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1. Introduction

This paper presengscase study analysis of Sudan’s second North-Smwttwar (1983-2005),

with the goal of assessing the impact of Khartouoowgnterguerrilla mass killing on the outcome of
the conflict. After twenty years of brutal fightingausing two million deaths and displacing over
four million people, the Sudanese government aadtluthern rebels reached a negotiated
settlement, allocating to the South a substartiatesof political power and economic resources.
The central question animating this paper is wirddned how) the government’s mass killing
contributed to its inability to defeat the rebetsaether instead the government decided to
negotiate due to other factors, in spite of maliimdfis effectiveness.

Exploring the impact of mass killing on civil wautcomes is relevant to the ever expanding
academic debates on civil war dynamics and courgi@rgency strategies and has important policy
implications. The academic literature has long emsjted the tendency for indiscriminate violence
against civilians in counterinsurgency to backfineparticular by helping the guerrillas to mobdiz
their base of support. Targeted violence is gelyesakn as more effective but also more difficult,
due to its demanding intelligence requirements. litemture does acknowledge instances of
governments crushing rebellions by systematicaity iadiscriminately targeting civilians (e.g., the
British war against the Boers; the US campaignregydilipino insurgents at the turn of thé"20

Century; Saddam Hussein’s repression of Kurdisklhels), but strong disagreements remain as
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to the conditions under which mass killing can fieative. Some authors imply that mass killing
“works” only in ethnic civil wars, others posit that a large asymmetry of power betwe
government and rebel forces is the key fattohile still others stress the isolation of domesti
insurgents from outside material support as anngisgeondition for mass killing to quell the
rebellion®

This paper aims to contribute to this debate byakm the conditions and mechanisms
through which the targeting of civilians affecté@ toutcome of the Sudanese war. By definition, a
single case study cannot provide evidence of gépatterns. In particular, my choice of a case of
ethnic war does not allow us to directly addressittportant question of whether mass killing
produces similar effects in ideological civil wakotwithstanding this limitation, this approach is
useful for two reasons. First, a detailed undeditanof a single case can be seen as a step toward
accumulating knowledge necessary to conduct cortiparease studies and large-N analyses.
Second, having identified the causal mechanisnevael to the case under examination, it is
possible to ask how common the conditions undeckvtiiese mechanisms operate are and thus
provide a preliminary assessment of generalizgholithe observed causal relations.

The question of the effectiveness of mass killimay seem irrelevant from a policy point of
view, because even if there were evidence thaglacgle targeting of civilians is likely to work
(under some circumstances), there would still beveamwhelming moral case against resort to this
practice. However, there are some respected -t athaiittedly removed from mainstream
discourse — analysts and pundits that advocaterm@ige approach to counterinsurgency,
downplaying the importance of winning popular allege and stressing the goal of terrorizing

rebels’ supporters with violent reprisals, whicls loéten led to mass killing in the pdstloting
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this, of course, does not imply a rejection oftingral argument. However, scenarios in which the
outcome of policy debate on COIN strategy is nanprily driven by moral considerations are not
so far-fetched (if they were, probably mass killlmguld be a much rarer phenomenon); thus, the
issue of effectiveness remains important.

Moreover, a better understanding of effectivenéssdiscriminate violence against
civilians in COIN can provide insights on stratega# war conduct for civil war belligerents, which
can in turn be useful to decide on appropriate foofrinternational humanitarian intervention.
Finally, even if one rules out the possibility earning valid general lessons from a single case, a
analysis of mass killing’s role in the Sudanesd @rar may provide important insight on the risk
of renewed violence in Sudan and on the stratéhgaghe belligerents would likely follow in case
the war were to restart.

This paper presents a theoretical argument contpuhififerent coercive mechanisms
proposed in the literature on civil war conduct andnterinsurgency; in particular, it emphasizes
the mechanism afenial (essentially the government’s ability to “attrite’sources that the rebels
need to keep fightingyyhich is generally underplayed in favor of mechargspecific to punitive
coercion® My main empirical finding is that the success dfatoum’s mass killing
counterinsurgency depended on the degree of nyilsipport offered to the rebels by Sudan’s
neighbors; in phases of the war in which this suppas forthcoming, the insurgents experienced
rapid progress on the battlefield; by contrast, whepport dried up, the government had the upper
hand. This alternating pattern of military successeconsistent with my denial-centered argument,
while alternative explanations perform less well.

The remainder of this paper is organized as f@lolihe next section summarizes the main
debates in the literature on indiscriminate targeof civilians in counterinsurgency. Section three

presents a detailed history of the second Northitt#S8udanese war. The fourth section analyzes the
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strategic logic of Khartoum’s mass killing policyection five directly addresses the issue of
effectiveness, trying to see if the pattern of d@wents on the battlefield emerging from the
history of the war is consistent with theoreticajuaments about how mass killing can work.

Section six concludes by summarizing my main figdiand exploring their generalizability to

other cases.

2. Overview of the Literature on Targeting of Civiians in Civil War

The number of studies on the targeting of civiliamsivil war has rapidly increased in the past few
years. The emerging consensus seems to be tha&goio popular belief, this phenomenon is not
simply the product of fighters’ racist hatred, trasion and poor discipline (although these factors
may often be present); rather, civilian targets@étter understood in terms of strategic military
logic.” For example, Benjamin Valentino and his co-autfiiods that the best predictor of the
occurrence of government-sponsored mass killinghdwrar after 1945 is the resort to guerrilla
warfare by one of the belligerents; in additionthivi the universe of guerrilla conflicts, the lewél
threat posed by the insurgents to the governmantt on power and the extent to which the
civilian population supports the rebels are posliicorrelated with the probability of mass killifig
The authors conclude that mass killing represectdailated military response against the difficult
challenges posed by guerrilla warfargimilarly, Stathis Kalyvas argues that indiscriatimcivilian

targeting in civil war often is not a gratuitousexclusively vengeful act, but rather represents an

" In addition to the studies on civil war cited he|see the growing body of literature on the sgiaténgic of
indiscriminate terrorist violence.

8 Benjamin Valentino, Paul Huth and Dylan Balch-Lsagi, “Draining the Sea’: Mass Killing and GuemiWarfare,”
International Organizatiorb8, 2004 (Spring), pp. 375-407. The authors opamatize mass killing as the intentional
killing of at least 50,000 noncombatants over therse of five years or less.

° Downes identifies a similar strategic logic foviian victimization in interstate wars. Findingathnoncombatants are
more likely to be targeted during costly, protraciears of attrition, he interprets civilian victinaition as the product of
desperation to win and save lives on one’s own Isideoercing the enemy into submission. In addjti@ownes finds

a correlation between civilian victimization andra/af territorial expansion, suggesting that canlitargeting is more
likely when the territory that a state seeks toeanis inhabited by enemy noncombatants (Alexandéd@vnes,
Targeting Civilians in WarCornell University Press, Ithaca, 2008).



attempt to deter noncombatants from collaboratiitg the other side when more targeted violence
is not possible for lack of accurate informationindividual behavior?

While the notion of civilian victimization as sidyphe product of irrationality has largely
been discredited, substantial disagreement renaanomig both scholars and practitioners of
counterinsurgency on the effectiveness of masmgilMany analysts argue that the incumbent’s
indiscriminate targeting of noncombatants in gllerwarfare tends to backfire, generating
resentment among the civilian population and irgregnits support for the rebels; on the contrary,
the key to successful counterinsurgency lies ingtheernment’s ability to control the population
with sustained, manpower-intensive policing adegt thus denying the rebels access to civilians.
Freed from the threat of rebel retaliation, thelieim population becomes more willing to provide
the incumbent with intelligence on the guerrillacies, which can then can be targeted and
destroyed by the government’s superior military poviMoreover, the supporters of this approach
often stress the role of political, social and exuit reform programs, in addition to the provision
of security, as important to weaken the civiliasdaf support for the rebefsThis concept of
counterinsurgency, often referred to as “heartsramdis”, arguably represents today’s mainstream
view and is embodied in the new US Army/Marine GtsCounterinsurgency Field Manual.

A radically opposed view on targeting civilianscounterinsurgency is represented by what

| call, for lack of a better term, the “scorchedteaapproach, which is sceptical about the

19 Kalyvas.The Logic of Violence in Civil Waderemy Weinstein offers an important critiquexplanations of
civilian targeting in terms of strategic calcultlis main contention is that initial rebel groupadewments determine
the type of violence that they are likely to perptt against the civilian population. Groups tledy pn “social
endowments” are likely to wage “activist” rebellgrcharacterized by limited and discriminate vigkeagainst
noncombatants. By contrast, groups that base dpgieal on “economic endowments” are likely to bgaged in
“opportunistic” rebellions and resort to large gcialdiscriminate violence against civilians. Wedists argument,
however, does not represent a radical rejecticghehotion that indiscriminate violence can be aied by a strategic
logic. The book is more about the existence of julihendent processes that constrain the type leinge that groups
are likely to resort to; but given those constimdiscriminate violence is, at least to someeitstrategically
rational. So for example, Weinstein presents RENAs/@discriminate violence in Mozambique as a cousace of
both sheer indiscipline and the impossibility deséively targeting civilians, given the very liradt availability of
information on the identity of government collabtora (Jeremy M. Weinsteitnside Rebellion: the Politics of
Insurgent ViolenceCambridge University Press, New York, 2006).

1 See, for example, Andrew F. Krepinevidtne Army and Vietnandohns Hopkins University, Baltimore, 1986, pp.
10-16.

12ys Army and the Marine Corp$he U.S. Army/Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Fihual University of
Chicago Press, Chicago, 2007.



possibility of winning popular allegiance and a¢ game time stresses the utility of overwhelming
firepower to destroy guerrilla forces and compel population to stop helping the rebEi§Vvithout
claiming that “hearts and minds” is unlikely to wpAlexander Downes’s recent work on non-
combatant victimization in civil war explores thenclitions under which the coercion approach
could be effective. Downes suggests that massgittould affect the outcome of the
counterinsurgency effort through a combinationadrcion by denial and punishment: scorched-
earth tactics and population resettlement can &g deny the rebels access to the population and
resources that they need to keep fighting; at @imeestime, by inflicting tremendous and increasing
suffering on civilians, these measures can convautee guerrillas to surrender. Based on a case
study of Britain’s war against the Boers, Downeaguas that these punishment and denial strategies
are likely to work under three conditions: a snpalpulation from which the insurgency draws its
support; a small theatre of operations; and theratesof both a sanctuary where the rebels can take
refuge and external sources of supily.

Kalyvas’s position can be interpreted as fallioghewhere in between the “hearts and
minds” and the scorched-earth approacfiéecording to Kalyvas, the population’s exclusive
collaboration with the incumbent is essential tiedean insurgency. Individual behavior, however,
is not primarily a function of preferences, ethigientities or ideological sympathies; thus civic
action programs are unlikely to make a substadtfidrence. The key determinant of individual

collaboration with the incumbent is the level afcontrol (i.e., exclusive rule) over a given area,

13 See, for example, Edward Luttwak, “Dead End: Cerinsurgency Warfare as Military Malpracticé{arper’s
Magazing 2007(February); Ralph Peters, “Progress and:Pgilv Counterinsurgency Manual Cheats on the Hjstor
Exam,” Armed Forces Journal007 (February) (available lattp://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2007/02/2456854
accessed on April 16, 2010); Martin van Creveldn ‘©ounterinsurgency,” in Katherina von Knop, HathrNeisser,
Martin van Creveld (eds.Fountering Modern Terrorism: History, Current Issuend Future Threaf8ertelsmann
Verlag, Bielefeld.

“ Downes, “Draining the Sea by Filling the Graves.”

15 Kalyvas, The Logic of Violence in Civil WaKalyvas’ work can be considered as part of theefcion school”, an
approach to counterinsurgency that discounts tlssipitity of changing popular political attitudesdathus focuses on
coercion of the civilian population through targkteather than indiscriminate, measures; see, riticpé&ar, Michael D.
Shafer, “The Unlearned Lessons of Counterinsurgérylitical Science Quarterl03, no. 1, 1988 (Spring), pp. 57-
80.




because for most human beings survival beatsta @pnsideration®. Control is a function of
geographical factors (e.g., the level of urbanargtthe accessibility of terrain and the viciniby t
main roads) and the amount of military resourcepd@rticular number of troops) that the
incumbent can bring to bear. Given that often adé troops are too few to establish full and
permanent control in a country torn by civil waoygrnments resort to violence as a means of
deterring defection and coercing collaboration.

Kalyvas distinguishes between selective violeneezg@nalized targeting, typically taking
the form of assassination, due to individual “gli#tnd indiscriminate violence (collective
targeting, in which guilt by association replacegividual guilt). Indiscriminate violence is likely
to backfire: when compliance with the governmeatighority guarantees no protection against
indiscriminate violence, collaboration with the ebmay increase the individual’s chance of
survival and fulfil a natural desire for revenigéargeted killing, on the other hand, can be an
effective deterrent, but in order to use it thaumbent needs detailed information on individual
behavior, which in turn requires collaborationeitsa function of control.

However, Kalyvas acknowledges that situationsattarized by a steep imbalance of forces
between government and rebels may represent egnsyib the rule that indiscriminate violence
does not generate civilian compliance: when thergents are so weak that they cannot protect the
population, anger and desire to revenge provokdaddigcriminate violence do not translate into
armed reaction but rather give way to passive ss&ion to the governmetitThis punitive
coercion effect may be accompanied by direct mtiriof rebel forces, in extreme cases leading to

the outright destruction of the rebel organizatibthe rebels are very weak, the civilians (after

18 Control can even induce ethnic defection, the @ssavhereby individuals join organizations exijaitoposed to
the national aspirations of their ethnic group and up fighting against co-ethnics; see, in padicistathis Kalyvas,
“Ethnic Defection in Civil War,"Comparative Political Studie4l, no. 8, 2008 (August): 1043-1068.

" Kalyvas.The Logic of Violence in Civil Wap. 143. The argument applies to both governmedirebel actions, but
Kalyvas does acknowledges the “relative deartmdisicriminate violence among insurgents” (ibid.1p0).

18 Kelly Greenhill presents an argument, based omviehal psychology, according to which COIN campaighat
impose extreme duress on civilians may be effeditaeause the failure to meet basic physiologicatinegenders
individuals exclusively interested in their physisarvival and unwilling to take part in the coliee effort of
rebellion; see Kelly M. Greenhill, “Draining the &er Feeding the Fire? Forced Migration in Insuoyesmd
Counterinsurgency Operations,” paper presentdukeatnual meeting of the International Studies gission, 2004.
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overcoming a collective action problem) could sssbally petition or force the insurgents to stop
their operations so as to prevent further governnmietence; alternatively, the population of a
given area could defect to the incumbent and redésvprotection against rebel retaliatfo:his
mechanism implies a divergence of interests betweleels and civilians (i.e., a principal-agent
problem). A different but related mechanism assuangsbstantial coincidence of interests between
insurgents and civilians so that the guerrilla fegh could be coerced to stop fighting by the threa
of unacceptable punishment inflicted on their famsilor, more generally, on the civilian population
from which they are drawf?.In a variant of the same mechanism, a local rigtmgion (rather than
the insurgent group as a whole) may defect to dveigment side (or be deterred from switching
back to the rebel side) due to the threat of inttisoate violence against the area that the faction
controls; this is possible if the main rebel orgaiion is relatively weak, so that it cannot thegat
as much violence as the government against theydisfaction.

A fourth view of counterinsurgency holds that thest important measure is cutting off the
insurgency’s external sources of supplies andrsgalif cross-border sanctuaries. Once the theatre
of operations is isolated “hearts and minds” or ermggressive approaches can work.

The perspectives outlined above more or less a#plposit that counterinsurgency follows
a similar logic in ideological and ethnic civil v&athowever, this point is debated. In particular,
Chaim Kaufmann argues that the two types of wasarght in radically different way?s.
Consistent with the “hearts and minds” concept,fann sees ideological civil wars as contests
between government and rebels for the allegiantieeopopulation. Given that the government
lacks intelligence on the identity and specificdtbon of the insurgents, it cannot hope to win the

war by attrition, which is to say, by killing albi( a critical mass of) the insurgents; in fact;itin

9 Kalyvas ,The Logic of Violence in Civil Wapp. 154-155; Jason Lyall, “Does Indiscriminat@Nnce Incite
Insurgent Attacks? Evidence from Chechnymtrnal of Conflict Resolutiof3, no. 3, 2009, pp. 331-362 (in
particular, pp. 7-11); Matthew A. Kocher, Thomasfpinsky and Stathis Kalyvas, “Bombing as arrimsént of
Counterinsurgency in the Vietham War,” unpublisheghuscript, 2009 (September).

2 Downes Draining the Sea by Filling the Gravefinds evidence of this dynamic during the Boestirgency.

2L See, Paul Staniland, “Defeating Transnationalrgmsncies: The Best Offense Is a Good Fence,”

The Washington Quarter39, no. 1, 2005 (Winter), pp. 21-4@sdn Lyall and Isaiah Wilson Ill, “Rage Against the
Machines: Explaining in Counterinsurgency Waisfernational Organizatioi®3, 2009 (Winter), pp. 67-106

22 Kaufmann, “Intervention in Ethnic and Ideologi&ilil Wars.”



is likely to backfire, by alienating the populatiand thus expanding the rebel ranks. By contrast,
ethnic civil wars are contests for territorial aaht rather than for popular loyalties. Communal
identities during large-scale violence tend to Xteegnely hard to change, so that government and
rebels do not compete for the same pool of recriiligs type of conflict, thus, puts little or no
premium on political and economic reform prograths;key to counterinsurgency success in
ethnic civil war is represented by control of tleatested territory, because the belligerents can
recruit from their ethnic pools only from territotiyat they control. The enemy population is either
expelled from an area that the incumbent holdsirptatde facto concentration camps where it can
be easily controlled, or exterminated. Attritioma&ork, because there is no risk of antagonizing a
potentially supportive population: the enemy popafawould not support the government
regardless of its actions, while accidental killofgco-ethnics would not cause defection.

This case study of the effects of mass killinghe Sudanese civil war is relevant to these
debates in two respects. First, by identifying abods under which mass killing may be successful
this paper contributes to the discussion betwegnaades of “hearts and minds” and proponents of
more aggressive approaches to counterinsurgencgn8gby trying to see whether mass killing’s
effects on rebel capabilities and the populatiovilingness to fight work at cross-purposes (i.e.,
whether, on the one hand, mass killing attritesrieargency’s fighting power and, on the other
hand, radicalizes the rebel civilian base of suppbrs paper contributes to the debates on the
causal mechanisms through which civilian victimizatoperates and on whether ethnic civil war

dynamics are inherently different from those tHaracterize ideological civil wars.

3. History of the Second North-South Sudanese War

Sudan’s second civil war started in 1983, when fPeasident Nimeiri reneged on the Addis Abeba
Accords (1972), which had ended the previous neea-givil war (1963-1972) between Sudan’s
northern Arabs and southern Christians and animiBiseiri, who had negotiated the agreement,

probably reversed his position because of the eagpease northern anti-settlement Islamists on
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whose support his authority had come to deg@&huthern military units responded by launching
a guerrilla campaign.

In early 1983, southern military forces garrisonethe town of Bor refused to obey the
central government’s order — which violated theggeagreement — to redeploy to the North. A
series of garrisons in the South deserted followlregBor example, moving to Ethiopia to
reorganize militarily. Desertions were also spufgdhe fact that in June 1983 Khartoum carved
the South in three powerless administrative prasnthus revoking the regional autonomy granted
by the peace agreement. Moreover, in September th@8government — again in violation of the
Addis Abeba agreement — imposed Islamic law (shanahe entire territory of Sudan, including
the mostly Christian and animist SodftiThe deserters, together with rebels from the previ
conflict that had never given up their weaponsoiwihg the peace agreement, formed a new
guerrilla organization — the Sudan People Liberaktovement/Army (henceforth, for brevity,
SPLA). The SPLA was led by John Garang — a formmyafficer — and framed its objectives in
terms of transformation of Sudan into a secularderdocratic state rather than secession for the

South?®

3.1 The early stages of the war (1983-1986)

The first clashes between SPLA and government $ooceurred in late 1983, mostly along the
border with Ethiopia. In this initial phase the $Ptesorted primarily to hit-and-run attacks, aiming
at inflicting losses on government forces and capgutheir equipment, without trying to hold
territory. The SPLA focused its recruitment effamestly on the Dinka and Nuer populations (both

Nilotic) of Bahr al-Ghazal and Upper Nile regiorse¢ map in the Appendix); by contrast, the

% pierre M. Atlas and Roy Licklider, “Conflict Amorfgormer Allies After Civil War Settlement: Sudarinbabwe,
Chad, and LebanonJournal of Peace Resear@6, no. 1, 1999 (January), pp.35-54; Francis Mhd)&/ar of Visions:
Conflict of Identities in the SudaBrookings Institution, Washington DC, 1995 (chap).

% These specific developments occurred in a gegerdkxt of southerners’ bitterness for Khartoungsision to

refine in the North the oil extracted in the Soaitid to export it via the distant Port Sudan. Initait, southern army
units had become resentful of northern forces’th#satment of southern civilians.

% Abel Alier, Southern Sudan: Too Many Agreements Dishongutieaca Press, Reading, 1992, p. 224; Douglas H.
JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wakbomington, Indiana University Press, 2006, @p-65; Ann Mosely
Lesch,The Sudan: Contested National IdentitiBoomington, Indiana University Press, 1998, . 5
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rebels did not receive substantial support frompibygulation of Equatoria, which perceived the
organization as a Dinka armyBy the end of 1985, the SPLA strengthened itstjposby taking
over the towns of Boma and Yirol; Bahr al-Ghazal &lpper Nile continued to be its main
recruiting areas, while its supply and trainingtoces were still located across the border in
Ethiopia®’

In the course of the war the SPLA experienced i@sef internal splits, which proved a
serious drain on its strength. The first divisimtwarred in 1983 between the new elements of the
SPLA (led by John Garang) and the veterans fronpteeous civil war — known as Anyanya-II.
Originally the product of leaders’ personality diftnces and ideological disagreements (Anyanya-
Il favoured a self-determination agenda for thetBpuhe split acquired an ethnic dimension by the
end of 1984, because Anyanya-Il fighters were mdstler, while the SPLA continued to be
primarily a Dinka and Nuer force. Starting fromeldt984, Khartoum provided military support to
Anyanya-Il. The two southern forces often foughtheather indirectly by targeting the populations
supporting their rival; in addition, Anyanya-I'aunched interdiction operations on SPLA’s supply
lines between Ethiopia and Bahr al-Ghazal, whichevespecially harmful to Garang’s war effort
against the governmefft.

In 1985 a popular uprising in Khartoum, fuelleddmpnomic difficulties and political
repression, prompted the army to depose Nimei Jdvernment that emerged from the 1986
elections, led by Sadig al-Mahdi, put additionalpsis on the objective of the creation of an
Islamic state and the related Arabization and liation of the South?

In 1986 the government was in a strong internatipasition: Khartoum was receiving

political support and military aid from the Unit&dates; it had developed a friendly relationship

% |n January 1985, rebel units infiltrated this oegbut mistreated civilians already known not tcspmpathetic to the
SPLA,; the rebels were eventually repelled by a doation of government forces and armed Equatorigilians
g;]ohnsonjrhe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wanp. 69-70).

Ibid.
2 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wa&5-69; Robert O. Colling History of Modern Sudart€ambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 2008, p. 154.
2 Johnson 2006The Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wams. 70-73.
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with neighbouring Libya; and it had managed toyrah its side the Gulf States by presenting the
civil war as a struggle for the defence of Islard amabism*® However, al-Mahdi’s government
had only weak support within the Sudanese armyisasfcorps and thus was forced to rely on
militias to conduct a substantial portion of thghting. The militias’ tactics focused on targeting
populations thought to be supporting the rebelsibg villages and crops, killing and abducting
civilians and stealing livestock. The militias weh@wn both from southern tribes and from Arab
tribes in Darfur and Kordofan, the latter beingfaymore destructive. In 1985 and 1986 the SPLA

also brutally targeted civilian populations suppatsouthern militias allied with the governméht.

3.2SPLA’s military successes (1987-1990)

In 1987 the SPLA adopted a new approach to thatlp@sed by the Arab militias. It started

directly opposing raids against the civilian popiola and defeated government forces and Arab
militias in a series of clashes. By 1989 the SPLaswable to seal most of the border separating the
South from Darfur and Kordofan, thus substantiedigucing Arab militias’ infiltrations. In 1987

the SPLA also adopted a new, “softer” strategydal avith local militias and the South’s rural
population. In particular, in Bahr al-Ghazal andglei the rebels regularized their re-supply system
by imposing an in-kind tax, which generally freb&e population from arbitrary seizures. The
SPLA'’s effort to improve its image among the pofiolacontrasted with the government’s
approach, which continued to attack civilians’ dvmgjs once the rebels vacated an area.
Throughout 1987 and 1988, the level of popular supgnjoyed by the rebels increased; in 1988

and 1989 the SPLA was able to win over to its sideries of local militias (most importantly the

39In the first years of the war the United Statgspsuted Khartoum following the Cold War logic ofelping the
enemy of your enemy” — Khartoum was opposed to d.ifiy the first two years of the conflict) and Ethia. US
support for Sudan declined in the late 1980s, wieartoum established closer ties to Libya and &ad its human
rights abuses became more conspicuous. US mibtadyeconomic aid was completely terminated in 1886wing
the coup that brought to power the current Presi@emar al-Bashir (Herman J. Cohémtervening in Africa:
Superpower Peacemaking in a Troubled Contin@atrdonsville, Palgrave Macmillan.2000, p. 65).

31 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Waos. 81-83.
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bulk of Anyanya-II forces in Upper Nile and Jongeil988). As the SPLA widened its ethnic
base, its image as a Dinka army partially fatfed.

The years 1987-1990 witnessed the emergence diséasitial rebel military advantage. In
1987 the SPLA took the war outside the South imehern territory, by launching a series of
operations in Blue Nile, Kordofan and Darfur, aathporarily occupying two northern towns along
the Ethiopian border. The rapprochement with Angalysecured the SPLA’s supply lines and
substantially increased its ability to move trotp®ughout the South and concentrate them against
government garrisons. In 1989 the rebels achievedgseries of victories: by June they had
secured the southern frontier with Ethiopia, cdtétba stretch of land from the border with
Ethiopia to Bahr al-Ghazal and held three provincagpitals. The government experienced serious
difficulties in supplying its isolated garrisonsttre Soutt

In early 1989, in a context of widespread dis$atiton with the government’s domestic and
international policies, and in particular with tinesuccessful war effort, the Sudanese army
pressured al-Mahdi to start serious negotiatiorts thie rebels. The country’s dire economic
situation, characterized by rampant inflation aedasis difficulties in servicing international debt
(with the United States about to end its assistecause of Khartoum’s delays in its loan
repayments), made the need for a negotiated settleappear especially urgent. Al-Mahdi
responded by offering the SPLA a suspension ofmigldaw and the organization of a
constitutional conference to create a more demiogoatitical system; the fundamentalist National
Islamic Front (NIF) left the government coalitionprotest against the weakening of sharia. In May
Khartoum and the SPLA reached a month-to-monthefeasagreement to permit the delivery of

humanitarian supplies. The government welcomead¢asefire because it would halt the SPLA’s

32 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wans. 82-84; CollinsA History of Modern Sudampp. 171, 201. The
SPLA'’s estimated strength went from 3,000 fightar$984 to 20,000 in 1988, 30,000 in 1989 and 55601990
(International Institute for Strategic Studig$ie Military Balancelnternational Institute for Strategic Studiesndon,
1984, 1988, 1989, 1990; SIPEIPRI Yearbook: Armaments, Disarmament and Inté&nat Security Humanities
Press, New York, 1987, 1990, 1991), due to theigoots training of voluntary recruits in the SPLABMps in
Ethiopia.

¥ JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wars84; CollinsA History of Modern Sudamp. 177.
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rapid advances. For their part, the rebels werdyréar a ceasefire because of a pressing need for
food supplies in the areas under their controllune the NIF and a group of devout army officers —
led by Omar al-Bashir — staged a coup pre-emptaag@ negotiations between Garang and al-
Mahdi, scheduled to meet shortly after the dayefdoup®

In 1990 and early 1991, Khartoum’s diplomatic antitany position was further weakened
because its support for Saddam Hussein in the \@atfcaused a drastic deterioration of relations
with the Gulf States and the United State€onversely, the SPLA enjoyed an improvement in its
international image and obtained new sources gflggand weapons (in particular from Namibia
and some of the former Front Line States of soutldrica). The series of rebel military successes
continued: in November 1990 the SPLA made substiaativances towards the regional capital
Juba and took control of the whole of Western Eqpigtin addition, the rebels concluded peace
deals with militias from western Bahr al-Ghazal avith the Arab militias from Darfur and
Kordofan, eager to regain access to the dry seassmres that the SPLA had denied tHém.

The NIF’s coup did not bring about an end to tHerés to find a negotiated settlement to
the conflict; diplomatic contacts between the lgellents continued amidst clashes on the
battlefield. The main stumbling block was the isstiéslamic law: the SPLA’s nonnegotiable
demand was the rejection of sharia and the eslahdiat of a secular state, while the government
thought acceding to this ultimatum would be tantantdo political suicide. Overall, this phase of
diplomatic contacts revealed a tendency for thenimigp side — the SPLA — to advance intransigent
demands and be reluctant to initiate serious natjotis and for the losing side — Khartoum — to

express genuine interest in halting the fightind w#ilingness to make concessiois.

34 Cohen|ntervening in Africapp. 61-62; Johnsofthe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wag. 84-85.

% In addition, Iraq was no longer able to providéitary aid to Sudan. Khartoum’s relations with theited States
(which, as noted, had already terminated its nnylitad to Sudan) were also negatively affected bga®’'s opposition
to the free flow of humanitarian supplies to theitBoand its closer ties with Iran.

% JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wars85.

37 Cohen|ntervening in Africapp. 68-75.
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3.3 The government strikes back (1991-1994)

The SPLA’s momentum suddenly ended in the sprintP6fL. The fall of Mengistu’s regime in
Ethiopia in May 1991 led to the expulsion of Sudaneefugees and SPLA fighters: the rebels
suddenly lost protected bases and sources of sspplh addition, in August another split

occurred within the SPLA, with the emergence oéw fiaction — SPLA-Nasir — based in the Upper
Nile region and mostly consisting of ethnic NueiheTgovernment provided military support to the
SPLA-Nassir against Garang’s group. The ensuirtgifig between the two southern forces led to
large-scale violence against both Dinka and Nueufations. After initial successes, the SPLA-
Nasir proved unable to make substantial headwagmstgGarang’s forces: the military support that
the new faction was receiving from Khartoum andrtiscriminate violence against civilians
radically reduced its popularity among the southmpulation, as well as alienating the
international community, which had initially begynmgpathetic to it. The weakening of the SPLA-
Nasir made it completely dependent on the supgahteoSudanese army for its survival.

The fall of Mengistu and the SPLA’s split strengited Khartoum’s position on the
battlefield: by July 1992 government forces hadquaned large areas in Jonglei and Eastern
Equatoria’® Khartoum started seeing military victory as a cete possibility and consequently
abandoned its previous focus on a negotiated soltdi the war. Thus, while Garang, for the first
time, expressed willingness to hold personal telitk al-Bashir, the Sudanese President, who had
up to that point insisted on direct talks with 8ReLA’s leader, declared himself in favour of iritia
lower-level negotiations. The government’s attittewards US mediation changed in the same
direction: a month after having begged the Unite&deS to take an active role, Khartoum declared

that there was no need for US involvement in thgotiations?*

3 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wars88; CollinsA History of Modern Sudampp. 203-205.

39 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Waos. 97-99; CollinsA History of Modern Sudampp. 202-206.

0 Collins, A History of Modern Sudampp. 206-207. SPLA-Nasir granted Khartoum freespgs through the areas it
controlled in Upper Nile, so that the governmemtés could directly attack SPLA’s centers in Eastequatoria and
Jonglei.

“1 Cohen|ntervening in Africapp. 79-80. The government, the SPLA and the SRia8ir attended talks convened in
Abuja, Nigeria, from 26 May to 4 June 1992. Theegyownent adopted an intransigent bargaining posii&rause of its
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In late 1992 and early 1993 there was no major igouent offensive to capitalize on the
successes of the previous summer, because thengnd8i intervention in Somalia made Khartoum
wary of the possible enforcement of a no-fly zomersouthern Sudan. Thus much of the violence
in this period consisted of small army and miliaéds from areas recaptured by the government
against civilians in territory held by the SPLA. &toum launched a major offensive the following
winter, with the objective of reaching and sealirfigthe border with Uganda. The government did
not completely achieve that goal but made substiagriins in Equatoria; the SPLA’s defensive
efforts were seriously hampered by logistical diffties caused by the Lord Resistance Army — a
Ugandan rebel organization allied with Khartoumhick disrupted SPLA’s supply flows from

Uganda*

3.4The SPLA’s counterattack (1995-1998)

The years 1994 and 1995 witnessed a gradual réwdrsee government’'s momentum.
Negotiations sponsored by the Inter-Governmentahéuity on Development (IGAD — bringing
together Kenya, Eritrea, Ethiopia and Uganda) dounted to create a diplomatic climate more
favourable to the SPLA, while continued internasibisolation was seriously weakening
Khartoum*® Perhaps most important for battlefield developmevas the fact that Khartoum
squandered the political capital that it had acdated supporting the victorious Ethiopian and

Eritrean rebels with its policy of fostering Islammevolution abroad, entailing the support of

military successes and the negotiations stalle@fiational Crisis Group, “God, Oil, Country: Chargythe Logic of
War in Sudan,’Africa Reportno. 39, 2002, pp. 16-17).

“2 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wars100.

“3In 1990 the International Monetary Fund had decl&Budan “non-cooperating” in repaying its inteioval debts; in
1992 the oil giant Chevron had sold its oil intésen the country; and in 1993 the State Departrhadtincluded
Sudan in the list of countries believed to be spdng terrorism. The Clinton Administration politgwards Sudan
over time shifted from the constructive engagenoétihe Bush years to isolation of Khartoum, witke #8997
imposition of comprehensive economic sanctionsthad:losure of the US embassy in Khartoum the fatg year
(Cohen,Intervening in Africapp. 85-86). The US position was influenced byGfiaton Administration’s support for
the new governments of Ethiopia and Eritrea, wiibartoum was trying to destabilize. In addition,aftoum’s
association to Osama bin Laden, Hamas, Iraq andalsavell as pressure exercised by US lobbiesafiticplar,
African-American anti-slavery and Christian actts)sprobably played an important role in rediregtiS policy.
Khartoum was also plagued by internal tensions betvwthe army and the Popular Defence Forces (RIDRjlamist
paramilitary organization created by al-Bashir 82 (JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wans. 100-103;
162).
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Islamist groups in the two neighbouring countrigg.1995 Ethiopia, Eritrea and Uganda were
providing the SPLA with substantial political andlitary support** In addition, the SPLA’s
military strength increased following the rapprocteait between Garang and SPLA-Nasir forces
operating in Eastern Equatoria and defection t&SiReA’s side of militias near Juba and in the
Nuba Mountaing?

In 1995 the SPLA launched its first major offenssiece the loss of its bases in Ethiopia.
By March 1996, following a series of victories, tiedels had rolled back government forces to
where they were prior to their 1992 advances indtaEquatoria’® SPLA’s military successes
continued the following year: the rebels retook taans on the Ethiopian border, made substantial
advances towards Juba and repelled governmentghnuEquatoria, Blue Nile and Nuba
Mountains*’ In July 1997, under heavy military attack and aingtd diplomatic pressure, the
government accepted to negotiate on the basisedf3AD Declaration of Principles (which it had
rejected in 1994), establishing the right for tloeith to decide, through a referendum, between

regional self-determination and unity within a dacstate®

3.5The emergence of a new equilibrium and final negaions (1999-2005)
In the years 1999-2001 yet another change occumréak military balance between the government
and the SPLA. In 1999 Sudan started producing &pdréng oil, which significantly reduced

Khartoum'’s international isolation. The openingpdffields pushed some European governments to

4 Sudan’s meddling in Eritrean and Ethiopian integdftairs alienated the two governments, which eguently
began to help the SPLA. At the end of 1993 Erittealared itself under attack by foreign Islamistés (an implicit
reference to Khartoum'’s support to domestic extseégrioups), while Ethiopia was convinced that Kbam
represented a threat by the 1995 failed assaswinatiempt on Egyptian President Hosni MubarakingsiAddis
Abeba. In March 1995, Khartoum'’s forces bombed Udigarterritory, which led to the cessation of dipédim relations
between the two countries and an increase in Ugaisdaport to the SPLA.

“5 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wams. 102-103, CollinsA Modern History of Sudapp. 210-211.
“%1n 1996 the United States sent to the SPLA abaatrsillion worth of military equipment through Etiiia, Eritrea
and Uganda (“John Garandgihe TimesAugust 2, 2005). This and subsequent provisiod®fcovert military aid may
have contributed to SPLA’s successes on the hattlebut there is not enough evidence to advangdiem
conclusion on this issue.

47 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wars122. Increasing political and military cohesisithin the
National Democratic Alliance (an umbrella of southand northern opposition groups created in 19®Bia which
Garang’s group constituted by far the strongesitamyl component) also probably contributed to rehecesses.

“8 International Crisis Group, “God, Oil, Country,” 0.
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adopt a friendlier attitude towards Khartoum anauight about deeper economic ties with China
and Malaysia. Oil exports also directly impactecakkbum’s military performance, by increasing
the financial resources at its disposal to acquenwe and more destructive weapons and sustain its
troops on the field® In addition, Khartoum'’s cooperation with US courtierrorism efforts (in
particular after the September™attacks) determined a substantial improvemertsagiations

with Washingtor?®

On the other hand, regional military support fax 8PLA almost dried up in the late 1990s,
as Ethiopia and Eritrea went to war against eaobraind Uganda was drawn into the conflict in
the Democratic Republic of Congo. In addition, Suslaew status as oil-exporter increased its
neighbors’ interest in establishing friendly redaiships. In 1999, Sudan and Ethiopia signed an
agreement to stop supporting each other’s rebekments; in the same year, Khartoum resumed
diplomatic relations with Uganda and Eritréd&Regional military support for the SPLA did not
completely end, but was substantially curtailedhidjtia continued to grant the SPLA access to its
territory, but through a much narrower sectionhaf border; Eritrea kept providing some
intermittent support to the SPLA and other Sudagp®sition groups; bilateral agreements
between Khartoum and Kampala significantly redubedSPLA’s ability to mount attacks on
government garrisons in Eastern Equatdfia.

This phase of the war was not characterized bgar chilitary preponderance of one the two
sides. Both launched offensive and counteroffengparations in 1999 and 2000, without
achieving a clear upper haritin 2001 and 2002, SPLA attacks focused on oilfieldd related
infrastructure (in particular in western Upper Nileith the objective of preventing expansion of

drilling and damaging existing infrastructure. Timtegic logic of this SPLA’s campaign seems to

*9|bid., p. 102; CollinsA History of Modern Sudampp. 250-253. Sudan’s arms imports (at consta Iices)
increased from $98 million in 1995-1998 to $239limml in 1999-2002 (SIPRISIPRI Yearbook2000, p. 369 and 2004,
p. 476).

% JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wars107.

*1 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wans. 214-215.

*2 International Crisis Group, “Dialogue or Destroct? Organising for Peace as the War in Sudan HesgdlAfrica
Reportno. 48, 2002, pp. 56-60; Colling,History of Modern Sudamp. 252.

%3 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wans. 213-217.
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have been to inflict enough material damage andamusaffering to convince foreign oil companies
that their operations in Sudan were too costlys theakening Khartoum’s war effort. The
government, on the other hand, resorted to scorehgtl tactics to displace populations residing
around existing and potential oil fields, thus nmakihese areas more defensifin the course of
2002, the SPLA achieved an increase in the manpaints disposal due its reunification with the
main elements of SPLA-Nasir. Weak logistics, howekemained a significant constraint to the
rebels’ ability to support large number of troopghe remote areas where the oilfields are,
especially during the rainy season.

The IGAD negotiation process (including the Uniftdtes, the United Kingdom and
Norway as observers) continued in parallel withitary operations. In July 2002, a major
breakthrough occurred, as Garang and al-Bashiedigme Machakos Protocol, a framework accord
defining general procedures for further negotiatiand establishing the principles of the South’s
right to a self-determination referendum and thesprvation of sharia law in the North.

In October 2003, after having overcome a negatigdieadlock that seemed to threaten the
entire peace process, the SPLA and the governmvéhtthe strong engagement of the United
States, concluded a key agreement on the secuowyspons for peace settlement, including
procedures for the disengagement of the two armee$ and plans for their eventual integration
should the South opt to remain part of Sudan. tudey 2004 another important turning point was
reached, with the signing of a resource-sharingeagent, establishing a 50-50 oil-sharing formula
between the North and the South for the oil produnehe South. Negotiations continued
throughout 2004, leading to the conclusion of prote granting special status to three disputed
territories between the North and the South (Blile,Xhe Nuba Mountains and Abyei) and

containing detailed power-sharing provisions. Tihalfpeace agreement, containing the six

** International Crisis Group, “God, Oil, Country,pp136-137.
* International Crisis Group, “Dialogue or Destroct?”, p. 6.
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protocols concluded since the fall of 2004 — kn@srthe Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA)

— was signed in January 2005.

4. Khartoum’s Mass Killing Strategy

Overall, the second Sudanese civil war presentbdbie characteristics of guerrilla warfare: a lack
of clearly defined battle lines, with the insurgenften operating in the rear of government forces;
the rebels’ primary reliance on small and lighttynad units; a tendency for the guerrillas to avoid
decisive set-piece battles and resort, insteadif4@nd-run attacks to impose high military, pciti
and economic costs on the incumbent; the insurgeinést reliance on the local population for
man-power, food, supplies, shelter and intelligerfce

In the course of the war some areas in the Sop#atedly switched hands between the
belligerents; however, the government’s hold tertddok limited to a series of garrisons in major
towns, while the SPLA controlled other towns angdapart of the countryside. Khartoum and the
SPLA did launch quasi-conventional large-scalertfiees to take over enemy-held territory;
however, much of the violence took the form of goweent’s devastating raids on civilians and
their livelihoods in areas controlled by the relsisl SPLA’s interdiction operations on
government's supply lines and, increasingly towahasend of the war, oil infrastructut®.

The government’s response to the insurgency preseathree elements of Valentino’s
“counterguerrilla mass killing™: (1) direct targeg of civilians with the objective of terrorizingn@
intimidating guerrillas’ supporters; (2) forced pigtion resettlement, aimed at separating the
insurgents from their civilian base of support bguing large segments of the population to areas

under government control; and (3) scorched-eaatitics, intended as the systematic destruction of

*5 Economist Intelligence Unit, “Sudan Country Pmfl005,” 2005, pp. 10-14. Khartoum and the SPLA aisited
the UN to deploy a peacekeeping force to monitar support the implementation of the CPA.

o7 Benjamin A. ValentinoFinal Solutions: Mass Killing and Genocide in the 20tmtey, Cornell University Press,
Ithaca, 2004, p. 197.

%8 As noted above in section 3.1, the SPLA too initisinately targeted populations from which govermtagponsored
militias were drawn, but the rebels’ resort to thezctics was mostly limited to the initial phaséshe war (1983-
1987) and occurred on a much smaller scale.
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crops, livestock and dwellings in areas of guexmcttivity, with the objectives of discouraging
civilian cooperation with the rebels, reducing thgurgents’ physical ability to continue their
operations and facilitating population resettleneffurts.> In addition, Khartoum attempted to
interdict SPLA’s supply lines from outside the coyn

The government’s targeting of civilians appearbdge generally been indiscriminate,
aiming at the devastation of villages under rebeltiol and the decimation of groups known to be
sympathetic to the SPLA, rather than trying tokstion specific individuals collaborating with the
guerrillas®® The government’s campaign was undoubtedly effectivthetactical level: it is
generally estimated that two million people logithives (mostly southerners) due to direct
violence as well as starvation and disease caus#telronflict, while four million people were
displaced within Sudan (in large part to the Khamcarea) and over 400,000 escaped to
neighbouring countrie¥.

It should be noted that civilian targeting, scottearth and depopulation tactics could also
be interpreted as an attempt by Khartoum and ilisarllies to simply eliminate and expel
southern groups (in particular Dinka and Nuer)oodispossess them of resources, in particular
grazing land and, in the late phases of the cdnfiit Thus, the government’s campaign against the
South’s population could also fit either the “ettiror “territorial” variant of another typology of
mass killing proposed by Valentino — “dispossessitss killing”®> However, counterguerrilla and
dispossessive mass killing should not necessagilselen as mutually exclusi%&That the main

government’s motivation was defeating the insurgeircany case, is suggested by the timing of

*9Valentino,Final Solutions pp. 200-205. For a brief summary of the pattefngolence against civilians and
between the belligerents, see International C@saup, “God, Oil, Country,” pp. 116, 120-121.

® This is of course not to say that targeting kijlaiso occurred during the civil war; but

®® Integrated Regional Information Networks (IRIN)p‘depth: Internal Displacement — Sudan,” 2002 i{atste at
http://www.irinnews.org/InDepthMain.aspx?InDepth#d&Reportld=71000&Country=Yes, accessed on April 16
2010); United States Committee for Refugees, “UST#tId Refugee Survey 2001,” 2001. Valentidn@l Solutions
p. 83) reports a lower death toll — 1-1.5 million.

%2 valentino,Final Solutions pp. 75-80.

8 valentino discusses several cases in which thatednsurgency objective coexisted with other megiand he
codes the Sudanese case as a primarily counteitiguerass killing with an additional ethnic motiviejd., p 83.

21



the violence (the mass killing campaign started aifiler the beginning of the rebellion) and its
geographical pattern (villages thought to be sujippihe rebels were especially target&d).

However, it is plausible that the militias to whikhartoum “outsourced” a large part of its
counterguerrilla campaign were primarily engagedigpossessive mass killing, motivated by their
historical enmity with the Dinka and the Nuer, asequence of competition over grazing land and
meat trade as well as grievances of political nmediation vis-a-vis the Nilotic grougs.In
addition, with the beginning of Sudan’s oil prodantand export in 1999, the counterguerrilla and
dispossessive uses of mass killing became morelglogertwined: the depopulation of areas
surrounding the oil fields became a way of proterbil infrastructure from SPLA attacks (with oil
being a crucial source of revenues to pay for tagsixcosts) and at the same time a way to expand
Khartoum'’s territorial control into the oil-rich 8th, so as to establish a fait accompli to be
eventually taken into account at the negotiatireta

Khartoum’s approach to the delivery of humanitaaasistance to the South was consistent
with its overall counterinsurgency strategy. In tingt years of the war the government was able to
convince the United States, the UN Refugee Ageb®yHCR) and the World Food Program not to
cooperate with the SPLA and limit relief operatiamshe South to government-held areas. An
important change occurred in 1988 with the laurfch massive international relief effort called
Operation Lifeline Sudan (OLS). Under internatiopadssure and increasing domestic demands for
a negotiated settlement of the war, Khartoum daatlowing humanitarian flows to rebel territory
but it kept manipulating aid, by strongly limitipgrmitted quantities and diverting supplies to
government controlled areas (Khartoum’s assenidtfi@avs to SPLA-held areas was generally

conditional on delivery of far greater quantitiesoften unassessed populations under government

% Khartoum resorted to civilian targeting from theginning of the war; however, this approach seenimve become
more systematic in 1987, following the decisiorhaf newly appointed minister of defense to unleasitias from
Kordofan and Darfur against African villages in BaltGazal and Upper Nile in order reverse the tifleebel
advances by weakening the SPLA’s base of suppetCsllins A History of Modern Sudamp. 174. Khartoum
occasionally was quite explicit about its stratdggic; for example, in 1989 Hassan Al-Turabi, afiuential member
of the government, declared that “the more peoj@edflee the South, the weaker the SPLA becor(i&tarvation as
a Political Weapon,US News and World Repp& February, 1989).

% JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Waos. 67-69.
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control). Following the 1991 SPLA split, Khartouttoaved broad access to the areas held by the
SPLA-Nasir, while maintaining restrictions to threas controlled by Garang’s facti6hThus,
although at first sight letting humanitarian supplreach populations under SPLA’s control would
seem to undermine the government’s goal of draithiegebels’ resources, on a closer examination
Khartoum’s response made strategic sense: it hétpeudtigate international pressures (and
perhaps stave off a more forceful intervention)ilevallowing the government, through continued
obstruction and diversion of supplies, to minintize rebels’ gains from aid and possibly even

experience a net increase in relative strength.

5. The Impact of Mass Killing on the War Outcome

This section assesses the effects of mass killinpe belligerents’ progress on the battlefield and
on the ultimate outcome of the war, adopting a doation of within-case congruence procedure
and process tracirfj.From our previous discussion of the literaturis jtossible to identify three
mechanisms (not necessarily mutually exclusiveduph which counterguerrilla mass killing could
affect the war outcome:

(1) Attrition of rebel capabilities: the governntemmass killing could deplete rebel
resources within the theatre of operations to thietghat the insurgents are materially unable of
sustaining military operations or they realize stmice is hopeless and thus surrender. This
mechanism, therefore, includes both a form of plat®nforcement and coercion by denial.

(2) “Stoking the fire”: the government’s indiscrinaite violence could swell the
insurgency’s ranks, by pushing fence-sitters to be guerrillas and stiffening the resolve of

people already involved in the fight.

% |bid., pp.146-150.

%7 Stephen Van Everg&uide to Methods for Students of Political Scier@ernell University Press, Ithaca, 1997, pp.
58-66. The process tracing component of my resedgslyn has the limit of relying almost exclusivelya “black-
boxing” approach, explaining causal mechanismserbasis of the observation of sequences of eamatsn implicit
assumption of belligerents’ strategic rationaligther than testimonies of decision-makers expigitiheir actions.
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(3) Coercion by punishment: the government’s maiadcould inflict enough suffering
on the population to push civilians into passidtyeven turn them against the insurgents. As noted,
the literature suggests that this effect is pldagitthe rebel organization is too weak to protiet
population.

Finally, a mechanism involving external actors eatthan internal dynamics, not directly
addressed in the literature discussed above, catehgfied:

(4) Humanitarian intervention: the government’ssgr@iolation of humanitarian law could
backfire by prompting powerful international acttwsntervene in support of the insurgents with
diplomatic and economic sanctions, military aichotual use of force.

The question of mass killing’s strategic effectiges is addressed below from two different
angles. Section 5.1 investigates whether a conibmat attrition and the “stoking the fire”
mechanism offers a convincing explanation for tattgyn of alternating rebel and military
successes described above; in addition, it dissubgsepotential secondary role played by the
punishment mechanism. Section 5.2 examines thensaghy Khartoum finally accepted a
negotiated settlement, with the objective of un@deding whether mass killing eventually
backfired by provoking an intensification of extarin particular US) pressure on the government

to make concessions to the rebels.

5.1Did mass killing affect progress on the battlefiéld
Khartoum resorted to mass killing throughout theflict (except for the very beginning of the war)
and no discernible pattern of changing intensitgivilian victimization over time emergé&&Thus

mass killing and significant developments on thitléfzeld — my dependent variable (DV) in this

% Detailed statistics on the number of civilian altias per month or even year are not availabléhedest of my
knowledge. Even if they were, it is not clear tthas information would be very useful for our pusgs: my goal is to
assess the impact of mass killing on developmentb® battlefield and war outcomes, but an incréasenber of
civilian casualties can be a consequences ratharttte cause of the government’s ability to takerod of a given
territory (see Downeg,argeting Civilians in Wat
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sub-section — do not covatyHowever, it is possible to study the impact of sniifling by using
the interaction between mass killing and the l@fekgional military support that the SPLA
received, which did vary throughout the war, agpehdent variable (1V).

This approach allows us to see whether a theategtigument combining attrition and the
“stoking the fire” mechanism can explain the chanigeour DV. According to this argument,
government counterguerrilla mass killing can degstedel resources but at the same time tends to
embitter the civilian population. If the rebels agaplace, to a large extent, their losses from
external sources and access safe havens acrdssrtiez, mass killing will likely have a net
negative impact on the government’s strength, bethe depletion of rebel domestic resources
cannot compensate for the swelling of the insurgsmanks due to the “stoking the fire”
mechanism. By contrast, if the theatre of operatisrisolated and mass Kkilling can effectively
reduce the rebel domestic resources, civilian tarxgean have a net positive effect on the
government’s military advances. If the argumertgect, one should expect to see a positive
correlation between the level of external militanpport received by the rebels and their success on
the battlefield. It should be noted that | am nasenting an argument on military external support
to rebels as determinant of guerrilla warfare onteol focus on changes in regional support for the
SPLA as an empirical stratagem to disentangle ififereht mechanisms of coercion, given that
these changes in support levels can be considerexiagenous shocks on the government ability to

destroy a sufficient highly share of the rebelsaerces? In the remaining part of this section, |

% Progress on the battlefield is not the same afirtakoutcome of the conflict, the phenomenon thatare ultimately
interested in; the two, however, can be seen aglgloelated. Even if civil wars are not won byc¢amulating points”
through a series of victorious battles, the abiityne belligerent to effectively control the eatierritory under dispute
is tantamount to victory and thus a tendency fa side to significantly expand its territorial caritcan be interpreted
as a progress towards military victory. Of coussmall-scale hit-and-run attacks can still be exatiy one side in
territory controlled by the adversary; judging wietthis amounts to a continuation of the war walégend on the
extent to which the residual violence can disrygrgday civilian life (a standard threshold in gtitative studies of
civil war for the definition of the phenomenon tdeast 100 violent deaths per year; see Nichadastfnis, “What is
Civil War?: Conceptual and Empirical Complexitidsan Operational Definition,Journal of Conflict ResolutioA8,
no. 6, 2004 (December), pp. 814-858).

0| treat the changes in external military suppsregogenous because the historical evidence rdfearria section 3
above does not suggest the existence of problemevefse causality or of omitted variables caubioil the geo-
political switches and battlefield developments.
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show that an examination of the evidence reveplstare consistent with the proposed theoretical
argument’?

The government’s brutal tactics seem to have haemediately effective in threatening the
SPLA'’s base of support: the rebels had to readrggnizing large movements of people into
refugee camps in Ethiopia, where services, foodnaadical care could be provided and where new
recruits could be trained. In addition, the faettAnyanya-IlI's attacks on SPLA’s supply lines
from Ethiopia proved especially damaging to theaaigation’s operations testifies to its large
dependence on external sources of supply and tgavernment’s ability to deny internal
resources. However, in particular after the SPLA987 adopted the strategy of protecting its
civilian base against government attacks, with dgitai generously providing military support to the
rebels, Khartoum’s indiscriminate violence bacldiren the years 1987-1991 the SPLA’s
popularity increased, even among Equatorians (vaubtiaditionally been hostile to Garang’s
Nilotic-dominated organization), and its fightingrée went from 20,000 to 55,000 mén.

In 1989 the SPLA controlled most of the South’sitery and appeared proximate to
victory. Khartoum’s weak position was directly efted in al-Mahdi’s willingness to offer
substantial concessions to the rebels to reaclgyatiated settlement. Even the Islamist regime
brought to power by the 1989 coup displayed anéstdn a negotiated solution, given that its
military situation was as difficult as its predesess.

However, in 1991 the SPLA’s loss of Ethiopian dad®ens and the interruption of material
support from Mengistu caused a rapid change ofithation, weakening the rebels’ position and
correspondingly strengthening Khartoum’s. The goreent launched a series of offensives, re-

conquering a large number of towns and villageduly 1992. The shift in military fortunes

™It is important to note that the correlation bewéevel of external support and belligerents’tretastrength is far
from being perfectly observable and measurablen@ésin level of support proxy variations in theegmment’s
ability to conduct coercion by denial; thus anyroda should be associated with a shift in the pEnteative strength,
but this may be too small to be observable (thihk scenario in which regional support for the fslgmes from no
support to, say, one ton of food per month; thesngfe is unlikely to make a substantial differencéar any
circumstance).

2 The data on SPLA'’s size comes from Internationsfiiute for Strategic Studieshe Military Balance1987-1990
and SIPRISIPRI Yearbogkl1988-1991.

26



corresponded to a toughening of Khartoum’s negogatosition, which displayed much less
willingness to make concessions than before.

The government’s momentum ended in 1995, whendbels launched their first offensive
since 1991, recapturing large part of the territost in the meantime. This shift in relative nahy
power followed another change, this time more gahdno the levels of external military support
enjoyed by the rebels, as Eritrea, Ethiopia andndgaad re-started granting military aid and safe
havens to the SPLA. As in 1991, developments ométiéefield were reflected in the actors’
positions at the negotiating table, with Khartouroepting in 1997 the principle of a referendum on
southern self-determination, which it had rejected994.

The third radical alteration of the military siticat was also associated with a change in
regional military support to the SPLA. In the yea@99-2001, Khartoum'’s relations with Eritrea,
Ethiopia and Uganda improved significantly, leadio@ substantial reduction in their military
support for the rebels. As a consequence, the gife&&BLA’s advances ended and a more balanced
military situation between the two sides emergeailé in the previous two episodes of changing
levels of external support, this time a more bada@insituation emerged; this is consistent with my
argument, because the change in external supporiss® have been less marked this time and thus
we should expect a less strong effect on the DV.

Other factors likely contributed to this alterngtipattern of government’s and rebels’
successes, in particular changes in diplomatioga®sed to military) support for the two sides, the
beginning of Sudan’s oil production and the faettttome smaller southern forces switched sides
between the SPLA and the government; these faateraot incompatible with the proposed causal
mechanism and may be operating at the same tingeaVidalable evidence does not allow to
disentangle the relative contribution of thesedexto each of the three changes in our DV; but
even taking into account these other influencehip®thesized correlation seems to hold: while a
change in external military support precedes athefthree changes in military advances discussed

above, none of the other factors can explain albittiefield developments. In addition, the
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patterns of re-alignments of southern factions skebe in part endogenous to the level of external
support enjoyed by the SPLA.

The improvement of the SPLA’s international image ¢he corresponding isolation of the
Sudanese Islamist regime (by 1995 abandoned byritied States, the Gulf States and its
neighbors) plausibly contributed to the rebel sases in the years 1995-19984owever, these
diplomatic developments seem to have played a slacgmole compared to regional military
support for the rebels. In fact, US and the Guiit&t’ diplomatic support for Khartoum in the years
1987-1990 was not sufficient to turn the militaidetin its favor; conversely, the fact that these
states had turned their back to Khartoum as early981 did not decisevely impede its military
successes in 1991-1994.

The beginning of oil production in 1999 was prdlgam important cause of the eventual
reequilibration of military power between the bg#irents. As noted, oil likely had both a direct and
an indirect impact on the government’s militaryigios, allowing Khartoum to purchase more
firepower and at the same time reduce its intesnatiisolation; however, obviously it did not
affect previous battlefield developments.

The realignments of smaller southern forces reptdbe strongest challenge to the
mechanism centred on the variation of regionaltarii support, given that two of the three main
switches (the 1991 split in SPLA’s ranks and th85L8PLA’s partial rapprochement with SPLA-
Nasir) accompanied changes in battlefield trenus 2002 SPLA’s reunification with other
important elements of SPLA-Nasir did not lead &hédt in the battlefield fortunes of the
belligerents). However, the available evidence sstggthat the 1991 split was, to an important

extent, caused by the fall of Mengistu. By contrdst 1995 realignment does not seem to have

3 A possible mechanism would be: a more favoralp#odiatic climate increases the levels of confidenicBPLA
fighters and civilians in the prospects of victatyls creating some sort of self-fulfilling proplgec

™ As noted earlier, the United States and the soraé Sulf countries also provided military aid toa¢toum before
1990, but this aid does not appear to have bedsidedor the same reasons of timing adduced comegdiplomatic
support. The changes in the general diplomaticatinprobably contributed to the shift in Sudan’ghbors’ approach
to the SPLA, but the latter was not simply a reftat of the former. Regional support for the SPleAstarted a few
years after Khartoum’s diplomatic abandonment leylinited States and was due in large part to spegpfsodes of
Sudanese meddling in their domestic affairs. Orother hand, US hostility towards Sudan was reagdrby
Khartoum’s behavior towards the new governmentstbiopia and Eritrea.
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been a consequence of changes in regional mikigpport for the SPLA, but rather the product of
SPLA-Nasir’s internal division&’

Several factors explain the background conditidrtee 1991 split: ethnic tensions between
the SPLA’s central leadership (mostly Dinka) anel lasir commanders (Nuer and Shilluk),
ideological disagreements (the local leaders faagimdependence rather than reform of a united
Sudan) and the personal rivalries between Garaddghentwo Nasir leaders — Riek Machar and
Lam Akol. However, the weakening of the SPLA duéhi® interruption of Ethiopian support was
probably the immediate trigger of the split: it iepented both an opportunity to challenge a
weakened Garanjand a sensible response to the looming threatlefastating government
offensive!” The SPLA commanders in Nasir found themselvespaosition of extreme
vulnerability to a possibly imminent governmentesféive: the rebels had substantially less
resources at their disposal and many more peogéeth given that the Sudanese refugees in
Ethiopia had just been expelled to the Upper Nitethe other hand, a government attack was
particularly threatening given that it could hawehb launched from multiple directions, including
the Ethiopian territory. Moreover, the local commears probably thought that their chances of
being rescued by other SPLA units were low, givendngoing efforts to take Juba in Equatoria
and personal tensions with Garang. In this contBgtNasir rebels announced their separation from
the SPLA and reached an agreement with Khartounighndtfered them support against Garang’s
forces.This development can be explained in terms of ttigian mechanisms: the interruption of
Ethiopian support reduced the risk of Garang'slisgtan against defection and at the same time
left the local rebels incapable of dealing with tomsequences of previous government attacks and
the anticipated consequences of continued bombingfugees or a ground offensive; thus local

rebel leaders sided with Khartoum.

> JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wans. 114-126.

® peter A. NyabaRolitics of Liberation in South Sudan: An Insidey®w, Fountain Publishers, Kampala, 1997, pp.
74-105. The author was directly involved in thet@lgainst Garang’s authority and cites the weakgaofrthe SPLA
due to the fall of Mengistu as key in generatirggase of opportunity in the defectors.

7 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Wans. 91-99.
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In sum, the observed correlation between our IVRXds consistent with a combination of
the attrition and “stoking the fire” mechanisms:tbe one hand, mass killing seems to alienate the
civilian population; on the other hand, it subsiaht reduces the rebels’ ability to fight once the
battlefield is isolated, so that external resou@mot be used to replace depleted domestic assets
and the rebels do not have protected bases ab®g®tder. This pattern, by contrast, is not
consistent with the punishment argument: if punishimwere the main causal mechanism at play
we would not expect success on the battlefieldbtoetate with changes in the availability of
external resources; instead, one should see arteyfler Khartoum to become stronger over time
as punishment accumulates and insurgents and/enilian population switch to the government
side or there should be evidence of a threshoktgfivhereby indiscriminate violence initially has
the net effect of embittering the population biigma certain level of devastation is reached, it
becomes an effective tool of coercion.

It is of course possible that punishment operate®njunction with the attrition effect.
Punitive attacks may have induced compliance witharity when the government appeared strong
because attrition was working, while stiffening ptar resistance in moments in which the
government appeared weak (the dynamic of the 1p@lisin part compatible with a punishment
argument). In addition, there may be a positivellieek relationship between the two mechanisms,
whereby effective attrition is a precondition fareccion by punishment, which in turn reinforces
the attrition effect by diminishing the man-powesources available to the rebels. Thus the
possibility that punishment had an important impgacthe two sides’ battlefield performance
cannot be ruled out with the available evidenceydweer, in any case attrition seems to have played
an essential role, because punishment alone cotlelxplain the alternating pattern of rebel and

government successes, while attrition logicallyldaperate independently from punishment.
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5.2Did mass killing eventually backfire by promptingumanitarian intervention?
So far | have not directly addressed the questiovhether and how mass killing affected the
ultimate negotiated outcome of the war. Mass Iglavidently was not sufficient for Khartoum to
decisively defeat the SPLA, but this observatioasdoot say anything about whether mass killing
eventually backfired by prompting international lamtarian intervention in support of the rebels.

As noted in section 3.5 above, the last phaskeoiar was characterized by a relatively
balanced military situation between the belligeseBly the end of 2001, the government was
unable to expand the number of its garrisons atabksh control of the southern countryside,
while the SPLA occasionally managed to move a ciefiitly large number of troops to take
government garrison-towns, but it experienced ssrfiroblems in maintaining its supply lines for
long periods. Thus a frequent and indecisive adtieon of government and rebel control over a
handful of towns and villages occurred. Howevestademate had probably not emerged; on the
contrary, the potential for an eventual governnibrgakthrough” was apparent. Khartoum’s
increasing oil revenues allowed it to continue wddup its arsenal of heavy weapons and its
aircraft fleet, which would permit an intensificati of the government’s efforts to retake rebel-held
areas and protect oil fields by displacing locghyations’®

In 2002 several analysts argued that the only gaidpr a negotiated settlement would be
for Khartoum’s neighbours to offer the SPLA incregsnilitary and political support (which did
not appear likely, given their rapprochement witli&n), otherwise the rebels would be gradually
ground down by the government’s superior resouft&ther observers pointed out that in 2002
neither side had concrete prospects of a militaatoxy, because the SPLA, even if substantially
weakened, maintained its ability to mount disrupttacks on Sudan’s oil infrastructife.
Whether or not a government military victory wasvitable, it seems plausible that the SPLA’s

leadership realized that, without a substantiahglkaof attitude on the part of Sudan’s neighbours

8 International Crisis Group, “God, Oil, Country,” p17.
9 International Crisis Group, “Dialogue or Destroct?”, p. 7.
8 See, for example, Economist Intelligence Unit,d&u Country Profile 2002,” 2002, pp. 6-7.
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or a more forceful international intervention,mditary position would deteriorate over time. li$
interpretation is correct, it made sense for tlel®to reach a negotiated settlement sooner rather
than later: postponing negotiations would entaibatinuation of the high costs of fighting and the
risk of a weaker bargaining position in the futfre.

It is more difficult to explain Khartoum’s decisido accept a negotiated settlement, given
the realistic prospect of an improvement of itsitamy position over time. The most plausible
explanation is that Khartoum opted for a negotiattitiementn spiteof the fact that an eventual
total victory was not completely implausible, besathe necessary concessions were less onerous
than the anticipated future costs of fightfiig.

Beside the SPLA’s ability (at least in the shortrigto continue attacking Sudan’s oil
infrastructure, US economic sanctions probablyriguprominently in Khartoum’s cost-
calculation, as suggested by the following sequehexents. In September 2001 the UN Security
Council lifted diplomatic sanctions against Sudaut,the United States abstained from the vote and
maintained its unilateral sanctions; in the samatimthe Bush Administration convinced the
House of Representatives Republican leaders talvaith draft legislation of the “Sudan Peace
Act” banning foreign firms investing in Sudan’s aitustry from participating in US capital
markets, but the threat of these sanctions didet®de because a coalition of Christian and African
American groups continued to lobby the governmenthés issue. This coalition dropped its
support for capital market sanctions only in regeoto Khartoum’s decision to sign the Machakos
Protocol (July 2002). Nonetheless, the threat ®f aeonomic sanctions did not completely
disappear, because a revised version of the “SBdane Act” (signed into law in October 2002)

gave President Bush the authority to adopt measomsny Sudan access to oil revenifies

8 Francis M. Deng and J. Stephen Morrison, “US RdlicEnd Sudan’s War: Report of the CSIS Task Force)S-
Sudan Policy,” CSIS, Washington, DC, 2001 (Febryatpllins, A History of Modern Sudampp. 261-262.

8 n this light, it would be inappropriate to inteepthe negotiated outcome as a consequence efiibegence of a
“hurting stalemate”, as suggested by Herman Colmgergening in Africap. 86). See Alan Kuperman, “Ripeness
Revisited: The Perils of Muscular Mediation,” inrfence Lyons and Gilbert M. Khadiagala (ed&9nflict
Management and African Politics: Ripeness, Bargainand MediationRoutledge, New York, for a theoretical and
empirical critique of William Zartman'’s well-knowergument that a “mutually hurting stalemate” issaessary
condition to end violent conflicts by negotiatidrhe beginning of the Darfur rebellion in the ed2B03 may also have
contributed to Khartoum'’s to end the North-Southlevar, so as not fight two wars at the same time.
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Khartoum did not pursue peace talks in good f3itBolin Powell's October 2003 offer to lift
economic sanctions against Sudan and to remox@nit the list of states sponsoring terrorism if a
final deal was signed seems to have made a decigfeeence in convincing Khartoum to make
oil-sharing concessiofis a few weeks afterwards, in January 2004, Khartoewerted its previous
insistence on retaining 90 percent of all oil ineoamd agreed to a 50-50 split of oil produced @& th
South®

At the same time, it is important to note thatfihal agreement, albeit entailing substantial
concessions that Khartoum was recalcitrant to maiklenot amount to a simple ratification of the
SPLA’s requests. Most importantly, the long-stagdBPLA’s objective of the creation of a secular
Sudan was not included in the agreement. Thusdhergment did not have to make concessions
on the application of the sharia in the North, viahiimeiri and al-Mahdi had considered extremely
dangerous for their political survival and whichwa have been, arguably, even more costly for al-
Bashir’s Islamist government; by contrast, severainbers of the government had long seen self-
determination for the South as negotidblelowever, the beginning of oil production, giveath
most of the oil fields are located in the South emthe disputed area of Abiey, may have altered
the government’s past willingness to let the Saathin this light, it is quite possible that
Khartoum’s calculation that a negotiated settlenvea preferable to continued fighting was
conditional on the South’s eventual vote in favolunational unity in the CPA-mandated
referendum scheduled for 2011. A renewal of theifvlie South opts for independence does not
appear implausible.

The mass killing campaign probably contributedntemnsify US pressure on Khartoum to

reach a negotiated settlement and in this semsaliindesired consequences for the government.

8 JohnsonThe Root Causes of Sudan’s Civil Waus. 217-220.

8 «peace in Our Time'The Economistvol. 369, issue 8347, October 25, 2003, p. 67.

8 Economist Intelligence Unit, “Sudan Country Pmef005,” 2005, p.12. This explanation of Khartoungasoning
finds some support in a November 2001 declaratio8uman’s Foreign Minister Mustafa Ismail: “We domant to put
the oil in jeopardy, so this is the right time ttgage in the peace process” ( International C8smup’s interview in
Khartoum, November 20, 2001, reported in IntermeaticCrisis Group, “Oil, God, Country,” p. 26).
8Cohen,Intervening in Africapp. 62, 70.

33



But this is not to say that on balance mass kilbagkfired: the threat of US sanctions did not make
it physically impossible for Khartoum to keep figig, but it simply raised the expected costs of
continuation of the war to the point that it madase for the government to accept a negotiated
settlement. Figuring out whether resorting to niadisg was overall a good strategic choice for
Khartoum requires answering a counterfactual qoestbout what other counterinsurgency
strategy could have been more effective. A systienastempt to win the southern population’s
“hearts and minds” represents the clearest alt@mtd Khartoum’s counterguerrilla mass killing.
The problem is that in order to be effective thiategy requires very large numbers of disciplined
troops, which Khartoum probably never had at ispdsaf’

This is not to say that Khartoum’s approach to aati the SPLA’s threat was flawless.
Our analysis suggests that sealing the country'ddye should have been a key priority for the
government and thus Khartoum should have madeaflible diplomatic efforts to convince its
neighbours not to support the rebels. In retrospdtrtoum’s most consequential strategic mistake
was to antagonize Eritrea, Ethiopia and Ugand®8811995, when it was clearly prevailing
against an SPLA weakened by lack of regional suppoany case, isolation of the theatre of
operations would not have eliminated the need & wéh the insurgent threat within Sudan and
thus, given the troop constraints mentioned abmaess killing may still have represented

Khartoum’s best option to defeat the SPLA.

8" The orthodox military view is that 20 troops peowsand of local population are likely to be neass$or stability
operations in condition of high unrest (James Tin{uan, “Force Requirements in Stability OperasgrParameters
25, 1995 (Winter), pp. 59-69; see also US Army tiedMarine CorpsThe U.S. Army/Marine Corps
Counterinsurgency Field ManualAssuming a southern population of 8 million € thN Found for Population
Activities ("UNFPA Sudan Country Office: Southernd&an”, 2006) estimated it at 7.5-9.7 million in 366160,000
troops would have been required to reach the itelicibrce ratio. Khartoum’s regular forces nevegrapched this
figure — the Sudanese armed forces gradually gremv 68,000 at the beginning of the conflict to alpef 117,000 in
2001 (International Institute for Strategic StudiBise Military Balance1983-2005). Khartoum also relied on militias
and the paramilitary PDF, but their number of asfiluty fighters was not sufficient to reach neceskace levels and
in any case it is doubtful that these elementsgenaéin to warlords than professional soldiers, wdwdve been of
much use in a “hearts and minds” campaign. In addithe South’s large area (640,000 square kilogsetompared,
for example, to Iraq’s 440,000) and extremely poansport infrastructure would have enormously clicaped
pacification efforts. Finally, the organizationlafge-scale civic action programs would have besunbstantial drain
on Khartoum’s budget.
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6. Conclusions

The main finding of this paper is that the effeetiess of Khartoum’s mass killing
counterinsurgency strategy depended on the leveildary support that the rebels received from
neighbouring countries. In the two phases of theivavhich Sudan’s neighbours provided
substantial help to the rebels, the SPLA made rapndress on the battlefield; by contrast, in the
two phases in which regional aid dried up, the lebppeared much weaker. Other factors also
seem to have played an important role, in partrdii@ realignments of minor southern rebel groups
between the SPLA and Khartoum.

This evidence is overall consistent with my theicedtargument combining attrition and
“stoking the fire” mechanisms: indiscriminate viote tends to embitter the civilian population but
this effect can be more than compensated by attritithe level of devastation inflicted on civitia
and their livelihoods is very high and there isoutside support to replace or preserve the ressurce
the rebels need to keep fighting.

Future studies will need to further specify theditions under which counterinsurgency
mass killing is more likely to work and explore theneralizability of the proposed causal
mechanism. Here | can only present a few prelinyicansiderations on these issues. Several other
cases suggest that geographical factors are liedg important determinant of the incumbent’s
ability to attrite rebel domestic resources andhigothe theatre of operations: Britain’s, the Edit
States’s and Italy’s counterguerrilla mass killingsouth Africa, the Philippines and Libya,
respectively, significantly benefited from the f#icat the theatre of operations was small and easy
to isolate — the two Boer republics were tiny and@unded by territory controlled by the British
and hostile African tribes; the US campaign wagfdwon small islands; the Italians were able to

cut off supply flows from Egypt to the relativelgnall region of Cyrenaica, where the insurgents
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operated® More recently, the geographical isolation of EEstor probably was an important
cause of Indonesia’s ability to suppress with nkdltiag the local insurgency for over twenty years.

This paper’s focus on a single case of ethniclmimfoes not allow us to directly address
the question of whether mass killing can work iealbgical civil wars. However, the record of
counterguerrilla mass killing in the post-Secondri@Var period suggests that this strategy may
be less effective in ideological civil wars: Valerat and his co-authors identify four cases in which
an incumbent resorting to counterguerrilla madgkilagainst an ethnic insurgency eventually won
the war (China vs. Tibet — 1956-1959; IndonesiaBast Timor — 1975-1988; Iraqg vs. Kurds —
1961-1975 and 1985-1988), but no instance of sstdesounterguerrilla mass killing in an
ideological civil war. A possible explanation ftng finding is a different scope for the “stokirgpt
fire” effect across the two types of conflict. Astad above, there is evidence that Khartoum’s mass
killing embittered the southern civilian populatjon particular, government indiscriminate
violence, when the rebels offered some form ofguidn, seems to have increased support for the
SPLA among Nuer and Equatorian groups, which haa Ipeore diffident towards Garang’s
organization than the Dinka population. Howevegrein an extreme-case scenario in which
indiscriminate ethnic violence alienates the erfiéreemy” population (i.e., in our case, all the
ethnic groups in the South), mass killing’s atbritieffect could lead to a net reduction in the
insurgency’s strength and eventually to the incumibevictory, because the government could still
enjoy the support of its ethnic constituency. Bwtcast, in ideological civil wars there is much
more room for the “stoking the fire” mechanism taypa decisive role: in principle there is no limit
for the tendency of indiscriminate violence to aéite civilians; if the near-totality of the popudet

ends up siding with the rebels, the governmenthalle inevitably lost.

8 Downes, “Draining the Sea by Filling the Graves.”
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