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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this project is to lay the foundations for the launching of a
non-government organization (NGO) focused upon providing marginalized Sudanese
women and their children with means whereby to reintegrate into their communities
following long-term residence in refugee camps. The guiding premise is that the
determination of those needs must arise out of the experiences they have had in the
process of their displacement to camps, in the camps themselves, and in the communities
to which they have returned. Consequently, this study entails visits to Kakuma Refugee
Camp in Kenya and South Sudan, the prospective venues for such an NGO. Research on
the evolution of the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR) and its mandates, as well as the historical and political evolution of Sudan,
which led to the wars displacing these women is also included. That work and that on
Kakuma Refugee Camp includes site visits, consultation of available literature and
government documents, interviews with refugees and others both in Africa and the
United States. Much information was also drawn from attendance in two sessions of the
Rift Valley Institute Courses.

The first chapter of the narrative examines the history of the evolution of the
UNHCR, its mandates and their execution in Europe after World War I, as well as the
adaptation and application of those mandates as they addressed world-wide refugee crisis

from the 1960s onward.



In an effort to relate the Sudanese context of current social, political, religious and
economic circumstances, the second chapter addresses the roots of the development of
the post-independence conflicts leading to the secession of South Sudan and their
aftermath.

The third chapter relates the establishment of Kakuma Refugee Camp, the
juncture of UNHCR and Government of Kenya policy, describing the physical facility
and the conditions under which refugees now live.

A proposal for the establishment of a program to help women and their host
communities in Sudan is offered in the fourth chapter. Also forwarded are two related,

alternate proposals, should conditions in South Sudan not allow engagement there.
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INTRODUCTION

In the fifty-six years since its independence, Sudan has been in an almost
perpetual state of civil conflict through which Khartoum's efforts to Arabize and Islamify
the nation's identity, as well as its population base, were expressed. Both southern Sudan
and Darfur have suffered the brunt of scorched-earth policies aimed at destroying
non-Arab and non-Muslim populations, or at very least driving such groups out of Sudan.
The process created hundreds of thousands of internally displaced populations, a large
number of which would ultimately find their way to refugee camps in the surrounding
nation-states willing to accept them. Kenya was among those nation-states. Among the
refugees, both internally and externally relocated, some of the most marginalized groups
were women who had been raped in the course of the protracted Sudanese conflict.

In 2008, when this project was in its incipient phase, when the conflict between
northern and southern Sudan was seemingly coming to an end, the author had determined
to found a developmental non-government organization to assist southern Sudanese
women in a Kenyan refugee camp, Kakuma, or alternatively in post-conflict southern
Sudan. It was of ethnically limited scope, focusing on primarily Dinka women. Sexually
violated women in that tribal group, as in others, are shunned by their communities and
therefore destitute, living on the margins of society along with their dependent children.
But two trips to Kakuma and a journey to southern Sudan yielded rather disheartening

findings concerning a possible intervention in that refugee camp, as well as more
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encouraging prospects for engagement in the post-conflict environment of South Sudan,

which became the world's newest nation-state in July, 2011. There was already a
relatively large group of marginalized women who had never left Sudan on the one hand,
or who had been repatriated on the other. And, following independence, South Sudan
will surely see an influx of such women returning from long stays at Kakuma and other
camps.

Kakuma is a camp populated by over 80,000 refugees whose services are
coordinated by a handful of U.N. employees, a few International Non-Government
Organizations (INGOs) and selected refugees. These are unequal to the task of fully
providing even basic survival needs for camp residents. Nor are they able to provide a
safe environment for their charges. Violent crimes of all sorts are part of life within its
borders, and mostly go unpunished. This is why the establishment of a Non-Government
Organization (NGO) to help women, or, for that matter, any subset of the population of
its inhabitants is unfeasible. Valentino Achak Deng, one of the "lost boys" who walked
roughly 1000 miles before arriving at Kakuma, perhaps best sums up the conditions
there:

What was life like in Kakuma? Was it life? There was a debate about this.
On the one hand, we were alive, which meant we were living a life, that
we were eating and could enjoy friendships and learning and could love.
But we were nowhere. Kakuma is nowhere. Kakuma was, we were first

told, the Kenyan word for nowhere. No matter the meaning of the word,
the place was not a place. It was a kind of purgatory.'

" Dave Eggers, What is the What: The Autobiography of Valentino Achak Deng: A Novel
(New York: Vintage Books, 2007), 373.



This is what demanded a major adjustment to the purpose of this project: that
marginalized women could only be helped in the context of a transitional or post-conflict
venue. But, yet another adjustment had to be made to the premise that any development
plan had to arise out of local needs. The reality of almost 50 years of war has
undermined the socio-economic, political and cultural foundations that had sustained
civil society in southern Sudan. They, too, would have to be rebuilt. If the end of the
project is to help women reconstruct their lives, the needs of their villages, whether male
or female, will also have to be met. Hence the title of this project.

The revised purpose of this project, then, is to lay the groundwork for the creation
of an non-government organization to help a community achieve an identified
developmental need with the indirect end of helping to reintegrate marginalized women
and their children.

Two preliminary visits to Kakuma confirmed that Kakuma was simply not the
proper venue for a program to help marginalized women reintegrate. The camp was
overpopulated with people of various ethnicities who had escaped social and political
upheavals in a number of African nation-states. None were integrated into stable
societies. All were in their own individual ways marginalized. Stateside research and
attendance at Rift Valley Institute Courses, along with contacts made on the ground in
Sudan dictated an ordered study of the factors which yielded the shortage of staff and
funding to effectively establish and administer camps such as Kakuma. Fundamentally,

the refugees were traumatized twice: once by the wars that brought them there; and again
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by the hopeless conditions that met them when they arrived at camps from which there

was only slim opportunity for relocation.”

Given that Camps like Kakuma were the end-product of the successive
development of organizations meant to assist in the relocation of refugees produced by
the ravages of World War I, the first chapter will examine the evolution of those
organizations, their missions, mandates and monetization in the context of, first,
European, and then global venues. This chapter will trace organizational transformations
as well as their application to developing global refugee crises. It will seek to illuminate
the elements of the UNHCR which, when faced with East African realities, predisposed
failure to provide adequately for refugees.

The second chapter, since southern Sudanese former refugees are the target group
in the formation of the proposed development program, will present an overview of
Sudanese History with emphasis on the period since Sudan's July 1956 independence
from Egyptian and British colonizers. It will examine the formation of the Government
of Sudan's policies and action toward its non-Arab and non-Muslim populations, which
led to sustained hostilities between northern and southern Sudan for the bulk of the
fifty-six years since independence. It will also attempt to enumerate some of the
challenges before the newly independent South Sudanese government in terms of the

implications they might have for a developmental NGO.

2 UNHCR reports that: “of the 10.5 million refugees of concern to UNHCR around the
world, only about 1 per cent are submitted by the agency for resettlement.” For details
see: UNHCR, “Resettlement,” http://www.unhcr.org/pages/4al6b1676.html



The third chapter will explore the circumstances surrounding the establishment
of Kakuma in the context of U.N. policy and the changing Kenyan realities into which
the camp was thrust. It will also describe the camp and the conditions under which
refugees live their lives. Its relations to the residents of the host country as well as
Sudanese influences will be discussed.

Chapter four will forward hypothetical approaches to the formation of an
organization working to ameliorate the circumstances of host communities and the
marginalized women associated with them. Six potential sites will be identified along
with the services an NGO might help establish in them. Four schools are located in
South Sudan with which such an organization might partner, and two organizations
outside the new nation-state were targeted, in the event that the government of South

Sudan cannot maintain civil order.



CHAPTER 1

IT WORKED SO WELL IN EUROPE: BUT THIS IS AFRICA

The unfolding ravages of World War II had displaced some 40 million Europeans
by 1944, creating a humanitarian crisis of staggering proportions that demanded the
urgent attention of the Allied Powers. Prior to the postwar creation of the Office of the
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) in 1950, the western allies
and the Soviet Union tried a variety of short lived, impermanent measures as discussed
below. The Office of the UNHCR would, however, prove to be a much more enduring
approach to protect refugees. In the context of a Europe under reconstruction, the
UNHCR’s initial objectives were limited, centering on the provision of legal protection
and resettlement opportunities for refugees. Humanitarian assistance delivered to refugee
settlements was assumed to be of short duration, in that resettlement or repatriation would
occur in a timely manner. Consequently, such aid was focused solely on basic
subsistence needs:

The history of the UNHCR is of particular wider interest because it
highlights the challenges and pitfalls faced by an organization vested with
defending a regime premised on justice, over a period in which states have
been far more concerned with order, and in which power and interests
have been the dominant influences in world politics. In other words, the

refugee regime is one in which states would almost certainly not have
agreed to at any subsequent historical juncture.’

3 Gil Loescher, Alexander Betts and James Milner, The United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) the Politics and Practice of Refugee Protection
into the Twenty-First Century (London: Routledge, 2008). (Hereafter cited as: Loescher,
Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2008 ed.), 128.



In 1943, Allied Powers and the Soviet Union established an intergovernmental
body, the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) whose
mandate was to assist in the relief of refugees and internally displaced persons along with
the rehabilitation of the war-affected areas of World War II. “Until the end of the war in
Europe in May 1945, UNRRA focused largely on repatriation.”* By the end of its
mandate in 1947, the UNRRA had repatriated almost 75 percent of those displaced by the
war.” Although repatriation occurred expeditiously it became increasingly controversial.
“Among those speedily repatriated during this period were some two million Soviet
citizens of whom many . . . had not wanted to return. Many of these people eventually
ended up in Stalin’s labour camps.”® Cutts further explains:

By 1946, an acrimonious debate had arisen over whether or not UNRRA

should provide assistance to people who did not wish to be repatriated.
Eastern bloc countries asserted that assistance should be given only to

* Mark Cutts, The State of the World's Refugees, 2000: Fifty Years of Humanitarian
Action (Geneva: UNHCR, 2000). (Hereafter cited as: Cutts), 14.

> Gill Loescher, Beyond Charity-International Cooperation and the Global Refugee
Crisis (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993). (Hereafter cited as: Loescher, Beyond
Charity), 48. See also: Michael Marrus, The Unwanted: European Refugees in the
Twentieth Century (New York: Oxford University Press, 1985), 310: “In May and June
1945, 80,000 individuals were repatriated each day, amounting to 5.25 million displaced
persons.” See also: Emma Haddad, The Refugee in International Society: Between
Sovereigns (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 130-131: “At the end of
September 1945 total figures included two million Soviet nationals repatriated from the
western zones of Germany, Austria and Czechoslovakia, 230,000 from western European
countries including France and Norway, and 200,000 Yugoslavs. Between November
1945 and July 1947, UNRRA repatriated 202,000 displaced persons from Austria,
742,000 from the western zones of Germany and 18,000 from Italy.”

% Cutts, 14.



displaced persons who returned home. Western bloc countries insisted
that individuals should be free to decide whether or not to return, and that
this choice should not prejudice their right to assistance. For its part, the
US government denounced UNRRA’s repatriation programmes in Eastern
bloc countries as serving only to strengthen Soviet political control over
eastern Europe.’
“Repatriation touched on the fundamental ideological conflicts dividing the East and
West.”® “Eventually the U.S. government, which provided 70 percent of the of
UNRRA’s funding and much of its leadership, refused to extend the organization’s
mandate beyond 1947 or to grant further financial support.” As a result, the UNRRA
was replaced by the International Refugee Organization (IRO) in July 1947, “which had
as its chief function not repatriation but the resettlement of refugees and displaced
persons uprooted by World War II and its aftermath.”"
The IRO’s primary mandate was to deal with every aspect of resettlement for
those who had not yet been repatriated. It was the first international body of its kind:
Its functions were defined as encompassing repatriation, identification,
registration and classification, care and assistance, legal and political
protection, transport, resettlement and re-establishment. These multiple
functions nevertheless masked a clear shift in priorities from a policy of

repatriation, as carried out by UNRRA, to one of resettlement from
countries of asylum to third countries."’

" Tbid., 16.

¥ Loescher, Beyond Charity, 49.
? Cutts, 16.

" Loescher, Beyond Charity, 50.

' Cutts, 16.
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With the establishment of the IRO, states recognized the right of refugees
not to be repatriated against their will. The international community also
adopted, for the first time, a universal definition of refugee based on
individualized “persecution or fear of persecution” on the grounds of race,
religion, nationality, or political opinion. In so doing, Western powers
made refugee eligibility dependent upon the circumstances of the
individual rather than membership in a group, and accepted the
individual’s right to flee from political persecution. . . . Previously,
international organizations had dealt only with specific groups, and
refugee status was therefore dependent on belonging to that group, rather
than the specific experience of an individual.'?

At the end of its three-year mandate in 1952, the International Refugee

Organization had assisted in the repatriation of 73,000 individuals and the resettlement of

over a million people. This left approximately 400,000 individuals across Europe still in

need of either repatriation or resettlement."”” As suggested by Gil Loescher, Alexander

Betts and James Milner:

The IRO resettled the majority of the refugee caseload it had inherited
from the UNRRA. It was able to accomplish this because many nations
saw recruiting from the displaced persons camps in Europe as one way of
addressing their domestic labor shortages following the Second World
War and the subsequent period of economic growth.'*

“Discussions took place within the United Nations from 1948-1950 regarding the

termination of the IRO and creation of a new international refugee organization — [the]

UNHCR.”" Ideological cleavages occurred primarily between the United States,

12 Loescher, Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2008 ed., 11.

B Cutts, 17.

4 Loescher, Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2008 ed., 11-12.

15 Ibid., 12.
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Western European nation-states, and the Soviet Union and its Allies. The Soviet Bloc

boycotted many of the negotiations while there:

... were widespread divergences amongst the Western powers
themselves. The United States sought a strictly defined, temporary agency,
requiring little financing and with limited objectives, notably the
protection of the remaining IRO refugees until they were permanently
settled. . . . By contrast, Western European states, which bore the brunt of
the refugee burden, together with Pakistan and India, which were each
hosting millions of refugees following the partition of India in 1947,
favoured a strong, permanent, multipurpose refugee agency. They argued
for an independent High Commissioner with the power to raise funds and
disperse them to refugees.'®

Deliberations eventually resulted in the creation of the Office of the United Nations High

Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), a subsidiary organ of the United Nation General

Assembly, in December 1950.

The UNHCR:

... was intended as a temporary body with a three-year life, [beginning
January 1, 1951], during which time it was to provide protection and
assistance to refugees. But being supplied with financial resources for
administrative costs only, it did not have the means to enforce the

international legal norms for the world’s refugees.'’

The UNHCR and the adoption of the 1951 United Nations Convention Relating

16 Cutts, 19.

17 Loescher, Beyond Charity, 55. See also: Loescher, Betts and Milner, The United
Nations, 2008 ed., 75: The UNHCR’s mandate was usually extended by the General
Assembly in increments of five years. Not until December 2003 did the General
Assembly remove “the temporal limitation on the continuation of UNHCR and confirmed
the Office as a program of the United Nations, [as stated in General Assembly Resolution
58/153], “until the refugee problem is solved.”” See also: Mark Gibney, Global Refugee
Crisis: A Reference Handbook. 2nd ed. (Santa Barbara, Calif.: ABC-CLIO, 2010).
(Hereafter cited as: Gibney, Global Refugee Crisis), 118: At the time of the UNHCR’s
inception there were approximately 1.5 million refugees worldwide. Most were in
Europe, but also in Asia (Hong Kong and Macau) and in Latin America.
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to the Status of Refugees “provided for the first time, a formal structure for responding

to the needs of refugees and standards for the protection of refugees under international
law.”"® The core directive set forth for the UNHCR was to provide two specific
functions: “first, to provide international protection for refugees: and second, to seek
permanent solutions to the problem of refugees by assisting governments to facilitate
their voluntary repatriation or their assimilation within new national communities.”"”
What resulted was an office, whose mandate severely limited its political and economical
scope of functions.

From a political perspective, the UNHCR’s mandate is, “premised on the
understanding that states have the primary responsibility for the protection of refugees.
UNHCR’s role is to assist and oversee states in meeting their obligation towards
refugees, not to take on the role on their behalf.”*°

From an economic standpoint, funding for the UNHCR was inadequate and
problematic from its inception:

Each project to aid refugees had to be financed through voluntary
contributions, mostly from states. It was not given the resources to
implement a repatriation programme such as the one carried out by
UNRRA or a resettlement programme such as that carried out by the IRO.

Rather, it was required to provide international protection and to promote
solutions for refugee problems with a small budget. As the first UN High

'8 Cutts, 2. (The Convention was adopted on July 28, 1951.)
" Ibid., 22.

2% Alexander Betts and Gil Loescher, Refigees in International Relations (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2011), 82.



Commissioner for Refugees, Gerrit Jan van Heuven Goedhart, .
expressed it, there was a real danger his office would simply ‘administer
misery’.”!

As a result of the financial restraints of the Statute of 1950, the UNHCR has
always been highly reliant on donor governments, international non-governmental
organizations and non-governmental organizations for financial support. Approximately
three-quarters of the UNHCR’s budget currently come from its top ten donors.*

Each year the UNHCR’s budget is submitted to the Executive Committee of the
Programme of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (ExCom).

The Office of the UNHCR then publishes its annual Global Appeal, which lists projected
needs for the forthcoming year. The Office of the UNHCR then meets with potential
donors at an annual pledging conference at which time donors pledge funding to the

Office of UNHCR for the upcoming year. There is, however, no mechanism to insure

that pledged contributions are actually given.”

21 Cutts, 22.

22 Alexander Betts, Gil Loescher and James Milner, The United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR): The Politics and Practice of Refugee Protection
into the 21st Century (Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, 2012). (Hereafter cited
as: Betts, Loescher and Milner, UNHCR: The Politics, 2012 ed.), 98: Global Report
(2009) listing of top ten donors: United States — 37.0%, European Commission — 7.0%,
Japan — 6.0%, Sweden — 6.0%, Netherlands — 5.0%, UN Sources — 4.0%, Norway —
4.0%, Germany — 3.0%, Denmark — 3.0%, Private Donors — 3.0%. See also: Loescher,
Betts and Milner, 2008 ed., 92: Currently, contributions from the UN Regular Budget
“account for less than 3 percent of UNHCR’s Annual Budget. As a result, UNHCR 1is
almost exclusively dependent on voluntary contributions to carry out its programs.”

3 Cassandra Rachel Veney, Forced Migration in Eastern Afiica: Democratization,
Structural Adjustment, and Refugees (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007). (Hereafter
cited as: Veney), 156.
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Additionally, since donor states may earmark funding, the UNHCR finds itself

in a politically precarious position:**
On the one hand, it [The Office of the UNHCR] has attempted to
safeguard the integrity of its mandate by being seen to be politically
impartial. On the other hand its existence and ability to carry out its
programs have been dependent upon its ability to respond to the interests
of a relatively small number of donor states.”
As Loescher, Betts and Milner suggest, the practice of earmarking funds can often be
based on states “interests” rather than refugees’ “needs” making funding highly
selective.® “More than 50 years later, this dependency continues to be the most
significant means through which states are able to control the scope of UNHCR’s
work.”’
Additionally, the lack of permanent funding makes long-term planning
problematical. Some donor funding, for example, needs to be spent “and produce
tangible outcomes within a one-year period. . . . [As a result] donor funds tend to be

earmarked only for relief and not development programmes and this leads to a

bureaucratic interest in keeping affected populations dependent, inhibiting the search for

24 Loescher, Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2008 ed., 92-93: “In 2006, 53 percent
of contributions to UNHCR were “tightly earmarked” for specific countries and
activities, while 28 percent were “lightly earmarked” for specific geographical regions
and only 20 percent came with no restrictions.”

* Tbid., 92.

**Tbid., 93.

" 1bid., 14.
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permanent solutions.”® Therefore, “in any given year, UNHCR cannot predict what

funds it will have available for particular programs. As such, engagement in areas that
require multi-year commitments, such as development and rehabilitation for returning
refugee populations, are very difficult.””

The ideological basis for the UNHCR’s work was defined in the 1951 United
Nations Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees.”® The Convention defines the
obligations and rights of both refugees and host nation-states. Additionally, it:

... sets out international standards for the treatment of refugees. It
embodies principles that promote and safeguard refugees’ rights in the
fields of employment, education, residence, freedom of movement, access

to courts, naturalization and above all, the security against return to a
country where they may risk persecution.’’

*% Cindy Horst, Transnational Nomads: How Somalis Cope with Refugee Life in the
Dadaab Camps of Kenya (New York: Berghahn Books, 2006). (Hereafter will be cited
as: Transnational Nomads), 114-115.

29 Loescher, Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2008 ed., 92.
30 Cutts, 24.

31 Cutts, 23-24; Article 1(2) of the Geneva Convention defines refigee as any person
who: “owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion,
nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion, is outside the
country of his nationality and is unable, or owing to such fear is unwilling to avail
himself of the protection of that country; or who, not having a nationality or being outside
the country of his former habitual residence as a result of such events, is unable, or owing
to such fear is unwilling to return to it.” Additionally, “the adoption of this definition of
the term refugee marked a significant change in policy, as it meant that refugees would
now be identified not only on a group basis, as has been the case in preceding years, but
also on an individual case-by-case basis. . . . Article 33(1) of the Geneva Convention
states: “No Contracting State shall expel or return (‘refouler’) a refugee in any manner
whatsoever to the frontiers of territories where his life or freedom would be threatened on
account of his race, religion, nationality, membership of particular social group or
political opinion.” See also: Loescher, Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2008 ed.,
15-16: Non-refoulment: the right of refugees not to be returned to a country where they
risk persecution . . . remains the cornerstone of international refugee protection, and is
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As stated earlier, “Western governments were mainly interested in limiting their

9532

financial and legal obligations to refugees.””” Western interest in the UNHCR, however,

increased over time. Loescher suggests that the United States attitude toward the
UNHCR partially changed due to the ideological struggle between the West and the East
in regard to forced human displacement. The West encouraged resettlement while the
East encouraged repatriation:™
American preoccupation [with] the rapidly developing Cold War critically
affected the lens through which Washington viewed both its own refugee
policy and UNHCR. U.S. policy-makers soon considered refugee issues
within the same policy framework as national security. U.S. generosity
towards refugees from Eastern Europe was in part motivated by a desire to
“roll back™, or at least contain, Communism by encouraging East
European citizens to escape their homelands. Refugees also became
important symbols in the ideological rivalry of the early Cold War. **

Refugee flows moved from the European theatre in the late 1950s to Asia and

Africa in the 1960s, at which point refugee movements were primarily a result of three

now considered to be a provision of customary international law, binding even on states
not party to the 1951 convention.

32 Loescher, Beyond Charity, 57.

33 Ibid, 67. See also: Arthur Helton, “Political Asylum Under the 1980 Refugee Act: An
Unfilled Promise,” University of Michigan Journal of Law Reform 17 (1984): 243-246:
“The United States policy until 1980 was that refugee admissions were limited by law to
individuals fleeing communist countries or countries in the Middle East. Of the 233,436
refugees admitted between 1956 and 1968, all but 925 were from communist countries.
Thus, for political and ideological reasons, refugees from communism were welcomed, if
not encouraged, to “vote with their feet,” particularly at the height of the Cold War.”

34 Loescher, Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2008 ed., 20.
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types of civil discord: intrastate conflicts, wars of liberation and interstate conflicts, or

a combination thereof.> By 1965 there were approximately 850,000 refugees in Africa:

Although many of those who fled during the independence struggles were
able to return within a relatively short period, new conflicts created further
outflows and by the end of the decade the number of refugees in Africa
had risen to around one million. In size, character and needs, these
successive refugee groups were very different from those in Europe and
they called for a new approach to the question of how to determine
refugee status.*

“By the mid-1960s, the UN Refugee Convention did not apply to the majority of refugees
being assisted by UNHCR.™’ Due to the large numbers of asylum seekers, it became
“impracticable to screen each individual in order to establish whether or not the person
had a well-founded fear of persecution. UNHCR therefore resorted to prima facie [or]
group determination of refugee status whereby, in the light of circumstances that led to

departure from the country of origin, refugees could be identified on a group basis.”*

3> W.R. Smyser, Refugees: Extended Exile New York: Praeger, 1987). (Hereafter cited
as: Smyser), 15: Seventeen African nation-states gained independence from colonial rule
in 1960: Benin, Burkino Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Central African Republic, Congo, Cote
d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Gabon, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Niger,
Nigeria, Senegal, Somalia, Togo.

36 Cutts, 52. See also: Veney, 4: “In 1960, often regarded as the year of African
independence when 17 countries regained their freedom from colonial rule, the entire
continent only had 300,000 refugees.” In addition see: Loescher, Beyond Charity, 78: By
the end of 1960s Africa hosted one million refugees and by the end of the 1970s several
million. See also: Veney, 4: By 1989, there were 5 million refugees on the continent.

37 Cutts, 53.

3% Cutts, 52-53. See also: Abebe Feyissa and Rebecca Horn in Hollenbach: “There is
More Than One Way of Dying: An Ethiopian Perspective on the Effects of Long-Term
Stays in Refugee Camps,” in David Hollenbach. Refugee Rights: Ethics, Advocacy, and
Africa (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2008). (Hereafter cited as:
Hollenbach), 23: “The term “prima facie” means that persons are deemed to be refugees
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The 1967 Protocol relating to the Status of Refugees was an attempt on the part

of African leaders to address the change seen in refugee flows of the 1960s. “The 1951

convention, based on the European experience, was not fully appropriate to Africa

because African refugees fled not only persecution but conflict:”*

As new refugee groups emerged in the 1960s, however, it became
increasing apparent that existing international legal norms were not
suitable for dealing with refugee issues in the developing world. Refugees
in Africa and Asia had not fled as a result of conditions in Europe before
1951 nor could many of them meet the individual persecution criteria
outlined in the international legal instruments.*’

The 1967 protocol removed the temporal date from the convention as well as the
European geographic limitation. Additionally:
... it laid down the principles that were later to find expression
in the 1969 OAU convention on refugees. In addition to the wider refugee
was to be written into the OAU convention, African leaders agreed that
asylum was to be regarded as a humanitarian act, not as a political act
reflecting any hostility toward the country of origin.*!

In a further effort to address the unique characteristics of forced migration flows

in Africa, the Organization of African Unity (OAU) adopted the 1969 OAU Refugee

without having to be interviewed or have their claim to refugee status assessed on an
individual basis. It is normally granted to people fleeing war zones in large numbers,
where it is generally accepted that they are refugees: they do not have to prove it through
interview and assessment.” The ‘Lost Boys of Sudan’ were one such group. (For
discussion of the Lost Boys of Sudan, see Chapter 2.) For detailed discussion of prima
facie status refer to: Matthew Albert, "Governance and Prima Facie Refugee Status
Determination: Clarifying the Boundaries of Temporary Protection, Group
Determination, and Mass Influx," Refugee Survey Quarterly 29, Issue 1 (2010): 61-91.

39 Smyser, 67.
0L oescher, Betts and Milner. The United Nations, 2008 ed., 28.

4 Smyser, 67.
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Governing the Specific Aspects of the Refugee Problem in Africa.* The OAU

convention broadened the 1951 definition of the term “refugee,” which would now
include a person which fled due to “external aggression, occupation, foreign domination
or events seriously disrupting public order in either part or the whole of his country of
origin or nationality.” Additionally, the OAU Convention elaborated on the obligations
of the receiving nation-states.*

Jeff Crisp, Head of Policy Development and Evaluation at UNHCR, notes that
the period from the 1960s to the 1980s has been labeled the “golden age” of asylum in
Africa during which “a largely well-deserved reputation as a continent which treated
refugees in a relatively generous manner:”**

In general, governments allowed large numbers of refugees to enter and
remain on their territory. Many refugees enjoyed reasonably secure living
conditions and were able to benefit from a range of legal, social and
economic rights. Considerable numbers of refugees were provided with

land and encouraged to become self-sufficient. In some states, refugees
were allowed to settle permanently and to become naturalized citizens.

42 Cutts, 57.

#1969 OAU Convention Governing the Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in Africa,
Article 2(1): “Member States of the OAU shall use their best endeavors consistent with
their respective legislations to receive refugees and to secure the settlement of those
refugees who, for well-founded reasons, are unable or unwilling to return to their country
of origin or nationality.” See also: Veney, 225: “The 1951 UN Convention Relating of
the Status of Refugees, the 1967 UN Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees, and the
1969 OAU Convention Governing the Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in Africa
provide the legal definition for refugee.”

* Jeff Crisp, “Africa’s Refugees: Patterns, Problems and Policy Challenges,” Journal of
Contemporary African Studies 18, no. 2 (2000). (Hereafter cited as: Crisp, “Africa’s
Refugees”): 160.
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While the deportation and expulsion of refugees was not unknown the
principle of voluntary repatriation was broadly respected.*

Crisp goes on to explain that the “principle and practice of asylum” was bolstered by
ideologies of pan-Africanism and anti-colonialism. “Political leaders such as Julius
Nyerere and Kenneth Kaunda set a positive example in the refugee policies which they
pursued.”*® Additionally, “the relative prosperity of many African states in the early
years of independence and the modest size of the refugee movements which took place at
this time enabled those countries to shoulder the economic burden imposed by the
presence from neighboring and nearby states.”’ Crisp continues:

The principle and practice of asylum in Africa was further buttressed by
international aid. Across much of the continent, an implicit deal was
struck whereby African states admitted refugees to their territory and
provided the land required to accommodate them. And as a reciprocal
gesture (often referred to . . . as “burden sharing”) donor states provided
the funding — much of it channeled though UNHCR - required to feed,
shelter, educate and provide health care to the refugees. As well as
mitigating the impact of the refugee presence, it must be added, such
assistance programmes provided African states and elites with a welcome
source of foreign exchange, employment and commercial opportunities.*®

Under the principle of burden sharing, refugee-hosting nation-states theoretically could
call upon other nation-states to assist, “either by providing relief or by providing

additional asylum space.”*

* Tbid.

* Ibid., 161.

7 bid.

* Ibid., 161-162.

49 Smyser, 67.
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Numerous refugee flows occurred on the Horn of Africa due to both civil

conflict and famine. The famines of the 1970s contributed to refugee flows both directly
as individuals:

... crossed international boundaries in search of relief, and indirectly, as
the effects of the famine exacerbated latent or on going social conflicts.
In Ethiopia, the 1973 famine contributed to a social revolution.
Conversely, the violence unleashed by the conflicts compounded the
crisis of subsistence.”’

Amplification of transhumant displacement has magnified over the past four decades
with the most recent human displacement occurring from within Somalia.

By the start of the 1980s, refugees in Africa exceeded 3 million.”' Due to massive
displacements during these years, the UNHRC provided assistance “on a much greater
scale than ever before. One of the main challenges was that of managing large refugee
camps.”” As Loescher, Betts and Milner suggest, the 1980s:

.. . ushered in a new era of restrictions and challenges. Economic
recession and the election of conservative governments in many Western
states led to a shift away from the focus on human rights that had defined
the post-war era and resulted in the introduction of increasingly restrictive
asylum policies which diminished the authority of the UNHCR in global
North.>

Additionally, “as rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union caused both

°% Aristide Zolberg, Astri Suhrke and Sergio Aguayo, Escape from Violence: Conflict and
the Refugee Crisis in the Developing World (New York, NY: Oxford University Press,
1989). (Hereafter cited as: Zolberg, Suhrke and Aguayo), 39.

o Smyser, 68.

> Cutts, 105.

33 Loescher, Betts and Milner. The United Nations, 2008, ed., 31.
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powers to support local clients, internal conflicts became globalized and extremely

violent:”**

Consequently, regional and intra-state conflicts in Indochina, Afghanistan,
Central America, the Horn of Africa, and Southern Africa became
prolonged and debilitating affairs, and generated large waves of refugees.
As aresult, the global refugee population tripled from 3 million in 1977 to
over 10 million in 1982.%

By the mid-1980s, most overseas resettlement programs had dramatically
reduced and Third World host governments restricted local integration to
all but a few refugees. This lack of solutions meant that the majority of the
world’s refugees were given temporary asylum in camps, with no prospect
of effective long-term solutions.”®
In regard to the formation and maintenance of large refugee camps, Loescher,
Betts and Milner suggest that the Office of the UNHCR’s “believed that by assembling
refugees in one place they could better supply them with food and shelter and other basic
necessities upon which their survival depended.”’ Further, by assembling refugees in a
singular place, donor attention could be focused on a tangible need.”®
The increase of refugee numbers in the 1980s:
... and the protracted nature of refugees situations eventually strained

UNHCR’s administrative and financial structures to breaking point. The
global refugee total grew steadily from 10 million in 1980 to 17 million by

**1bid., 35.
> Loescher, Betts and Milner. The United Nations, 2008, ed., 35.
> Tbid., 36.
> Tbid., 37.

38 Ibid.



the end of the decade. . . . In fact, UNHCR’s funding per refugee fell by »
more than 50 percent in constant US dollars between 1980 and 1989.”
Continual growth in the numbers of refugees, in combination with decreasing funds, the
UNHCR had to rely more heavily on the INGO/NGO community for support and
assistance. Seemingly, “once the Cold War had come to an end, donor states had less
interest in using refugee assistance programmes as a means of developing closer ties with
actual and potential allies in the fight against communism.”®® “What distinguished the
1990s from earlier decades was the weakening of central governments in countries that
had been shored up by superpower support, and the consequent proliferation of
identity-based conflicts, many which had engaged whole societies in violence.”'
In the North, the end of the Cold War was:
... marked by a shift “from asylum to containment”. . . . [While] in the
South . . . states . . . [responded] to the mass arrival and prolonged
presence of refugees by placing limits on the quantity and quality of
asylum they offer[ed].”?
Some nation-states limited the:
.. . quantity of asylum they offered to refugees, by closing their borders to

prevent arrivals, by pushing for the early and often unsustainable return of
refugees to their country of origin, and, in exceptional cases, forcibly

%9 Ibid.

% Jeff Crisp, “A New Asylum Paradigm? Globalization, Migration and the Uncertain
Future of the International Refugee Regime,” Geneva: UNHCR Evaluation and Policy
Analysis Unit. Working Paper No. 100 (December 2003): 5.

o1 Cutts, 277.
62 Loescher, Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2008 ed., 100. See also: Andrew

Shacknove, “From Asylum to Containment,” International Journal of Refugee Law 5,
no. 4 (1993): 516-533.



expelling entire refugee populations. More generally, states have been >

placing limits on the quality of asylum they offer to refugees, by denying

them the social and economic rights contained in the 1951 Convention,

such as freedom of movement and the right to seek employment.®

“Refugee movements are no longer side effects of conflict, but in many cases are

central to the objectives and tactics of war.”** “UNHCR now had to work with
governments and opposition movements and guerilla factions, often in the context of
collapsing states and where population displacement was among the central objectives of
war.”® By the mid-1990s, the UNHCR was forced “to operate on an unprecedented
scale in the midst of armed conflict” in venues such as northern Iraq, former Yugoslavia
and Rwanda.*®® Additionally, “UNHCR’s focus during the 1990s was mainly on the
provision of assistance in humanitarian emergencies, and it placed less emphasis on
enhancing refugee protection or on finding durable solutions other than repatriation the
emergency phase was over.”® To date, many such refugee situations remain

unanswered:

The optimism that characterized the end of the Cold War quickly
evaporated as the international community failed to effectively respond to

% Loescher, Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2008 ed., 101-102.

6% Cutts, 282. See also: Wenona Giles and Jennifer Hyndman, Sites of Violence: Gender
and Conflict Zones (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004), 5: “Most casualties
at the turn of the nineteenth century occurred among soldiers at the battlefront, civilian
deaths and injuries constituted 60 to 80 percent of casualties at the end of the twentieth
century. Other estimates are as high as 90 percent.”

551 oescher, Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2008 ed., 56.

% Cutts, 284.

67 Loescher, Betts and Milner, The United Nations, 2000 ed., 111-112.



a number of new crises, including the collapse of Somalia, the break-up #
of the former Yugoslavia, and the genocide in Rwanda.®®
The lack of assistance from the international community left the UNHCR to deal with
overwhelmingly impossible humanitarian emergencies; the genocide in Rwanda in 1994,
the militarization of refugee camps in Zaire in 1994-1996, and “the failure to protect and
assist the Rwandan refugees driven into eastern Zaire from late 1996 onward.”®
As the 1990s progressed the number of intra-state conflicts “decreased by some
40 percent by 2005. Consequently, there were fewer refugee emergencies than during the
1990s, and large numbers of refugees returned home as several acute conflicts
resolved.”””
As the numbers of refugees decreased worldwide, the duration of their stay in
camps increased. By 2004, approximately two-thirds of the world’s refugees were living
in protracted refugee situations, “with the average duration of a refugee situation having

almost doubled from 9 years in 1993 to 17 years in 2004.””" The UNHCR estimated that

by the end of 2004 “there were 33 major protracted refugee situations, with a total

%8 Betts, Loescher and Milner, UNHCR: The Politics, 2012 ed., 49.
% 1bid., 60.

" 1bid., 61-62: “The number of refugees worldwide consequently declined from 18.3
million in 1992 to just over 9 million at the beginning of 2005.”

"I Betts, Loescher and Milner, UNHCR: The Politics, 62. For extensive discussion
pertaining to “protracted refugee situations” see, Loescher, Gil, and James Milner.
Protracted Refugee Situations: Domestic and International Security Implications
(Abingdon: Routledge for the International Institute of Strategic Studies, 2005).
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refugee population of 5.69 million.””> “Failure to achieve appropriate solutions has

meant that refugees by the millions remain in camps and settlements. Designed as
temporary accommodations, they have by default, become permanent.””> As Jamal
suggests:
... when a person flees for his or her life, a plastic shelter, a jerrycan of
water and a container of maizemeal provided in a camp far from home
may be exactly what that person needs. Five years on, though, and those
same minimum standards that once protected life will, if unchanged,
contrive to stifle it.”*
That prospect was never foreseen when the UNHCR was created in 1951.
Neither the UN nor the refugees they assisted saw their situation as long-term.
And, indeed, the European refugees of the era were ultimately relocated either to their
homelands or to host-nations willing to absorb them. But in recent years, pursuant to the
explosion of intra-state wars specifically aimed at displacing people, refugee populations

have resurged in Africa. Currently there is little hope of either reintegrating those into

their homelands or of absorbing them into their host nation-states.

72 Gil Loescher and James Milner, “Understanding the Problem of Protracted Refugee
Situations,” in Gil Loescher, James Milner, Edward Newman and Gary Troeller,
Protracted Refugee Situations: Political, Human Rights and Security Implications,
(Tokyo: United Nations University Press, 2008): 25.

7 Loescher, Beyond Charity, 149.
™ Arafat Jamal. Minimum Standards and Essential Needs in a Protracted Refugee

Situation: A Review of the UNHCR Programme in Kakuma, Kenya (Geneva: UNHCR.
2000). (Hereafter cited as: Jamal, Minimum Standards), 3.
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Sudan may be a hopeful exception. After nearly fifty years of war interspersed

with only brief periods of relative accord, southern Sudan and its African population
seceded from the Arab and Islamic north, becoming its own nation-state, South Sudan,
on July 9, 2011. Many of the displaced southern Sudanese are housed at Kakuma
Refugee Camp in northern Kenya. Some have already repatriated, and there is a distinct
possibility that many of them will return to their communities of origin.

The question is, to what will they be returning after their long absences, and can they
somehow be prepared for it while still at Kakuma? In order to begin assessing the
possibilities, the following chapter will examine the evolution of the context and the

aftermath of the long struggle leading to the birth of South Sudan.
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CHAPTER 2

SUDAN: FROM NORTHERN OPPRESSION TO SOUTHERN SECESSION

A primary purpose of this overview is to render a very complex history and
political, economic and social reality understandable to the general reader on the one
hand. On the other, a principal function of this chapter is to lay the groundwork for
the possible establishment of income-generating programs for marginalized women
in The Republic of South Sudan as a post-conflict venue. This chapter is, therefore, of
necessity, an abbreviated overview.

In this narrative, “South Sudan” with an upper case “S” will only be used to refer
to the newly formed nation-state of The Republic of South Sudan - July 9, 2011 and
thereafter. “The Sudan,” a coined colonial term, will, for the purpose of this narrative,
refer to the period between the early 1820s and January 1, 1956, at which time Sudan
achieved independence from both British and Egyptian Governments.' “Sudan” rather
than “the Sudan” will reflect the years following 1956 to the present. Therefore, it should

be kept in mind that “Sudan” between January 1, 1956 and July 9, 2011 will refer to the

! John Ryles and Justin Willis, “Introduction: Many Sudans,” in The Sudan Handbook,
edited by John Ryle, Justin Willis, Suliman Baldo and Jok Madut Jok (Suffolk: James
Currey Ltd, 2011). (Hereafter cited as: Ryle et al., The Sudan Handbook), 4: ““At the end
of the 1890s, with the defeat of the Mahdists and the establishment of Anglo-Egyptian
rule, ‘the Sudan’ became fixed as the title of a political unit, its borders defined partly by
the historic claims of Egypt and more immediately by the claims of Britain, Belgium,
France and Ethiopia to the land around it.”
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former Republic of Sudan. Post - July 9, 2011 “Sudan” refers to present-day Sudan

after South Sudanese independence. Lower case “southern Sudan” and “northern Sudan”
will reference geographic, not political boundaries.”

The Sudan, until 1821, was a collection of small, independent kingdoms and
principalities.’” The history of the Sudan as a political entity began in northern Sudan
with the Turco-Egyptian conquest of 1821-1823, in the quest for gold, ivory and slaves.
Peter Verney, citing Richard Gray, proposes that the invasion “marked the beginning of
the North-South divide, with the independence of the Southern Sudanese peoples and
kingdoms either destroyed or seriously undermined by a Muslim state:™*

The Turkiyya established military garrisons, constructed telegraph lines,

and collected taxes in the north. . . . Over time, the government developed
administrative structures, established schools, improved communications

? The Republic of South Sudan was recognized as the 193™ Member State of the United
Nations, July 14, 2011 and the 54™ member of the African Union. The Republic of Sudan
was formerly the largest African nation-state with a total area of 967,500 sq. miles.

As of post-July 9, 2011 Sudan is the 3™ largest African nation-state with a total area of
approximately 728,215 sq. miles. The Republic of South Sudan is, at the time of this
writing, the 18" largest African nation-state with an area of 248,776 sq. miles. South
Sudan is now the 42" largest nation-state in the world. For further statistics see, Central
Intelligence Agency, The World Factbook. (Washington, D.C. 2009).

3 The United States Department of State, Background Note: Sudan, April 2011.
(Hereafter cited as: U.S. Department of State, Background Note: Sudan), Section 6,
Paragraph 1. See also: Jok Madut Jok, Sudan: Race, Religion, and Violence (Oxford:
Oneworld, 2007). (Hereafter cited as: Jok, Sudan), 52: The Turco-Egyptian Sudan
(1821-1881/5) was popularly known as ‘Turkiyya’ within Sudan.

* Peter Verney, Sudan: Conflict and Minorities (London: Minority Rights Group, 1995).
(Hereafter cited as: Verney), 11. See also: Richard Gray, History of the Southern Sudan
1839-89 (London: Oxford University Press, 1961).
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and security, and dammed seasonal rivers, all of which encouraged
economic growth and both internal and external commerce in the north.’
The south, [however], was not effectively controlled by the government
nor did it benefit from state services. . . . In addition to the bitter and
negative encounters [slave raiding and enslavement] between the state and
the people of the south, there has never really been a historical oneness
between the people of the south and those living in the north®

As Douglas Johnson explains, it was during the Turkiyya that the pattern was set
“whereby religion and racial origin influenced access to political power and economic
opportunities.”’

Shortly after Britain became protector to Egypt, the Turkiyya were defeated and

overthrown by Mahdiyya a fundamentalist, indigenous, politico-religious movement that

controlled most of the Egyptian Sudan, from 1881-1898.* Mounting colonial rivalry to

> Ann Mosely Lesch, The Sudan-Contested National Identities (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1998). (Hereafter cited as: Lesch), 26-27.

% Jok, Sudan, 52.

’ Douglas H. Johnson, The Root Causes of Sudan's Civil Wars — Peace or Truce
(Kampala: Fountain Publishers, 2011). (Hereafter cited as: Johnson, The Root Causes of
Sudan's Civil Wars — Peace or Truce, 2011), 75: The structural divide seen between
Muslim and non-Muslim: “...by the end of the nineteenth century was not solely
religious. It was a divide that encompassed participation in or exclusion from state
activities and the degree of access to economic activities, fostered or protected by the
state. To the extent that the divide was territorial, identifying those that lived within the
state boundaries and those who lay beyond them, it also came to be perceived as racial.
Those fully participating within the state increasingly identified themselves with Arab
lineages, while at the same time identifying those who lived outside the state not only as
unbelievers, but as slaves, or as enslavable. This social divide was formalized territorially
in the administrative structures and policies of the Condominium period.”

8 Justin Willis, “The Ambitions of the State,” in Ryle et al., The Sudan Handbook, 57:
“The Mahdi’s movement fits into a wider pattern of nineteenth-century Islamic
radicalism — not the reformist movements of the Middle East, but movements of renewal,
which looked to restore a pristine Islamic purity to states which had become
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partition Africa in the latter half of the 1890s heightened, prompting Britain to

undertake a reconquest of what had been relinquished to the Mahdiyya 16 years
previously.” As a result in 1899 a joint government, the Anglo-Egyptian Condominium
was established between Egypt and Britain via the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement."
The agreement restored Egyptian sovereignty and “provided for a “condominium”
whereby Britain assumed complete responsibility for the government.”"" Justin Willis
suggests: “Britain was in the Sudan to stop anyone else from being there, and control of
the state was primarily for this end.”"

Zolberg, Suhrke and Aguayo noted that:

Far from integrating the country, British policies, guided essentially by the

objectives of maintaining hegemony in the Middle East, crystallized
Sudanese dualism. . . . Concerned with limiting the expansion of Islam as

compromised. . . . Built on the dissatisfactions of those on the margin of the Islamic
world, they appealed to those who had most reason to fear enslavement. Adherence to
Islam offered a less arbitrary political system, one which took account of religion and not
skin colour.

? Zolberg, Suhrke and Aguayo, 50.

' Justin Willis, Omer Egemi and Philip Winter, “Land and Water” in Ryle et al.,

The Sudan Handbook, 10: “The Anglo-Egyptian Condominium of Sudan was the largest
of the political units created by imperialism in Africa. It has grown and shrunk a little
over time, gaining Darfur in 1916 and losing a corner to Italian-ruled Libya in 1934,
taking its overall size to just below one million square miles (2.4 million square
kilometers).” See also: Jok, Sudan, 52: “The seeds of the current challenges to its
[Sudan’s] territorial integrity, planted in the previous era [Anglo-Egyptian Sudan (1898-
1956)] , were nurtured by various colonial policies which wavered between attempts to
govern it as a single polity on the one hand and ruling the south as a separate entity on the
other.”

! Zolberg, Suhrke and Aguayo, 50.

12 Justin Willis, “The Ambitions of the State,” in Ryle et al., The Sudan Handbook, 58.
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well as protecting the southerners from further slave raids,
administrators and missionaries encouraged the emergence of a distinct
southern culture founded on Christianity and the use of English (rather
than Arabic) as a common language. This policy was formalized in the
1920s into a “closed door” policy.'?

The “Closed Door” policy also known as, the “Closed District Ordinance” was
formalized, “whereby northerners as well as foreigners other than the British were not
allowed into the south.”"* Some contend that:

The ostensible reason for this policy of isolation was to end northern
pressure on and dominance of the south and Nuba Mountains. The orders
were intended to stop Arab tribes from seizing slaves, cattle and grain
from the south, and to end the alleged pressure to convert to Islam.
Missionaries and many government officials sought to keep Arab and
Islamic influences out of East Africa. More broadly, British officials
sought to keep Arab and Islamic influences out of East Africa."
The British, as Oostland and Berkvens suggest, intended southern Sudan “to develop
independently from the north so that it acted as a buffer against the dominant Arab
culture.”'® “Consideration was even given to separating the region from Sudan
altogether, linking it perhaps with Uganda or making it into a separate colonial entity

within an East African federation to be ruled from Nairobi.”'” Alternately, Robert

Collins suggests that the: “Southern Policy” was actually a result of ideological

13 Zolberg, Suhrke and Aguayo, 50-51.

"Ibid. (In context of the “Closed Door” policy “the south” refers to the provinces of
Equatoria, Bahr al Ghazal and Upper Nile.)

15 Lesch, 31-32.

' Rolanda Oostaland and Ronald J.A. Berkvens, Sudanese Life Stories: Voices from
Kakuma Refugee Camp (Utrecht: Pax Christi, 1998), 13.

17 Zolberg, Suhrke and Aguayo, 294, footnote # 49.
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indifference. The “Southern Policy” appeared to be a conscious effort on the part of

the British to promote “the separation of northern and southern Sudan, but in reality the
British did not know what to do with southern Sudan, so that individual initiative,
isolation, and ad hoc administrative decisions represented more a muddle than any
coordinated and consistent policy.”"® The consequences of separate administration of
northern and southern Sudan created the pre-condition to yield an entirely northern
focused state, at the time of independence. Peter Verney suggests that:
.. . the main defect of British administration on Southern Sudan was its
failure to develop local economic and administrative infrastructures.
The emphasis on “tribal” administration and its limited aspirations
regarding social and economic development meant that there was very
little need for educated Southern Sudanese. Education in Southern Sudan
was badly neglected. Economic development was also severely
restricted."’
In 1930, the British established the “Native Administration” also known as the
“Southern Policy” which reinforced what was already occurring on the ground.
The north and the south were to be governed as two separate regions due to the numerous
cultural and religious differences. The assumption was that southern Sudan, due to its
perceived commonalties, would be linked to British East Africa (Kenya, Uganda and

Tanzania) not to northern Sudan and the Middle East. The Southern Policy allowed for

indigenous laws and customs to be practiced throughout the south while Islamic laws

'8 Robert O. Collins, 4 History of Modern Sudan (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 2008), 36.

¥ Verney, 11. See also: Zolberg, Suhrke and Aguayo, 51: The south, in 1960, contained
approximately one-fourth of the population of Sudan. At that time, “the south had only
three secondary schools, compared with sixty-five in the north, and of 1,216 students at
Khartoum University, only 60 were southerners.”
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and customs were to be practiced throughout the north. “The implication of the

Southern Policy widened the gap between the north and south even further, creating a

negative effect on the south as a whole.”*® According to Douglas Johnson:
Up until 1947 Britain, or at least the Foreign Office, had not been fully
committed to administrating the South as part of the Sudan, entertaining
the untested notion that it might eventually be linked to the East African
colonies. With Egyptian and northern Sudanese nationalist insistence on
a united Sudan, however, this option (never vigorously pursued) was
closed.”!

In December 1946 the Southern Policy was reversed when “the British formally
acceded to pressure from northern politicians and the Egyptian government to keep the
south within a united Sudan.”* “This contradictory and confused approach to governing
Sudan deepened the gulf between north and south and set the stage for the conflict that
would erupt even before the country was formally granted independence.”

Shortly before independence, in 1954, combined Southern leadership agreed,

“to support a federal constitution as the condition for remaining in a united Sudan, failing

which they would reserve the south’s right to self-determination.”**

29 Martha Donkor, Sudanese Refugees in the United States: The Collateral Damage of
Sudan's Civil War (Lewiston, N.Y.: Edward Mellen Press, 2008). (Hereafter cited as:
Donker), 36.

*! Johnson, The Root Causes of Sudan's Civil Wars — Peace or Truce, 2011, 25.

*? Lesch, 34: “Egypt wanted the Nile Valley to remain united under its monarchy.”

> Donkor, 37.

24 Rift Valley Institute, The Sudan Course Book, 53.
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The period between 1953 and 1956 was a transition that led to self-governance

and self-determination of the newly united Sudan. Sudan was granted its independence
on January 1, 1956 - becoming the first of Britain’s African colonies to achieve
independence after World War I1.>° There were constitutional issues, however.

At the time of independence the provisional constitution was unclear regarding whether
Sudan was to be secular or Islamic.”® Also unresolved was whether its structure was to
be federal or unity in structure. Further, along with discord over race, religion and
national identity, the first civil war was to be fought primarily over issues of political
exclusion and domination.”’

The conventional date for the beginning of civil discord is August 1955, four
months before Sudan officially achieved its independence. Southern troops mutinied in
response to a rumor that they were to be moved north after independence:

The [Torit] mutiny is held by many to have highlighted and emphasized
the ethnic, religious and cultural division between the northern and
southern regions of the country, the mistrust between the leaders involved,
and the effects of a traditional British policy of administering the two
areas separately and very differently, at least until the Second World War.
Whether it also mark[ed] the beginning of a sixteen-year struggle between

southern political movements and the Khartoum Government . . . is
another question.”®
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