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NEGOTIATING DISARMAMENT: STRATEGIES FOR 
TACKLING SECURITY ISSUES IN PEACE PROCESSES

Negotiating Disarmament explores issues surrounding 

the planning, timing and techniques of a range of 

security issues, including violence reduction, weapons 

control, disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration 

activities and justice and security sector transformation, 

in the processes of peacemaking—negotiations, agree-

ments and implementation strategies. Through expert 

meetings, specific peace process reviews, perception 

studies, interviews and analysing experiences over 

the last two decades, as well as drawing upon the HD 

Centre’s own operational engagements, it aims to:

 provide practical and accessible guidance on a 

range of security issues to those actively engaged in 

peace making, including mediators, government 

officials, armed groups, donors, civil society and 

UN officials; 

 demystify concerns through identifying strategies, 

trends and lessons over time; 

 identify and describe common obstacles faced in 

addressing security issues in peace processes, and 

suggest ways these may be tackled; and 

 contribute to the generation of analysis and the 

building of linkages within the violence reduction 

and prevention, peacemaking, peacebuilding, 

conflict resolution, and arms control communities.

The project is supported by the Governments of 

Canada, Norway and Switzerland. For more informa-

tion, go to www.hdcentre.org
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INTRODUCTION

T
he agreement that ended the second  

Sudanese civil war, the Comprehensive Peace 

Agreement of January 2005, is in many ways 

a singular document. Although it represents the cul-

mination of a long, difficult process of negotiation 

and mediation, it cannot be said to truly resolve the 

long-running conflict between the Government of 

Sudan and the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/

Army. Indeed, a number of crucial questions at the root 

of the conflict were left unaddressed by the agreement, 

and remain open today. 

This report focuses on how the Comprehensive 

Peace Agreement deals with issues of guns and vio-

lence. It outlines how the parties’ lack of trust led to a 

deliberate avoidance of commitments related to secu-

rity and weapons control—not only in relation to their 

forces, but in relation to other groups and individuals—

in order to retain military capacity. While Sudan  

remains the focus of widespread international atten-

tion, this report seeks to illuminate the pressures and 

perspectives of key actors in the peace talks, and how 

they approached the multiple tasks of disarmament, 

demobilisation and reintegration of rebel and govern-

ment forces; the disarmament of the multitude of 

armed civilians that were organised into militias by 

all sides; security sector reform; the control of vast 

quantities of weapons in circulation throughout the 

country after decades of militarisation; and strategies 

for assisting those traumatised and disabled by armed 

violence. 

How these questions were managed—or not—in 

the peace negotiations has important implica tions for 

human security, development and prosperity in Sudan. 

This report seeks to highlight those connec tions, and 

reflects on the experience to gain insights for future 

peace processes. 

This Country Study is one of three country reports—

the others consider El Salvador and Burundi—for the 

‘Negotiating Disarmament’ project.1 The project is part 

of a commitment by the HD Centre to refining the 

practice of peacemaking and mediation, and enhanc-

ing the positioning of security concerns within those 

processes. The project explores how guns and violence, 

those who hold and use them, and the impacts of armed 

violence are understood and addressed around the 

peace negotiation table. As one observer noted, 

“many peace agreements contain ‘silences’ on key  

issues. Although such silences may be a means to 

avoid derailment, they also may result from negotia-

tors not appreciating what is involved in disarmament 

and demobilisation.”2 Most parties to armed conflicts 

by definition have little experience of negotiation, 

having been enemies for often lengthy periods; there-

fore, mediators can make a significant contribution 

in this area. However, little information exists for 

mediators, facilitators, and negotiating parties on 

public security, weapons control and violence reduction 

issues. It is hoped that this Country Study contributes 

in some way towards filling this critical gap, both build-

ing knowledge and identifying lessons. The report 

however, does not attempt to provide detailed review 

of the implementation of various security elements, 

as this is the focus of detailed scrutiny by others.3

To inform the analysis, through late 2007 and early 

2008 Richard Barltrop conducted interviews with some 

of the individuals who negotiated various agreements 

and accords, as well as advisers; those who mediated 

or assisted with the process; and individuals who 

watched the process closely (see Annex 1 for a list  

of interviewees). It is important to note that this  

was not an exhaustive process, and provides only a 

sampling of viewpoints. Respondents were asked to 

reflect on:

 the timing and sequencing of the negotiations related 

to security concerns, and the relevance or impor-

tance of where these issues were situated in the 

overall process;
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 the models or approaches that were ultimately agreed 

on, and how this unfolded in practice;

 the relationship between disarmament and arms 

control in the peace negotiations;

 the process of security sector transformation;

 the attention given to regulating and reducing the 

number of guns in the hands of civilians;

 consideration of violence reduction strategies; and

 provisions to promote the rights, protection and 

needs of victims and survivors of armed violence.

The Centre is appreciative of the time people gave to 

these inquiries: the report is richer for the reflections 

offered.

Finally, it is important to note that because of the 

uniqueness of the Agreement, its creation of a six-

year interim period, the elections due in 2009, and 

the referendum on southern independence due in 

2011, the peace process remains a work in progress. 

This report thus inevitably draws upon time-limited 

information.

—Cate Buchanan 
Editor, March 2008
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T
he last twenty years have seen a broad  

evolution in the collective understanding of, 

and approach to, the resolution of violent 

conflict and the multiple strands of human security. 

This ongoing evolution has fundamentally altered how 

the simultaneously complex and simple processes of 

taking up and laying down arms are conceptualised 

and framed. Terms in this report are used by a wide 

range of constituencies—including violence preven-

tion, human development, security, disarmament, 

mediation, and peacebuilding, amongst others. The 

terms are not used consistently across disciplines, and 

sometimes overlap. With these caveats in mind, this 

report uses the following definitions:

Weapons control—includes efforts to regulate, control 

and manage small arms and light weapons, ammuni-

tion, bombs and explosives. ‘Small arms’ include gre-

nades, landmines, assault rifles, handguns, revolvers, 

and light machine guns. ‘Light weapons’ generally refers 

to anti-tank and anti-aircraft guns, heavy machine 

guns, and recoilless rifles. The control, regulation, 

management, removal, storage and destruction of 

weapons is understood to be distinct from disarma-

ment in peace processes, which is usually directed at 

removing weapons permanently or temporarily from 

fighting forces. Weapons control can include a range 

of measures directed at numerous actors including 

civilians, paramilitaries, militias, police, other secu-

rity forces, private security companies, and fighting 

forces. It can entail:

 developing new standards, laws and policies related 

to the use, possession, sale and movement of weapons;

 banning certain types of guns and ammunition or 

particular uses;

 banning particular types of people from using or 

possessing weapons;

 new techniques and standards for the storage of 

state-held (police, military) weapons;

 removing weapons from circulation—annual destruc-

tion events, for example, or amnesties for handing 

in illegal weapons;

 implementing a ‘weapons in exchange for develop-

ment’ scheme;4

 creating ‘gun free zones;’ and

 awareness campaigns targeted at particular popula-

tions or actors to stigmatize weapons possession 

and/or misuse, or to advertise changes to laws and 

policies or other events and processes.

In this report the terms ‘guns,’ ‘arms,’ and ‘weapons’ 

are used interchangeably. 

Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration 
(DDR)—is defined in the United Nations (UN) Inte-

grated DDR Standards as:

 disarmament is “the collection, documentation, 

control and disposal of small arms, ammunition, 

explosives and light and heavy weapons of combat-

ants and often also of the civilian population.”

 demobilisation is “the formal and controlled dis-

charge of active combatants from armed forces or 

other armed groups. The first stage of demobilisa-

tion may extend from the processing of individual 

combatants in temporary centres to the massing of 

troops in camps designed for this purpose (canton-

ment sites, encampments, assembly areas or barracks). 

The second stage of demobilisation encompasses the 

support package provided to the demobilised, which 

is called reinsertion.”

 reintegration is “the process by which ex-combatants 

acquire civilian status and gain sustainable employ-

ment and income. Reintegration is essentially a 

social and economic process with an open time 

frame, primarily taking place in communities at 

the local level. It is part of the general development 

of a country and a national responsibility and often 

necessitates long-term external assistance.”5 

TERMS AND DEFINITIONS
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Security Sector Reform (SSR)—is defined in the UN 

Integrated DDR Standards as “a dynamic concept  

involving the design and implementation of strategy 

for the management of security functions in a demo-

cratically accountable, efficient and effective manner 

to initiate and support reform of the national security 

infrastructure. The national security infrastructure 

includes appropriate national ministries, civil author-

ities, judicial systems, the armed forces, paramilitary 

forces, police, intelligence services, private–military 

companies, correctional services and civil society 

‘watch-dogs’.”6 A key goal of such reform efforts is to 

instil or nurture the development of democratic norms 

and principles of good governance in justice and secu-

rity sectors.7 More simply, SSR has been described as 

a “process for developing professional and effective 

security structures that will allow citizens to live their 

lives in safety.”8 In the course of this report, reference 

to SSR implicitly entails judicial and justice-related 

processes and components. 

Survivors and victims of armed violence—encompasses 

combatants and civilians who have survived war-

related violence with trauma, injury or impairment.9 

In all the Country Studies efforts were made to assess 

whether survivors were recognised as legitimate stake-

holders in the peace process, and the extent to which 

measures to address their needs were highlighted in 

the peace talks and agreements. Such recognition can 

take several forms and may include access to physical 

or psychological rehabilitation services and long-term 

care or special consideration of injured fighters in the 

reintegration phase of DDR. It may also entail dedicated 

truth and accountability seeking processes, and atten-

tion to efficient justice mechanisms. 

Violence reduction—is understood to include both 

implicit and explicit recognition of the need to contain 

and reduce violence over a set of time periods: short, 

medium and long term. It is understood to be separate 

from the ceasefire and demilitarisation process, and 

casts a spotlight on cultures of violence and weapons 

misuse that may be prevalent amongst a range of 

actors, including interpersonal, gang, youth, family, 

gender, ethnic and identity-based violence. It may 

entail a variety of processes such as research and policy 

development, changing laws, and awareness-raising, 

and can include a range of disparate strategies such 

as youth programming, employment schemes, town 

planning, challenging gender roles, tackling urbanisa-

tion and rural decline and promoting sustainable 

development.

Acronyms
CPA Comprehensive Peace Agreement

DDR Disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration

GoNU Government of National Unity

GoS Government of Sudan

GoSS Government of Southern Sudan

IGAD Intergovernmental Authority on Development

JDB Joint Defence Board

JEM Justice and Equality Movement

JIU Joint Integrated Unit

NCP National Congress Party

NDDRCC National DDR Co-ordination Council

NSDDRC Northern Sudan DDR Commission

NUP National Unionist Party

OAG Other Armed Group

PDF Popular Defense Forces

SAF Sudan Armed Forces

SPLM/A Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army

SSDF South Sudan Defense Force

SSDDRC Southern Sudan DDR Commission

UNIDDRU UN Integrated DDR Unit

UNMIS UN Mission in Sudan
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P
eacemaking is rarely if ever simple, and in 

Sudan it has never been so. Nonetheless, the 

Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) 

signed by the Government of Sudan (GoS) and the 

rebel Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army 

(SPLM/A) in January 2005 was a landmark in peace-

ful conflict resolution in Sudan. Formally, at least, the 

agreement ended the war, which had started in 1983.

The CPA was strictly limited to the conflict between 

the GoS and the SPLM/A. This war accounted for most 

of the armed conflict that had occurred in Sudan since 

1983, but not all. Despite being called ‘comprehensive,’ 

the CPA did not cover the simmering conflict in the 

east of Sudan, where a rebel alliance, the Eastern Front, 

was waging an intermittent campaign against the GoS, 

in which the SPLM/A had been an ally. Notably, too, 

the CPA did not cover the conflict in Darfur, which 

escalated sharply from early 2003. These exclusions tend 

to reinforce the perception of the CPA as addressing a 

‘north-south’ conflict, and of the root conflict in Sudan 

as being just that. In truth, the war had always been a 

wider conflict, as evidenced by the protocols of the CPA 

covering three disputed areas, two of which (South 

Kordofan and Blue Nile) lay in the north, while it  

remains disputed to this day whether the third area 

(Abyei) lies in the north or the south. These limitations 

to the scope of the CPA grew during its negotiation, 

most of all with the exclusion of Darfur, but also with 

the exclusion of other parties (such as the Eastern 

Front) from the CPA peace talks.

The conflicts in Darfur and the east had connections 

with the wider civil war that was the early focus of the 

CPA peace process: in 1991 the SPLM had attempted to 

open a front in Darfur, and in the late 1990s succeeded 

in opening a front in the east.10 However, during and 

after the CPA peace process, separate peace initiatives 

were developed for Darfur and the east, leading to the 

Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA), signed in May 2006 

and the Eastern Sudan Peace Agreement (ESPA), signed 

in October 2006. As of the time of writing, the DPA 

had failed, while the ESPA was holding. There are 

large differences between the CPA, DPA and ESPA in 

terms of their history, scope, importance and prospects; 

this study focuses only on the CPA.

The causes of Sudan’s second civil war are complex, 

with uneven distribution of political and economic 

power at its root—as with most of the country’s many 

violent conflicts and grievances. Sudan’s power centre 

has long been dominated by a small group of people, 

drawn mainly from two tribes in the northern Nile 

valley region, to the exclusion and disadvantage of 

other groups and regions. The resulting political and 

economic inequalities and marginalisation have repeat-

edly spurred Sudanese armed uprisings. As motivating 

causes, the inequalities have been compounded by 

ethnicity, religion and political ideology, factors that 

have been of varying consequence during the coun-

try’s conflicts.11

At the centre of the war from 1983 onwards were 

the national armed forces—the government’s Sudan 

Armed Forces (SAF)—and the mainly southern-based 

SPLM/A. Over the course of the conflict, the SAF and 

the SPLA grew in size and managed (against some 

odds) to mobilise the human, material and financial 

resources needed to prosecute such a long war. As the 

war progressed, smaller armed groups, many sourced 

from local ethnically-based militias, also emerged 

and formed temporary or lasting alliances with the 

SAF or the SPLA. Meanwhile, other groups broke away 

from the SPLA to become independent, in some cases 

turning against their former comrades (see Box 1 on 

armed groups and militias). Realignment from one 

side to another was common. The presence of rebel 

groups from neighbouring countries further compli-

cated the picture. A notable example was the Lord’s 

Resistance Army from Uganda, which the GoS at times 

covertly supported to counteract Ugandan support 

for the SPLM/A. Other examples were the Eritrean 

Liberation Front and the Eritrean People’s Liberation 

Front.12

SECTION 1  
SUDAN’S SECOND CIVIL WAR
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Militias into which armed civilians were mobilised 

also proliferated, although their participation in national 

or local armed conflict was not new.21 Militias fought 

in Sudan’s first civil war after independence (usually 

dated as running from 1955 until the Addis Ababa 

Agreement of 1972). From the start of the second civil 

war, the use and role of militias grew significantly, 

fostered by the GoS and an influx of small arms and 

light weapons. In the states of South Kordofan and 

Bahr el Ghazal, for example, Murahilin and Rizayqat 

militias regularly fought in support of the government, 

raiding settlements that they or the SAF believed were 

supporting the SPLM, and escorting trains that inter-

mittently ran from Babanusa to Wau.

In 1989 the new government of Omar al-Bashir  

established the Popular Defense Forces (PDF) as a 

mechanism to mobilise more forces for the war, as 

well as to bring some of the militias (or at least some 

of their members) more directly under the govern-

ment’s command. The total figures for PDF forces 

have never been publicly available, but for much of 

the war, and since the CPA was signed, they appear to 

have numbered some tens of thousands of combatants.22 

Some of the PDF who were not from tribal militias—

typically youths and students, who were poorly trained 

and equipped—were used as cannon fodder on the 

war’s bloodier fronts in the south, as too were youths 

and students doing their national service in conven-

tional SAF units.23 But many of the PDF remained 

paramilitary, acting in the war principally when their 

tribal militias were mobilised by the GoS, but also 

sometimes acting independently in direct pursuit of 

their own interests.

 “The model in Sudan is popular security. It 

is more like the United States than Britain 

[in this respect].”

—Senior official, Northern Sudan  

DDR Commission, 200724

Politically, the war was presided over by two parties, 

the GoS and the SPLM. The government changed 

three times during the course of the war: first in 1985 

from the rule of the military leader Ja’far Nimeiri to 

the interim Transitional Military Council of General 

Sawar al-Dhahab; then in 1986 to the democratically-

Box 1  
Examples of armed groups and  
militias in the civil war13

South Sudan Defense Force (SSDF)  
During the conflict, a grouping of local ethnic militia and 

other armed groups throughout southern Sudan aligned 

with the GoS and opposed the SPLA. The SSDF took over 

much of the fighting from the SAF in the latter phases of 

the second civil war. Since the end of the war many SSDF 

cadres have realigned with the SPLA.14

SPLM/A-Nasir (also known as SPLM/A-United) 
A breakaway SPLA faction formed in 1991 by Riek Machar 

(a Nuer commander) and Lam Akol (a Shilluk). Turning 

against John Garang’s Dinka-dominated mainstream SPLA, 

Riek attacked Bor, the traditional Dinka homeland, creating 

deep Nuer-Dinka tensions that remain to this day. SPLA-

Nasir received support from the GoS and formed a core 

component of the SSDF. Riek later split from SPLM/A-Nasir 

to form the GoS-aligned SSIM/A but before long turned 

against the government once more, and returned to the 

SPLA. He is now the Vice-President of the GoSS.15

South Sudan Independence Movement/Army (SSIM/A) 
Riek Machar’s GoS-aligned splinter faction, which broke 

from Lam Akol and SPLM/A-Nasir. Initially composed of 

Equatorians, who then left to form their own militia, the EDF.16

Equatoria Defense Force (EDF) 
Established in 1995 and rooted in self-defense groups that 

saw the SPLA as a threat, the EDF aligned with the GoS in 

1996, together with SPLM/A-Nasir and SSIM/A. The EDF 

remained independent until the very end of the war, when it 

realigned with SPLA during the peace talks.17

Popular Defense Forces (PDF) 
Paramilitary force variously recruited from tribally-based 

militias, students and youths. Most active from 1992 to 

2001, but maintained since the CPA was signed.18

Beja Congress 
Organised first as a Beja opposition political party in the 

east, the Congress adopted an armed posture in 1993 under 

the wing of the SPLM/A-supported National Democratic 

Alliance based in Asmara, Eritrea. Disintegrated in 2005 

after the loss of SPLA support, but the remnants aligned 

with the Rashaida Free Lions to form the Eastern Front.19

White Army 
Loosely-organised Nuer cattle camp youths aligned with 

Riek Machar’s GoS-supported SPLM/A-Nasir during the  

war and primarily active in central Upper Nile. Target of an 

intensive and sometimes violent SPLA civilian disarmament 

campaign in 2006–2007.20
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elected coalition government led by Sadiq al-Mahdi 

and the Umma Party; and then in 1989 back to a mili-

tary regime, led by Omar al-Bashir and backed by the 

National Islamic Front (NIF) party. In some respects 

President Bashir’s government then went through its 

own change in the late 1990s, from an avowedly revo-

lutionary Islamist government directed by the NIF’s 

Hasan al-Turabi (who was eventually ousted by Bashir 

in 1999) to a less ideological and more straightforwardly 

autocratic government led by the National Congress 

Party (NCP) and held in place by the twin forces of 

the security apparatus and the army.25

The SPLM also went through transformations, albeit 

less visible and without changes in primary leadership. 

Always led by John Garang, a former SAF officer with 

a doctorate in agricultural economics, the SPLM in 

its early years was nationalist and weakly Marxist in 

ideology. In 1991 the movement partly fragmented 

when an internal challenge to Garang and the loss of 

the movement’s bases in Ethiopia led to the formation 

of first one and then two splinter groups (see Box 1). 

During the 1990s the movement explored alliances 

with other Sudanese opposition groups through the 

region-wide National Democratic Alliance, but other-

wise contended with managing its own internal divisions 

and fighting the SAF. Basic civilian administration 

structures were established in the ‘liberated’ parts of 

Sudan controlled by the SPLM, and in the early 2000s 

the main breakaway factions rejoined the mainstream 

movement, still under Garang.26

Box 2  
Sudan historical timeline27

1820 Muhammad Ali Pasha, ruler of Egypt, conquers Sudan.

1881 Start of Mahdiyya rebellion against Turco-Egyptian rule.

1882 British invasion of Egypt leads to start of British involve-

ment in Sudan.

1885 Under Muhammad ibn Abdalla, self-appointed Mahdi 

( ‘guided one’), Mahdists capture Khartoum.

1899 Following Battle of Omdurman, Anglo-Egyptian Condo-

minium is established, ending Mahdist rule.

1924 Failed military insurrection by White Flag Association, 

led by Ali Abd al-Latif.

1954 Britain and Egypt sign treaty guaranteeing Sudanese 

independence.

1955 Anticipating independence and growing domination by 

the north, army mutiny breaks out in the south, marking start 

of conflict leading to first civil war.

1956 Sudan becomes independent from Britain.

1958 General Ibrahim Abbud leads a military coup toppling 

the civilian government.

1962 Southern rebel guerrilla movement, the Anya Nya, is 

formed.

1964 Popular uprising (the ‘October Revolution’) leads to 

replacement of Abbud’s military regime with transitional  

civilian government.

1965 Elections marred by low turn-out, confusion, and inse-

curity in the south; coalition government formed under Umma 

Party and National Unionist Party (NUP).

1968 Tensions within the Umma Party led to the dissolu-

tion of the coalition; two separate, opposing governments 

appear. 

1969 Ja’far Muhammad al-Numayri seizes power in a mili-

tary coup.

1970 Numayri crushes attempted revolt by Umma Party 

armed wing.

1971 Numayri survives attempted communist coup.

1972 Following peace talks sponsored by the World Council 

of Churches, the Addis Ababa Agreement is signed, ending 

the first civil war.

1977 Numayri neutralises threat from northern opposition 

through a ‘national reconciliation’ campaign and divides the 

south; oil deposits are discovered in Bentiu, in the south.

1983 Numayri introduces sharia law for entire country; a 

group of army soldiers led by John Garang form the Sudan 

People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A); the second 

civil war begins.

1985 Numayri is overthrown in a popular uprising and his 

government is replaced by a Transitional Military Council led 

by General Sawar al-Dhahab.

1986 Sadiq al-Mahdi, leader of Umma Party, becomes prime 

minister after democratic elections.

1989 Military coup led by Omar al-Bashir and backed by 

National Islamic Front (NIF) overthrows government and  

declares a ‘National Salvation Revolution.’
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1991 Sudan backs Iraq in Second Gulf War and Hassan al-Turabi 

establishes Popular Arab and Islamic Conference, antagonising 

regional Arab governments.

1991 Riek Machar and Lam Akol break away from John Garang’s 

SPLM/A to form government-aligned SPLM/A-Nasir.

1994 Intergovernmental Authority on Development ( IGAD) 

tables a Declaration of Principles for GoS-SPLM peace talks.

1995 Sudan is suspected of involvement in the assassination 

attempt on Egyptian prime minister Hosni Mubarak; UN imposes 

sanctions.

1996 Bashir elected president in national elections from 

which opposition parties are excluded.

1997 Government, SPLM/A breakaway factions and other 

minor southern groups sign Khartoum Peace Agreement and 

Fashoda Agreement, which are rapidly disregarded.

1998 United States launches a missile attack on a suspected 

chemical weapons plant in Khartoum.

1998 Political parties are legalised and National Congress 

Party is formed, replacing NIF.

1999 Export of oil from Sudan begins, following investment 

by large Chinese and Malaysian oil companies and small  

Canadian and European companies.

1999 Bashir ousts Turabi from government.

2001 IGAD mediation for Sudan is re-energised and US 

presidential envoy for Sudan is appointed.

2002 SPLM/A and government sign breakthrough Machakos 

Protocol and temporary ceasefire at peace talks in Kenya.

2003 GoS-SPLM/A talks continue in Kenya. Groups in Darfur 

drawn primarily from Fur and Massalit form and announce 

rebellion.

2004 GoS and SPLM/A reach further agreements at talks in 

Naivasha, Kenya. Conflict in Darfur escalates, leading to dis-

placement of hundreds of thousands of civilians; government-

backed militias ( janjaweed ) carry out attacks on civilians; 

GoS, the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) and SPLM/A 

sign Darfur humanitarian ceasefire in N’djamena, but cease-

fire is disregarded. African Union peacekeeping mission for 

Darfur (AMIS) begins deployment.

2005 GoS and SPLM/A finalise their agreements as the 

Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA), ending the war  

between them. CPA provides for a new Government of  

National Unity (GoNU) and a semi-autonomous Government 

of Southern Sudan (GoSS) to be established, and for a refer-

endum on self-determination for the south to be held in 2011, 

at the end of a six-year interim period. 10,000-strong UN 

peacekeeping mission in Sudan (UNMIS) is deployed to sup-

port implementation of the CPA.

2006 CPA implementation proceeds; Juba Declaration signed 

between SPLA and main pro-government armed group in 

southern Sudan, the South Sudan Defense Force (SSDF), 

requiring absorption of SSDF members into SPLA. Govern-

ment and minor rebel group sign Darfur Peace Agreement 

(DPA) in Abuja, Nigeria; agreement is largely disregarded and 

ineffective. Government and Eastern Front sign Eastern Sudan 

Peace Agreement (ESPA).

2007 CPA implementation continues, despite delays and 

various crises, such as armed clashes and temporary suspen-

sion of SPLM participation in the Government of National Unity 

(GoNU). Conflict in Darfur continues; no effective progress is 

made on Darfur peace process.

2008 Joint UN-African Union peacekeeping mission in Darfur 

(UNAMID) replaces AMIS; Darfur conflict continues. Census 

(required by CPA) scheduled for April.

The human cost
In the same way that the scope of the war in Sudan 

tended to be misleadingly simplified (as ‘north versus 

south,’ ‘Muslim versus Christian/animist’), the costs 

of the war also tend to be simplified. It is commonly 

claimed that 1–2 million lives were lost from 1983 to 

2005, and the conflict is often described as Africa’s 

longest civil war.28 These numbers must be considered 

rough estimates made in the absence of reliable data, 

but informed by the awareness that wars—especially 

prolonged wars involving humanitarian crises—have 

terrible costs. The war resulted in direct deaths: govern-

ment and SPLA troops clashed in ambushes, raids, 

prolonged battles and sieges, killing soldiers and civilians. 

Direct deaths also occurred when government aircraft 

bombed settlements and when the SPLM/A split and 

turned against itself. However, the war also caused 

indirect deaths when agricultural land and livestock 

were destroyed or looted, and when civilians fled their 

homes (because of actual or threatened violence, or 

economic need), and thereby became likelier to die 

from disease or malnourishment than would other-

wise have been the case. 

The human cost of the war was compounded by 

recurrent drought and flood crises, inside and outside 

the war zones, to which Sudan has always been suscep-

tible. Indeed, because of their visibility and costs, the 

country was often known more for these humanitarian 

crises than for its war, even though the war contributed 
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to these crises and partly prevented the Sudanese  

government from concertedly addressing them. The 

famines in Kordofan, eastern Sudan and Darfur in 

1984–85 and 1988; the famine crisis in 1990–1991; the 

crisis in Bahr el-Ghazal in 1998—these and other crises 

were the face of Sudanese suffering that the outside 

world saw, and which made the country the scene of 

the world’s largest prolonged international relief effort, 

Operation Lifeline Sudan, which ran from 1989 until, 

effectively, the CPA.

Vast numbers of people (especially southerners) 

became internally displaced or fled across Sudan’s 

borders. Some moved and settled in new areas in the 

south and the north, often (but certainly not always) in 

camps for internally displaced persons (IDPs); others 

fled to Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda and Zaire. Already 

by 1989 some one million southerners had moved to 

the north, many of them to Kordofan and Khartoum, 

while around 400,000 were in Ethiopia and 40,000 in 

Kenya and Uganda. By 2005 the total number of IDPs 

had risen to around 4.5 million, excluding the growing 

number of displaced in Darfur.29 Throughout the war, 

Sudan was also host to large numbers of refugees from 

neighbouring countries, especially Ethiopia.

At the economic level, the exact costs of the war 

are unknown. These included the military costs  

(often estimated at ‘more than a million dollars a  

day’ for the government); the toll of the destruction 

and disruption of the livelihoods and lives of several 

million civilians; and lost opportunities for spending 

on education, health and infrastructure, and indus-

try, trade and investment.30 Historically, the parts of 

Sudan directly affected by the war had already been 

economically and politically marginalised, and the 

two decades of war after 1983 exacerbated this  

relative under-development. As of 2005 Sudan was 

ranked only 147th out of 177 countries in the UN  

Development Programme’s Human Development  

Index.31 At the same time, although average real GDP 

growth strengthened in the last years of the war (to 

around 6 per cent per annum between 2000 and 

2005), the benefits of growth remained overwhelm-

ingly concentrated in Khartoum and the surrounding 

region.32
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S
udan’s history of failed peace talks and agree-

ments, the scale of the conflict, and the depth 

of the divisions between the parties meant that 

negotiations were always going to be challenging. Over 

the course of the long war, numerous attempts to 

achieve peace were made. Roughly, these were of four 

types: domestic attempts; mediation by prominent 

individuals; peacemaking by regional organisations 

and other actors in Africa; and internationalised  

mediation, involving regional and other international 

actors. What is striking is that so many attempts at 

peacemaking largely failed to contain the war, let alone 

end or resolve it, until the CPA in 2005. Undoubtedly 

there were weaknesses and problems in the various 

attempts at peacemaking, such as poor timing, under-

preparation and weak commitment from mediators. 

But the larger and more important determinant of 

the failure of the various efforts at peacemaking was 

rather the warring parties’ own lack of determination 

to reach a peaceful negotiated settlement to the war.33

The first and most promising period of domestic 

peacemaking occured between 1986 and 1989. In March 

1986, the Umma Party and the SPLM signed the Koka 

Dam Declaration, which offered a basis for further nego-

tiations and a constitutional convention. However, the 

agreement did not receive the buy-in of the Umma 

Party’s coalition partners and was not built on. Then 

in November 1988 the Democratic Unionist Party (one 

of the Umma’s partners) reached its own accord with 

the SPLM, which in turn the Umma Party failed to 

decisively embrace. Just at the moment when Sadiq 

al-Mahdi had reshuffled his coalition and appeared to 

be on the verge of accepting the accord and allowing 

a breakthrough in negotiations with the SPLM, an 

army coup overthrew Sadiq’s government and brought 

Omar al-Bashir into power.

The arrival of Bashir, followed quickly by the ban-

ning of political parties, led to a period of peacemaking 

attempts by prominent individuals using their ‘good 

offices.’ Former US president Jimmy Carter, the former 

Nigerian head of government (and future president) 

Olusegun Obasanjo, and a former Sudanese diplomat 

and later UN envoy, Francis Deng, all made attempts. 

But the circumstances were far from propitious: Bashir’s 

government had seized power in part to block an  

expected peace agreement, and because it felt that the 

SPLA could be defeated militarily. At the same time, 

the government had a revolutionary Arab-Islamist 

agenda that exacerbated the conflict with the SPLM/A 

while alienating Sudan’s erstwhile Western allies and 

some of its Arab allies, such as Egypt and Saudi Arabia.

 “The idea was to seem to be talking peace, 

while the real intention was war.”

—Aldo Ajo Deng, former government  

adviser on dialogue, 200434

The failure of peacemaking attempts by individuals 

and ‘good offices’ led to a period of regional efforts in 

the 1990s, instigated partly by the (admittedly weak) 

impulse among Sudan’s neighbours and internation-

ally to ‘do something.’ These attempts were encouraged 

by the interest of the warring parties in at least appear-

ing ready to negotiate and in the potential benefits, such 

as a tactically beneficial ceasefire of limited duration 

and scope, or an agreement with a faction of the 

SPLM/A (as occurred in January 1992 between the 

government and SPLM/A-Nasir). As a result, two 

rounds of peace talks (known as Abuja I of 1992 and 

Abuja II of 1993) were held in Abuja, Nigeria, under 

the auspices of the Organisation of African Unity. 

But neither set of talks was well-placed to succeed, 

because at the time the SPLM/A was divided and the 

government was intent on defeating the SPLM/A mil-

itarily—albeit while making side-agreements with 

SECTION 2  
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splinter groups such as the SPLM/A-Nasir, with whom 

it then tried to combat the mainstream SPLA.35 As one 

government official described it, in hindsight: “The 

idea was to seem to be talking peace, while the real 

intention was war.”36 All the same, following the failure 

of Abuja I and II, responsibility for mediation of the war 

was taken up by a regional East African co-operation 

body, the Intergovernmental Authority on Develop-

ment (IGAD).37

In the absence of any other substantial effort to  

negotiate a resolution to the conflict, IGAD became 

the primary forum for peace talks. But when in 1994 

the third round of talks under IGAD produced a 

Declaration of Principles welcomed by the SPLM/A 

but rejected by the government, the latter refused to 

participate in further IGAD talks until 1997. In the 

interim, it launched its own internal peacemaking 

project, called ‘Peace from Within’. In reality, this 

was a continuation of its efforts to break off and turn 

factions of the SPLM/A in order to weaken Garang’s 

mainstream movement. The GoS succeeded to the 

extent that it concluded the Khartoum Peace Agree-

ment and the Fashoda Agreement in 1997 with groups 

that had split from or opposed the SPLM/A. But these 

agreements did not weaken the SPLM/A mainstream, 

which in the meantime had strengthened its military 

challenge to the government. By the late 1990s, the 

SPLM/A had provided support to the regional rebel-

lion in eastern Sudan and had consolidated its control 

over almost all of the south, except for the main urban 

centres of Juba, Malakal and Wau, and some other 

towns, control of which changed hands several times 

during the ebb and flow of fighting.

In October 1997, under pressure internationally and 

beginning to moderate its external politics (a ‘charm 

offensive’ of sorts), the government returned to the 

IGAD forum and accepted further rounds of talks on 

the basis of the earlier Declaration of Principles. All 

the same, the talks still yielded no agreements and no 

progress, and the responsibility of IGAD for peace-

making in Sudan was challenged when a joint Egyptian-

Libyan initiative was launched in late 1999. Both the 

government and the SPLM/A accepted this parallel 

initiative, and even though no talks bringing both 

sides together were ever convened under the initia-

tive, the effect was that for two years there was no 

consensus about the forum for peace talks, nor was 

there the kind of concerted focus that was needed for 

progress to be made.

In time, the drift in efforts to make peace in Sudan 

attracted attention. In the late 1990s, donor govern-

ments established an IGAD Partners Forum which 

was intended to strengthen IGAD’s conduct of peace 

talks for Sudan. At the same time, international advo-

cacy for peace in Sudan was growing, coming from a 

range of voices (including religious and human rights 

campaigners, NGOs, and UN agencies) and from an 

incomplete awareness that humanitarian crises and 

accompanying relief efforts—the mainstay of Western 

direct response to the war and the situation in Sudan—

should not be allowed to continue indefinitely. The 

United States was already looking at how to increase 

its engagement with Sudan when the attacks of Sep-

tember 11, 2001 strengthened US interest in the peace 

talks. The first outcome of these various factors was a 

ceasefire agreement for the Nuba Mountains (a region 

in central Sudan), brokered by Swiss and US mediation 

teams at talks in Switzerland in January 2002. Then, 

after a new round of IGAD-sponsored talks under its 

new chairperson for peace talks for Sudan, Lazaro 

Sumbeiywo, the breakthrough Machakos Protocol was 

reached in July 2002.

The Machakos Protocol was the birth of the inter-

nationalised peace process for Sudan, which, between 

2002 and January 2005, culminated in the CPA.  

Sumbeiywo, a former head of the Kenyan army, chaired 

the talks, supported by an IGAD secretariat and a small 

number of specialist resource persons.38 The IGAD 

Partners Forum and a ‘troika’ of Britain, Norway and 

the United States observed and strongly encouraged 

the talks.39 This was done through bilateral discussions, 

and through individual representatives of the troika 

sometimes attending or staying at the talks. Nonethe-

less, as with many long peace processes, the intrinsic 

difficulty of the issues to be negotiated ensured that 

the progress was not quick, and disputes about con-

tinued fighting and ceasefire violations, changes of 

delegates, rejections of drafts, and other complaints 

led to numerous delays.

To bring the parties to the peace table and keep 

them there, those providing mediation assistance 

faced the challenge of constructing talks that would 

move forward, even if slowly, and that would gain at 

least enough of the parties’ confidence for them to 

keep returning to the table. They needed to find and 

manage a practical and effective agenda that the par-

ties would agree to negotiate on, and that would cover 

what they considered the fundamental issues. The 
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mediators were under pressure to secure an effective 

ceasefire agreement; to keep the parties talking even 

while the ceasefire was violated; to keep the talks going 

when the Darfur conflict escalated and drew interna-

tional attention; and as the talks stretched on for longer 

than expected, they needed to bring the process to a 

successful and credible end.

The parties themselves faced other challenges. 

Both sides needed to carry their supporters and con-

stituencies with them on their decisions. For example, 

the NCP needed to persuade its supporters—or at 

least its inner core of decision makers—that it and 

the national government should support the right of 

southern Sudan to self-determination. Similarly, the 

SPLM/A needed to convince its leadership and sup-

porters to accept a six-year interim period, rather 

than the much shorter period that the SPLM/A had 

initially proposed. The SPLM/A also faced the practical 

obstacle of paying its officials and fielding competent 

negotiators who could match the government’s seasoned 

delegates, problems that did not affect the government, 

with its access to public funds and a wider pool of 

trained officials.

Building on the Machakos Protocol—a more signifi-

cant agreement than any other since 1988—the talks 

progressed, though more slowly than most participants 

and observers expected. The parties discussed and 

gradually agreed on a series of agreements, cover ing 

the cessation of hostilities, security, wealth-sharing, 

the disputed areas of Abyei, Blue Nile and South  

Kordofan, power-sharing, a permanent ceasefire, and 

implementation modalities. Mediator-set negotiation 

deadlines were repeatedly missed, until a special session 

of the UN Security Council in Nairobi in November 

2004 set the end of that year as the final deadline for 

a conclusive peace agreement.40 The parties barely 

met this deadline, concluding the last agreement 

completing the CPA on 31 December. Following this, 

on 9 January 2005, the parties signed the consoli dated 

agreement at a ceremony in Nairobi.

A group of Hakama women, who once inspired men to fight, rehearse for a theatrical performance highlighting the need for peace and reconciliation. The performance marked a crucial part of the efforts of the 
United Nations Mission in Sudan to disarm, rehabilitate and reintegrate militia fighters. Kadugli, Sudan, 5 December 2006. © UN Photo/Fred Noy. 
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Box 3  
Timeline of agreements

The CPA is an amalgam of nine agreements reached during 

the negotiations under IGAD auspices between 2002 and the 

end of 2004:

Machakos Protocol 
Signed 20 July 2002. A short document, whose most impor-

tant features were an agreed framework for self-determination 

for southern Sudan (with a referendum to be held after a six-

year interim period), and agreed principles on the state and 

religion.

Memorandum of Understanding on Cessation of Hostilities 
Signed 15 October 2002. Provided for a renewable temporary 

ceasefire.

Agreement on Security Arrangements
Signed 25 September 2003. Only seven pages long, its most 

important feature was that it set out a framework for the 

maintenance of two separate armies and the establishment 

of Joint Integrated Units after the final agreement; also, it  

set out broad guidelines for redeployment and other military 

matters.

Agreement on Wealth Sharing  
Signed 7 January 2004. The agreement set out the principles 

for the management and sharing of national wealth, in particu-

lar revenues arising from the extraction of oil. It specified that 

2 per cent of net oil revenues should go to the oil producing 

states/regions, and 50 per cent of the remaining net revenues 

derived from oil wells in the south should go to the Govern-

ment of Southern Sudan (GoSS) established after the CPA.

Protocol on South Kordofan and Blue Nile 
Signed 26 May 2004. The agreement set out a framework for 

the governance of South Kordofan and Blue Nile states during 

the interim period.

Protocol on Abyei 

Signed 26 May 2004. The agreement assigned the area of Abyei 

a special administrative status and provided for a referendum, 

to be held at the end of the interim period, to determine whether 

it should be part of the north or the south. It also set out 

sharing arrangements for revenues from oil from Abyei. For 

the parties, the sensitivity of Abyei lay chiefly in the fact that 

a sizeable share of national oil output is produced in the area.

Protocol on Power Sharing 

Signed 26 May 2004. The agreement set out the government 

structures and linkages to apply to the national and southern 

governments that were to be formed at the start of the CPA 

six-year interim period, and specified the shares of power 

between the ruling NCP, the SPLM, and opposition parties.

Agreement on Permanent Ceasefire  

and Security Arrangements  

Signed 31 December 2004. The agreement set out the imple-

mentation modalities for the permanent ceasefire and security 

arrangements in the pre-interim and interim periods.

Implementation Modalities 

Signed 31 December 2004. This document (in the form of 

tables) outlined the schedule, targets and responsible parties 

for implementing the protocols on power-sharing, wealth-

sharing, Abyei, South Kordofan, and Blue Nile. Coupled with 

the Agreement on Permanent Ceasefire, these implementa-

tion modalities made the CPA technically complete and in one 

sense comprehensive.

Formally, the CPA was a historic compromise: the 

government in Khartoum was guaranteed sharia law 

in the north, while the south gained the right for self-

determination after six years, with a Government of 

National Unity (GoNU) and a Government of Southern 

Sudan (GoSS) formed. With its provisions for a per-

manent internationally monitored ceasefire, as well as 

for power-sharing, access to oil wealth, separation of 

religion and state, southern autonomy, and a separate 

army, the CPA responded to key southern grievances. 

The country embarked on a six-year interim period 

which was due to lead to general elections in 2009 and a 

referendum on self-determination for the south in 2011. 

The CPA, however, did not—indeed could not—bring 

about an immediate transformation in relations between 

the NCP and the SPLM. Nor, of course, did it affect the 

violence in Darfur. Confidence in the CPA peace was 

fragile, as it still is today and may be for the coming years. 

Critically, the parties sought to maximise the power they 

would have after the CPA was reached. During the CPA’s 

implementation, the behaviour and strategies of the 

parties reflected their uneven commitment to the 

agreement.41 The ruling NCP’s overarching strategy 

was, in effect, to comply with the CPA just enough to 

keep the agreement alive. Reflecting its weaker position, 

the SPLM’s overarching strategy was to do as much as 

it could to ensure that the CPA was implemented more 

rather than less. It was in this uneasy context that the 

practical post-agreement security issues arose. Unsurpris-

ingly, the parties tended to give little priority to these 

issues, and co-operated only falteringly on the techni-

calities, much as they had done during the peace talks.
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T
he evolution of DDR in the past twenty years 

into a detailed doctrine has been the subject of 

intense analysis and debate.43 The three com-

ponents are largely considered to be sequential, although 

there is increasing fluidity around the order and overlap-

ping nature of the components. There is also a growing 

shift at the conceptual level to recognise the overtly 

political nature of DDR, questioning the largely tech-

nical status it is assigned in peace processes. Though at 

the operational level, this has yet to consistently unfold.

Broadly speaking, DDR is a set of procedures intro-

duced after a violent conflict to move fighting forces 

through the transition to civilian status or integration 

into state security forces. These transitions entail the 

decommissioning of armed groups, their collective 

disarmament, and efforts designed to ‘reintegrate’ 

former fighters into new occupations. In practice, 

DDR—especially reintegration—faces multifarious 

challenges in fragile post-war nations, including:

 coordination problems;

 sequencing issues; 

 an absence of reliable baseline data;

 under-funding or delayed funding;

 omission of some armed actors; 

 an overemphasis on short-term disarmament; and 

 a tendency to neglect substantive reintegration 

measures.

DDR programmes are typically facilitated by actors 

such as the World Bank and the United Nations 

Development Programme (UNDP). The political and 

financial commitment of the recovering country is 

widely considered to be essential to a positive outcome, 

though this is not always forthcoming. 

DDR serves not only to integrate ex-combatants, 

but also to address key security issues in the post-war 

phase. While DDR is typically conceptualised as one 

discrete ‘package’ of processes and measures, it has clear 

linkages to other doctrines, concepts and processes. In 

effect, DDR is one in a series of steps logically followed 

by, or undertaken concurrently to, further weapons 

reductions and controls and longer-term, systemic 

efforts to create lasting security. It is often undertaken—

either explicitly or implicitly—as a precondition for or 

complement to larger institutional reforms, particu-

larly security sector reform (see Section 5: Security 

Sector Reform). 

 “The gap was not only between the  

technicians and the politicians. It was  

between the agreement and good political 

theory. The agreement produced a strange 

result: one state, two systems and two  

armies.”

—Senior official, Northern Sudan  

DDR Commission, 200744

In examining how DDR was addressed in the CPA, 

it is worth bearing in mind that the agreement is only 

binding for six and a half years—an ‘interim period’ 

from the signing in January 2005 to mid-2011, when a 

referendum on self-determination for the south is due 

to be held.45 During the negotiations, many southern 

Sudanese, not least within the SPLM/A, doubted whether 

the NCP (and other political forces in the north) would 

ultimately honour the right to self-determination, if 

southern independence were definitely to be the out-

come. Fundamentally, therefore, both parties (the 

GoS and the SPLM) negotiated at the talks—and have 

subsequently acted during implementation—on the 

underlying assumption that armed conflict might be 

necessary once more, either during the interim period 

SECTION 3  
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or subsequently. In the peace talks, they therefore 

tacitly sought to avoid provisions or terms that would 

unduly constrain their abilities to maintain, re-equip 

and augment their armed forces. Thus, although DDR 

is addressed in the agreement, it seems—at least in 

retrospect—that this was done largely pro forma. In 

this respect, the lack of great detail found in the relevant 

sections of the agreement is telling.

 “From the beginning the technical teams 

discussing DDR were well aware that there 

needed to be a holistic approach to DDR 

and disarmament. But it didn’t translate 

into commitments.”

—UNDP staff member, 200746

The mediators, however, had little incentive to push 

DDR (or arms control, for that matter) to the fore: their 

priorities were to keep the talks alive and to progress 

towards a credible final agreement. The mediators had 

the challenge of ensuring that enough was done to give 

the agreements sufficient credibility for the parties to 

persevere with the talks and be willing to implement 

the eventual CPA.47 The risk that they needed to avoid 

was that the talks would stall or collapse. These basic 

realities of the CPA talks had implications for the 

timing of the process and how issues were addressed, 

for the challenges that the talks faced, and for the 

strategies that the mediators used. 

Some participants in the talks were aware that DDR 

was inherently important and would pose challenges 

during the implementation of the CPA. But, as one 

government participant in the DDR discussions observed, 

there was “no discussion about what concepts of security 

should apply in Sudan,” and “discussion between the 

technical people and the politicians was weak.”48 As it 

was, the more immediate challenges of the peace talks 

left little or no interest in detailed discussion and agree-

ment on those issues. This is not to say that there was 

not enough time to negotiate security issues; rather, from 

the parties’ perspectives it was not the right time and 

A DDR candidate validates his pre-registration form with a fingerprint during the DDR pre-registration exercise. Khartoum, Sudan, 13 December 2006. © UN Photo/Fred Noy. 
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place to negotiate major post-agreement force reduc-

tions. Both parties wanted to keep their armed forces 

intact, and the agreed six-year interim legitimised this 

preference. The negative aspect of this framework was 

the wide scope it offered for consolidating and using 

armed forces for tactical or belligerent purposes. The 

CPA specified only that the parties should “begin . . . 

negotiations on proportionate downsizing” once redeploy-

 ment was complete, which was due by mid-2007.49

After the CPA was signed, the many challenges of the 

early stages of its implementation demanded attention 

and hindered greater action on DDR.50 With hindsight, 

some individuals who participated in the talks—and 

others who did not—have expressed regret about what 

was and was not discussed or agreed at the talks. But 

there is also considerable understanding and accept-

ance of why major matters were negotiated as they 

were. This applies, for example, to the question of why 

the CPA talks led to a peace with two armies rather 

than one. The government’s preference had been for 

‘immediate integration’ of the SAF and SPLA. But 

during 2003 it agreed that this was not acceptable to 

the SPLM/A, which argued that integration after the 

1972 Addis Ababa Agreement, which ended the first 

civil war, had meant that the south had ended up 

without a means of self-defence.51 All the same, some on 

the government side still saw the outcome as unsatis-

factory. As one official at the talks and later member of 

the NSDDRC saw it, “[T]he gap was not only between 

the technicians and the politicians. It was between the 

agreement and good political theory. The agreement 

produced a strange result: one state, two systems and 

two armies.”52

One challenge at the talks was for the ‘technical 

advisory teams’ to convince the primary negotiators 

to understand what the CPA ideally needed to cover on 

DDR (and other security issues). Reading back from 

the content and omissions of the agreements that the 

parties signed, and from the fact that technical teams 

discussed these concerns during 2004, it is evident 

that the teams did not or were not able to prevail on 

the primary negotiators to include detailed provisions 

in the agreements. One UNDP staff member who 

participated in the security-related discussions at the 

peace talks concurred: “From the beginning the tech-

nical teams discussing DDR were well aware that there 

needed to be a holistic approach to DDR and disarma-

ment. But it didn’t translate into commitments.”53 

After the signature of the breakthrough Machakos 

Protocol in July 2002, the next agreement to be reached 

was the renewable six-month ceasefire agreement, 

signed in October 2002.54 In February 2003 the par-

ties agreed to establish a ceasefire Verification and 

Monitoring Team (VMT), which bolstered the Civilian 

Protection Monitoring Team (CPMT) set up in 2002 

to monitor abuses against civilians. In September 

2003 the parties concluded the security agreement in 

Naivasha (the Agreement on Security Arrangements). 

This sequence of agreements is perhaps an indication 

of the priority and importance that the parties attached 

to some security issues. But although the negotiation 

of security arrangements was vexed, it was not the 

sole reason for the slow progress in negotiations. Other 

matters (the subjects of the protocols eventually signed 

in 2004) were also being negotiated at this time and, 

collectively, these matters were more far contentious: 

wealth- and power-sharing.55

 “In Sudan we ended up with two very strong 

military institutions, whereas in most peace 

processes you end up with one. Could this 

have been avoided? I doubt it very much. 

DDR wasn’t really part of the agreement.”

—Sulafedeen Salih Mohamed, head of the  

Northern Sudan DDR Commission, 200756

In the months after the Machakos Protocol, talks 

were set back first by fighting (for example around 

Torit) and then by poor co-ordination between inter-

national observers of the talks, the secretariat, and 

the parties. This led to changes in resource persons at 

the talks and the tabling in July 2003 of the Nakuru 

draft framework, which IGAD had not adequately 

negotiated with both parties. The Nakuru draft was 

intended to help resolve all the main issues, namely 

power- and wealth-sharing, security arrangements 

and the three disputed areas. Instead, it temporarily 

jeopardised the talks.57 The SPLM/A accepted the  

Nakuru draft as a basis for further negotiations, but 

the government firmly rejected it on the grounds that 

it did not sufficiently respect the aims of the Machakos 

Protocol. In particular, the government took exception 



22 Negotiating Disarmament Country Study Number 2

to the security arrangements proposed in the Nakuru 

draft, arguing that the parties had not had the same 

opportunity to discuss these matters as they had  

for other issues. In rejecting the Nakuru draft, the 

government reiterated its position that in the context 

of a united Sudan, there should be a single united  

National Armed Force, and not (as the draft proposed) 

separate Sudan People’s Armed Forces and Sudan 

People’s Liberation Armed Forces. The Nakuru draft 

did not outline any objectives for security concerns, 

except in stating without detail that a comprehensive 

ceasefire could encompass agreements on force 

strengths and DDR, among other military and secu-

rity matters.58

In time the bad feeling caused by the Nakuru draft 

subsided, and the talks made progress towards the 

Protocol on Security Arrangements, which was reached 

in late September 2003. The agreement was notably 

short, its seven pages briefly covering: 

 the status of the two armed forces; 

 ceasefire;

 redeployment; 

 the idea of Joint Integrated Units (JIUs); 

 command and control of the two armed forces;

 military doctrine; and 

 the status of ‘Other Armed Groups’ (OAGs). 

Despite the brevity of the document, the most 

striking aspects of the CPA security arrangements 

were already in place: the restriction of the legitimate 

forces to the SAF and the SPLA alone; the correspond-

ing requirement that all other armed groups align and 

be absorbed into one of the two armies or be incorpo-

rated into the security sector; an agreement to “the 

principles of proportional downsizing” of both forces; 

and a pledge to institute DDR with assistance from 

the international community for “all those who will 

be affected” by force reduction, demobilisation, and 

downsizing.59

The parties did not discuss the details of these  

subjects further until the second half of 2004, during 

the negotiation of the permanent ceasefire and 

implemen tation modalities. At that time the parties 

formed a sub-committee for security which, with the 

assistance of several resource persons, worked on 

agreeing and preparing the mechanisms for imple-

menting the security arrangements. The details were 

eventually set out in the Agreement on Permanent 

Ceasefire and Security Arrangements, signed at the 

end of 2004.

This agreement was a substantial amplification of 

the 2003 security agreement. The first part of the 

agreement concerned ceasefire arrangements, covering 

general principles, violations, disengagement, integra-

tion or DDR of OAGs, foreign armed groups, and the 

role of bodies such as the Ceasefire Political Commis-

sion, the Ceasefire Joint Military Committee, and the 

UN peace support mission (the UN Mission in Sudan, 

or UNMIS). The second part of the agreement con-

cerned the armed forces, covering their military  

mission and mandate, the role of the Joint Defence 

Board, redeployment, optimal sizing, JIUs, funding, 

policing and public security. The third and shortest 

part of the agreement (only four pages long) concerned 

DDR and reconciliation, covering principles, institu-

tions, previous contractual obligations in DDR, and 

some brief humanitarian and general provisions.

 “Aware of the fact that Disarmament,  

Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) of 

ex-combatants are crucial components for 

a secure and peaceful Sudan, [the parties] 

commit themselves to credible, transparent 

and effective DDR processes which will 

support the ex-combatants’ transition to a 

productive civilian life.” 

—CPA, Preamble to ‘Permanent Ceasefire and Security 

Arrangements Implementation Modalities  

and Appendices,’ 31 December 2004

The last part of the ceasefire agreement, intended 

to support implementation, was rather general. It set 

out the institutional framework for DDR, and outlined 

the division of labour between the three primary bodies 

that were to be set up to deal with DDR: a National 

DDR Co-ordination Council (NDDRCC), a Northern 

Sudan DDR Commission (NSDDRC) and a Southern 

Sudan DDR Commission (SSDDRC). But it specified 

few targets and contained little detail, such as current 

or planned numbers for force sizes.60 Furthermore, 

although this part of the agreement came under the 

heading ‘DDR and reconciliation,’ it glossed over the 
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fact that the parties themselves were not going to  

embark on substantial DDR: the primary targets, for 

demobilisation at least, were members of aligned armed 

groups. As the first two parts of the agreement show, 

the priority of the parties was to retain—and even 

strengthen—their armies and manage the ways in which 

this was done. Also, despite the heading, ‘reconcilia-

tion’ was mentioned only in the last paragraph of the 

agreement, in a statement by the parties calling for 

governments, civil society and the international com-

munity to assist an otherwise unspecified ‘reconciliation 

process.’ Another omission in the agreement was deter-

mination of the status of the paramilitary PDF and 

the militias in the north. 

These deficiencies cannot be blamed on a failure by 

the parties to raise and discuss the issues. In late 2004, 

teams from each side were meeting to discuss DDR, 

with the government team headed by Sulafedeen Salih 

Mohamed (who subsequently headed the NSDDRC 

after the CPA was signed), and the SPLM/A team 

headed by Arop Mayak Monytok (who subsequently 

headed the SSDDRC). But as time passed and no clo-

sure was reached on key issues, it was primarily the 

technical people, of secondary rank in the peace 

talks, who recognised these deficiencies—but they 

were not in a position to fight for their inclusion. In 

essence, the DDR advisers had been delegated to dis-

cuss issues that the chief negotiators saw as of second-

ary importance to the fundamental elements of the 

ceasefire and security arrangements. During the talks, 

a tacit agreement emerged to postpone any idea of 

major disarmament or demobilisation at least until 

well into the CPA’s implementation, if not indefinitely. 

By the end of 2004 it was too late for anyone to do 

anything about the written content of the CPA. As 

one member of the SSDDRC reflected: “Where things 

weren’t addressed during the negotiations, it is very 

difficult to find the room to negotiate those issues now.”61

As far as DDR was concerned, a set of basic terms 

was settled on, but the lack of detail is telling. The agree-

ment is far more detailed in its treatment of arrange-

ments for troop redeployments, the formation of the 

JIUs, power-sharing arrangements and constitutional 

matters. In retrospect, the terms of DDR, falling on 

the last few pages of the protocol on security arrange-

ments, have the appearance of an afterthought, little 

more than a placeholder. As the head of the NSDDRC 

observed, with hindsight: “In Sudan we ended up with 

two very strong military institutions, whereas in most 

Box 4  
CPA institutions and provisions for DDR

The CPA assigned responsibility for DDR to three institutions 
to be set up once CPA implementation began:62 the National 
DDR Co-ordination Council (NDDRCC), the Northern Sudan 
DDR Commission (NSDDRC) and the Southern Sudan DDR 
Commission (SSDDRC).63

 NDDRCC: the CPA gave the council “prime responsibility 
of policy formulation, oversight, review, coordination and 
evaluation of progress of northern and southern DDR 
commissions.”64

 NSDDRC and SSDDRC: the CPA mandated the commissions 
“to design, implement and manage the DDR process at the 
northern and southern sub-national levels respectively.”65 
The CPA required pre-CPA DDR activities and ‘contrac-
tual obligations’ to be transferred to the commissions.

 The CPA also called for state DDR commissions to be 
“entrusted with the responsibility of implementing pro-
grammes at the state and local levels” (Sudan is divided 
into 25 states).

The CPA specified that DDR should take place within “a 
comprehensive process of national reconciliation and heal-
ing throughout the country.” However, it did not specify  
requirements for this process.

The CPA required each party to set up an Incorporation 
and Reintegration Ad-hoc Committee to manage the integra-
tion or demobilisation of OAGs; a joint OAGs Collaborative 
Committee (with three representatives from each party and 
one observer from the UN) was to oversee the process.66 
Within this framework, the CPA specified that a “DDR pro-
gramme for OAGs shall be worked out” by the SSDDRC by 
the end of the pre-interim period (9 July 2005). To this was 
added the diluting provision that “[a]ll integration options 
shall be open in that programme.”67 Furthermore:

 The CPA did not specify or give examples of groups that 
were to be considered OAGs, leaving unresolved the 
question of the status of the PDF and some tribally-
based militias.

 Implicitly, OAGs in northern Sudan were the responsibility 
of the national authorities, including the NSDDRC. But 
the absence of explicit recognition of existence of OAGs 
in the north, or any specification of role of NSDDRC, left 
it open for the GoNU to act as it pleased in this regard.

The CPA did not contain any requirement for DDR of 
members of the SAF and SPLA. Instead, it contained only 
an open provision stating that after completion of redeploy-
ment (due by mid-2007), “the parties shall begin negotiations 
on proportionate downsizing,” while the parties were to “allow 
voluntary DDR of ‘non-essentials’ (child soldiers and elderly, 
disabled) during the first year of the Interim Period.”68
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peace processes you end up with one. Could this have 

been avoided? I doubt it very much. DDR wasn’t really 

part of the agreement.”69

The implementation of DDR
At the time of this study’s conclusion, Sudan was barely 

half way through the six-year interim period scheduled 

by the CPA. As of early 2008, large-scale DDR plans 

were beginning to be discussed. In most peace pro-

cesses, negotiations in fact continue informally into 

the implementation phase as various hurdles need to 

be tackled. This is certainly the case in Sudan with the 

establishment of the relevant institutions to address 

DDR. However, as noted in the introduction to the 

report, this Country Study does not examine imple-

mentation of the CPA in significant detail, and this 

section attempts to provide the reader with an over-

view of the key challenges.70

 “The co-operation between the two  

commissions has been below minimum. 

After thirty months we still hadn’t even 

reached a national DDR strategy, and  

there has been very little progress on the 

disputed areas.” 

—Senior official, Northern Sudan  

DDR Commission, 200771

After the CPA was signed, the practical responsibil-

ity for DDR passed to the relevant authorities: on one 

side the GoNU (or NCP), the SAF and the NSDDRC, 

and on the other the GoSS (or SPLM), the SPLA and 

the SSDDRC. What those authorities made of the CPA 

was not solely determined by what the agreement 

contained: what happened during the CPA’s imple-

mentation depended at least as much on the spirit of the 

implementation as the letter of the law. It also depended 

partly on the surrounding context and international 

efforts to support the CPA’s implementation. Inevitably, 

there were numerous setbacks and challenges. These 

ranged from problems in the establishment of the DDR 

commissions and their financing to the terminology 

and methods of DDR, as well as practical difficulties 

in attempts at civilian and OAG disarmament.

During 2005 and 2006, the parties gradually estab-

lished and put into operation the panoply of entities 

and mechanisms stipulated by the CPA. These included 

the Ceasefire Political Commission, a Ceasefire Joint 

Military Committee, a Joint Defence Board (JDB), an 

OAGs Collaborative Committee, and other entities. 

Delays were common, and sometimes had knock-on 

effects; for example, the delayed formation of the JDB 

contributed to delays in the formation of JIUs. At the 

same time, the parties gradually redeployed their forces, 

albeit behind schedule, with the result that redeploy-

ments were still not complete as of 9 January 2008—

six months after the initial deadline.

Meanwhile, the formation of the core DDR institu-

tions and a national programme also fell markedly 

behind schedule. President Bashir authorised the for-

mation of the NDDRCC in February 2006, but the 

council did not meet until December of that year. An 

Interim DDR Programme was only endorsed by the 

GoSS in January 2006, and by the national govern-

ment in May 2006. The aims of the programme were 

institutional capacity-building and DDR for target 

groups such as women, children and disabled com-

batants. Meanwhile, the SSDDRC was only properly 

established in May 2006, and even after this, progress 

remained slow, partly because both DDR commissions 

faced problems in funding and staffing. 

The start-up of the various DDR institutions did not 

proceed smoothly. In one observer’s opinion, divisions 

between personnel in the SSDDRC led to its virtual 

“collapse,” while the NSDDRC suffered “an internal 

coup” as the army sought to take control of the com-

mission from civilian officials.72 These problems were 

partly matched by a “UN collapse on DDR,” as divi-

sions appeared within the UN Integrated DDR Unit; 

the latter became the subject of much criticism from 

both inside and outside the UN system in Sudan.73 The 

unit was based at UNMIS and was made up of staff 

mainly from the UN Department for Peacekeeping 

Operations and from UNDP.74 However, the officials 

who initially led the unit attempted to impose a single, 

UN-led approach which the DDR commissions, and 

UNDP staff felt disregarded the context in Sudan and 

the knowledge of those already working on security 

issues. In time, senior staff were replaced, and co-opera-

tion between Integrated Unit agencies and the DDR 

commissions improved. Nonetheless, staff turnover, 

delays in recruitment, and the physical separation of 

the institutions were persistent obstacles to co-opera-

tion on DDR policy and programming.
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These institutional problems hampered progress 

during the first two years of the CPA’s implementa-

tion. For example, those involved in the interim DDR 

programme found it difficult to get senior political 

support from within the GoSS for the programme, 

although there was visible GoSS support for child sol-

dier demobilisation, for example. In the words of one 

UNDP official, “messages about DDR were not being 

passed up the line.”75 In the north, some officials con-

sidered the creation of two separate DDR commissions 

a serious mistake. As one NSDDRC official put it: “The 

co-operation between the two commissions has been 

below minimum. After thirty months we still hadn’t 

even reached a national DDR strategy, and there has 

been very little progress on the disputed areas.”76 

Eventually, in late 2007 the NDDRCC approved the 

Sudan National DDR Strategic Plan. However, even 

then the strategy contained little detail. For example, 

although it set the targets of the ‘first phase’ of SAF 

and SPLA force reduction at 45,000 troops apiece, it 

did not contain a detailed schedule or budget for these 

reductions. Nor indeed did it contain second phase 

targets, or numbers for the SAF and SPLA current or 

final intended force sizes.77

 “What we have in Sudan is not DDR, it is 

force reduction. Disarmament is for when 

you have defeated someone.”

—Kuel Aguer Kuel, Southern Sudan  

DDR Commission official, 200778

A further practical and internal problem for the DDR 

commissions was financing. With so many institutions 

being set up as part of the CPA’s implementation, the 

DDR commissions struggled to establish themselves 

and obtain national funding. The availability of inter-

national funding through the UN DDR Unit did not 

resolve this problem, in part because the commissions 

found it difficult to bring their programme plans  

into line with the eligibility criteria for international 

funding. As one commission official put it, although 

the UN DDR Unit oversaw a pool of almost USD70 

million in available funding, in practice the DDR 

commissions could access only about USD6–7 million 

because their programmes did not meet “the interna-

tional standards.”79 For the DDR Unit, the standards 

were a way of reducing the risk of squandering money. 

All the same, to avoid depending on bilateral donor 

funding and requirements, the NSDDRC therefore 

tried to secure its full budget from the national Min-

istry of Finance.80

A less obvious challenge for the implementation  

of DDR lay in the methods and terms involved. For 

example, the application of the 2006 UN Integrated 

Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration 

Standards (IDDRS)—a 770-page set of policies, guide-

lines and procedures for DDR programmes—was 

considered problematic by some involved. Some senior 

Sudanese officials saw the IDDRS as a misguided  

attempt to apply a standardised approach to DDR in 

Sudan that did not take account of the particularities 

of the situation, such as the existence of the interim 

period and the fact that major disarmament of the 

core armed forces was not going to occur.81 

The conventional terminology of DDR also led to 

problems. The NSDDRC found the word ‘disarmament’ 

problematic. As one commission member described it: 

“People consider disarmament as something that is done 

to someone who has been defeated. It is something 

humiliating, and did not apply to them.”82 As a result, 

outside Khartoum, in the north, the NSDDRC did not 

use its formal name in Arabic but instead another name 

meaning Northern Sudan Commission for Arms 

Control and Reintegration of Combatants in Society.83 

The southern commission similarly found that termi-

nology posed problems, for the same reasons. As one 

interviewee from the SSDDRC commented: “What 

we have in Sudan is not DDR, it is force reduction. 

Disarmament is for when you have defeated someone.”84 

Overall, both commissions felt that their respective 

armed forces and governments gave them less author-

ity and responsibility than was appropriate. Indeed, 

the SAF and the SPLA carried out some disarmament 

and demobilisation activities with little or no involve-

ment from the commissions. The weakness of the 

commissions was also evident in the struggle they had 

to obtain confirmed numbers for SAF, PDF and SPLA 

members who would participate in future force-resizing. 

As of early 2008, the expectation was that demobili-

sation of agreed numbers of SAF and SPLA members 

would be carried out as part of a multi-year DDR pro-

gramme, the first phase of which was envisaged to begin 

later in 2008; pre-registration for this was being carried 

out. Inevitably, there were still problems of definition, 

in particular whom to define as ‘ex-combatants.’ As one 
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UNDP official commented, “[T]here was no way you 

could use a standard DDR definition of ex-combatant, 

unless you wanted to count millions as ex-combatants.”85 

In the view of one NSDDRC official who participated 

in the technical discussions at the peace talks, respon-

sibilities for security and protection should also have 

been better defined in the CPA. Instead, there were 

“no clear definitions,” and the agreement had made a 

fundamental mistake by not considering what was or 

should be the model of public security in Sudan.86

Another challenge was the complexity of DDR in 

the disputed areas, especially South Kordofan and Blue 

Nile states. The northern commission argued that it 

alone should have responsibility for DDR in these areas, 

while the southern commission argued that there should 

be a jointly managed programme. The matter was 

therefore referred to the national DDR council; after 

it failed to resolve the matter, it was referred on to the 

presidency.87 In the meantime, the northern commis-

sion and the SAF slowly undertook their own efforts 

to demobilise OAGs in the areas concerned.

At the time of writing there was little to show that 

either the national or the southern governments had 

any serious intent to undertake large-scale DDR of their 

own forces. In addition to this fundamental constraint, 

the limited DDR efforts that had been made had been 

constrained by problems of conflicting priorities,  

inertia, mismanagement, lack of co-ordination and 

communication, and under-financing. As a result, 

although a national DDR policy had been approved, 

little more than the pre-registration of special needs 

groups, and some training and capacity building had 

so far occurred. The most co-ordinated, organised DDR 

had been of child soldiers and (to a lesser extent) dis-

abled former combatants and women who had been 

associated with armed groups. This involved the DDR 

commissions and UN DDR actors, and built on work 

that had begun before the CPA was concluded. 

Plans for large-scale DDR of the SAF and the SPLA 

in the future were being made, at least on paper, with 

a project addressing the poorly considered issue of 

reintegration, expected to be agreed in mid-2008. How 

this focus or plans more generally will translate into 

actions over the coming years will almost certainly 

depend more on political factors than those of a tech-

nocratic nature.
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 “The general neglect of public security provisions in 

peace accords reflects the logic of peacemaking: the 

parties and outside mediators tend to focus on the 

post-settlement security of the warring parties, since 

this is what will make or break a peace process in 

the short run. Indeed, inattention to public secu-

rity issues has seldom, if ever, caused renewed civil 

war. It has, however, contributed to extreme hard-

ships, and undermined longer-term prospects for 

both peace and democracy.”

—Charles Call and William Stanley, 200289

A
s the nature of contemporary armed con-

flicts has changed, so has the definition of 

‘combatants.’ Gone are the clearly defined 

opposing lines of uniformed armed forces. Instead, 

violent conflicts over the last twenty years have fea-

tured a range of armed actors other than traditional 

soldiers: civil defense forces, militias, paramilitaries, 

criminal groups, armed gangs, child soldiers, merce-

naries, and inadequately demobilised and reintegrated 

combatants from previous cessations of war and hos-

tilities. In addition, a wide range of people may not 

have been involved in direct combat, yet possess an 

array of weapons for hunting, sports shooting, self-

protection or other reasons. Indeed, civilians hold 

nearly 75 per cent (650 million) of the world’s small 

arms and light weapons (of a total of 875 million).90

The impact of arms in civilian hands is significant. 

Civilians who are armed have been a feature of the 

violent conflicts in, among others, Afghanistan,  

Angola, Colombia, Côte d’Ivoire, El Salvador, Eritrea, 

Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti, Liberia, Mozambique, 

Sierra Leone, South Africa and Turkey. The guns they 

carry partly explain the spikes in violent crime and 

the rise of armed criminal gangs observable in the 

wake of armed conflict. Indeed, in “the aftermath of 

virtually all civil wars in the 1980s and 1990s, civilians 

perceived greater insecurity, often as a result of docu-

mented increases in violent crime. Ironically, in places 

such as El Salvador and South Africa, civilians faced 

greater risk of violent death or serious injury after the 

end of the conflict than during it.”91 Meanwhile, high 

levels of arms in the civilian population during and 

immediately are often accompanied by low levels of 

confidence in the police services. These twin sources 

of insecurity drive non-armed civilians to acquire 

guns, because they believe that in doing so they are 

better able to provide for their own and their families’ 

security.

In the face of post-war insecurity, weapons control 

and reductions programs are necessary to reduce the 

incidence of violence and to build public confidence. 

Many governments have come to this realisation,  

albeit sometimes belatedly. Cambodia and Sierra 

Leone are prime examples of nations recovering from 

lengthy civil wars where large numbers of civilians 

were armed; the governments of both have recognised 

that DDR programmes must be followed by and con-

solidated with strong gun control laws. In South  

Africa, where the collapse of apartheid was associated 

with increasing levels of armed violence and crime, 

the first democratically-elected government quickly 

focused on a series of reforms to address guns in the 

hands of civilians, private security firms, the military, 

and other armed actors. Approved in 2000, these leg-

islative reforms, informed by a series of transparent 

public consultations, included stringent new licensing 

requirements, limits on the kinds and quantity of arms 

an individual could own, and tough new penalties for 

violations.92

Weapons arms control and reduction—which, 

similarly to DDR, goes by many names—is a goal and 

process in and of itself, with a growing coherent con-

ceptual basis.93 It has become a standard feature in 

societies emerging from war, as recognition increases 

that residual weapons—left in the hands of the military, 

SECTION 4  
WEAPONS CONTROL AND REDUCTION88
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law enforcement agencies, private security companies, 

and civilians after various weapons collection initia-

tives—need to be controlled through legislative and 

other normative processes, including assertion or  

re-evaluation of cultural and social values. Thus gov-

ernments, the UN, NGOs and regional bodies have 

actively promoted the strengthening or revision of 

outdated gun laws, through a combination of regulat-

ing the gun itself, the user, and the use of weapons.

Weapons reduction programmes have evolved slowly 

in the last decade, largely in recognition that DDR does 

not provide enough focus and mandate for arms con-

trol in post-war contexts. As a result, weapons reduc-

tion efforts often pick up where official disarmament 

processes end, typically addressing groups left out of 

the peace agreement as well as weapons that have not 

been fully declared. Such management and reduction 

efforts are commonly thought to ‘fill in the gaps’ after 

the end of a DDR process, which in fact refers to the end 

of the disarmament and demobilisation components, 

though they may be initiated before the completion of 

the formal reintegration process. 

Weapons reduction efforts differ from context to 

context in terms of their scope and tactics. However, 

most settings involve a mixture of reduction, control 

and management techniques and objectives. These 

may include incentive-based efforts to drain the pool 

of excess weapons from the conflict area or entail the 

development of legislative frameworks, border con-

trols, and other efforts to decrease access to the tools 

of war that often become tools of armed criminality 

in the post-war period. Activities can occur concurrently, 

and include:

 revising and strengthening outmoded laws and poli-

cies regulating access, holding, storage and criteria 

for owning or using arms by a range of actors—

civilians, police, military, private security actors;

 devising national action plans to coordinate across 

government agencies and civil society with agreed 

benchmarks of progress;

 voluntary and coercive weapons collection and  

destruction of surplus or illegal arms (deemed  

illegal following changes to the gun laws);

 amnesties to allow individuals time to comply with 

new laws and policies or to hand in illegal weapons;

 public awareness campaigns and education to reduce 

gun violence and illegal or inappropriate weapons 

holding and use;

 securing state held stockpiles to control movement 

and avoid ‘leakage’ into illicit markets;

 agreements and plans with neighbouring states to 

tackle cross border arms flows;

 handing in guns and ammunition in exchange for 

development assistance; and

 establishing arms-free zones (effectively, in peace 

process parlance, multiple localised ceasefires). 

Weapons control and reduction programming is 

used both preventively and reactively in a variety of 

contexts: peaceful settings, situations of urban armed 

violence, nations recovering from war, and those tee-

tering on the brink of armed conflict. Timeframes are 

more in the medium to long term as opposed to the 

short to medium term of DDR. Although DDR looms 

largest in peace processes, there is considerable room 

for arms reduction efforts to be utilised as a flexible set 

of measures to complement and multiply the impacts 

of DDR and SSR.

Disappointingly, weapons control and reduction—as 

distinct from disarmament of official forces—remains 

largely ignored in the peacemaking process. However, 

for those around the peace table it is no longer possible 

to ignore or overlook the need for explicit provisions 

in agreements to control guns in the hands of civilians. 

As peace agreements provide the legal basis for post-

war security gains, they are an appropriate place for 

the authorisation of dedicated weapons control efforts. 

Leaving their discussion to the post-agreement phase 

can hinder the timing and follow-on aspects of these 

interventions, creating dangerous gaps that allow for 

the re-circulation and re-supply of arms.

 “The two DDR commissions are now dealing 

with the armies, not with the more serious 

problem of small arms.”

—Senior official, Northern Sudan  

DDR Commission, 200794

Small arms and light weapons in civilian hands are 

a complex problem in Sudan. Under the combined 

effects of two civil wars, conflicts in neighbouring 

countries, the Cold War, and the large expansion of 

Sudan’s own arms industry since the mid-1990s, civilian 
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gun ownership in Sudan has surely grown, as too has 

the number of arms in formal military hands. But 

estimates for the total number of guns in circulation in 

Sudan remain rough. For example, one 2007 study esti-

mated the total at between 1.9 million and 3.2 million 

small arms, of which it was estimated that two-thirds 

are held by civilians and 20 per cent by the GoNU, 

with the remainder split between the GoSS and cur-

rent and former armed groups.95 The continuation of 

conflict since the CPA was signed, notably in Darfur 

and north-south border areas such as Abyei, adds to 

the difficulty of forming a single overall picture of 

small arms levels.

Within this rough overall picture, across Sudan 

there is certainly enormous variation. During the war 

between the GoS and the SPLM/A, civilians could carry 

arms freely in almost all of the south and in rural areas 

of other regions, especially the states of Kordofan and 

Darfur but also to a lesser extent in the eastern states. 

Since the CPA was signed, the only change in this regard 

has been a reduction in the degree to which civilians 

can carry arms freely in urban and semi-urban areas 

of the south, as the end of the war and the gradual 

development of the GoSS’s security capabilities have 

reduced the scope for civilians to bear arms on grounds 

of self-protection. Levels of civilian arms ownership 

therefore still vary as widely as at any time in the past 

twenty years. One interviewee in the NSDDRC con-

jectured that perhaps fewer than one in a hundred 

civilian men in Khartoum owns a gun, but in parts of 

South Kordofan as many as one in two civilian men 

may own a gun.96 Such variation undoubtedly exists 

elsewhere in Sudan, for example between the large 

towns of the south and insecure rural areas. 

The picture is further complicated by variation in 

how privately-owned arms are held and used, and by 

the difficulty of drawing clear lines between civilians, 

members of militias, members of classified OAGs, and 

members of official armed and security forces. A civilian 

in Sudan who owns a gun could hold and use it inde-

pendently, typically on the grounds of self-protection; 

she or he could hold and use it with others, for inter-

clan or inter-tribal purposes; she or he could do so as 

a member of a militia; or use it with others as part of 

an OAG, such as the SSDF. It is also possible that a 

member of the SAF, SPLA and respective police and 

security forces may privately hold a gun, legitimately 

or not. These blurred boundaries of identity and gun 

ownership have implications for the targeting of dis-

armament and arms control campaigns.

These points notwithstanding, serious concern 

about civilian gun ownership in Sudan is justified. 

Such ownership of weapons for the purposes of  

individual and community security is far from new 

in Sudan; historical records and accounts from the 

Turkiyya, the Mahdiyya and the Condominium attest 

to the wide civilian ownership and use of weapons of 

one kind or another. But the post-independence era 

has seen a proliferation of lethal automatic and semi-

automatic weapons, and in a context of fluctuating 

and uneven government control and regulation of arms 

there have been few constraints on who has ended up 

with new arms. The proliferation has been the result 

of many contributions, including the GoS’s repeated 

distributions of arms to Missiriya and Rizayqat militias 

in South Kordofan and Darfur in the late 1980s, to south-

ern tribal militias during the 1990s, and to janjaweed 

militia in Darfur in the early 2000s; the GoS and the 

SPLA’s importing of weapons from abroad; and the 

growth of Sudan’s own arms manufacturing industry, 

exemplified by the Military Industry Corporation, 

from which Sudan had become one of the largest arms 

manufacturers in Sub-Saharan Africa by 2007.97 

Civilian disarmament in southern Sudan: 
blurred mandates and actions 
In the late 2004 lead-up to the security arrangements 

agreement, teams from each side were meeting to dis-

cuss weapons control and disarmament issues, headed 

(as in the case of DDR) on the government side by 

Sulafedeen Salih Mohamed and on the SPLM/A side 

by Arop Mayak Monytok. A joint sub-committee on 

small arms reported to the DDR plenary meetings. 

Efforts were made to encourage and advance the work 

of these teams; for example, a two-week workshop on 

small arms was convened away from the peace talks, 

and officials from each side were brought to the secre-

tariat of the Nairobi Protocol on Small Arms and 

Light Weapons to learn more about the protocol.98 

Throughout this process, the teams developed a paper 

on small arms issues, which in principle was expected 

to contribute to the peace agreement.

All the same, these efforts did not lead to an “explicit 

recognition of small arms in the CPA,” and the agree-

ment barely mentions the subject of armed civilians.99 

The one reference in the CPA that appears to refer to 

civilian rather than OAG arms control and disarma-
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ment is the statement that empowers the Ceasefire 

Joint Military Committee (CJMT) to “monitor and 

verify the disarmament of all Sudanese civilians who 

are illegally armed.”100

 “It’s impossible to control small arms in  

Sudan. . .in the north-south border areas 

people are looking at 2011 and thinking 

there could be more conflict there, if the 

border is fought over.”

—Sulafedeen Salih Mohamed, head of  

Northern Sudan DDR Commission, 2007101

This statement of responsibility did not bring clarity 

to three important matters. First, what was to consti-

tute ‘illegal’ arms-holding in the post-CPA context, 

in the absence of clear and agreed gun laws? Second, 

how was the boundary between civilians and armed 

groups to be drawn? And third, where did civilian 

disarmament and arms control lie between the man-

dates of the OAGs’ Collaborative Committee (OAGCC) 

and the disarmament commissions? One consequence 

of the lack of clarity was that the DDR commissions 

were left trying to deal with two armies that essentially 

did not want to disarm, and “not the more serious 

problem of small arms.”102

The lack of clarity in the CPA about differentiation 

between civilians and OAGs as well as about mandates 

and responsibility for arms control did not stop the 

SAF and SPLA from moving to unilaterally disarm 

and demobilise OAGs. This disarmament was carried 

out loosely within the framework of the relevant OAG 

mechanisms set up by the CPA, but generally outside 

the framework of the NSDDRC, the SSDDRC, and 

UN assistance.103 In May 2007, for example, the SAF 

unilaterally demobilised and disarmed some 975 

former members of OAGs in Upper Nile, Western 

Bahr el Ghazal and Eastern Equatoria, and claimed 

that there were now no more SAF-aligned OAGs in 

the south.104 Up to March 2008, the SAF claimed to 

have demobilised and disarmed a total of 2,178 OAG 

former combatants in Upper Nile, Bahr el Ghazal and 

Eastern Equatoria and elsewhere in the south. However, A 
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only about 970 of these were verified.105 Furthermore, 

the SPLA argued that in areas in the south from 

which the SAF redeployed during 2005–2008, it  

deliberately left many demobilised soldiers still hold-

ing weapons and able to act as a readily deployable 

reserve.106 Whatever their number and original sta-

tus, such former combatants are effectively armed 

civilians, although they may not be seen as such by 

the SAF. 

For their part, the SPLA also sought to disarm or 

integrate OAGs. The most notable political result of 

their efforts was the Juba Declaration of January 2006, 

which merged most of the SSDF into the SPLA, while 

SAF-aligned OAGs were gradually demobilised or 

withdrawn from the south. Coinciding with the Juba 

Declaration, after preparations in late 2005, the SPLA 

embarked on a series of attempts at (variously) coer-

cive or voluntary disarmament in Jonglei State. The 

first campaign began in northern Jonglei State around 

the time of the Juba Declaration in January 2006 and 

continued until May 2006. Its objective was to elimi-

nate resistance from remnants of the SSDF and asso-

ciated groups that opposed the SPLM/A, such as the 

Nuer militias sometimes known as the White Army.107 

However, the campaign was opposed by the militias 

and deteriorated into open conflict, with disastrous 

consequences. Although the SPLA collected around 

3,000 arms, fighting led to the loss of an estimated 

1,600 lives, the large majority of them on the side of 

the Nuer militias.108 The SPLA’s forced disarmament 

campaign in Jonglei coincided with a separate volun-

tary civilian programme in Akobo county (central 

Jonglei State) during the same period. With the threat 

of forced disarmament in the background, this pro-

gramme took place peacefully, albeit not easily, and 

led to the collection of around 1,200 weapons. The 

SSDDRC played only a nominal role in this campaign, 

and no role in the earlier SPLA campaign in northern 

Jonglei.109 As of this writing, the SPLA is preparing for 

a six-month civilian disarmament campaign across 

southern Sudan which is slated to run from July 

through December 2008.

Despite the SAF’s claim to have completed demo-

bilisation of OAGs, and despite the Juba Declaration 

and the SPLA’s repeated disarmament campaigns in 

Jonglei and Lakes states, the question of OAGs was 

still not yet completely resolved. The redeployments 

required by the CPA had spurred the SAF and the 
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SPLA to demobilise and integrate some militias in the 

areas from which they were redeploying. However, 

due to the difficulty of preventing new groups from 

forming, and tensions in the implementation of the 

CPA, OAGs or militias continue to exist and be active 

within the parts of Sudan covered by the CPA, for 

example in South Kordofan, Abyei, and the north-

south border.110 

 “The Parties shall not entertain, encourage, 

or permit reincorporation/defection of 

groups or individuals who were previously 

members or associated with any OAGs and 

have been incorporated into either party[’s] 

organized forces.” 

—Section 1, Agreement on Permanent Ceasefire  

and Security Arrangements, paragraph 11.13 

Meanwhile, the parties had achieved very little in 

the way of pure civilian disarmament and arms con-

trol. Clearly it was difficult to entirely separate civilian 

arms bearers from OAGs and militias. But civilian 

disarmament was all the more difficult because of the 

lack of provisions in the CPA and the lack of legisla-

tion prohibiting or controlling civilian arms bearing. 

Civilian disarmament sounded all the less appealing 

to those targeted in the south (in the Akobo cam-

paign) when they realised that they would get no 

money in exchange for surrendering their guns.111 The 

sheer volume of weapons in circulation also presented 

an obstacle, which caused some pessimism about the 

outlook for conventional arms control methods. As 

one NSDDRC official put it: “It’s impossible to control 

small arms in Sudan. . . . And in the north-south bor-

der areas people are looking at 2011 and thinking 

there could be more conflict there, if the border is 

fought over.”112 However, there were signs of growing 

awareness of the need to address civilian disarma-

ment and arms control, and the possibility to do so 

for example through community security and arms 

control initiatives, such as were being encouraged  

by UNDP.

Box 5  
Armed violence in Sudan today
Despite the measure of peace brought by the CPA, armed 
violence persists. The spectrum of armed violence ranges 
from purely political high-level conflict, through violence that 
is primarily tribal in character, to purely criminal armed violence.

High-level armed conflict. During the CPA’s implemen-
tation there have been several major outbreaks of fighting 
between the SPLA and the SAF or SAF-aligned militias, 
for instance at Malakal in November 2006. Such clashes 
are likely to recur throughout the CPA’s implementation, 
especially in north-south border areas and the contested 
oil-rich area of Abyei. The conflict in Darfur represents a 
continuation of the pattern of high-level political violence 
and conflict in Sudan.
Inter-tribal conflict. Inter-tribal violence remains common, 
especially in areas where the police and army presence 
is weak. At one end of this sub-spectrum, such conflict 
merges into higher-level armed conflict, as seen with 
armed groups that have a narrow tribal base, such as 
the militias often mobilised in north-south border areas 
as well as the janjaweed and factions of the rebel groups 
in Darfur. At the other end of this sub-spectrum is vio-
lence for purely criminal purposes.
Criminal armed violence. Criminal armed attacks on 
civilians are widespread, particularly in rural areas in the 
south and in Darfur, where criminals have exploited the 
prevailing insecurity. 

Surveys of armed violence in parts of Sudan directly 
covered by the CPA have confirmed this mixed picture. In 
2007 the Small Arms Survey, for example, conducted a sur-
vey of violence and victimisation in Lakes State in southern 
Sudan and found that:

Violent insecurity is pervasive, with robbery and fights 
the most commonly reported incidents.
Fewer than half of the survey respondents felt that their 
personal security had improved since the CPA was signed.
Many residents are heavily armed (35 per cent of respond-
ents admitted that they or someone in their compound 
owned a weapon).
Guns are viewed as contributing to insecurity.
Injury treatment services are extremely inadequate.
Residents see disarmament, gun control, SSR and police 
training as high priorities.113

A wider study in 2007 by the Bonn International Center 
for Conversion found that there had been a significant reduc-
tion in the public visibility of firearms in at least some parts 
of southern Sudan, but that public acquisition of firearms 
from security forces remained common.114 The study noted 
that although former SPLA combatants were officially 
viewed as war heroes, they were also “sometimes viewed 
with fear and suspicion, because of their perceived poten-
tial for violence, and because they may have made enemies 
during the war who may track them down and bring violence 
to the host communities.”115 The study also noted that although 
there had been no formal demobilisation and disarmament 
of SPLA soldiers, in response to the desire of some SPLA 
soldiers to return home, and to reduce the financial burden 
on the SPLA, “many” soldiers had been allowed to go on 
“permanent home leave,” on the understanding that they 
could be remobilised if needed.116 How many soldiers have 
gone on such leave, and how many have held on to their 
guns, is not known. Evidently, similar risks surround former 
combatants from the SAF and SAF-aligned OAGs.
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D
dr is often undertaken, either explicitly or 

implicitly, as a precondition for or complement 

to larger institutional reforms, particularly 

security sector reform. SSR is a set of procedures  

designed to bring the security organs (the police,  

military, and private security forces) into conformity 

with internationally accepted norms. While the rela-

tionship between dysfunctional justice and security 

sectors and the demand for guns in the population is 

not yet clearly understood, it is clear that corrupt  

security sectors—whether through misuse of weapons 

themselves or failures to prevent weapons misuse by 

civilians—will leave civilians with a sense of injustice 

and insecurity that can drive individuals to take the 

law (and the gun) into their own hands or to hold on 

to weapons as a form of ‘insurance.’118 While more  

research is needed to better understand this relation-

ship, in recent years it has been acknowledged that 

justice and security sector reform is closely linked to 

violence prevention and peacebuilding.119

In contrast to DDR, which benefits from relatively 

codified formulas, there is no hegemonic recipe for 

SSR, and approaches vary considerably across contexts. 

SSR can include the application of regional and inter-

national agreements, standards, or legal instruments, 

such as guidelines on the use of force and firearms by 

police forces; civilian control of the armed forces; 

transparency and accountability policies; steps to 

downsize security forces; vetting of personnel for  

past transgressions; and/or the creation of oversight 

mechanisms and institutions. All such steps are 

widely seen as crucial to enhancing security in post-

war contexts, to addressing the structural bases of 

violence, and to helping to lower demand for weapons 

through restoring a measure of civilian confidence in 

the military and/or police.

At the same time, scholars and practitioners increas-

ingly recognise the need to include the revitalisation 

of slow, unrepresentative or unjust judicial processes 

in the concept of security sector reform. Judicial reform 

often moves more slowly than police and/or military 

reform, due to the length of time required to recruit 

and train judges, prosecutors and defenders, reduce 

backlogs, upgrade infrastructure, and improve the 

management and conditions of penal institutions. As 

a consequence, it is all the more important that judi-

cial reform be addressed as early as possible in peace 

processes—an arena from which, unfortunately it 

generally is omitted, as “civil war adversaries do not 

typically view the establishment of dispassionate judi-

cial institutions as a priority.”120 

  “Structures and arrangements affecting all 

law enforcement organs, especially the 

Police, and National Security Organs shall 

be dealt with as part of the power sharing 

arrangements, and tied where is necessary 

to the appropriate level of the executive.”

—2003 Agreement on Security Arrangements  

during the Interim Period121 

Security sector reform was never a primary aim of 

the negotiators at the CPA talks, nor were its elements 

negotiated in detail.122 Because the agreement granted 

a measure of autonomy to the south, it in effect created 

a second set of security actors, at least for the interim 

period. However, the CPA did not stipulate that the 

security sector, at either the overarching or local levels, 

should be brought under civilian command; nor did 

it require conformity with international norms about 

the use of force, or other policies that are typically 

associated with SSR. Nor for that matter did the agree-

SECTION 5  
SECURITY SECTOR REFORM117
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ment contain detailed arrangements for police reform. 

Judicial guidelines were limited mainly to somewhat 

standard commitments to fairness and due process, 

enumerated in the Protocol on Power Sharing.123 

Nevertheless, a few provisions of the security arrange-

ments are relevant here. First, having stated that both 

the SAF and the SPLA should “be considered and 

treated equally as Sudan’s National Armed Forces 

during the interim period,” the parties agreed in the 

CPA that “the National Armed Forces shall have no 

internal law and order mandate except in constitution-

ally specified emergencies.”124 This point was bolstered 

by provisions for the parties to develop “a common 

military doctrine” which would be the basis for the 

JIUs and a post-interim national army, and “a code of 

conduct for the members of all armed forces based on 

the common military doctrine.”125 These provisions 

were in line with one of the common basic aspirations 

of SSR, namely for armies to refrain from political 

activities and acts of intimidation, and for internal 

security and law enforcement to be the responsibility 

of civilian security services, such as the police, the 

intelligence service, and the prison and wildlife  

services. According to the 2003 security agreement, 

provisions for these bodies were meant to be covered 

by the 2004 Protocol on Power Sharing: “Structures 

and arrangements affecting all law enforcement organs, 

especially the Police, and National Security Organs 

shall be dealt with as part of the power sharing arrange-

ments, and tied where is necessary to the appropriate 

level of the executive.”126

As it was, the 2004 protocol did set out arrangements 

for national security entities, and for the national and 

southern judiciaries, but it did not specify any detailed 

arrangements for the police. It provided for the forma-

tion of a National Security Council and for there to be 

Box 6  
Women’s involvement in the CPA
 “Even when women were consulted about gender issues or 
directly included in the peace negotiations, it was only a ges-
ture to showcase democracy and inclusiveness: their perspec-
tives and their experiences in peacebuilding and negotiation 
were not recognized or fully utilized.” 

—Dr. Anne Itto, SPLM Deputy Secretary General, 2006127

Women played significant roles in the civil war, as members 
of the PDF; as SPLA combatants; associated with armed 
groups or attached to OAGs; and, as mothers who encour-
aged sons to fight in the war. Women fought, carried supplies 
to the front, and cared for the wounded, among a range of 
tasks. Their roles included voluntary efforts, for example 
building and maintaining camps, as well as coerced sexual 
‘services’ for fighters. Since the CPA was signed, some  
improvements in the position of women in Sudan have been 
realised, notably in women’s representation in public office, 
although this is not explicitly linked to any impetus enshrined 
in the CPA. In general there has been little change in the sta-
tus and regard for women’s abilities.

UN Security Council Resolution 1325 of 2000 on Women, 
Peace and Security outlines obligations for parties to a peace 
process to “adopt a gender perspective, including, inter alia: 
(a) The special needs of women and girls during repatriation 
and resettlement and for rehabilitation, reintegration and 
post-conflict reconstruction; (b) Measures that support local 
women’s peace initiatives and indigenous processes for con-
flict resolution, and that involve women in all of the implemen-
tation mechanisms of the peace agreements; (c) Measures 
that ensure the protection of and respect for human rights of 

women and girls, particularly as they relate to the constitu-
tion, the electoral system, the police and the judiciary.”128

During the CPA peace process, the government and SPLM 
delegations contained several women; and women were other-
wise invited to the talks and were consulted, after a fashion. 
For example, in December 2003 a delegation of Sudanese 
women from the civil society group Sudanese Women Empower-
ment for Peace visited the talks in order to lobby for women’s 
needs to be addressed in the nascent peace agreement.  
Ultimately, however, the CPA took very little account of women’s 
interests, needs or contributions. 

The CPA does call for the equal rights of men and women 
to be “ensured,” in line with the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political rights, and the International Covenant on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.129 It also briefly men-
tions women as one of a number of groups to be targeted by 
DDR. But despite the CPA’s extensive provisions for power 
sharing, the CPA did not stipulate any requirements for women’s 
representation in public office, either in the national or 
southern governments, or in the many institutions set up by 
the CPA and the civil service.130 The CPA made no mention of 
the UN Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimi-
nation against Women, or of gender-based violence against 
women and girls.

The failure of the peace talks to ensure a greater degree of 
gender representation around the negotiating table provides 
a lesson for others to absorb. The parties by and large treated 
women’s roles and needs as an ‘internal matter,’ one which 
they could deal with—or, more accurately, ignore—separately, 
away from the negotiation table.
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one National Security Service (NSS), in which south-

erners were to be “equitably represented.”131 New arrange-

ments for policing were developed properly after the 

CPA was signed, in the interim national constitution 

and subsequent police bills. Inevitably, the development 

of these measures took time, with the first National 

Police Bill only approved by the national cabinet in 

June 2007.132 The NSS was established largely on the 

basis of the existing internal security and external 

intelligence services, and SPLA officials were appoint-

ed to its ranks. However, as with the pattern of power 

sharing between the NCP and the SPLM in the Govern-

ment of National Unity, the NCP held on to key positions 

and overall control of the NSS. In return for this com-

parative weakness in central institutions, the SPLM 

gained a controlling position in all security sector 

institutions in the south.

In the first years of the CPA’s implementation, an 

obvious security sector challenge for the SPLA and 

GoSS was merely to establish and organise the police, 

prison and wildlife services, and to try to prevent 

their payrolls becoming too unwieldy or implausible. 

Under the CPA, OAGs were to declare their allegiance 

to either the SAF or the SPLA, and then to either for-

mally integrate into those armies, or become members 

of the police, prison and wildlife services. In the con-

text of southern Sudan in 2005–2008, positions in these 

services were among the only secure job opportunities 

and were therefore highly desirable. The absorption 

of OAGs—especially following the Juba Declaration 

of 2006, which called for the largest umbrella of OAGs, 

the SSDF, to be absorbed into the SPLA—therefore 

contributed to the over-inflation of southern security 

bodies, with inadequate attention paid to the quality 

and competency of former OAG combatants being 

integrated into these services. This trend was much 

less of a problem in the north, where civilian security 

and law enforcement agencies already existed and had 

relatively well-developed capacities. 

In contrast to this fattening of certain security sec-

tor departments was the trend of both the SPLA and 

the SAF—strictly armies, but also organisations that 

fulfil many traditional security roles—to reorganise 

and restructure themselves as more professional forces. 

This was not identical to the “proportional downsiz-

ing” mandated in the CPA, but rather, at least in the 

case of the SPLA, a modernisation and “right-sizing” 

to bring the army under civilian political command 

and control.133 

These restructurings responded to internal pres-

sure for the GoSS seeks to legitimise itself as a civilian-

run authority, to cut non-essential personnel, and  

to be ready for possible future defensive or offensive 

operations in Sudan. But they also responded to  

concerns and pressures from the international com-

munity. Such steps in Sudan have variously been  

labelled security sector reform and security sector 

transformation.134
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I
n sudan, as in other violent conflicts, an important 

consideration is whether those who survive armed 

violence are recognised as legitimate stakeholders 

in the peace process, and the extent to which measures 

to address their needs are highlighted and addressed 

in peace talks. Such measures may include access to 

physical and psychosocial rehabilitation services and 

long-term care; special consideration for survivors 

and victims in the reintegration phase of DDR; and 

dedicated welfare and medical services for those who 

have been the victims of sexual violence.

As it is, despite the enormous suffering directly 

and indirectly caused by Sudan’s civil war, the CPA 

barely addresses the needs and concerns of survivors 

of armed violence. As the titles of the CPA’s various 

components indicate, the parties were focused on the 

terms of power-sharing, wealth-sharing, and security 

arrangements. Where vulnerable groups were men-

tioned at all, it was only as part of the DDR of groups, 

such as children, women and the handicapped. Even 

after the CPA was signed, neither the national nor the 

southern interim constitutions made any mention of 

services for survivors. Internationally, Sudan has sig-

naled some intention in this area with the March 2007 

signature of the UN Disability Convention, although 

as of early 2008 it has yet to ratify it.

SECTION 6  
ASSISTANCE TO SURVIVORS 
OF ARMED VIOLENCE135

Victims of fighting in Sudan receive treatment at the Malakal Teaching Hospital. Malakal, Sudan, 4 December 2006. © UN Photo/Tim McKulka.
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All the same, local and national charities and organi-

sations, and international aid agencies, have provided 

some assistance to survivors of armed violence. In 

northern Sudan, the Al-Shaheed Organisation (the 

Martyrs Organisation)—the largest such organisa-

tion—aims to help families that lost family members 

during the war, as well as people who were injured in 

the war. In the south, the Ministry of SPLA Affairs 

appears to be moving slowly towards providing sup-

port for SPLA war veterans and “wounded heroes,” 

and some local governments have pursued schemes 

to help widows and orphans.136 The International 

Committee of the Red Cross, for example, has run an 

assistance programme for war-wounded amputees, in 

which it has developed the capacity of the national 

authority for prosthetics and orthotics in Khartoum 

as well as the Juba Orthopedic Workshop.

Effective major reconciliation processes to address 

past armed violence do not yet exist in Sudan. In 

northern Sudan, there is no national reconciliation 

commission for victims of violence, and official inter-

est in ‘reconciliation’ is limited to its use as a tool for 

forming party-political alliances. The Southern Sudan 

Peace and Reconciliation Commission held its first 

planning meeting in mid-2007, but ‘south-south’ dia-

logue has otherwise been confined mainly to the political 

level, with the exception of inter-tribal initiatives, for 

example in the mould of the 1999 Wunlit Agreement, 

between Dinka and Nuer groups in the south.137

Given the political and security priorities that pre-

vailed at the peace talks, it is unsurprising that more 

was not done then to anticipate and address the needs 

of survivors of armed violence. In basic terms, the 

parties did not have a stake in what each other did or 

did not do about the war wounded and survivors of 

armed violence: it was, in short, an internal matter for 

each side. It is also not a surprise that subsequently, 

during the CPA’s implementation, other political and 

spending priorities meant that government funding 

for assistance to the survivors of violence was minimal.



38 Negotiating Disarmament Country Study Number 2

T
hree years after the signing of the CPA, the 

agreement continues to hold, despite ongoing, 

mostly localised disputes. An appreciation of 

CPA’s successes is nevertheless accompanied by recog-

nition of its peculiarities and deficiencies. The relation-

ship between north and south, and between the NCP 

and the SPLM, remains temporary, and uncertainty 

about the 2011 referendum on self-determination hangs 

over the entire process. Today, the SAF and the SPLA 

remain two separate national armies, and in some 

ways are stronger and better equipped than they were 

in 2005.

Three major failures or omissions regarding secu-

rity issues should be highlighted. First, the talks  

(and the CPA) failed to prevent or reduce the Darfur 

conflict, which placed a limitation on the extent of 

security issues the parties to the CPA were ready to 

tackle. Second, as indicated, the parties did not set 

concrete targets and definitions for basic details, 

such as force strength and the status of the PDF. Third, 

neither the parties nor the CPA identified civilian 

arms control or community security as substantive 

issues demanding attention. 

Outside observers may be tempted to criticise the 

lack of detail in the CPA’s DDR provisions, and the 

absence of detailed clauses covering arms control, 

SSR and assistance to survivors of armed violence. 

But could mediators, security experts and other  

peace process supporters really have helped secure 

better terms in these areas? Based on the opinions of 

Sudanese who were involved in the negotiations, and 

on an analysis of the dynamics of peacemaking and 

security in Sudan, this paper has argued that there 

were few obvious opportunities for outside actors to 

dramatically change the course or broaden the scope 

of the negotiations. In the end, the parties obtained 

an agreement that they found satisfactory—even  

as they deferred certain key questions, and bluntly 

ignored others. 

In light of this, what lessons does the CPA process 

hold? In fact, the Sudan peace process highlights a 

number of challenges and pitfalls to bear in mind 

when assisting the negotiation of security issues in 

future processes.

Standard language is sometimes not 
enough . . .
Clauses related to DDR, SSR and arms control in the 

CPA are extremely modest in the overall scheme of 

the agreement, lacking significant detail on basic ter-

minology, modalities, timelines, roles, funding and 

final outcomes. In some cases, standard language is 

enough to bring the parties to the next step, imple-

mentation, where these details are worked out, often 

with input from the international community. But 

when the basic negotiating positions of the parties is 

set against implementation of the terms, the lack of 

fundamental clarity can lead to inertia in the agree-

ment phase. This appears to have been true in Sudan, 

where three years after the agreement was secured, only 

a handful of groups have been pre-registered or pre-

processed for DDR, and where the bulk of the forces 

appear not to intend to demobilise. Since 2005, the 

DDR process has been marked by incoherence, con-

fusion and lack of movement. 

Guns in the hands of civilians
The CPA provides no guidance whatsoever on arms 

control or civilian disarmament outside a vague refer-

ence to the disarmament of “civilians who are illegally 

armed.” Yet this vagueness has not prevented the SPLA 

from engaging in a series of sometimes repressive  

civilian disarmament campaigns in the south, often 

aimed at ethnic groups with which it has a history of 

strained relations. Despite support from civilians, these 

campaigns have resulted in significant loss of life. 

SECTION 7  
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Updating and strengthening Sudan’s national gun 

laws is crucial as there is no legal framework for civil-

ian arms possession in southern Sudan, and thus no 

criterion by which to judge whether civilians are legally 

or illegally armed. Yet in mid-2008 the SPLA will set 

out to disarm communities across the south over a 

six-month campaign. In northern Sudan the bounda-

ries between armed paramilitary forces, armed militias 

and armed civilians are also unclear. 

The consequences of exclusion
The decision relatively early on in the process to limit 

the negotiating parties to the GoS/NCP and the 

SPLM/A—thereby shutting out groups in Darfur and 

the east, as well as the proxy forces operating in the 

south—profoundly shaped the course of the negotia-

tions and limited the prospects of the agreement and 

its implementation, as well as having a substantial 

impact on other events in Sudan. The GoS would 

have favoured this step as a means to ‘divide and con-

quer’ rebellious forces across the country. The strategy 

was partly successful; the SPLA immediately dropped 

its connections to both the eastern and Darfur con-

flicts, contributing to the crumbling of the eastern 

rebellion and a peace agreement there largely favour-

able to the GoS. But the concurrent upsurge of the 

Darfurian rebellion was partly fuelled by the fear and 

anger its leaders felt at being left out of the CPA process 

and a new distribution of power at the centre of the 

country. Today, the Darfur conflict in turn has implica-

tions for how the GoNU approaches the demobilisation 

of its own forces. 

The SPLA, too, appeared to gain by the decision to 

exclude other rebels, which enabled them to position 

southern armed group leaders as ‘outside the law,’  

undermining their sometimes significant local power 

bases. The absorption of those allied armed group forces 

into the SPLA and the southern security sector has been 

one of the most challenging aspects of CPA implemen-

tation for the SPLA and the GoSS. 

Building common understanding
Peace talks can be a useful forum for discussion of 

security issues and development of common under-

standings, for example in the form of declarations of 

principles and memorandums of understanding. Even 

if the discussion does not lead to commitments in the 

peace agreement, the talks (especially if they are pro-

tracted) may be a better opportunity for such discussions 

than later, during the difficult task of implementation. 

A declaration of principles or a memorandum of under-

standing on security issues can also be a good tool for 

civil society and the international community to take up 

and use in their work during the implementation phase.
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