
a refinery as well. Clearly Juba has been willing
to assert its economic sovereignty even at the
cost of hurting itself, hence this new period of
economic austerity in the North and the South.
The usefulness of the word ‘crisis’ is questionable here; recalling the early 1990s after the coup
in June 1989, one of the popular expressions
about the Islamist self-sufficiency project was:
“We shall eat what we produce and wear what
we manufacture”, to which the popular counterresponse was, “We shall eat what we wear”.
Now there is a similar sense reminiscent of that
economic ‘crisis’ in both Sudans. Clearly the
North is reeling after the loss of its major driver
of growth in a state of fiscal shock with soaring
food prices, and the South is not dissimilar.
Taking a step back from this heat of the moment, it is very clear that China in particular
continues to emerge as a significant alternative
development partner, continuing its established role in Sudan and seeking to expand its
more emergent role in South Sudan. This is a
new reality that many development and humanitarian agencies recognise that they have to
deal with. This is why the Chinese engagement
developmentally is different from the ‘international standard’, but is nonetheless multifaceted and real. Since July last year there has
been an almost-invasion of different Chinese
companies into South Sudan, whereas very few
Western companies are doing the same. Those
facts on the ground speak for themselves. It
is also interesting how many of China’s established interests are being threatened, and
yet they don’t seem to be doing anything; for
example, the massive loans signed in 2010 for
dam projects in eastern Sudan, including in the
Blue Nile, where the fighting has recently escalated. China has self-interested reasons to act,
but is in uncharted waters of how and what it
can do. Finally, there is an ongoing discussion
about how China could or should become more
involved in the political-security dimensions
of relations between the Sudans, and how the
Chinese role could become commensurate with
its economic ascendancy in the region and the
two Sudans in particular.

To conclude, in terms of China’s role both
within and between the Sudans, at the moment
it seems averse to support either side unduly,
trying to balance its cards in a high diplomaticwire balancing act. It does have leverage with
the NCP, whose dependence on China has only
increased after July 2011, but China does not
seem willing to accept the cost of alienating its
old ally Khartoum at this juncture, despite being
squeezed between both the North and the South
amidst deepening conflicts.

Taking a step back, it is very clear
that China in particular continues to emerge as a significant
alternative development partner.
The second area of significant importance is
the Chinese economic role. Current economic
planning is looking beyond oil, because overall
oil is declining unless significant new finds are
made. The question of China’s post-oil role in the
Sudans and its relationship with international
humanitarian and development actors in both
countries remains. China has already played a
notable part in the NCP’s efforts to pursue its
‘agricultural renaissance’ programme including
via dam construction, but how far it expands into
agriculture from its current relatively minor role
remains to be seen, as does its existing efforts to
pursue agricultural assistant to South Sudan.
Finally, international engagement was rarely
a determining factor in Sudan’s internal politics, and there is little reason to think that this
historical pattern won’t continue with regards
to the two new Sudans. Where international engagement has been successful, it has combined
positively to reinforce internal constituencies
in Sudan seeking similar, compatible ends. It
is easy to critique the Chinese position of noninterference in the two Sudans, their emphasis
on the role of regional African organisations
and especially that both parties should be at
the centre of deciding their respective future.
Ultimately when we consider the relations between the international community and the two
parties, however, there is a good argument to
suggest that it is ultimately a Sudanese question
to resolve if any such agreement is to be sustainable over the long term.
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The Blue Nile: a
sensitive borderland
Wendy James
During the interim period between the signing
of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) in
2005 and the actual gaining of independence, the
Blue Nile was regarded as the great hope for the
future. It was a region which had been occupied,
in parts, by the Sudan People’s Liberation Army
(SPLA) on and off since 1987.
When the elections came along during the interim period, the Blue Nile elected a politically
mixed State legislature to hold office in the capital,
Damazin, but they did elect Malik Agar as the governor. He was the one Sudan People’s Liberation
Movement (SPLM) state governor elected in the
whole of the North. This was regarded as something great; everybody was apparently very supportive. Malik Agar, right up to the end, was trying
his best, along with Meles Zenawi from Ethiopia,
to find a way of completing the hopes of the CPA
interim period. He was trying to find a way to
agree on a modus operandi for the disarmament
of the former soldiers of the SPLA in the Blue Nile
and South Kordofan in the Nuba hills. An agreement upon this and related matters concerning a
framework for peaceful progress in the Blue Nile
was signed with a representative of the government shortly before the secession of the South, and
Meles Zenawi himself went with Malik to Khartoum to present the agreement and talk about the
issue. However, the President was in China, and
when he came back he said something on these
lines: ‘No, we’re going to do this in a straightforward military way. We can’t accept all this peace
talk about careful disarmament – these are rebels.’
The Blue Nile, and for that matter South Kordo-

fan and Abyei, are important to Khartoum. If
you look at the climatic zones of that country, it’s
terribly dry in the north and it gets damper as you
go south. There are hills with vegetation, and the
closer you get to the Ethiopian border and the
plateau, there is more rain and grass. Hence, the
herders want to move further south, as do the agricultural investors. These are attractive territories
in that very marginal zone, where there is this current conflict along the border. They are attractive
also because of mineral resources. The Sudanese
government has been boasting about the amount
of oil and gold it’s extracting.
It’s an attractive area not just in recent history, but
long-term history as well. There has long been
population movement between the north and
south along the River Nile. There have been ancient kingdoms and more recent chiefdoms which
have been a source of trade, wealth, and population movement. In terms of the Sudanese people,
there is no line between the North and South. It
is journalistic shorthand to think of ‘Northerners’
and ‘Southerners’. These areas along the margin
illustrate very clearly that it is a country of rich
diversity, mixed over centuries.
It is important to try and convey why these fertile
and culturally diverse borderlands are so sensitive.
It may make sense to certain kinds of politicians
and journalists to take at face value agreements
between ‘North’ and ‘South’ signed on paper – but
these can be torn up, especially if you were not the
individual signing the piece of paper. This happened at one point even with the Addis Ababa
agreement of 1972. The borderland people on the
ground know how to live with each other: they
marry each other, they often speak each other’s
languages as well as Arabic – there are no hard
and fast divisions here between North and South.
This is one of the real underlying causes of the
current tensions at every level.
Most of the issues discussed in this series of publications
were first explored at the discussion evenings arranged by
MSF UK. They cover matters of continuing concern to the
humanitarian community and prompt questions to which
there are no easy answers.
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