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Thesis Abstract
My Master‟s Thesis explores the extent to which the international community has established
processes of evaluation and learning that are improving humanitarian responses to complex
humanitarian emergencies over time. It does so by reviewing a range of existing evaluations
of successive crises in the former Sudan, with particular emphasis on Operation Lifeline
Sudan (OLS) and Darfur. I assert that by addressing the shortcomings of past humanitarian
operations and learning from them, the international community can improve the
effectiveness of future humanitarian responses. OLS, which was the first multilateral
humanitarian operation after the end of the Cold War and which is perceived as one of the
biggest failures in humanitarian aid history, will be used as a starting point. Consequently, I
used the case of Darfur in order to answer the following research questions: How has
humanitarian effectiveness evolved in the former Sudan since the launch of OLS? Have
lessons been learned from the failures of OLS? To answer these questions, I applied the UN
OCHA-proposed Elements of Effectiveness as a framework, namely: performance,
accountability, coordination, contextualization, principles and standards, relevance,
participation, capacity, resilience and preparedness, innovation, and access.
The thesis is divided into three main parts. The first part (chapter 2) explains how
humanitarian aid has evolved after the end of the Cold War in regard to complex
emergencies, and why the international community has felt the need for evaluating and
improving humanitarian effectiveness. Chapters three and four critically analyse
humanitarian effectiveness in the former Sudan, during OLS and in Darfur, respectively, in
order to demonstrate how ineffective humanitarian aid has been and how little has changed in
the international response, despite the fact that the former Sudan has been one of the largest
recipients of humanitarian aid since the end of the Cold War.
I argue that humanitarian aid has generally been seen as a failure since the end of the Cold
War, and that evaluating humanitarian effectiveness is necessary for the improvement of
humanitarian aid. On the other hand, complex emergencies are inherently political and
require addressing their underlying socio-economic causes. Therefore, humanitarian aid
cannot be solely blamed for the overall failures of international interventions, as it only exists
alongside of crises and it is limited to saving lives, alleviating suffering of affected
populations, and maintaining their human dignity. International actors mostly failed to
address political problems of crises in the aftermath of the Cold War and humanitarian aid
7

was used as the only response. When the crisis in Darfur broke out, the international
community had more than ten years of experience in responding to complex emergencies.
Yet, it again failed to respond effectively and repeated many of the mistakes of OLS. Major
weaknesses of both operations were, apart from lacking political response, also problems
associated with accessibility and lacking coordination and cooperation between humanitarian
agencies.
Although some improvements have been finally made in terms of humanitarian effectiveness
in the past decade, there are still major problems in the humanitarian sector, such as
insufficient funding mechanisms and inability of the UN to resolve prolonged crises on a
political level. Furthermore, humanitarian aid is still characterised by a lack of data.
Therefore, I assert that it is important to develop better standards for humanitarian response
based on reflections on past operations. The Elements of Effectiveness give the impression of
a useful starting point for developing such standards. Unified standards for monitoring and
evaluation of humanitarian operations on an on-going basis will enable the international
community to learn from past mistakes and to effectively fulfil the primary objectives of
humanitarian aid.
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1. Introduction
This thesis explores the extent to which the international community has established
processes of evaluation and learning that are improving humanitarian responses to complex
humanitarian emergencies over time. It does so by reviewing a range of existing evaluations
of successive crises in the former Sudan, with particular emphasis on Operation Lifeline
Sudan (OLS) and Darfur. Humanitarian aid experienced a major transformation after the end
of the Cold War due to the rise of complex humanitarian emergencies, caused by increased
incidence of intrastate conflicts. At the same time, the end of the Cold War enabled
humanitarian actors better access to affected populations due to abandoning the notion of
absolute sovereignty. Humanitarian operations in the aftermath of the Cold War are,
however, characterized by adhocracy and periodic repetition of the same mistakes.
Multilateral humanitarian operations have been largely ineffective, particularly in fragile
environments, such as the former Sudan. Even though the international community has
acknowledged that humanitarian aid has not been very effective and has been trying to find
ways to improve it, only recently, has it recognised the need to evaluate humanitarian aid and
learn from previous mistakes in order to improve overall humanitarian effectiveness.
Addressing humanitarian effectiveness is undoubtedly a positive improvement for
humanitarian aid. Its growing importance is visible from the United Nations (UN) Office for
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) agenda, related to the upcoming World
Humanitarian Summit, which perceives humanitarian effectiveness as the one of the top
priorities of the humanitarian sector. The cases of OLS and Darfur are ideal for
demonstrating shortcomings of multilateral humanitarian operations. The former Sudan
experienced one of the first humanitarian operations after the end of the Cold War and it has
been one of the largest recipients of humanitarian aid ever since. Although the crises
unfolded in different parts of the former Sudan and the Darfur crisis broke out more than ten
years after the launch of OLS, both emergencies involved the same actors and they were
characterised by the same mistakes of humanitarian agencies. If the international community
would have learned from the failures of OLS, it possibly could have prevented many of the
same failures in Darfur. I assert that by addressing the shortcomings of past humanitarian
operations and learning from them, the international community can improve the
effectiveness of future humanitarian responses.
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The international community provides humanitarian aid to populations who have been
affected by natural or man-made disasters. Contemporary crises, often caused by the
combination of natural and man-made disasters, are called complex emergencies. The
development of complex emergencies relates to the shift from interstate to intrastate conflict
after the end of the Cold War. Some argue that in new wars, civilians are directly affected by
conflicts as opposed to in traditional warfare where civilian casualties were minimal.
However, Fiona Terry suggests that the complexity of contemporary crises is caused by the
number and variety of responses and actors involved in them (Terry, 2002, p. 15). While
natural disasters usually cause instant loss of life and immediate displacement of affected
populations, complex emergencies have mostly a slower impact. However, if the
humanitarian community fails to respond in a timely and effective manner, a complex
emergency can have dire consequences for the civilian population. The number of complex
emergencies has rapidly increased over the last few decades. Consequently, there has been a
sharp increase in the numbers of deaths resulting from intrastate conflicts and the numbers of
people affected by them (Riddell, 2007, p. 313). Contemporary crises cause widespread
suffering and massive loss of life. They are characterized by violence, insecurity, disruption
of services and infrastructure, and loss of livelihoods. Populations affected by complex
emergencies are not able to fulfil their own basic needs, such as food, water, healthcare,
shelter, and sanitation (Riddell, 2007, p. 311). They are often forced to leave their homes not
only to flee the violence, but also to search for water and food.
Therefore, modern conflicts often result in widespread displacement. During the Second
World War and during the Cold War, populations displaced by interstate conflicts sought
refuge in neighbouring countries or abroad. This exodus has, however, changed after the end
of the Cold War. In the last few decades, there has been a sharp increase in the numbers of
internally displaced people (IDPs) due to the nature of contemporary warfare (Riddell, 2007,
p. 314). Another reason for the increase of IDP numbers is that after the end of the Cold War
the international community has refrained from the notion of absolute sovereignty. Affected
populations have become accessible within their country of origin which consequently has
led to major changes in the humanitarian aid sector. Furthermore, due to the protracted nature
of contemporary conflicts, neighbouring countries are no longer as welcoming towards
refugees since hosting large numbers of refugees for longer periods of time puts a strain on
the host community (Duffield, 1997, p. 530).
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The former Sudan, divided into the Republic of Sudan in the North and Republic of South
Sudan in the South since 2011, has had one of the largest internally displaced populations in
the world. It has also been one of the largest recipients of foreign assistance in the last 25
years, prompted by protracted crises. These crises have been caused by long-standing conflict
between the North and the South, tensions between the government and various opposition
groups, and inter-ethnic fighting, in combination with natural disasters, namely droughts and
floods. Recurring conflict in the former Sudan has caused on-going insecurity, loss of life,
and displacement. Communities are still living in dire conditions even after the divide of the
country in 2011. Both Sudan and South Sudan are still receiving humanitarian aid due to
continued conflict, insecurity, vulnerability and displacement. Nonetheless, the situation in
the two countries does not seem to be improving, even though South Sudan has become an
independent country after decades of fighting for independence. Conversely, the
humanitarian situation in some parts of Sudan has noticeably deteriorated in the past year,
particularly in Darfur and in the transition zone on the border with South Sudan. Furthermore,
during the writing of this thesis, fighting has erupted in the South Sudanese capital Juba
between two ethnic groups within the government, spreading to most of the country and
causing yet another humanitarian emergency (Reliefweb, 3 Feb 2014).
While both humanitarian actors and scholars have been trying for years to figure out how to
improve humanitarian response, the international community has continued to repeat the
same mistakes over and over again. Some mistakes can have dire consequences for affected
populations. The former Sudan is a prime example of the ineffectiveness of humanitarian aid.
While humanitarian aid itself has not caused any of the complex emergencies in the former
Sudan, it has repeatedly failed to intervene effectively and fulfil the primary objectives of
humanitarian aid: to save lives, alleviate suffering and maintain human dignity of populations
affected by conflict or a natural disaster. OLS was one of the first multilateral humanitarian
operations after the end of the Cold War; and one of the lengthiest ones. It was launched in
1989 as a response to a widespread famine which affected millions of people in southern
Sudan and resulted in 250,000 deaths. The famine was caused by a combination of factors,
such as the on-going civil war between government forces and their opposition – the Sudan
People‟s Liberation Army (SPLA, also sometimes called Sudan People‟s Liberation
Movement, SPLM), and several years of successive drought. While there were some success
stories on the micro level, overall, the operation was highly criticized and rated as ineffective.
In fact, a second famine developed in 1998 while OLS was still on-going, and it resulted in
11

another 100,000 casualties (Bauman and Deng, 2009, p. 3). I provide more detailed analysis
of the ineffectiveness of humanitarian aid provided during OLS in chapter three. Another
humanitarian and political failure of Sudan has been the genocide in Darfur, a region in the
western part of Sudan, which started when OLS was coming to an end. The crisis, which
developed between 2003 and 2005 (and is still on-going), was caused by ethnic violence
between the Arab and the African populations in Darfur. However, one of the worst
humanitarian catastrophes in the modern history could have been prevented (or at least
diminished) by a more adequate and timely international response. The international
community repeated many of the same mistakes of OLS, despite having more experience in
responding to complex emergencies in both Sudan and in other parts of the world. These
circumstances in Darfur resulted in 400,000 casualties, extensive human rights abuses, and
widespread displacement.
Since the end of OLS in 2004, the humanitarian system has undergone a transformation. The
UN implemented a set of Humanitarian Reforms in 2005 in order to improve the
effectiveness of their response. Recently, the international community, particularly OCHA,
recognised that in order to improve effectiveness, it is not only necessary to improve
standards for providing humanitarian aid, but also to systematically evaluate humanitarian
action and learn from previous mistakes. Nonetheless, humanitarian actors today are
challenged with some of the same issues in the former Sudan as they were during OLS and
during the Darfur crisis. Therefore, addressing the failures of the past is important for the
understanding of the current situation and, perhaps, identifying the issues early on could help
to prevent repetition of the same mistakes in the future. Humanitarian effectiveness is a new
concept, proposed in 2013 at a series of meetings organized by OCHA, leading up to the
2016 World Humanitarian Summit (WHS). Even though humanitarian effectiveness has yet
to be clearly defined, participating actors have identified and proposed „Elements of
[Humanitarian] Effectiveness‟, the core issues that need to be addressed, namely:
performance, accountability, coordination, contextualization, principles and standards,
relevance, participation, capacity, resilience and preparedness, innovation, and access.
This thesis will use these OCHA Elements of Effectiveness as a framework in order to
critically analyse humanitarian effectiveness in the former Sudan, specifically in southern
Sudan during OLS (1989-2004) and during the most critical years of the Darfur crisis (20032005). Although OLS and the Darfur crisis were separate emergencies, and the Darfur region
in the West of Sudan was not part of OLS mandate, both emergencies involved the same
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actors, the GoS and the SPLA. Furthermore, the Darfur crisis developed when OLS was
coming to an end and the North-South peace talks were underway. The international
community hesitated to intervene in Darfur for over a year as it did not want to compromise
the peace process between the North and the South of Sudan. The international community
again failed to respond effectively, and this delay contributed to a humanitarian catastrophe.
This thesis is based on data obtained from evaluations of humanitarian action conducted
during OLS and in Darfur by several humanitarian agencies themselves, as well as through
reflections on humanitarian responses in academic literature. Due to the time constraints of
the project, I have based the thesis on secondary analysis. This meta-analysis has, however,
enabled me to identify not only the shortcomings of OLS and Darfur in terms of humanitarian
effectiveness, but also the lack of learning curve between the two operations, and the
importance of evaluation in for improving humanitarian effectiveness. OLS, which was the
first multilateral humanitarian operation after the end of the Cold War and which is perceived
as one of the biggest failures in humanitarian aid history, will be used as a starting point.
Consequently, I will use the case of Darfur in order to answer the following research
questions: How has humanitarian effectiveness evolved in the former Sudan since the launch
of OLS? Have lessons been learned from the failures of OLS?
The thesis is divided into three parts. In order to understand the shortcomings of the
international responses to the crises in the former Sudan, it is important to explain global
developments in the humanitarian sector after the end of the Cold War and the response of
the humanitarian community on the policy level. Therefore, in the next chapter I will explain
how humanitarian aid has evolved after the end of the Cold War in regard to complex
emergencies, and why the international community has felt the need for evaluating and
improving humanitarian effectiveness. Consequently, in the third and the fourth chapters I
will critically analyse humanitarian effectiveness in the former Sudan, during OLS and in
Darfur, respectively, in order to demonstrate how ineffective humanitarian aid has been and
how little had changed in the international response, despite the fact that the former Sudan
has been one of the largest recipients of humanitarian aid since the end of the Cold War.
I will argue that humanitarian aid has generally been seen as a failure since the end of the
Cold War, and that evaluating humanitarian effectiveness is necessary for the improvement
of humanitarian aid. However, complex emergencies are inherently political and require
addressing their underlying socio-economic causes. Therefore, humanitarian aid cannot be
13

solely blamed for the overall failures of international interventions, as it only exists alongside
of crises and it is limited to saving lives, alleviating suffering of affected populations, and
maintaining their human dignity. International actors mostly failed to address political
problems of crises in the aftermath of the Cold War and humanitarian aid was used as the
only response. Nonetheless, within the limitations of humanitarian aid, there were still many
factors that contributed to ineffectiveness of humanitarian operations, particularly in the first
years after the end of the Cold War.
As mentioned above, OLS was the first multilateral humanitarian operation after the end of
the Cold War, and humanitarian effectiveness was really poor during OLS. However, when
the crisis in Darfur broke out, the international community had more than ten years of
experience in responding to complex emergencies. Yet, it again failed to respond effectively
and repeated many of the mistakes of OLS. Major weaknesses of both operations were, apart
from lacking political response, also problems associated with accessibility and lacking
coordination and cooperation between humanitarian agencies. On the other hand, some
improvements were made in Darfur compared to OLS, such as there were no more claims of
humanitarian aid influencing conflict. The shortcomings of both operations will be
demonstrated through individual OCHA Elements of Effectiveness. While in the third chapter
I will analyse humanitarian effectiveness during OLS, the fourth chapter will evaluate
humanitarian effectiveness during the Darfur crisis and compare it to OLS.
Although some improvements have been finally made in terms of humanitarian effectiveness
in the past decade (thus after OLS and the peak years of the Darfur crisis), such as through
the 2005 Humanitarian Reforms (particularly the cluster approach) and currently the process
of developing humanitarian effectiveness standards is underway, there are still major
problems in the humanitarian sector, such as insufficient funding mechanisms and inability of
the UN to resolve prolonged crises on a political level. Furthermore, humanitarian aid is still
characterised by a lack of data. Therefore, I assert that it is important to develop better
standards for humanitarian response based on reflections on past operations. OCHA-proposed
Elements of Effectiveness give the impression of a useful starting point for developing such
standards. Unified standards for monitoring and evaluation of humanitarian operations on an
on-going basis will enable the international community to learn from past mistakes and to
effectively fulfil the primary objectives of humanitarian aid.
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2. New Humanitarianism and Humanitarian Effectiveness
In order to analyse humanitarian effectiveness in southern Sudan and Darfur, it is important
to outline developments in the global humanitarian realm and the international policy
response to these developments after the end of the Cold War until today. Also, in
summarizing these developments and the policy level of the global response, this chapter will
lay a theoretical foundation for the analytical chapters on OLS and Darfur.
The end of the Cold War caused a major shift in the world order which was also followed by
a significant change in the realm of humanitarian aid. Joanna Macrae calls this changing
arena of humanitarian aid after the end of the Cold War „new humanitarianism‟ (Macrae,
2002, p. 5). This expansion of the humanitarian sector, caused by the growing numbers of
people in need (due to greater incidence of natural and man-made disasters in the last few
decades) and by opening of international borders, has also led to increased funding
requirements for humanitarian operations. While during the Cold War humanitarian aid
constituted only a small part of international aid, today official humanitarian aid (official
bilateral emergency and disaster relief reported by the Development Assistance Committee of
the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD/DAC)) accounts for
approximately ten per cent of overall international assistance. For some donors it is, however,
much higher. For instance, the ratio of humanitarian assistance in overall foreign aid is close
to 20 per cent in some donor countries, such as the United States, Sweden, and Norway. Total
humanitarian aid (which also includes aid raised and provided by NGOs), nonetheless,
accounts for approximately 14 per cent of international aid; and the need for more relief
keeps growing in the developing world (Riddell, 2007, p. 445).
Furthermore, as humanitarian actors are no longer restricted by the notion of absolute
sovereignty, it has become possible for them to access the most vulnerable populations in the
midst of conflicts. While during the Cold War only a few agencies, such as the Red Cross,
were able to access affected populations (mostly only on the periphery of conflicts, or in
neighbouring countries), after the end of the Cold War the numbers of actors involved have
multiplied. Today, there are four main types of actors involved in humanitarian responses.
Apart from the traditional Red Cross, there are multilateral actors (such as various UN and
European Union (EU) agencies), official donors (governments, businesses and individual
donors), and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) (Riddell, 2007, p. 311). The
importance of NGOs has risen quite dramatically in the new humanitarian system. In
15

contemporary crises, even official assistance is often channelled through NGOs in the form of
subcontracting from multilateral agencies, such as the UN and the EU. For instance, the UN
provides funding and NGOs implement humanitarian aid programmes (Riddell, 2007, p.
317). „New humanitarians‟ had however little or no previous experience of working in the
midst of conflicts when the Cold War ended. Therefore, their work in the aftermath of the
Cold War was largely ad hoc and subsequently, their actions were often criticised for
negative effects on conflict in the 1990s, and later for overall ineffectiveness of their work.
Humanitarian aid is intended as a short-term solution to help vulnerable populations affected
by a crisis. However, due to the nature of contemporary crises in some parts of the world, and
particularly in some parts of Africa, there are people, who have depended on humanitarian
aid for many years, even decades. Humanitarian effectiveness has been called into question
by the aid community as well as by academics since the 1990s. It was increasingly criticised
particularly during interventions in Bosnia, Somalia, and Rwanda (IFRC, 2003, p. 135). In
this regard, negative effects of aid in regard to conflicts and protracted crises have been
questioned, as well as lack of accountability and coordination, and other factors. The need for
improvement of humanitarian response was particularly evident after the genocide in Rwanda
in 1994 (Buchanan-Smith, 2003, p. vi) where the international community failed to intervene
effectively in the initial stages of the crisis, as well as some humanitarian agencies later
contributed to exacerbating the conflict by aiding militant refugees in camps in neighbouring
Zaire.
Nonetheless, soon after the end of the Cold War, the international community recognised the
need to reform the humanitarian system due to the opening of international borders and
subsequent broadening of the humanitarian arena as a result of better accessibility of
populations affected by complex emergencies, and also due to the multitude of new actors,
such as NGOs. In December 1991, the UN General Assembly introduced its Guiding
Principles for humanitarian emergency assistance in the form of resolution 46/182. The
resolution stresses the importance of humanitarian assistance for civilian populations affected
by complex emergencies, the importance of coordination, cooperation and leadership, respect
for humanitarian principles, disaster prevention and preparedness, respect for international
and national laws, support for the transition to recovery and long term development, and the
central role of the UN in terms of leadership and coordination (UN GA, A/RES/46/182,
1991).
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Humanitarian principles, mentioned above, have been the traditional guidelines for
humanitarian actors since their introduction by the Red Cross in 1965. While the Red Cross
adheres to seven humanitarian principles, UN resolution 46/182 only emphasizes the
importance of the first three, namely: humanity, impartiality, and neutrality. The principle of
humanity (also called the humanitarian imperative) stresses the right of every human being to
receive humanitarian aid in cases of human suffering. The principle of impartiality means that
humanitarian aid is provided on the basis of need with no discrimination to nationality, race,
religion, class, or political views. The principle of neutrality states that humanitarian actors
should remain neutral and not favour any one side of a conflict (Red Cross Fundamental
Principles website, OCHA Humanitarian Principles website). Later (in 2004), the UN also
acknowledged the importance of the fourth humanitarian principle – the principle of
independence (UN GA Resolution 58/114). Specifically, aid should be provided
independently, free from political, economic, military, or other objectives (Red Cross
Fundamental Principles website, OCHA Humanitarian Principles website). Compliance with
humanitarian principles is still today seen as fundamental for effective humanitarian
coordination and for the establishment and maintenance of access to affected populations by
the UN and other agencies (OCHA, Humanitarian Principles, 2010).
The need for greater accountability of humanitarian actors and for the improvement of their
performance has led to the development of the Code of Conduct for the International Red
Cross and Red Crescent Movement and NGOs in Disaster Relief and to the establishment of
different initiatives, aimed at preventing negative effects of humanitarian action and at
improving humanitarian work, such as the Humanitarian Accountability Partnership (HAP),
Do No Harm, and The Sphere Project. Particularly the „Sphere Standards‟, are widely
accepted by the humanitarian community. The Sphere Project, a humanitarian policy
initiative, was launched in the second half of the 1990s by a group of humanitarian agencies,
including the Red Cross. It is aimed at improving quality and accountability of humanitarian
assistance provided in both natural disasters and complex emergencies. The „Sphere
Standards‟ (Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Disaster Response), published
in 2000, are based on the combination of humanitarian principles, human rights (ICRC Code
of Conduct and international human rights law), and the international refugee law. Sphere
promotes the right for every person affected by a complex emergency or a natural disaster to
receive assistance in times of emergency, particularly in order to fulfil people‟s basic needs,
such as water, sanitation, food and nutrition, shelter, and health services. It also promotes
17

long-term food and livelihood security (Sphere, 2000, p. 5). However, adherence to the
Sphere Standards is voluntary and there are no repercussions for humanitarian actors who do
not comply with them. Furthermore, efforts for greater inter-agency learning exchange have
resulted in the creation of networks, such as Active Learning Network for Accountability and
Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP) (IFRC, 2003, p. 135).
In 2005, the UN recognised the need for a more adequate response to humanitarian crises, as
the resolution 46/182 proved insufficient, and introduced the Humanitarian Reforms process.
It was aimed at improving “the effectiveness of humanitarian response through greater
predictability, accountability, responsibility and partnership” (IASC website). As one of the
major issues in international response has been insufficient funding, the reforms involved the
creation of the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) in 2006 which serves as a reserve
pool of funding for humanitarian emergencies. CERF is annually replenished through
donations from governments, private sponsors, and foundations, and its primary
responsibility is to enable a timely and reliable response to natural and man-made disasters
(CERF website). Humanitarian reforms also included the introduction of the cluster approach
which targets the need for better coordination and cooperation between different
humanitarian actors. It is based on sectorial division of labour between different agencies
under the leadership of the OCHA Emergency Relief Coordinator (IASC website).
There is, however, still a lack of agreement on how to achieve humanitarian objectives in
practice and how to assess the effectiveness of their implementation. Various actors of the
humanitarian realm have differing opinions on how to achieve better humanitarian
effectiveness, ranging from achievements of aid (how funds had been spent), to how many
people have been helped, as well as based on effects on conflict, protection of civilians, and
advocacy. There are also different views on the convergence of humanitarian aid with
political processes and military involvement (Riddell, 2007, p. 313). Until now, there have
not been many attempts to define humanitarian effectiveness or suggestions on how to
measure it. Although there is a lot of academic literature on aid effectiveness, it mostly
concerns development aid. The provision of humanitarian and development aid is often
interconnected, particularly in underdeveloped countries with fragile environments, but the
objectives and evaluation criteria for development and humanitarian aid are quite different. A
consensus for defining humanitarian effectiveness has not been reached so far.
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The humanitarian community has recognised the need for evaluation of humanitarian
operations in order to learn from past mistakes and improve humanitarian effectiveness of
future operations. While the work of aid agencies has been criticised for numerous reasons
(as mentioned above), there has generally been a lack of data on overall humanitarian
responses which contributed to difficulties with assessing humanitarian effectiveness
objectively. Furthermore, it is essential to find a link between the aid provided and the
outcomes achieved. On the other hand, humanitarian actors have also acknowledged the
difficulties of measuring the effectiveness of humanitarian operations. Some evaluations have
been provided by different agencies over the years, but their quality, scope and focus vary, as
do the evaluation criteria used in individual reports. Riddell suggests that one has to adopt a
holistic approach when assessing a disaster or emergency and evaluate the effectiveness of
aid provided by all actors involved, combined, and review the overall impact, not only
particular outcomes by individual agencies (Riddell, 2007, p. 325). Similarly, Hofmann
stresses the importance of system-wide evaluations. One needs to consider collective
outcomes, as well as the broader political dimensions of the environment humanitarian aid
operates in. Also, process and operational effectiveness need to be considered as some
evaluations are too narrow and only results-driven. One has to evaluate both processes and
impact. Therefore, an assessment of the situation should be conducted before the launch of a
humanitarian operation, then agencies should carry out an on-going analysis throughout each
operation, and finally, an analysis of the impact of an operation should be completed with
regard to the impact of each intervention (Hofmann, 2004, p. 1-2).
The only systematic framework for evaluating humanitarian effectiveness in complex
emergencies, so far, has been the collaborative work of the United Kingdom-based Overseas
Development Institute (ODI) and the OECD/DAC, Guidance for Evaluating Humanitarian
Assistance in Complex Emergencies, published in 1999. The OECD/DAC guide recommends
that humanitarian aid provided in complex emergencies should be evaluated on the basis of
efficiency, effectiveness, impact, sustainability, and relevance (OECD, 1999, p. 22).
Effectiveness is defined by the OECD as “the extent to which the activity's stated objectives
have been met” (OECD website). The publication suggests that evaluating humanitarian
effectiveness requires the evaluator to consider the initial causes of complex emergencies,
namely political instability and armed conflict (OECD, 1999, p. 5-6). It also recommends that
evaluators assess the „humanitarian space‟ (determined by the accessibility of affected
populations, the level of human rights abuses and the measures taken to provide protection to
19

affected populations, as well as the accountability of aid agencies) in which aid agencies
operate (OECD, 1999, p. 15-17). Furthermore, the paper suggests evaluating the effects of aid
on war (the extent of aid on the war economy through diversion or taxation of aid), as well as
considering displacement of populations, both refugees and IDPs. Finally, the report
recommends evaluating the distribution of aid (OECD, 1999, p. 22).
The OECD/DAC also recommends that, in order to improve humanitarian effectiveness, it is
essential to select criteria for evaluation of humanitarian operations. However, humanitarian
aid monitoring and evaluations have been less systematic than evaluations of development
aid effectiveness (OECD/DAC, 1999, p. 2). This might also be due to the fact that
humanitarian aid is more complicated to evaluate than development aid. The main objective
of development aid is economic growth and the alleviation of poverty, and the principles for
improving aid effectiveness are ownership, alignment, harmonisation, managing for results,
and mutual accountability, as stated in the Paris Declaration (OECD, 2005). However, the
main objectives of humanitarian aid are to “save lives, alleviate suffering and maintain
human dignity during and in the aftermath of natural and man-made crises”, as stated in
resolution 46/182, and it can only be estimated how many lives have been saved or how
many deaths have been prevented through the provision of humanitarian aid (Riddell, 2007,
p. 311).
The international community did not recognise the importance of a unified approach for
evaluating humanitarian effectiveness, until recently. Even though, the OECD/DAC guide
has not been used systematically and it is today perceived by OCHA as inadequate for
evaluating humanitarian effectiveness, it undoubtedly represents the first step towards
improving it. The OECD/DAC criteria have been used as guiding principles for evaluation by
some agencies in the past. However, today they are perceived as being an insufficient,
developmentally-oriented framework which is focused on outcomes and not processes, and
which is missing key elements for evaluating humanitarian effectiveness, such as
preparedness, sustainability, accountability, transparency, and an orientation to the needs of
affected people. Therefore, the framework is not suitable for evaluating humanitarian
effectiveness (OCHA, March 2013, p. 2, 4). Also, provision of humanitarian aid is
traditionally based on humanitarian principles, particularly on the core principles of
humanity, impartiality, neutrality, and independence, which the OECD/DAC guide does not
take into account. It would seem logical to base humanitarian effectiveness evaluations on
humanitarian principles in terms of numbers of saved lives and the fulfilment of basic human
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needs. However, Riddell argues that this view would be too simplistic, as the consequences
of humanitarian action are not as clear and are more complex than it might seem at first
(Riddell, p. 312).
As of late, there has finally been a lot of debate on humanitarian effectiveness in the aid
community, after the UN Secretary-General published the „Five-Year Action Agenda‟ in
2012. It calls for a more global, accountable and robust humanitarian system. To achieve this,
the Secretary-General expressed the need for promoting the agenda for humanitarian
effectiveness (UN, 2012, p. 7). Valerie Amos, UN OCHA Under-Secretary General and
Emergency Relief Coordinator has recently addressed humanitarian effectiveness as “one of
the most important challenges for the humanitarian sector” (DARA HardTalk, 15 October
2013), as the humanitarian community is lacking a common set of performance standards. It
has not yet been established what humanitarian effectiveness actually means, how to define
it, or how to measure it. It has been agreed at the OCHA Consultative Workshop on
Humanitarian Effectiveness in March 2013 that more research has to be done, and
humanitarian effectiveness has been set as the one of the main agendas for debate at the first
ever WHS which will be held in Istanbul, Turkey in 2016. The goal of the WHS will be to
strengthen humanitarian aid and promote a “global agenda on humanitarian aid transparency
and effectiveness”, according to the UN Secretary-General‟s Five Year Action Agenda. It is
also hoped to agree on a unified definition, approach, and evaluation criteria for humanitarian
effectiveness (OCHA, 21 March 2013, p. 1).
The term „humanitarian effectiveness‟ was preferred by participating actors of the May 2013
workshop to „humanitarian aid effectiveness‟ in order to avoid confusion with „aid
effectiveness‟ which is concerned with development aid (OCHA, May 2013, p. 6).
Participating actors agreed that the humanitarian effectiveness agenda has to be “embedded in
the overall economic, political and security context” of complex emergencies (OCHA, May
2013, p. 8). They proposed a set of core issues which need to be addressed. These „Elements
of Effectiveness‟ are performance, accountability, coordination, contextualization, principles
and standards, relevance, participation, capacity, resilience and preparedness, innovation, and
access (more detail provided in „Annex 1 – Elements of Effectiveness‟, OCHA, 2013).
In order to develop a unified approach and improve evaluations of humanitarian
effectiveness, recent debates have also suggested combining qualitative and quantitative
methods, if possible (OCHA, March 2013, p. 4). Nevertheless, humanitarian effectiveness is
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often hard to assess in quantitative terms as data provided by agencies are often inaccurate
and sketchy (Riddell, 2007, p. 312). There have been systemic problems with data collection
and analysis, as the humanitarian sector is multi-dimensional and decentralised and different
actors have been using varied approaches (OCHA, March 2013, p. 2). Therefore, it is
necessary to develop a unified approach for evaluating humanitarian effectiveness, also
because evaluations provided by individual agencies are quite often one sided and can be
misleading. The number of evaluations has grown but their quality varies. They are often
designed to please their donors and therefore promote partial successes, but it is hard to say if
individual agencies or their projects have contributed to the overall effectiveness. In the past,
projects of individual NGOs have often overlapped and agencies lacked a coordinated
systematic approach which has sometimes led to agencies concentrating in easily accessible
and relatively safe areas, while the most vulnerable people were often neglected and left
unattended. So, while agencies were reporting successes in terms of numbers of lives they
had saved, many other people had meanwhile continued to suffer and die (Riddell, 2007, p.
312).
In regard to humanitarian effectiveness in complex emergencies, it is also important to
address the relationship between humanitarian actors and other actors in the field. As the
world has been changing, the lines between humanitarian actors and other intervening agents
involved have been blurring, as well. Humanitarian agencies working in insecure
environments of complex emergencies often cooperate with peacekeeping forces in order to
protect civilians. Duffield and others perceive securitization of aid, the convergence of aid
and security, as means for promotion of human rights and protection of vulnerable
populations and a potential for decreasing of conflicts in unstable and insecure environments
(Duffield, 2001, p. 310). Conversely, humanitarian operations have also sometimes served for
the achievement of political interests of actors involved. Western governments, particularly
the United States, have used the pretext of humanitarianism for the pursuit of their political
and military objectives (Macrae, 2002, p. 16). While humanitarian minimalists believe that
humanitarian aid should strictly comply with humanitarian principles and maintain its
neutrality, humanitarian maximalists promote the use of aid for building peace. They argue
that humanitarian aid provided in complex emergencies is never provided in a vacuum and
therefore it cannot be neutral. The prevalent view today is that humanitarian aid has to
address underlying and immediate causes of crises it operates in, in order to be effective
(Riddell, 2007, p. 326). Nonetheless, OLS failed to address the underlying causes of the
22

South Sudan crisis, and it failed to effectively fulfil the objectives of humanitarian aid (which
will be demonstrated in the next chapter).
Overall, the developments in the international realm since the end of the Cold War led to
major changes in the response of humanitarian actors to complex emergencies. However,
despite these changes and developments of different policies, norms and standards in the
humanitarian realm, 25 years after the end of the Cold War, humanitarian aid is still not
effective. This thesis stresses the importance of monitoring and evaluating humanitarian
operations as an on-going learning process for improvement of humanitarian response. It also
supports the development of a better set of norms/standards/policies for multilateral
responses to complex emergencies, such as South Sudan and Darfur. There is only so much
humanitarian aid can do, it cannot resolve conflicts or prevent natural disasters, but in
providing aid in an accountable and coordinated manner, with adherence to humanitarian
principles, humanitarian aid can do what it is designed to do, save lives, alleviate suffering
and maintain human dignity for populations affected by complex emergencies. The next two
chapters will demonstrate failures of humanitarian actors in responding to complex
emergencies in southern Sudan and Darfur. It the case of OLS, the failures can be blamed on
the inexperience of humanitarian actors, but in the case of Darfur, many of the failures could
have been prevented if only the international community had reflected on their mistakes from
OLS. Therefore, it is important to analyse humanitarian effectiveness of past complex
emergencies and learn from them in order to improve humanitarian effectiveness in the
former Sudan and in other fragile environments today.
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3. Humanitarian Effectiveness during Operation Lifeline Sudan
This chapter will analyse humanitarian effectiveness during OLS. Operation Lifeline Sudan
was launched in response to famine which developed in parts of southern Sudan in the second
half of the 1980s as a result of civil war between the government and its opposition forces in
the former Sudan. The operation has been extensively criticised both while it was still
unfolding and after it ended. While some, such as Autesserre, perceive OLS as one of the
greatest failures in humanitarian aid history, despite its scope (Autesserre In: Bauman and
Deng, 2009, p. 3), Duffield suggests that OLS was partially successful. There is an
undeniable contribution of saving lives, as without international relief many more people
would have died as a consequence of conflict and famine. On the other hand, a lot more lives
could have been saved if the UN would have responded in a more adequate and effective
manner, particularly in terms of food security. Even though food aid delivery is of primary
importance in complex emergencies, other aspects, such as logistical support, water, and
sanitation were largely neglected during OLS (Duffield, 2000, p. 172-173). As mentioned
below, humanitarian aid deliveries were problematic not only due to restrictions imposed by
the Government of Sudan (GoS) in southern Sudan throughout most of OLS, but also due to
inexperience and mistakes of aid agencies. Anderson believes that the fact that there were
some success stories on the micro-level does not compensate for the overall failures of OLS.
She emphasizes the importance of the macro-level for the evaluation of humanitarian aid as
humanitarian assistance can have negative effects on conflict, as well as an inappropriate or
missing multilateral response can have dire consequences for the affected population
(Anderson cited In: Bauman and Deng, 2009, p. 3).
In order to analyse if humanitarian effectiveness in the former Sudan has improved since the
end of OLS in 2004 and if the international community has learned from its previous
mistakes, this chapter will identify factors that led to the failures of the operation using the
OCHA Elements of Effectiveness framework outlined in the previous chapter. Namely, this
chapter will analyse performance, accountability, coordination, contextualization, principles
and standards, relevance, participation, capacity, resilience and preparedness, innovation, and
access during OLS. In this chapter, I argue that overall humanitarian effectiveness during
OLS was extremely poor, particularly due to inexperience of humanitarian actors in
responding to complex emergencies after the end of the Cold War. The main shortcoming of
the operation was the failure to address the political aspect of the crisis as the international
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community believed that humanitarian aid could resolve the crisis. Furthermore, OLS
experienced major problems with accessibility. Problematic was late timing of the operation
and insufficiency of the response, as well as humanitarian agencies did not work in an
accountable and coordinated manner. I will provide further detail on these shortcomings after
outlining the overall context before and during OLS.

3.1. OLS Context
OLS was established in 1989 during a time of major historical challenges as the Cold War
was coming to an end. The former Sudan has a long history of humanitarian aid which had
already started before the launch of OLS. However, until 1989, aid to Sudan was limited due
to respecting absolute sovereignty by governments and the international community. This
meant that aid was provided only to war affected populations outside of war zones with the
consent of the GoS, particularly by the Red Cross. This started to slowly change during the
second half of the 1980s and the Red Cross was able to access vulnerable populations in the
GoS-controlled areas in the North and some parts of the South. However, areas in the South
held by the opposition movement, the SPLA, stayed largely unattended by humanitarian
relief due to GoS control. As a result, a famine developed in the province of Bahr El-Ghazal
and was spreading to other SPLA-held provinces in the South as well. This happened due to a
combination of factors, such as continuation of a long-lasting civil war between the North
and the South, several years of drought, as well as the GoS deliberately denying food to
people in southern Sudan as a strategy of war.
The conflict between the North and the South of Sudan is a complex issue stemming from
dissimilarities between the two parts of the country, ranging from political, to ethnic, cultural,
and religious differences. While Northerners are prevalently Arabs adhering to Islam, the
South is inhabited mainly by black Africans who are either Christian or follow animist
traditions and practice pastoralism (Macrae et al, 1997, p. 224). While the North of the
country is poor in terms of natural resources and the land is not very fertile, South Sudan has
an abundance of natural resources (such as water, timber and oil), and the land is quite fertile,
as well. Therefore, the quantity and quality of natural resources had been another incentive
fuelling the conflict, as the GoS did not want to lose naturally rich areas in the South for
economic reasons and was denying SPLA‟s calls for independence (Duffield, 2000, p. 168).
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3.2. Performance
The criterion of performance is not easy to assess in this chapter as humanitarian actors
working within the OLS framework had no previous experience working directly in the midst
of conflict and no precedent to follow. Humanitarian work during OLS was mostly executed
on an ad hoc basis. OLS was the first UN humanitarian operation to directly challenge the
absolute sovereignty principle, as the UN and NGOs were directly involved in cross-border
aid delivery. Never before were multilateral organisations able to provide aid in the midst of
an internal conflict. With the ending of the Cold War, the international situation was easing
from the mid-1980s onwards, and some independent, previously only developmentally
oriented NGOs expanded their involvement in cross-border relief work in Africa already
prior the beginning of OLS (Duffield, 1994, p. 7). After the end of the Cold War, the numbers
of NGOs grew significantly. Some of them worked independently, such as Médecins Sans
Frontières (MSF), while others were working through subcontracting from the UN. However,
as they had little or no previous experience working in the field, it led to a range of mistakes.
Also, as mentioned above, the establishment of a relationship with a non-state actor, such as
the SPLA was another unprecedented experience for OLS, as this relationship gave the SPLA
recognition and legitimacy by the international community (Bradbury et al, 2000, p. 27). This
relationship can be seen as another sign of the changing international realm after the end of
the Cold War. The development of this relationship was also the first step towards South
Sudan‟s independence, together with the „Agreement on Ground Rules‟, signed in 1995
between the SPLM and OLS. The bilateral agreement was to strengthen and support the OLS
mandate and its support for humanitarian principles (Bradbury et al, 2000, p. 30), as well as
for the Geneva Convention and Protocols in the southern sector. It also enabled better access
to SPLA-controlled areas (Barltrop, 2011, p. 79).

3.3. Accountability
Accountability did not seem to concern the international community much in the first years of
OLS. However, it is not easy to analyse for the overall lack of data. It wasn‟t until the late
1990s when critics such as Terry and Anderson started to point out negative effects of aid on
conflict and called for better accountability of aid agencies and individual aid workers. As
mentioned in the previous chapter, Anderson‟s „Do No Harm‟ approach has been one of
many attempts on how to improve certain aspects of humanitarian effectiveness. She calls for
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better accountability of aid workers and suggests how to practically minimise negative effects
of aid by learning from previous mistakes, such as diversion of relief goods, lack of local
ownership, or uneven distribution (Anderson, 1999, p. 38-46). Particularly diversion and
manipulation of aid was a major issue during OLS. Sometimes this happened voluntarily
through SPLA family members, but mostly aid was diverted by force (Duffield, 2000, p.
185). Both GoS armed forces and the SPLA looted OLS and UN relief storage centres,
convoys or villages that had just received aid, as well as relief was being „taxed‟ from
recipients by warring factions. The capacity for diversion was increased by negotiated access
and aid being distributed to civilians through locally controlled aid organisations, such as the
Sudan Relief and Rehabilitation Commission (SRRA) which worked closely with local
military forces (Barltrop, 2011, p. 82-83). Even though the diversion was neither systematic,
nor constant, it still accounted for 30 to 40 per cent of total aid delivered (Barltrop, 2011, p.
84).
Furthermore, through the lack of protection and extensive diversion of relief, aid became an
economic resource and a part of the war economy (Shearer, 2000, p. 190). Terry believes that
when aid becomes a resource in a conflict environment, the continuation of war is more
desirable than peace itself, particularly for some powerful individuals (Terry, 2002, p. 2).
Contradictorily, Shearer contends that even though some individuals might have profited
from the war in Sudan, this had only a minor impact on the overall development of the
conflict (Shearer, 2000, p. 194-195). Although aid had become a resource due to the lack of
other resources (Duffield, 2000, p. 191), it did not have an effect on the continuation of the
conflict for three reasons. First, the crisis was sustained for several decades already before the
beginning of OLS with no help from the outside; second, the amounts of aid provided to
Sudan during OLS were not even meeting the basic needs of the struggling population; and
finally, the SPLA was also present in areas that had not been receiving aid from OLS
(Duffield, 2000, p. 177; Shearer, 2000, p. 196). Nonetheless, Duffield agrees with Anderson
that aid agencies and individual workers should be responsible and accountable for their
actions and they should be aware of potential negative effects of their actions and try to
prevent them. He also expresses the need for systematic monitoring and evaluation of aid
operations. However, OLS mostly lacked data and transparency (Duffield, 2000, p. 196).
Similarly, Marriage suggests that aid agencies often hide behind humanitarian principles
when it comes to accountability for their actions, but she believes that they do not always
follow them (see below in section 3.6.) (Marriage, 2006, p. 3). Furthermore, Rhodes suggests
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that agencies do not acknowledge the needs of aid recipients and are only accountable to their
donors (Rhodes, 2002, p. 12).
Nonetheless, Shearer believes that the influence of aid on conflict gets exaggerated by both
academics (such as Anderson) and aid agencies themselves. Aid agencies tend to
overestimate their influence in order to promote their objectives, fulfil donor agendas, or to
promote their public image. According to Shearer, this overestimated portrayal of
humanitarian aid suggests that aid could be a solution for a complex emergency (Shearer,
2000, p. 196-199); but Sudan is the ultimate example contradicting this belief. Humanitarian
aid cannot be the only solution for a complex emergency, as it is only able to address the
symptoms of an emergency and it does not tackle the underlying socioeconomic causes of
conflicts (Shearer, 2000, p. 196-199). Still, humanitarian aid has quite often been the only
international response to complex emergencies, and Sudan was one of them. Humanitarian
aid should not try to resolve a conflict and only adhere to its primary objectives of saving
lives and alleviating suffering of a civilian population affected by conflict. Otherwise,
according to Shearer, it can have dire consequences for the affected population and also for
further development of a country (Shearer, 2000, p. 200). Sudan desperately needed a
political solution and it was not until 2001 when the international community recognised this
and started looking for a peace resolution. Using humanitarian aid as the only solution to
political crises (or the failure of finding an effective political solution) is a recurring pattern
in the former Sudan. It contributes to lowering humanitarian effectiveness. It will particularly
become clear in the following chapter, as in Darfur the failure of the international community
to intervene contributed to the overall extent of the tragedy.

3.4. Contextualization
Contextualization is concerned with the approach used by the international community, in
other words, whether it was appropriate in the given context (OCHA, 2013, p. 8). As there
was no precedent to follow, the framework of OLS and other humanitarian operations in the
aftermath of the Cold War was based on the natural disaster model of the Cold War era.
Duffield perceives this logic as an operational failure, as this model, designed to respond to
floods and droughts, pays very little attention to socioeconomic and political factors which
are central to complex emergencies (Duffield, 1994, p. 3). As mentioned above, OLS was
established during a time when it was believed that humanitarian aid could be a solution for
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complex emergencies. OLS failed to address the underlying factors that caused the first
famine; it only addressed the consequences (high mortality statistics) where the UN should
have put political pressure on the GoS who‟s war strategy was one of the main reasons for the
development of the famine, in the first place (Keen, 1994, p. 116).

3.5. Relevance, Resilience and Preparedness
In the humanitarian effectiveness context, relevance is concerned with the response of the
international community to a crisis, specifically, whether it was or was not timely,
appropriate and adequate in the given context (OCHA, 2013, p. 8). Particularly the timing of
the operation was closely related to resilience and preparedness in the case of OLS. The
initial timing of the international response was quite problematic due to the development of
the crisis before the official end of the Cold War. The famine in the Bahr El-Ghazal province
started developing in 1986 as a result of the reasons listed previously, in addition to
crumbling infrastructure in southern Sudan, and particularly due to extensive displacement.
OLS was perceived by some critics as „too little too late‟. A famine was declared by the
international community in 1988 and the UN initially tried to negotiate with the GoS, but
their efforts were ineffective as the GoS did not want to abandon its war strategy of denying
food to populations in SPLA-controlled areas. Therefore, OLS was not launched until almost
a year later (Efuk, 2007, p. 50). By that time, a famine had developed on a large scale, and in
the end it accounted for approximately 250,000 victims. A second famine in Bahr El-Ghazal
had developed mainly as a consequence of OLS failure. Another 100,000 people died despite
the size of the operation and the presence of aid agencies in the country (Rhodes, 2002, p. 2).
This was largely caused by the adoption of the relief-to-development continuum in the
second part of the 1990s and subsequent decrease of humanitarian aid, as well as by GoSimposed restrictions (see below).
The international community in the post-Cold War era believed that humanitarian assistance
itself could help the promotion of peace in unstable parts of the world (Duffield, 1994, p. 7).
However, Barltrop asserts that the OLS framework was a hindrance for conflict resolution, as
it contributed to depoliticization of the crisis; negotiations between the UN and the GoS
focused primarily on humanitarian action and constituted mainly of negotiating access for aid
deliveries (Barltrop, 2011, p. 91). The substitution of lacking political action with aid was
later criticised by many, such as Bradbury. He finds it problematic as the mandate of OLS
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was not established under Chapter VII of the UN Charter and humanitarian aid was the only
international response to the conflict and extensive human rights abuses on both sides of the
conflict (Bradbury et al, 2000, p. 27).
OLS was initially meant to be a short-term (six-week) operation of food aid delivery to
famine-stricken areas, as the civil war was thought to have ended. However, the UN
underestimated the situation. Shortly after the launch of the operation fighting in the area reescalated and OLS became more problematic (Van Voorhis, 1989, p. 35). The international
community had no experience with humanitarian interventions, and „mission creep‟ mandates
were very common in the aftermath of the Cold War. As the operation was extending (in
terms of its duration as well as its scope), its mandate was widening as well. Humanitarian
aid became a tool for political manipulation by international actors as well as by the GoS.
The situation would have needed separate political diplomacy, but the UN failed to recognise
this and believed that a humanitarian response would be sufficient (Bradbury et al, 2000, p.
27). This notion is in disagreement with the traditional humanitarian minimalist view which
is based on the respect for humanitarian principles and primary objectives of humanitarian
aid. The widening of the OLS mandate and its politicised function directly challenges the
principle of neutrality.

3.6. Principles and Standards
OLS was primarily based on traditional humanitarian principles, particularly on the four core
principles, namely humanity, impartiality, neutrality, and independence. The traditional
humanitarian principles were established by the International Committee of the Red Cross
(ICRC) in 1965, thus still during the Cold War. As the OLS framework was also developed
before the end of the Cold War, it is based on the traditional humanitarian minimalist view.
Humanitarian minimalists, such as Levine or Shearer, believe that adherence to the principles
is the only way how to stay true to primary objectives of humanitarian aid, namely to save
lives and alleviate suffering. The mandate of the operation particularly stresses the
importance of its neutrality (Bradbury et al, 2000, p. 30). Levine perceived the maintaining of
neutrality and impartiality as extremely important in southern Sudan, in order to keep the
trust of all warring factions (Levine, 1997, p. 9). Maintaining neutrality allows humanitarian
agencies to access people in need when other actors cannot. Also humanitarian aid in Sudan
allowed UN agencies to lead dialogue with warring factions. However, this was very
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difficult, as the GoS perceived many humanitarian agencies as biased and supporting the
SPLA. Very important was also the humanitarian imperative based on the principle of
humanity, namely the right of all civilians in an armed conflict to receive aid. At the same
time, this principle was often compromised during OLS due to the GoS‟ sanctions (see
chapter 3.9. on „Access‟). Most humanitarian agencies, including the UN, EU and major
NGOs still use humanitarian principles as the core guiding principles of their work today.
However, due to the changed humanitarian environment, it is no longer enough to only
follow the humanitarian principles in order to provide humanitarian aid effectively.
The international community started questioning the effectiveness of humanitarian aid in
regard to humanitarian principles during OLS. Many academics, such as Keen, Duffield,
Anderson, and Terry started criticising humanitarian work in the 1990s, claiming that the
humanitarian realm had changed and it was no longer only the Red Cross providing aid, and
one could not blindly follow the traditional principles and had to be responsible for his
actions; that these principles are no longer sufficient in the complex environments and
multitude of actors in contemporary crises (Terry, 2002, p. 18). One cannot be neutral, as aid
is not being provided in a vacuum but in a political environment. Therefore, the provision of
aid is always political. Aid becomes an integral part of a conflict and cannot be isolated from
it. Anderson believes that there is a mutual relationship between aid and conflict, where relief
provided in a complex emergency is influenced by conflict, as well as aid itself can influence
or even prolong a conflict (Anderson, 1999, p. 1). This view is congruent with the post-Cold
War belief that humanitarian aid can resolve conflicts, and therefore, aid had been used as the
only response to political crises. It was not until 2001 when the international community
recognised that humanitarian relief itself would not resolve the civil war in Sudan and started
supporting a political solution for the crisis (Barltrop, 2011, p. 89).

3.7. Coordination, Capacity, and Innovation
The whole operation was lacking adequate coordination and cooperation mechanisms and it
struggled from institutional amnesia. The UN had not enough capacity for the
implementation of projects, so it mostly only secured access and funds, while affiliated
NGOs carried out the actual relief projects (Duffield, 1994, p. 7). Apart from UNICEF, the
main UN agency responsible for the coordination of the operation and the lead agency in the
southern sector, OLS consisted of the WFP, the lead agency in the northern sector, and at
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times up to almost sixty other UN agencies and local and international NGOs (Barltrop, 2011,
p. 76). While some agencies cooperated with UNICEF and others worked independently,
overall inter-agency communication was missing. This led to surplus food aid in some areas
while other areas were unaided. Most NGOs concentrated in more stable areas, while the
most vulnerable areas were left unattended. This not only led to proliferation of scarce
resources, but also to institutional amnesia, periodic repetition of mistakes, accented by
frequent proliferation of aid workers (Rhodes, 2002, p. 11). Nonetheless, problems with
coordination of the operation were further emphasized by the division of OLS in two sectors.
While the southern sector had its headquarters in Nairobi (Kenya), the northern sector in the
Sudanese capital Khartoum, and there was almost no communication between the two centres
(Barltrop, 2011, p. 92). While the northern sector was controlled by the GoS and still
respected Sudan‟s absolute sovereignty (a 1980s model), the southern sector, which operated
in SPLA-controlled areas, developed certain autonomy from the government. Consequently,
a part of Sudan‟s sovereignty was basically in hands of the UN. Still, as mentioned below, the
operating regime was largely ad hoc due to negotiated access (Karim et al, 1996, p. 2).
Capacity building in southern Sudan was a complex issue as parts of it were severely
underdeveloped already before the outbreak of the Second Sudanese Civil War in 1983.
However, the conflict caused further deterioration of basic services, such as healthcare,
education, or even access to clean water due to widespread displacement and disruption to
infrastructure and markets. The disorder was so severe that OLS agencies were challenged
every day by working in extremely dangerous conditions, with almost non-existent
infrastructure. The success of OLS had been constantly challenged by operational and
programmatic issues, and mistakes got periodically repeated year after year (Barltrop, 2011,
p. 90). Nonetheless, capacity building was not addressed until 2001 when the international
community recognised that aid will not resolve the crisis and started acting on the need for a
political resolution in southern Sudan. Even though not much had changed after 2001 in
terms of relief delivery within OLS, peace processes between the GoS and the SPLA started
to progress outside OLS. The first step towards a peaceful resolution between the North and
the South was a ceasefire in the Nuba Mountains, in the North of the country which was
however outside OLS‟s orbit (Barltrop, 2011, p. 96). Also, the crisis in Darfur between 2003
and 2005 drew more attention to the whole of Sudan and it contributed to an overall increase
in funding for both Darfur and southern Sudan, not only in terms of relief, but also recovery
and development assistance (Barltrop, 2011, p. 99).
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In terms of innovation, OLS was launched by the UN in April 1989, thus before the actual
end of the Cold War. While this step by the UN indicated the change in thinking about
humanitarian intervention and conflict management, OLS was also different than other
humanitarian interventions that followed (Rhodes, 2002, p.3). As mentioned in the previous
chapter, the end of the Cold War denoted an era of „new humanitarianism‟ which was
characterised primarily by the changing response of the international community to intrastate
conflicts and complex emergencies. While during the Cold War only the Red Cross was
allowed to aid populations affected by an intrastate conflict and mainly only on the outskirts
of conflicts, the end of the Cold War opened doors for other humanitarian actors and was
denoted by a rapid growth of the international non-governmental sector.
As OLS was the first operation of its kind, and therefore quite innovative in regard to
complex emergencies, it was also unique and different than operations that followed in terms
of its framework. The mandate of the operation did not include protection of civilians,
humanitarian workers, or the displaced population. The primary responsibility to protect its
citizens is attributed to the government of every country. Furthermore, Sudan is a signatory of
the Geneva Convention. Therefore, the GoS is to protect its citizens in times of an armed
conflict. However, during OLS civilians in the South had been not only denied food and other
relief supplies, they were often intentionally targeted by government forces under the
pretence that they support the SPLA. Human rights of the civilian population had been
repeatedly abused by the government, as well as by the rebels in the form of child soldiers,
camp militarization, aid diversion, abductions, rape, and the like. Insecurity has been a
massive problem in Sudan, not just for the local population but for relief workers as well, due
to extensive fighting, aerial bombing and abductions (Barltrop, 2011, p 80). The international
community has since learned from its past mistakes, and today protection of civilians is an
integral component of every UN-mandated operation (Rhodes, 2002, p. 4).
The previous chapter stressed the importance of evaluation for the improvement of
humanitarian effectiveness. However, the only systematic approach to evaluate and improve
OLS was the independent OLS Review undertaken in 1995 (published by UNICEF 1996) by a
team of researchers, led by Ataul Karim. The Review aimed to assess the effectiveness of
meeting the needs of the war-affected civilian population in Sudan. In particular, it found
problematic the division of OLS into two sectors and their different operational regimes
(Karim et al, 1996, p. 2). After the Review was published in 1996, the UN attempted to
improve some areas of OLS, such as accessibility, programming, distribution of relief, and
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diversion of aid, but with only little or no success due to lacking cooperation from both sides
of the conflict. Most of the solutions were only temporary, as both the GoS and the SPLA
kept breaking agreements and ceasefires. Furthermore, the Review failed to address OLS‟
lack of a political component and the scope of relief abuse by the warring parties. As Barltrop
points out, the operation was lacking diplomatic political negotiations in the 1990s (Barltrop,
2011, p. 87). However, in 2001 the strategy of the UN changed quite significantly and OLS
started supporting a diplomatic solution for the decades-long conflict (Barltrop, 2011, p. 89).

3.8. Participation
OLS was lacking ownership and leadership of the GoS. On the contrary, the GoS not only did
not participate in helping its population, it was deliberately targeting the population in
southern Sudan, abusing their human rights, and denying them relief provided by the
international community. As the population of Sudan continued to struggle, the international
community was focused solely on the provision of humanitarian aid in the first five years of
OLS. However, humanitarian aid is meant to be a short-term solution to an emergency. Due
to the protracted nature of the crisis, in 1994 the international community decided to adopt a
strategy aimed at promoting long-term results and self-sufficiency of the local population in
the South. Macrae proposed the relief-to-development strategy, adopted by OLS in the 1994,
as the biggest mistake of OLS, as it derived from the 1980s natural disaster model which does
not work in complex emergencies (as mentioned above) (Macrae et al, 1997, p. 225).
However, Duffield is convinced that the „continuum‟ thinking is a new concept stemming
from the „new aid‟ paradigm, as not only humanitarian aid but also development aid changed
with the end of the Cold War (Duffield, 1997, p. 529). Nonetheless, Macrae also suggested
that the failure of the strategy is another reason why relief by itself cannot be the solution for
complex emergencies (Macrae et al, 1997, p. 225).
In the mid-1990s, it was believed that the worst emergency was over and that a longer-term
approach, promoting rehabilitation, reconstruction and capacity building should be adopted
(Duffield, 1997, p. 525). Another reason for changing the strategy was the false belief that the
population was creating dependency on food aid provided. Duffield stresses the shortcomings
of the decision to adopt the relief-to-development strategy in pointing out that relief provided
was irregular, unreliable and insufficient, therefore, impossible to create a dependency on.
Furthermore, the conflict was still on-going and millions of people were still in need of relief.
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With the adoption of the relief-to-development continuum, already unsatisfactory amounts of
humanitarian aid further decreased (Duffield, 2000, p. 194-195). Food aid was reduced by
almost 70 per cent in the second half of the 1990s (Marriage, 2006, p. 141), and humanitarian
aid provided by OLS covered only approximately 20 per cent of food needs in Sudan
(Rhodes, 2002, p. 9).
OLS relief-to-development strategy was supported by donor governments, the GoS and the
SPLA (Efuk, 2007, p. 52), as it was believed that replacing a mostly reactive strategic
framework with a more proactive one would shift the focus of OLS towards the root
problems which caused the conflict (Efuk, 2007, p. 55). However, the implementation of the
new strategy proved to be problematic and counterproductive, as the country was still in the
midst of conflict and displaced and vulnerable people were in need of basic humanitarian aid.
Efuk provides more detail on why development projects did not bring any substantial results.
First, NGOs‟ attempts for community-based income-generating projects failed due to lack of
local knowledge, lack of cooperation between agencies, the continuation of war, and also
because agencies tended to set up projects in unstable areas rather than in more stable ones
where they could have been more successful (Efuk, 2007, p. 61-62). Contemporary research
has shown that development projects tend to be more effective in stable areas. Second, while
NGOs concentrated on capacity building on the micro-level (communities, villages), the
macro-level (state) had been neglected (Efuk, 2007, p. 62). Third, OLS development projects
did not include local capacities on planning and implementation of projects (lack of
participation). There were not suitable for the Sudanese social, economic and political
context. NGO strategies lacked local knowledge and cultural sensitivity which led to
mistakes, such as provision of wrong types of seeds, or neglecting local community and
family structures (Efuk, 2007, p. 64-65).
Aid was distributed on the principle of targeting of the most vulnerable in each community or
village. Targeting was executed through community representatives, such as chiefs or elders.
Duffield finds this strategy culturally inappropriate and ineffective as supplies were
distributed on the basis of kin rather than need. Furthermore, he perceives targeting
insufficient in famine-affected areas where everyone was vulnerable and in need of aid
(Duffield, 2000, p. 184). This strategy also created tensions between locals and NGOs. In
addition, it generated tensions between aid agencies and the GoS who not only imposed
further flight bans, but also some NGOs had to leave the country. These factors contributed to
a worsening of the humanitarian situation in the second half of the 1990s (Efuk, 2007, p. 6335

67). Or as Duffield puts it, the relief-to-development framework of OLS contributed to
further exploitation of the southern Sudanese population. Development-boosting strategies,
such as seed programmes proved counterproductive as people in some parts of southern
Sudan were dying from starvation. Often they were so hungry that they ate the seeds provided
instead of planting them (Duffield, 2002, p. 86). Duffield also finds problematic the timing of
some projects, as seeds were often distributed after the planting season due to NGOs‟ lacking
local knowledge (Duffield, 2000, p. 207-208). Nonetheless, even though the principle of
targeting represented a form of inclusion of the local population, it failed to promote
ownership of local communities and the government in the decision making process.

3.9. Access
Access to the war-affected population in southern Sudan was complicated by the international
community adhering to absolute sovereignty of Sudan and access depending on negotiations
with the GoS. However, the operation was innovative in terms of its framework in regards to
international humanitarian policy and conflict management, as it enabled to provide relief to
areas controlled by a non-state actor in the midst of an intrastate conflict (Bradbury et al,
2000, p. 27). OLS began under the auspices of the UN with the consent of the GoS and after
signing an agreement with the SPLA on opening of „corridors of tranquillity‟ (also called
„corridors of peace‟ as they led to temporary cease-fires) in SPLA-held areas (Duffield, 1994,
p. 7; Barltrop, 2011, p. 79), enabling safe delivery of humanitarian aid to SPLA-controlled
areas by UNICEF (as the leading agency), the WFP and 35 NGOs (Barltrop, 2011, p. 75).
This was the first time in history that the UN initiated an operation which was aimed at
helping both sides of an intrastate conflict, particularly where one side of the conflict was the
government of the country (Macrae et al, 1997, p. 224). During the Cold War, absolute state
sovereignty and non-intervention were some of the main pillars of foreign policy. As the
operation started before the end of the Cold War, Sudan‟s absolute sovereignty was still
respected, and access to population in need of international relief depended on ambiguous
and provisional ceding of sovereignty to the UN (Karim et al, 1996, p. 1). Failures of OLS
have since led the international community to the inclusion of „protection of civilians‟ in
every UN mandate and later to the establishment of the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) norm.
On the other hand, the presence of aid agencies in SPLA-held areas was seen by the GoS as
support for the rebels and it exacerbated tensions between the two warring parties. It also
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gave the SPLA an international recognition and a hope for an independent future in South
Sudan (Duffield, 2000, p. 179-180).
Negotiated access was typical for UN operations in the first years after the end of the Cold
War (Duffield, 1994, p. 7). Although it was seen as a historical turning point in the aftermath
of the Cold War that the UN was able to access vulnerable populations in an on-going
conflict, previously only possible for the Red Cross (Duffield, 1994, p. 7), the operation was
susceptible to political manipulation from the GoS. The consent of the GoS was central to the
operation, and aid allocations to famine stricken areas were negotiated between the UN and
the GoS on a weekly and monthly basis. As the GoS had the power to grant or deny access to
aid convoys and air deliveries, it also had the power to control the movement of the
population in Sudan, as in complex emergencies populations tend to migrate to places where
aid is delivered (Shearer citing Keen, 2000, p. 190-191). In this case, negotiated access led to
further displacement in Sudan.
Displacement of populations is one of the largest issues of contemporary crises, particularly
the displacement within countries of origin. While the numbers of refugees decreased in the
last few decades, the numbers of IDPs in developing countries started growing towards the
end of the Cold War (Terry, 2002, p. 12), and have continue to grow ever since due to
protracted crises and increased unwillingness of neighbouring countries to accept more
refugees. Another reason for the growing numbers of IDPs was that aid was increasingly
delivered directly to them, and camps were set up within their countries of origin rather than
having to cross borders to refugee camps in neighbouring countries. At approximately five
million, Sudanese IDPs were one of the largest IDP populations in the world during OLS.
Many were pushed to the safer, northern part of the country (Duffield, 2002, p. 84). Also, a
lot of southern Sudanese displaced by conflict settled in the transition zone between the North
and the South. The area has been, however, characterised by constant tensions between Arab
and African ethnic groups. Furthermore, most of the time it was not accessible for aid
agencies due to GoS‟ restrictions (Duffield, 2000, 192-193).
Internal displacement is a major issue, as there is no special international legislative body
responsible for IDPs (such as the UNHCR for refugees), and primarily, IDPs are the
responsibility of their government (Duffield, 2000, 192-193). In times of intrastate conflicts,
where one of the factors is ethnicity or religion and the government of this country is part of
the conflict and it contributes to the abuses of a part of the population, this becomes
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problematic. Therefore, negotiations with the GoS were challenging, as the GoS did not want
to abandon its strategy of denying food to SPLA-held areas and imposed frequent flight bans
over SPLA-held areas in the South. Duffield views GoS imposed flight bans as one of the
main causes of the second famine in Bahr El-Ghazal in 1998 (Duffield, 2000, p. 217). Also
Barltrop believes that the second famine was caused mainly by a total flight ban over Bahr elGhazal imposed by GoS in January 1998 (Barltrop, 2011, p. 87). However, others suggested
that another reason for the development of the famine was the adoption of the relief-todevelopment continuum (see above). Aid delivery by land was also difficult due to poor
infrastructure in the country caused by decades of conflict. OLS ended in 2004. One year
later, the GoS signed the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) with the SPLA, thus
ending the Second Sudanese Civil War. Signing of the CPA also enabled better accessibility
of the affected population in southern Sudan as the international community no longer needed
to negotiate access with the GoS.

3.10. Conclusion to Chapter 3
As OLS was one of the first UN-led humanitarian operations, the international community
had no experience in providing relief to a country in the midst of a civil war. After analysing
humanitarian effectiveness of OLS through the application of the 2013 OCHA-proposed
Elements of Effectiveness, it can be said that even though the operation was mostly lacking
data and transparency, and therefore the analysis might not be completely accurate, OLS was
not very successful in terms of humanitarian effectiveness. OLS failed in more than one
regard. Undoubtedly, without UN intervention even more people would have died. However,
successes on the micro-level cannot compensate for the range of mistakes on the macro-level.
One of the biggest issues was negotiated access, as the GoS made it difficult for aid agencies
to access affected civilian population in the South of the country. Furthermore, aid agencies,
particularly subcontracted NGOs, had little or no previous experience in working in the midst
of a conflict, and the UN failed to coordinate agencies who were working under its auspices.
The framework of the operation did not include protection of civilians and aid workers tended
to concentrate in safer areas, while the most vulnerable people were often neglected. Also,
the operation was missing accountability mechanisms and diversion of relief was very
common. As there was no precedent to follow, the framework of the operation was based on
a Cold War natural disaster model which did not work in a complex emergency environment
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and did not take in account the underlying causes of the crisis. The UN failed to respond in a
timely manner, and it lacked sufficient resources to cover necessary needs of the affected
population. Another failure was the adoption of the relief-to-development continuum in the
second half of the 1990s which contributed to the development of a second famine in
southern Sudan. OLS was based on humanitarian principles and it was believed that
humanitarian aid could help to resolve the conflict in Sudan. Therefore, the UN did not start
searching for a political resolution for Sudan until the 2000s. The CPA, signed by the GoS
and the SPLA in 2005, not only promised peace between the North and the South of Sudan, it
also enabled better access to the war affected population. However, even though South Sudan
became an independent country in 2011, fighting in both Sudan and South Sudan continues to
this day and people are still in need of humanitarian aid. I am going to discuss these issues
further in the Darfur context, particularly in relation to problems associated with lacking
political action, problems with accessibility, lack of funding and lack coordination among
humanitarian agencies. The following chapter uses OLS and its failures as a base for
comparison to analyse whether lessons have been learned from the failures of OLS, if
humanitarian effectiveness has improved since OLS, and what mechanisms the international
community has set in place to make humanitarian aid more effective, if any.
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4. Humanitarian Effectiveness in Darfur
In this chapter, I will analyse humanitarian effectiveness during the most critical years of the
Darfur crisis and compare it to OLS in order to demonstrate how little had changed in the
humanitarian response to complex emergencies in the Sudanese context in the years between
the launch of OLS and the outbreak of the Darfur crisis.
While peace talks between the North and the South were underway and OLS was coming to
an end, another crisis developed in the former Sudan in 2003. The main actors in Darfur were
the same as during OLS, the GoS and the SPLA, and the underlying causes of the Darfur
crisis were also political (caused by ethnic and socio-economic differences within the society)
and the crisis needed primarily a political solution (diplomatic and/or military). On the other
hand, Darfur was also different in many regards. While the emergency during OLS was
primarily caused by a famine which developed as a result of GoS strategy of denying food to
the population in opposition-held areas in South Sudan, the crisis in Darfur was ultimately
caused by ethnic violence and human rights abuses inflicted on the civilian population by
GoS armed forces and affiliated militia groups. Therefore, Darfur has also been described as
a human rights crisis and a crisis of protection.
Nonetheless, the crisis in Darfur between 2003 and 2005 has been described as one of the
world‟s largest humanitarian catastrophes, resulting in the deaths of hundreds of thousands of
innocent civilians. The international community, although not causing the tragedy, failed to
intervene effectively and prevent ethnic killings and widespread suffering of millions of
Darfurians. Ultimately, humanitarian effectiveness in Darfur was hindered by a lot of similar
problems to those during OLS, ranging from GoS restrictions to lack of funding and mistakes
of humanitarian actors. One would have thought that after the highly criticised failures of
OLS, the international community would have been able to respond more effectively when
the crisis broke out in Darfur. Unfortunately, the opposite is true as the initial response to the
Darfur emergency was highly ineffective and inadequate.
This chapter will critically analyse humanitarian effectiveness during the Darfur crisis,
particularly between 2003 and 2005, and compare it to humanitarian effectiveness of OLS
using the OCHA Elements of Effectiveness framework applied in the previous chapter. By
providing this comparison, I will illustrate how little changed in the humanitarian response in
the 14 years between OLS and Darfur. The international community was more experienced in
responding to complex emergencies when the crisis in Darfur broke out, not only in terms of
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humanitarian aid, but also in terms of addressing the political aspects of Sudan‟s crises and
other complex emergencies in different parts the world, and should have been able to respond
more effectively to the crisis in Darfur than it did in southern Sudan. While the humanitarian
response was undoubtedly inadequate and mostly ineffective, it is even more striking that the
UN did not address the political aspects of the crisis for several years, despite the fact that the
warring parties involved in Darfur were the same as during OLS and the peace talks on South
Sudan between the GoS and the SPLA were still on-going when the crisis in Darfur broke
out.
Furthermore, today, almost three years after South Sudan gained independence and became
the world‟s newest country, and after extensive experience from OLS and Darfur, the
humanitarian community is again facing potential humanitarian catastrophes unfolding in
both Sudan and South Sudan. The two countries have experienced renewed outbreaks of
violence and rapid deterioration of the security and humanitarian situations. The former
Sudan has been one of the largest recipients of humanitarian aid in the last few decades due
to on-going conflict, underdevelopment and almost permanent humanitarian emergencies. At
the same time, peacekeeping forces are still present in both countries. However, neither
efforts of aid agencies, nor multilateral peacekeeping missions have been able to prevent the
Sudanese and South Sudanese populations from re-living the struggles of the past. The
former Sudan is one of the most challenging environments for the complexity of the problems
and issues it has experienced in the last few decades on political, social, ethnic and economic
levels, including conflict, the countries‟ diverse societies, displacement, and chronic poverty
(Belgasmi, 2007, p. 243). As the challenges today are not much different from the previous
humanitarian crises in the former Sudan, I maintain that it can be helpful to identify failures
of the past in order to improve humanitarian effectiveness today. First, however, the context
of the Darfur crisis will be laid out for a better understanding of the crisis.

4.1. Darfur Context
As OLS was coming to an end and peace talks towards the CPA between Khartoum and
South Sudan were underway, the next complex emergency was developing in the western
part of Sudan – Darfur. Even though Darfur was not included in OLS operations, as OLS did
not cover the whole of Sudan, some humanitarian organisations were present in the Darfur
region already since the 1980s. Similarly to South Sudan, Darfur has a high percentage of
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African population which was inconvenient for the GoS. A conflict in Darfur developed in
March 2003 due to tensions between the GoS and two opposition groups, the SPLA and the
Justice and Equality Movement (JEM). The international community failed to protect
civilians when armed GoS-affiliated militias, the Janjaweed, deliberately targeted the civilian
population in Darfur which resulted in deaths of hundreds of thousands of people. The
statistics vary but some sources speak about up to over 400,000 victims of the Darfur
genocide, although the GoS claimed it was not more than 7,000 and the international
community was only trying to discredit the regime by exaggerating the numbers (Minear,
2005, p. 78). The crisis also caused massive displacement, resulting in the „world‟s largest
humanitarian emergency‟ (Barltrop, 2011, p. 98) which still continues today. Furthermore,
although some aid agencies were already present in Darfur before the outbreak of the crisis,
they were not able to respond effectively to the fast unfolding crisis. Aid agencies cannot be
ultimately blamed for the deaths resulting from the raiding of the Janjaweed militias. Darfur
was undoubtedly a political crisis and it needed a political (diplomatic and possibly military)
response. However, the effectiveness of the humanitarian response was very poor,
particularly during the first two critical years of the Darfur crisis.
Humanitarian actors in Darfur agreed that the emergency was also a human rights crisis, as
most deaths resulted from violence against the civilian population, not from hunger and
disease like during OLS (Minear, 2005, p. 86). The Janjaweed militias, Arab militant forces
supported by the GoS, were deliberately targeting ethnic Africans in order to orchestrate
ethnic cleansing of the African population in Darfur. Therefore, the tragedy sparked a
renewed debate about the protection of civilians in intrastate conflicts; it was even compared
to the genocide in Rwanda (where the international community failed to protect ethnic Tutsis
from the violence of Hutu militias which resulted in estimated one million of victims).
However, opinions differed on the use of the term genocide in the case of Darfur. Minear
notes that it had not been proven that the GoS had a genocidal intent and president Bashir
was later „only‟ accused from crimes against humanity (Minear, 2005, p. 87).
Particularly brutal and alarming was violence against women inflicted by the Janjaweed
militias. Brutal sexual assaults against women gathering firewood around IDP camps were
common. Also, the need for protection of children was voiced by a few agencies as abuses of
children‟s human rights were happening everywhere in Darfur, ranging from attacks, physical
and sexual abuse, abduction, as well as recruitment of child soldiers. Several agencies
implemented programmes to improve the situation of affected children and to prevent abuses
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of their rights, including advocacy efforts, education, and violence prevention. These
programmes may have improved the situation for some children, but they did only little to
improve the overall situation, and children continued to be directly targeted. The lack of
protection for vulnerable IDPs is, even today, a prevailing problem in Darfur and in other
complex emergencies around the world, such as Syria. As mentioned in the previous chapter,
no UN agency has a protection mandate for IDPs, although the numbers of IDPs continue to
grow and they have outnumbered refugees (Minear, 2005, p. 88-89).
The Darfur crisis possibly contributed to the adoption of the R2P norm at the World Summit
in 2005. However, the implementation of R2P in the form of a UN peacekeeping mission for
Darfur failed in 2006 due to the inability to obtain consent from the GoS. It was not until July
2007 when the African Union-United Nations Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID) was
established. Until then, only the African Union Peacekeeping Mission in Sudan (AMIS) was
active in Darfur (since 2004), but it was not able to prevent the violence towards the civilian
population (International Coalition for the Responsibility to Protect website). Ultimately,
humanitarian aid was (as with OLS) the only means helping the war-affected population in
Darfur. As relief workers were witnessing the violence and human rights abuses towards the
civilian population on a daily basis, protection of civilians was perceived by humanitarian
agencies as the main priority. Some agencies, such as CARE, aimed at adopting humanrights-based approaches in their response. However, the agency admitted that there was
disagreement within the organisation about how to implement it (CARE, 2004, p. 3).
The situation in Darfur was further complicated by the on-going peace process between the
North and the South of Sudan. International actors saw the North-South process as their
priority, and addressing the Darfur crisis remained secondary in its first years. As mentioned
above, this is a continuing problem today. Darfur has been forgotten, and one wonders why it
has not been as important for the world as South Sudan or other parts of the world. While
South Sudan is rich in natural resources, particularly oil (as mentioned in the previous
chapter), Darfur does not have too much to offer. Although the lack of natural resources in
Darfur could possibly be an explanation for the negligence of the international community in
the first years of the crisis, it is only a speculation.
UN‟s Francis Deng stressed in 2004 that the only way how to achieve sustainable peace in
Darfur is through effectively addressing the underlying causes of the conflict. Until the root
causes are addressed, it is necessary to provide aid and protection to the population of Darfur
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(Deng in Minear, 2005, p. 98). Darfur highlights the problems stemming from „new
humanitarianism‟ and the increased politicisation of the humanitarian enterprise (Okeke,
2011, p. 8). However, neither political actors, nor humanitarian agencies wanted to
compromise the long-desired peace between the North and the South. Therefore, while the
North-South peace talks in Naivasha were progressing, the situation in Darfur was
deteriorating, despite several ceasefire agreements which both sides of the conflict kept
breaking. Similar to OLS, humanitarian aid remained the main response tool for the
international community in the first years of the Darfur crisis, and reminiscent of OLS, the
response of humanitarian actors was far from effective. The following chapters will critically
analyse humanitarian effectiveness during the first years of the Darfur crisis, compared to
OLS, using the OCHA Elements of Effectiveness framework.

4.2. Performance
The overall performance of humanitarian actors in Darfur still remains difficult to measure
due to the sketchiness of data available. Humanitarian agencies aimed at fulfilling their
objectives of saving lives and reducing suffering of the affected civilian population and
undoubtedly contributed to the improvement of conditions and reduced suffering of many
people. While during OLS, the inability of humanitarian agencies to respond effectively
could have been excused by their inexperience in working in the midst of an armed conflict,
the international community had already 14 years of experience in responding to complex
emergencies in Sudan and in other parts of the world when the crisis in Darfur broke out.
In many respects, humanitarian actors did not learn their lessons from OLS and the majority
of humanitarian work in Darfur was still provided on an ad hoc basis. For instance, the initial
humanitarian response was far too slow, aid agencies‟ tactics for targeting were
unsatisfactory, and diversion and wastage of relief was too high. The operation was
fragmented and the international community failed to see the whole picture (Minear, 2005, p.
116). Similar to OLS, while there were some successes on the micro level, the operation as a
whole failed to respond to the crisis effectively. Furthermore, international relief lifted the
burden of responsibility for the population from the GoS (Barltrop, 2011, p. 101). As
mentioned in the previous chapter, the primary responsibility lies with the government of a
country. When the government is not able to protect its citizens or, as in the case of Darfur, is
causing harm to its citizens, the international community takes over the responsibility of the
44

government. Still, if a government or its associates commit violent crimes against the people
in this country, the accountability for those crimes lies with those who committed them.
Then, the international response to this primary violence is called secondary responsibility
(Slim in Minear, 2005, p. 114). The secondary responsibility of the humanitarian community
was to provide relief to those in need in an effective and accountable manner.

4.3. Accountability
While during OLS accountability to affected populations, the host government, donors and
other humanitarian actors was almost non-existent, some accountability mechanisms had
been in place in Darfur as a result of most agencies adhering to the Sphere Standards (see
below in chapter 4.6. on „Principles and Standards‟). An improvement of humanitarian
response is evident in there being no claims of humanitarian aid influencing or prolonging
conflict in Darfur (and no one made this claim, unlike during OLS). Still, the international
community did not prevent violence inflicted on the population of Darfur. Although
humanitarian actors themselves cannot be held accountable for the violence as such, they
should be held accountable for how effectively and efficiently they use their resources, and
their work should also be transparent in order to build trust with donors, beneficiaries, and the
host government.
In this sense, accountability was still quite a major problem in Darfur, particularly due to
inefficient targeting which led to wastefulness of resources and possibly even contributed to
aiding not only civilians but also some insurgents. In this regard, Barltrop gives an example
of the WFP. In 2004, the WFP opted for risking „inclusion errors‟ in order to distribute aid as
soon as possible to the affected population in dire need of aid, rather than carry out a lengthy
registration and verification process. Later, the WFP admitted that those errors accounted for
over 40 per cent of aid distributed in some IDP camps which can be seen as unacceptable
wastefulness of resources in an environment where funding is limited and many people are in
need of relief. Furthermore, when the WFP decided to register beneficiaries a year later, the
procedure was accompanied by many problems, such as distortion and violence from both the
local population and IDPs (Barltrop, 2011, p. 98).
Inefficient targeting remained a major problem in Darfur even in late 2000s. Beneficiaries
were still receiving aid based on registrations carried out in 2005 and on IDP status (as either
a displaced person or someone affected by displacement) (Young and Maxwell in Barltrop,
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2011, p. 99). Furthermore, status was determined on a group basis, and traditional structures
played a major role in food distribution as traditional leaders usually acted as coordinators
with aid agencies (Maxwell et al, 2011, p. 538). As was outlined in the previous chapter, this
had already been identified as a problem during OLS, as aid was often distributed according
to kin and not based on need alone. Another way in which targeting was inefficient, was the
categorization of beneficiaries on the nature and scope of their displacement, such as IDPs,
returnees, and the resident community, and distributing relief on a group basis, instead of
assessing the need individually (Minear, 2005, p. 93). The question then becomes, would it
have been possible for agencies to evaluate the needs of each person individually with the
scope of the crisis? Nonetheless, the crisis was so severe that almost everyone in Darfur was
affected by it. Almost everyone was in need of relief and individual beneficiary categories
were not that different.
However, aid distribution on a group basis was used by the WFP as a tool to reach as many
people in need of relief as possible, and the quality of the programme was secondary until
2005. From 2006 onwards, the agency concentrated more on the improvements of quality of
aid delivery. While the WFP only provided relief to IDP camps in the initial stages of
intervention, later the agency extended its activities beyond camps. This extension of
activities was based on the agency‟s assessment which showed that rural populations were
also affected by food insecurity, sometimes even more than IDPs, as their access to relief was
limited and their livelihoods had been disrupted by conflict, natural conditions, as well as by
the strain put on them by hosting large numbers of IDPs (Belgasmi, 2007, p. 247). Only the
EU office for Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection (ECHO) notes that their relief
distribution was based on need and not status and included the host population as well as
IDPs in order to reduce gaps and tensions in rural areas (ECHO, 2006, p. 4).
Also problematic was the uneven distribution of relief and patchy presence of aid agencies in
the vast area that Darfur is spread on, as well as uneven coverage of different areas of Darfur.
It was difficult to cover almost 500,000 square kilometres (for comparison that is
approximately the size of Spain or France, or twice the size of New Zealand), due to access
restrictions, lack of funding, and poor infrastructure. Most of the relief was distributed in and
around Darfur‟s state capitals, and there were tensions created by the competition for relief
between IDPs and host communities (Broughton, 2006, p. 7). Even though accountability
guidelines and standards existed and most aid agencies attempted to follow them,
performance weaknesses remained largely unaddressed, as there are no formal mechanisms in
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place to hold aid agencies accountable for their mistakes, either collective or individual
(Broughton, 2006, p. 7).
Insecurity posed another difficulty for aid agencies due to the lack of protection when
delivering relief (at least until UNAMID was established in 2007). Not uncommon was
diversion of aid by the SPLA and by the JEM, or the Janjaweed militias. Incidents included
looting of relief convoys, hijacking of vehicles, kidnapping or even killing of relief workers,
and attacks on aid organisations‟ premises, such as warehouses with relief stock. Insurgent
groups also sometimes tried to manipulate aid deliveries in the areas of their control.
Diversion of aid by the opposition forces was a tactic of war, similar to the GoS‟ food denial
strategy during OLS (Barltrop, 2011, p. 95). The WFP noted that people in Sudan have had
years of practice in manipulating humanitarian assets and have learned to adapt resources for
their own purpose. It was also common for non-civilians to access relief through their family
and community ties (WFP in Minear, 2005, p. 105-106). Apart from diversion, aid supplies
later stockpiled in warehouses had been also destroyed by insurgent militias in order for them
not to reach the intended beneficiaries (Arola, 2007, p. 33). Furthermore, after the
International Criminal Court issued an arrest warrant against president Bashir in 2009 for his
involvement in Darfur, the GoS expelled 13 NGOs out of Sudan. In the end, the disruption
did not cause as much harm for the organisations‟ beneficiaries as anticipated, as the UN and
its partner agencies took over the work of expelled agencies (Barltrop, 2011, p. 99, 207).

4.4. Coordination
In cases when the government is not willing or able to take responsibility for its citizens, it is
perceived as crucial by the international community for an UN agency to take on the role of
the principal coordinator in humanitarian response to a major complex emergency (Minear,
2005, p. 107). However, the UN failed to mobilize an appropriate response, as well as to take
on the role of a coordinator. Coordination of the humanitarian response in Darfur was seen as
problematic by some NGOs, such as CARE and MSF, at least in the beginning of the crisis.
There was competition between individual UN agencies about who is going to be the lead
agency which made inter-agency coordination even more complicated in an already difficult
working environment (Baker, 2004, p. 7).
OCHA, established in the late 1990s, lacked coordination authority in Darfur over
subcontracted NGOs and other UN agencies, such as the UNHCR. Furthermore, OCHA
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failed to assess the scope of the crisis and allocate resources according to the degree of need.
Coordination was problematic on a number of levels: interagency coordination within the
UN, coordination between the UN and other agencies, and within different national branches
of individual international NGOs. The UN-centricity of the system and inability of OCHA to
coordinate the assessment of need led to major geographical and sectorial gaps (Minear,
2005, p. 107-108), particularly in relation to protection, camp management, and the provision
of shelter for IDPs. This was due to a combination of reasons, including the lack of capacity
and resources, individual mandates of aid agencies, as well as selectivity of agencies in
undertaking activities (Broughton, 2006, p. 6). The majority of problems associated with the
lack of coordination and communication between agencies very much resemble OLS where
large areas remained unaided. A positive improvement, however, was that UNICEF took on
the responsibility to coordinate some sectors of the overall response, including child
protection, education, water and sanitation, nutrition, and parts of health (Minear, 2005, p.
108). This signalled the implementation of the cluster approach following the 2005
humanitarian reforms. Furthermore, UNICEF was the coordinating agency throughout OLS
and therefore it was probably the most experienced actor active in the whole response, and it
had more opportunity to learn from previous mistakes.
As mentioned above, protection of civilians was seen as a major problem in Darfur. The UN
did not have a unified protection strategy, and the UNHCR itself proved unable to address
IDP protection and camp management. In fact, the UNHCR was largely absent in Darfur, it
only operated in refugee camps in neighbouring Chad. Therefore, the OCHA Humanitarian
Coordinator identified some NGOs and UN agencies to step in and take charge of IDP camp
management. Broughton sees camp management particularly critical in protection of IDPs
(Broughton, 2006, p. 6). However, these actors mostly had no experience in camp
coordination and management, and they did not know how to protect civilians. Furthermore,
some agencies noted that relief sometimes contributed to increased violence, as IDP camps
were targeted by insurgents after receiving aid. In 2005, there were some 39 different NGOs
in charge of Darfurian IDP camps, and the quality of services differed from one camp to
another. Minear claims that it is problematic that NGOs did not feel accountable to OCHA.
Furthermore, while almost one and half million of IDPs lived in camps run by humanitarian
agencies that were inexperienced in camp management, one quarter of camps containing
some 600,000 IDPs had no coordinator at all. Later, due to the absence of the UNHCR,
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OCHA subcontracted IDP camp management in some parts of Darfur to the International
Organisation for Migration (IOM) (Minear, 2005, p. 93-94, 107, 108).

4.5. Contextualization
The humanitarian community was far more experienced in responding to complex
emergencies when the crisis in Darfur broke out than it was in 1989 when OLS was launched,
as a result of the multitude of intrastate conflicts after the end of the Cold War and the
international community having to respond to them. Although the international community
failed to respond to the Darfur crisis in a timely and sufficient manner, it was aware of the
underlying political causes of the conflict, as the warring parties in Darfur were the same as
during OLS, although the focal point of conflict was further north this time. However, there
was a difference in the main cause of the tension between southern Sudan and Darfur. In
Darfur, the primary cause of violence was ethnic animosity rather than economic grievances.
Nonetheless, even though the international community was aware of the root causes of the
conflict, it failed to address them (Minear, 2005, p. 101). The reasons for this failed response
are quite complex, but ultimately, the international community was afraid to put political
pressure on the GoS in regard to Darfur, as it did not want to compromise the North-South
peace talks. Additionally, it was preoccupied with responding to other crises in other parts of
the world (this will be further explained in detail below in section 4.7.).

4.6. Principles and Standards
The overall context of humanitarian aid during the Darfur crisis was different to OLS, as the
peace process between the North and the South was underway. As was previously mentioned,
Darfur was never part of the OLS mandate. The structure of the Darfur operation was no
longer bipartite like OLS. The conflict was primarily political. All the factors and motivations
that sustained the Darfur crisis were inherently political (Barltrop, 2011, p. 101).
Humanitarian aid maintained its neutrality as it was no longer perceived as a potential
solution to the crisis, and it was no longer used for the advancement of political interests.
Also, peace talks were led separately from the relief operation and aid had not been used as
an incentive in peace negotiations. In contrast to OLS, no one claimed any potential influence
of aid on conflict in Darfur. Aid agencies only responded to humanitarian needs of the
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affected population and relief did not divert attention from political causes of the conflict.
However, similar to OLS, the GoS did not pay any attention to the needs and rights of
civilians in Darfur, and the international community had to take over the responsibility of the
population‟s wellbeing, removing the burden from the government. Therefore, although the
international community separated conflict and peace resolution from relief, humanitarian aid
assisted to domestic depoliticization of the crisis (Barltrop, 2011, p. 95-96).
However, Minear notes that even though the intention of the international community was to
avoid mistakes from previous humanitarian crises and to keep humanitarian aid away from
politics, relief provided in a political environment like Darfur will be inherently political. The
aim for humanitarian actors was to minimize the political factor and adhere to core
humanitarian principles, particularly neutrality, in order to gain access to affected
populations. While there were again some successes on the micro-level, such as UNICEF‟s
polio campaign enabled access to both GoS and SPLA-held areas, mostly, SPLA-controlled
areas were inaccessible to humanitarian actors. Access mostly depended on political and
military considerations of the GoS (more detail on access is provided in section 4.11.).
Humanitarian actors had to be particularly careful in maintaining their neutrality in the eyes
of the GoS, as peace talks on the North-South crisis were still on-going in Naivasha, Kenya.
Furthermore, debates about genocide and the role of the US as Sudan‟s largest donor and the
primary actor in to the global war against terrorism added to the highly sensitive political mix
(Minear, 2005, p. 97-98).
While no claims of aid influencing conflict had been raised in Darfur, on-going violence had
undoubtedly influenced the work of humanitarian agencies, particularly due to problems with
accessibility and insecurity. As mentioned previously, lack of protection was a major issue. It
complicated the work of humanitarian agencies and put at risk locals who cooperated with
agencies on different awareness-raising programmes and training, such as on human rights
and cultural awareness. While humanitarian actors were aware of the sensitivity of the
situation, in general, NGOs tended to push boundaries with the GoS further than the UN
(Minear, 2005, p. 103). Furthermore, as access to SPLA and JEM-held areas was limited (see
below), relief was provided mainly only in GoS-controlled areas.
Whilst humanitarian actors wanted to follow humanitarian principles and did not want to
exacerbate the conflict, humanitarian principles had been compromised (OCHA In Minear,
2005, p. 104). The need for aid was the same on both sides of the conflict, ethnicity or

50

political belief notwithstanding. However, the GoS denied humanitarian agencies access to
affected populations which compromised the principle of humanity, the right of Darfurian
civilians to receive aid. While the bias in favour of GoS-controlled areas was unintentional,
the circumstances on the ground and GoS policies and travel restrictions constrained the
majority of aid being provided in GoS areas of influence, while neglecting IDPs in
opposition-held areas. Again, in contrast to UN agencies and their partners, some NGOs,
such as Save the Children, did not adhere to GoS policies and UN Security Council (SC)
regulations and managed to provide some relief to IDPs in areas with restricted access
(UNICEF In Minear, 2005, p. 104). Also, impartiality had been compromised both during
OLS and during the Darfur crisis. According to Young, the main focus of humanitarian
agencies has been the African population and the needs of Arab communities have been at
the bottom of the agenda, although they have also been affected by the crisis and needed
humanitarian aid (Young et al in Minear, 2005, p. 105).
Humanitarian agencies expressed in their evaluations of their response to the Darfur crisis the
need to improve their performance. The key to the improvement of performance was seen in
adherence to professional standards and mechanisms, namely traditional humanitarian
principles and other tools, such as the Sphere Standards. In contrast to OLS, where relief
consisted primarily of food aid, the response to the Darfur emergency shows an improvement
in terms of the Sphere Standards. As the conflict in Darfur disintegrated the local population
from their livelihoods, the international community aimed at integrating a livelihood
supporting and saving strategy in their response which would support people‟s own ability to
provide for themselves (Minear, 2005, p. 94-95). However, the strategy posed a challenge for
humanitarian agencies, as they were lacking experience in implementing such an approach.
Moreover, this strategy brings back the memory of the relief-to-development continuum
adopted during OLS which was perceived as the biggest mistake of the whole OLS operation
(Minear, 2005, p. 97). However, in the case of OLS, a development-oriented approach was
adopted too early, when people were still in dire need of relief and dying of hunger. As
mentioned above, although the two crises had many similarities, the main difference between
OLS and Darfur was that OLS was responding to famine while Darfur was mainly caused by
ethnical violence which resulted not only in large-scale loss of life, but also widespread
displacement and loss of livelihoods. Therefore, a livelihood-oriented approach seems like
the right decision in case of Darfur. Nonetheless, the implementation of livelihood-supporting
programmes was problematic as humanitarian agencies did not understand the livelihoods
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dynamics and traditional coping mechanisms interconnected with conflict and the war
economy, further complicated by the diversity of the population (ranging from nomads, to
agro-pastoralists and sedentary farmers) and the complex relationships between different
groups. Therefore, the approach had only a narrow room for activity, and the implementation
of livelihood programmes was limited as displacement continued even after the worst of
violence had subsided (Young et al in Minear, 2005, p. 95-97). Nonetheless, Minear
perceives this shift towards a livelihood-oriented approach as a positive one, as it promotes
self-sustainability (Minear, 2005, p. 97).
Also, agencies expressed the importance of on-going evaluation of their work in order to
adjust or correct their policies and planning (Minear, 2005, p. 113). However, OCHA, while
appreciating adherence to standards and greater accountability compared to earlier crises, it
stressed that standards are not objectives. Rather, OCHA framed them as targets. They are
not absolutes but only indicators for humanitarian actors, and humanitarian actors also need
to be accountable individually for their action and assess each situation separately (OCHA In
Minear, 2005, p. 113). Similarly, ECHO noted that blindly following the Sphere Standards
only leads to negative outcomes, as the strict use of the Standards is not suitable for Darfur
circumstances. When applying the Standards, one must remain flexible and take into
consideration the context and local norms (ECHO, 2006, p. 4-5).

4.7. Relevance, Resilience and Preparedness
The response of the international community to the crisis in Darfur had been described as
systemic failure by Mark Bowden, the then head of OCHA Policy. He perceived the response
as being characterised by lateness and inadequacy (Bowen in Stevenson, 2005, p. 7). This
description is a variation of the „too little too late‟ statement labelling OLS. The inadequacy
of the response was caused by a combination of factors, such as the security situation on the
ground, logistical challenges stemming from the vastness of the region and the lack of
infrastructure, obstruction of aid deliveries by the GoS, the unwillingness of the international
community to put pressure on the GoS due to on-going North-South peace talks, failure of the
agencies already present in Darfur to recognise the nature and severity of the crisis, as well as
competition for attention and resources with other crises in the world (Broughton, 2006, p. 3).
According to Minear, there is a broad agreement between aid agencies that the humanitarian
community took too long to respond, and that even after it geared up for a response, it never
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quite caught up with the emergency (Minear, 2005, p. 77). As the crisis continued and the
numbers of people in need of humanitarian aid gradually increased, the response was
continually characterised by under-delivery of assistance (Broughton, 2006, p. 3). Two years
after the outbreak of the crisis, although the humanitarian community improved the situation
of the affected population and mortality and morbidity data started decreasing, the then UN
Under-Secretary-General Jan Egeland warned of a looming famine in 2005 as the situation
deteriorated, despite the international presence (Minear, 2005, p. 84-85; Broughton, 2006, p.
3). Unlike OLS, a famine was avoided due to increased funding for Darfur later that year.
It is not possible to point to only one reason for the international community not responding
in a timely and appropriate manner; there are many. The international community was not
prepared for the crisis, and it took more than a year before the UN decided to intervene,
despite reports of ethnic cleansing executed on the African population of Darfur by the
Janjaweed militias (Minear, 2005, p. 79). By the time the UN SC passed the first resolution
on Darfur in July 2004 and sent African Union peace monitors to observe the situation, the
„world‟s greatest humanitarian crisis‟ (as Jan Egeland called it) had unfolded. The reasons for
such a development of the crisis were not only due to restricted access by the GoS, but also
because the UN was afraid that if it would put pressure on the GoS, it would compromise the
peace negotiations between the North and the South. Not only was South Sudan perceived as
more important than Darfur; another reason for the inappropriateness of the response was that
agencies concentrated on emergencies in other parts of the world. Darfur was not a priority
for the international community. High profile emergencies, such as Iraq or Afghanistan
received much more media attention and funding due to the perception that they were
politically more important, although they were actually less acute from a humanitarian point
of view (Minear, 2005, p. 81-82). Furthermore, South Sudan, Afghanistan, and Iraq are all
rich in natural resources, while Darfur is poor.
Although some NGOs were already present in Darfur prior the outbreak of the crisis in
March 2003, the UN and their partners were largely unprepared to respond to massive
displacement and a subsequent humanitarian catastrophe. The crisis began after fighting
broke out between the GoS and the SPLA and the JEM, and the situation further deteriorated
after GoS-affiliated militias began targeting the civilian population in Darfur, causing
widespread displacement. The numbers of both IDPs and refugees in neighbouring Chad
were rising at a fast pace. There were half a million of IDPs in Darfur already by May 2003
and the numbers increase continued. Even though the international community was aware of
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the unfolding crisis, it took several months before it started paying any attention to Darfur, as
the main focus was directed at South Sudan. NGOs already present in Darfur before the
outbreak of the conflict concentrated mainly on development activities, and it also took them
quite long to refocus and respond to the needs of the conflict-affected population. As in the
case of OLS, several subsequent years of drought before the outbreak of the crisis contributed
to worsening of food insecurity and heightened distress in the community (Minear, 2005, p.
78).
The Greater Darfur Initiative, a small-scale relief operation launched by the UN in September
2003 after signing of a peace agreement between the GoS and the SPLA (to which neither of
the warring parties abided), was far from sufficient to respond to the needs of more than half
a million Darfurians who were displaced by the end of the year (Barltrop, 2011, p. 97). Also,
a UN country team was established in Khartoum to run the humanitarian operation, but
Minear notes that their meetings lacked urgency towards the situation until December 2003,
and a UN Disaster and Assessment Coordination team was not send to Darfur until February
2004. Also, UN leadership was missing in the overall response as northern Sudan was not a
priority for the UN (Minear, 2005, p. 79). In addition, UN staff turnover in Khartoum was
extremely high, and concerns had been raised by some agencies about the quality of UN staff
assigned to coordinate the mission (Stevenson, 2005, p. 8). Not only did the UN as a whole
respond in a slow manner, but individual UN agencies also failed to respond in a timely
fashion, such as in the example of UNICEF, which Minear uses. The agency‟s response
between March and October 2003 was small-scale and had little impact. Between November
2003 and April 2004, their programme dwindled due to lack of resources and security
restraints. Finally, in May 2004, UNICEF recognised Darfur as an emergency and started
mobilising resources to consolidate its activities from October 2004 onwards. The responses
of other agencies involved were similarly inadequate, particularly at the beginning of the
crisis (Minear, 2005, p. 79-80).
Another reason for the slow international response was related to the difficulties of aid
agencies in assessing and monitoring of the magnitude of the crisis, caused by access
restrictions (see below) and the vastness and remoteness of the region. Also, the situation was
changing very quickly, as violence continued and generated more insecurity and
displacement. Therefore, there was very little reliable information on how severe the situation
really was, particularly in the beginning of the crisis when there were not that many observers
on the ground (Minear, 2005, p. 81).
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Humanitarian needs in Darfur grew faster than anticipated; and so did the funding
requirements. Therefore, relief programmes in Darfur struggled with funding shortages,
particularly in the non-food sectors (Broughton, 2006, p. 3). Food aid was always a priority in
complex emergencies but as mentioned in the previous section, in contrast to the aftermath of
the Cold War and to OLS, aid actors recognised the importance of fulfilling all basic needs of
affected populations in humanitarian emergencies, specifically apart from food aid, also
water and sanitation, shelter, health care, and education. The donor community did not start
contributing more funds until February 2004 (Minear, 2005, p. 82). The three largest donors,
USAID (USA), ECHO (EU) and DFID (UK), did not initiate their support until the end of
2003, but the initial approved funds were far from sufficient. For instance, ECHO contributed
€2 million in December 2003 (ECHO, 2006, p. 1). The initial UN estimated budget for
Darfur was $23 million, but as needs were growing, the budget estimate had grown to $171
million by the end of 2003. The situation deteriorated even faster during the following year.
By the end of 2004, Darfur produced 1.8 million IDPs and 2.5 million people in need of
humanitarian aid; subsequently the needs assessment grew to $621 million in 2005 which
accounted for a total of 42 per cent of the whole Sudan aid appeal. Even though the conflict
in Darfur attracted increased amounts of funding and aid for the whole of Sudan (including
southern Sudan), aid organisations had still difficulties to cover the needs of the rapid
growing numbers of conflict-affected civilians (Barltrop, 2011, p. 97).
Although the international response had improved from 2005 onwards compared to the first
two years of the crisis, the needs in Darfur in the second half of the 2000s were still great.
Over the next few years, the needs assessment for Darfur stabilized on $650 million per year
on average to cover humanitarian needs (Barltrop, 2011, p. 94, 96). Nonetheless, although
Darfur was heavily publicised, the UN and its partners only received only on average
approximately 70 per cent of the funding required each year in the second half of the 2000s
(Barltrop, 2011, p. 97). For instance, the WFP noted that in 2006 approximately 3.7 million
people out of Darfur‟s population of six million received some sort of assistance. However,
many people were still unable to access food, water, sanitation and other basic services, and
the harvest was jeopardised due to insecurity stemming from continued fighting and
unfavourable natural conditions. Humanitarian access remained problematic due to renewed
violence (Belgasmi, 2007, p. 243)
After dismissing the Greater Darfur Initiative in 2004, a UN humanitarian response was
launched. Funding also increased through so-called „flash appeals‟, emergency appeals
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launched by humanitarian agencies to fund their growing emergency operations (Barltrop,
2011, p. 94). Although the UN Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP) was set in motion to raise
more funds for Darfur, the process was slow and NGOs had to raise their own funds to cover
their activities (Baker, 2004, p. 7). The lack of funding contributed to the slow and
inadequate onset of the response. However, due to increased international media coverage
and involvement of international movie stars, such as George Clooney and Angelina Jolie,
the political and humanitarian crisis in Darfur attracted greater international attention.
Subsequently, funding towards primary objectives of humanitarian aid increased. Due to
increased funding, aid agencies did not have to be restricted to providing only food aid, and
apart from saving lives, humanitarian aid activities in Darfur were increasingly aimed at
strengthening human rights and humanitarian protection of the civilian population.
Furthermore, aid agencies directed their efforts towards improving the quality, targeting, and
cost effectiveness of humanitarian aid (Barltrop, 2011, p. 97).
Once a multilateral humanitarian response and the CAP were set in motion, the UN started
providing the majority of relief goods and services, such as food aid, water and sanitation,
shelter, health care, and protection to IDP camps across Darfur. This was done either directly,
through cooperation with local and international NGOs, or through subcontracting to NGOs.
However, throughout the first few years, not only were agencies struggling with funding
shortages, but the UN was struggling with the lack of implementation partners (Broughton,
2006, p. 3). From 2007 onwards, after the UN finally commenced peacekeeping activities in
Darfur and UNAMID replaced AMIS, the UN appeal increased to $849 million in 2008 and
$1,053 million in 2009 (which included early recovery assistance in the previously solely
humanitarian appeal) (Barltrop, 2011, p. 96). Furthermore, the UNAMID mandate included
protection of civilians and safe provision of humanitarian aid. Therefore, aid agencies
themselves no longer had to provide protection to IDPs after the commencement of UN
peacekeeping activities in Darfur (which they should not have done in the first place).
Although Darfur attracted high levels of funding for the whole of Sudan, it still was not
enough to cover all humanitarian needs in Darfur. Furthermore, when the UN finally
mobilized a humanitarian response, they provided a biased portrait of their humanitarian
impact (as noted in the previous chapter, aid agencies often modify their successes in order to
please donors and attract more funding). The UN claimed in 2004 that they were able to aid
88 per cent of the affected population in Darfur. However, the data did not portray an actual
need of the affected population but the „accessible need‟. This meant that the figures were
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based only on the population the international community was able to access. In other words,
they provided relief to 88 per cent of the accessible population. Therefore, the actual numbers
would have been much different and not as favourable for the UN. Moreover, the
international community contended that the scope of the operation achieved by the end of the
year was not sustainable in the long-term. Furthermore, the adequacy of the response was
questioned as for instance, a whole IDP family would receive two blankets through the
shelter package but international staff „required‟ two blankets per person due to very cold
over-night temperatures (Minear, 2005, p. 84).
On the other hand, some officials from the GoS as well as from the interim Government of
South Sudan (GoSS) sometimes criticised the levels of aid for Darfur, as they felt as Darfur
was taking away funding from other parts of the former Sudan and from long-term
development activities in both Sudan and South Sudan. Nonetheless, due to increased oil
production after 2005, the Sudanese economy experienced a sharp increase in revenues
(between 2005 and 2009 national GDP grew by eight per cent on average) and both
humanitarian and development aid represented only a small part of the economy (Barltrop,
2011, p. 100).

4.8. Participation
As in the case of OLS, participation in Darfur was poor. Particularly ownership and
leadership from the GoS was lacking. Again, not only the government did not take
responsibility for the population of Darfur, president Bashir was later accused of human
rights abuses and crimes against humanity. Also, the GoS repeatedly denied humanitarian
actors access into Darfur. Furthermore, not only did the GoS not prevent the Janjaweed
militias from raiding and killing civilians, it is assumed that they supplied the Janjaweed with
resources, such as military equipment. The absence of a strong government during a complex
emergency creates a coordination challenge for the UN in the first place. OCHA also
admitted that the work of UN humanitarian agencies in Darfur had been characterised by adhocracy due to obstacles to effective coordination caused by UN governance structures,
funding sources, weak management, and institutional cultures (Minear, 2005, p. 109).
In the first years of the crisis in Darfur, participation of local structures, institutions and
communities was mostly lacking, with a few exceptions, such as inclusion of male
community leaders in IDP camps (Broughton, 2006, p. 8). For instance, while attention had
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been brought to the public about violence against women in and around IDP camps,
engagement with women‟s leadership structures was missing (Minear, 2005, p. 92). Nor did
the humanitarian community pay any attention to the impact of the crisis on different gender
and age groups. The gender dimension had been incorrectly categorised as a reproductive
health issue and not included in overall programming (Broughton, 2006, p. 8). A Food Relief
Committee was later created in order to help to promote representation and participation of
locals in the humanitarian aid processes (Maxwell et al, 2011, p. 538). It further helped to fill
the void following the expulsion of 13 international NGOs in 2009. Today, 97 per cent of aid
workers in Darfur are Sudanese and international organisations subcontract to local Sudanese
agencies, as well as help them with training and support. Funding is distributed to local
NGOs through the Common Humanitarian Fund (CHF) (OCHA, 1 Apr 2014).
International presence was, however, necessary for the establishment of relief programmes,
and some agencies, such as MSF, noted that in the early stages of their intervention, they
were lacking experienced and specialist expatriate staff to get their operation up and running.
Some presence of foreign staff was also necessary for the protection of relief distribution. On
the other hand, CARE noted that they would have benefited from heavier use of national staff
as it would have minimised the operational cost and provide opportunities for employment
(Minear, 2005, p. 110). According to OCHA, very little had been done in terms of inclusion
of beneficiaries in the management matters in areas that concern them directly (OCHA in
Minear, 2005, p. 114). Participation on the macro level was lacking, and there was
widespread sense among beneficiaries that they were excluded from relief operations
(Minear, 2005, p. 116). However, some agencies were more successful in promoting
participation and ownership locally. CARE, for instance, set up participatory water and
sanitation committees in IDP camps managed by the agency, where beneficiaries were
included in planning and implementation of projects (CARE in Minear, 2005, p. 115).

4.9. Capacity
It is apparent from what has been said in the previous sections of this chapter that the overall
capacity of the international community to respond to the Darfur crisis was insufficient. For
most agencies, including the UN, Darfur was not a priority. In contrast to OLS, where the
international community did not have the tools and knowledge to respond to major
humanitarian emergencies, humanitarian actors in Darfur failed to mobilize a timely and
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effective response which strongly contrasted with responses to other complex emergencies
that were underway at the same time. The agencies who did mobilize some staff and
resources from the beginning of the crisis, such as the Red Cross and a few NGOs, were put
under a lot of pressure, as the crisis was widespread and they were not able to cover the needs
of the affected communities. Due to the shortages, humanitarian staff did not have the
capacity to respond to burgeoning demands which often compromised their psychological
welfare; the needs of local staff were particularly overlooked (Broughton, 2006, p. 4).
UN field presence was insufficient in both quality and quantity. The UN improved their field
presence over time, but Broughton et al still felt that the UN did not do enough in Darfur,
particularly in regards to human rights, security, and protection. While there were some
individual or partial assessments of the security situation in Darfur, the lack of UN security
officers in the field until 2005 meant that there was not enough security information on which
aid actors could base their programming and operational planning decisions (Broughton,
2006, p. 5). Furthermore, political analysis undertaken by the UN was not shared with the
humanitarian community. Nor did humanitarian agencies advance their capacity in
undertaking political analysis. Social and livelihood analysis was also lacking. Another
problem was the use of inexperienced staff without appropriate induction or training in the
first stages of the response. Many humanitarian staff were neither familiar with the local
situation, nor with the policies of their mother organisation. Using inexperienced and
unknowledgeable staff put both the staff and aid beneficiaries at risk (Broughton et al, 2006,
p. 7-8).
While a number of agencies were monitoring and evaluating their own activities in the first
months and years of the crisis, their monitoring capacity decreased later on. Furthermore,
common mechanisms for monitoring and evaluation were lacking, as was a unified interagency approach (Broughton, 2006, p. 7). Baker notes that while it was common for OCHA
to prepare a standard assessment format for all agencies involved in order to unify
information collection and to facilitate common reporting and coordination, OCHA did not
provide one in Darfur which contributed to more chaos (Baker, 2004, p. 7). There was no
attempt at an integrated cross-sectorial approach which led to too-narrowly oriented
programming, often overlooking some factors of certain situations, and again leading to less
effective responses. Effective programming would have required paying more attention to
qualitative aspects of programming in order to meet the needs of aid recipients. However, the
humanitarian community was concentrating on responding to immediate emergency needs
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and fulfilling short-term goals while neglecting the qualitative aspects and therefore
hindering the effectiveness of their response (Broughton, 2006, p. 8).
As mentioned above, Darfur has often been described as a crisis of protection. In this regard,
Minear particularly stresses the weakness of the UN system in response to protection and
human rights abuses. While it took the international community more than a year to mobilize
a humanitarian response, it took more than two years to address the lack of protection and
lack of human rights field presence. On the other hand, some NGOs, such as Oxfam, while
concentrating on advocacy, were failing to meet operational demands of their humanitarian
programmes. Therefore, Minear raises concerns about whether the global humanitarian
apparatus has the capacity to respond to such extreme emergencies, and also asks if
combining humanitarian aid and protection activities does not undermine humanitarian
effectiveness (Minear, 2005, p. 90-91). Humanitarian assistance cannot supplement political
action. Just as it could not resolve the North-South conflict during OLS, it could not resolve
the crisis in Darfur or prevent further civilian deaths resulting from violence. The Darfur
crisis needed immediate attention and a political solution; but it was not forthcoming until
2007 when the UN SC authorised a peacekeeping mission.
As the priority of Darfur was protection as well as relief, the adoption of a human rights
based approach by some agencies (see below 4.10.) was seen a step in the right direction by
some scholars, such as Broughton. On the other hand, Broughton points out that humanitarian
agencies did not know how to protect the affected population. The major issue was the lack
of UN leadership in developing a protection strategy and problems associated with its
implementation. The presence of a few thousand of humanitarian actors was not simply
enough to protect millions of civilians in such a vast area. Some improvements were made
over time in educating Darfurians about their rights, but women‟s and children‟s issues had
not been monitored or addressed sufficiently and the community would have benefited from
more diplomacy on behalf of women and children. While some general advocacy had been
carried out (mostly by NGOs), a concerted advocacy approach was missing, and key UN
actors remained silent on the issue (Broughton, 2006, p. 7-8). However, Broughton argues
that implementing any protection and advocacy activities by the international community in
Darfur was a very sensitive issue, particularly in regard to gender issues, such as sexual and
gender-based violence, which made it even more complicated for aid actors (Broughton,
2006, p. 3).
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4.10. Innovation
In terms of innovation, it seems that not much had changed in the humanitarian response of
the international community since OLS. The international community was not prepared for
the crisis and humanitarian actors failed to adapt their response to the changing nature of the
crisis. At first, it was problematic to access the affected population, and when GoS‟
restrictions eased, agencies failed to use the opportunity and to respond effectively. Minear
suggests that Darfur is a prime example of the overall inadequacy of the humanitarian system
in global terms (Minear, 2005, p. 86). In 2004, Sudan had the world‟s largest IDP populations
in the world with approximately six million people. This number included both Darfur and
southern Sudan. Internal displacement has been a major concern in the former Sudan (and in
other complex emergencies around the world), and IDP camp management was problematic
in Darfur, particularly due to the lack of coordination from the UN. The international
community had made some improvements in regard to addressing overall IDP needs,
compared to OLS where the focus was mainly on providing food aid. In Darfur, agencies
were aware of the vulnerability of the IDP population, and from 2004 onwards they aimed to
establish basic services in order to fulfil basic human rights for IDPs. Particular
improvements were made in IDP camps health services. According to Minear, this positive
indication only stresses the insufficiency of services in both South Sudan and Darfur before
the outbreak of the crisis (Minear, 2005, p. 91-92).
While there is still an overall lack of data from the Darfur crisis, a positive improvement
since OLS (where only one evaluation was carried out throughout the whole operation) was
that a few agencies carried out real-time evaluations of their own work in the initial critical
stages of the crisis. These included CARE, Oxfam, UNICEF, OCHA, and ECHO. Although
real-time evaluations were helpful in identifying weaknesses and improving the work of each
agency, follow-up evaluations would have been beneficial for future humanitarian action in
Sudan and elsewhere. I repeat my earlier claim – on-going evaluation is the key to improving
humanitarian

effectiveness.

Although

the

above-mentioned

evaluations

were

an

improvement, the international community has tended to provide evaluations of their work
only through the most critical times of long-term emergencies in Sudan and South Sudan. It is
striking that while Sudan and South Sudan remained two of the world‟s main recipients of
humanitarian aid throughout the past decade, humanitarian actors have reflected on their
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work in both countries very little after 2005. Similarly, the crises have not received much
attention in academia.
It has been mentioned in previous sections of this chapter that some agencies had combined
their humanitarian efforts with advocacy, human rights and protection activities. There are
differing views on the cooperation of humanitarian actors with other agencies, such as human
rights actors. While some NGOs articulated their concerns about widespread human rights
abuses by government forces and Janjaweed militias early on, other relief agencies (including
the UN) were, however, still cautious in their advocacy efforts. They feared that putting
pressure on the GoS could compromise their perceived neutrality, and it could mean denial of
access, or even expulsion out of the country for the agency which in turn could be devastating
for their beneficiaries. The GoS threatened to expulse Save the Children and Oxfam in 2004
after they advocated at the UN SC about human rights abuses in Darfur and, as mentioned
above, 13 agencies were expelled in 2009. NGOs voicing their concerns in public could also
face the denial or delay of visas and permits. Moreover, the UN was worried that Darfur
could compromise the North-South peace talks (see above) (Minear, 2005, p. 90, 100).
Nonetheless, in contrast to OLS, considering human rights and protection issues by
humanitarian agencies signifies that, relief agencies were more thorough in analysing and
considering the underlying causes of the conflict.

4.11. Access
Although the humanitarian operation in Darfur was not restricted by the notion of absolute
sovereignty, access to the affected population in Darfur was still problematic. Minear
perceives access restrictions as the most critical factor that limited the mobilization efforts
(Minear, 2005, p. 81). The UN did not have to negotiate access with the GoS as they had to
do during OLS, but the government still managed to find ways to control aid deliveries to
rebel-held areas in Darfur, through visa and travel restrictions, work permits, import licenses
for relief material, as well as flight bans. Those limitations undoubtedly affected the work of
humanitarian agencies in terms of adequate and timely assistance (Barltrop, 2011, p. 95).
Furthermore, access to rebel-held areas still had to be negotiated with the SPLA after the GoS
had approved it (Minear, 2005, p. 116). Significantly, there was mostly no access to the
affected population in rebel-held areas (Broughton, 2006, p. 3) who were, arguably, the most
vulnerable. GoS restrictions had eased in July 2004 after signing one of the peace
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agreements, only to return in 2005. Easing and hardening of access restrictions has been a
consistent feature of the Darfur crisis (Minear, 2005, p. 81). In fact, GoS has used the tactic
of denying access since OLS, and still uses it today.
Aid deliveries to Darfur were characterised by insecurity and obstruction from all warring
parties, as well as from different bandits and local militant groups. Maintaining security was
very important as every time a crack in the security structure emerged, banditry and looting
would take place (Belgasmi, 2007, p. 249). Barltrop sees the distance between Port Sudan
and Darfur as problematic, as this main overland „pipeline‟ for delivery is almost 2,000
kilometres long. Aid supplies were delivered by road or rail, and it took aid convoys
approximately three weeks to cover the distance to Darfur due to poor infrastructure. This
time frame and slow motion of the convoys gave all sides involved plenty of opportunities to
block or divert aid from intended recipients (Barltrop, 2011, p. 97). Moreover, access was
further complicated by weather conditions and the quality of roads. During the rainy season,
aid supplies had to be airlifted as roads were unpaved and therefore inaccessible. This further
increased the cost of aid delivery. Therefore, from 2005 onwards, the WFP started stockpiling
aid supplies prior the rainy season which has proved very useful and cost effective (Belgasmi,
2007, p. 248).

4.12. Beyond Darfur
Even though Darfur received more attention and funding from 2005 onwards and the
humanitarian situation improved, the international community never caught up with the
emergency. Nor has a political solution been found for Darfur. Still, despite the lack of
qualitative data to analyse effectiveness of relief provided in those years, the former Sudan
remained one of the largest recipients of humanitarian aid in the last decade. Humanitarian
aid, however, could not prevent recent re-escalation of conflicts in both Sudan and South
Sudan, causing renewed humanitarian emergencies. It has been said multiple times
throughout this thesis that humanitarian aid alone cannot resolve Sudan‟s and South Sudan‟s
crises and there is an urgent need for political solutions in both countries. Although some
improvements have been made in the way humanitarian aid is being provided today,
humanitarian actors are still dealing with some of the same constraints and issues as they
were 25 years ago when OLS was launched, such as problems with accessibility and funding.
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The recent events have shown that peace is very fragile in the former Sudan. Perhaps, not
only the humanitarian sector needs to be reformed. It seems that the international community
also needs to do politics differently. The international community was not able to apply R2P
in Darfur (or in Syria which poses another example of an unresolved crisis where innocent
people have been suffering for years). Perhaps the contemporary world needs a holistic
approach to complex emergencies, possibly in the form of better cooperation and
coordination between humanitarian and non-humanitarian actors? Perhaps the approach of
the international community has to be more preventative, rather than reactive? The former
Sudan has been in an on-going cycle of recurring conflict since the 1950s and the
international community has periodically repeated the same mistakes in trying to resolve the
conflict for the last 25 years. Although South Sudan seemed to have been on the right track
before the outbreak of the crisis in 2013 as the overall situation had improved in terms of
security and development, it did not need much to fall back into conflict six months ago
which rapidly affected the whole country.
This thesis is not trying to find a solution to Sudan‟s and South Sudan‟s crises. I have
analysed humanitarian effectiveness of Sudan and South Sudan crises, and shown that while
humanitarian aid cannot be a solution for conflicts, it has often been the only means for the
civilian population‟s survival. Humanitarian agencies cannot resolve complex emergencies.
They can, nonetheless, save lives, alleviate suffering, and maintain human dignity of people
stricken by civil war, in accordance with Elements of Effectiveness (or with an even better set
of norms the 2016 WHS might come up with). The mechanisms, processes, and approaches
to achieve primary objectives of humanitarian aid have not been very effective in past crises
in the former Sudan. Humanitarian actors have been periodically repeating the same mistakes
over and over again. While the improvement in humanitarian effectiveness was minimal
between OLS and Darfur, humanitarian actors have since implemented reforms which are
aimed at the improvement of humanitarian effectiveness, such as the cluster approach used
today. The international community has also recognised that the way to improvement of
humanitarian effectiveness is through monitoring and evaluation of relief operations and
programmes, reflection on past mistakes, and learning from those mistakes.
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5. Thesis Conclusion
The humanitarian realm has changed significantly after the end of the Cold War due to
profound changes in the world order. Complex emergencies, caused by emerging intrastate
conflicts, generated a greater demand for humanitarian aid. Opening of international borders
enabled relief agencies to access affected populations inside of their country of origin, and it
brought new actors to the humanitarian realm. New humanitarianism has, however, been
characterized by adhocracy, lack of coordination and accountability, as well as by lack of
funding. Furthermore, humanitarian aid has often been the only response of the international
community to a complex emergency when there would have been need for a political
solution, addressing underlying causes of the crisis, to end a conflict. While in the first few
years after the end of the Cold War, new humanitarianism was received positively, after
several major failures, it started to be criticised for having negative effects on conflict, and
later for being ineffective altogether. The international community today sees an evergrowing need for humanitarian aid in different parts of the world due to the growing number
of complex emergencies and increased numbers of people in need of relief. It has also
recognised the need for greater humanitarian effectiveness. Yet the international community
still has not come to an agreement on how to achieve it. This thesis has analysed
humanitarian effectiveness in the former Sudan using OCHA proposed Elements of
Effectiveness as a framework in order to show that humanitarian operations have been
repeatedly ineffective in the past.
The former Sudan has been one of the world‟s largest recipients of humanitarian aid since the
end of the Cold War due to protracted conflict and on-going insecurity. Sudan and South
Sudan remain some of the least developed countries in the world. The former Sudan was also
one of the first countries to receive help from humanitarian actors after the end of the Cold
War. Operation Lifeline Sudan was launched as the Cold War was ending, and it was
unprecedented for the international community to intervene in the midst of a conflict where
one of the insurgents was the government of the country. While OLS undeniably saved lives
of many people affected by conflict and famine, it was also one of the greatest failures in
terms of humanitarian effectiveness. Even though OLS performance was restricted by
negotiating access with the GoS, the main reason for the ineffectiveness of humanitarian
response was inexperience of humanitarian actors involved, as they never before worked in
the midst of a conflict. Furthermore, OLS was characterized by periodical repetition of the
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same mistakes due to proliferation of aid workers. Accountability and transparency did not
concern humanitarian actors very much in the first years after the end of the Cold War, and
while there is an overall lack of data, diversion and manipulation of aid, uneven distribution,
as well as lacking local ownership (on all levels) was very common during OLS. GoS
ownership was particularly lacking. Contrarily, the GoS was blocking relief for civilian
populations in the rebel-held areas, and government forces were directly targeting civilians.
Some agencies set up community based projects after the adoption of the relief-todevelopment continuum, but they were largely unsuccessful as agencies tended to set them up
in unstable areas. Insufficient local knowledge led humanitarian agencies to choose
ineffective targeting strategies, and they failed to promote ownership of the local population.
Furthermore, it was believed at the time that humanitarian relief itself could resolve the
conflict.
OLS framework was derived from the 1980s natural disasters model which had proven
ineffective in a complex emergency, as it did not regard the context of the crisis, the socioeconomic and political factors which caused the crisis in the first place. Therefore, aid
negotiations mostly supplemented much needed diplomatic action. As the UN had to
negotiate access to the affected population with the warring parties, the operation was
susceptible to political manipulation by both the warring parties and international actors.
Humanitarian principles were, therefore, often compromised, even though the OLS mandate
stressed the importance of its neutrality. Nonetheless, while maintaining humanitarian
principles during OLS was crucial for enabling access to affected populations, negotiated
access was one of the main downfalls of the operation. By providing relief in SPLA-held
areas, humanitarian agencies were often perceived by the GoS as supporting the rebels which
led to more access restrictions.
Overall, OLS responded very late to the widespread famine, and it did not even cover basic
needs of the affected population. A second famine developed in southern Sudan while OLS
was still underway due to continued access restrictions and a premature adoption of the reliefto-development continuum. OLS adopted development strategies when the population was
still malnourished and in need of basic food aid in order to survive. Furthermore, the UN was
lacking sufficient capacity for the implementation of aid projects. While it subcontracted
some projects to other agencies, particularly NGOs, it failed to act as a coordinator of the
whole operation. There was also insufficient communication between individual
humanitarian actors and projects often overlapped. Agencies tended to concentrate in safer
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areas, while the most vulnerable populations were often overlooked. OLS was characterized
by proliferation of staff and resources, and mistakes were periodically repeated. Additionally,
the operation did not include protection of civilians in its mandate. While lack of protection
was a major problem during OLS, it became even a bigger issue in Darfur.
The crisis in Darfur started when OLS was coming to an end, while North-South peace
negotiations were on-going. Darfur benefitted very little from the experience of OLS, and
little improvement was made in the overall response to the Darfur crisis compared to OLS.
Although some improvements were made in the institutional response of the humanitarian
community, it was slow and reactive, and the same mistakes were repeated. Analysing
effectiveness of the humanitarian response to the Darfur crisis is complicated by the
continued lack of data available. While compared to OLS the number of evaluations provided
by aid agencies themselves had increased, humanitarian effectiveness of the Darfur response
has not been addressed much in academic literature. It is only now that the international
community has started focusing on the need to address and improve humanitarian
effectiveness, or rather ineffectiveness of humanitarian operations. The international
community has finally recognised that the same mistakes are being periodically repeated in
institutional responses to complex emergencies, and the key to improving humanitarian
effectiveness is seen in developing a better set of standards for providing humanitarian aid,
based on monitoring and evaluation of humanitarian programmes and projects and learning
from past mistakes. While humanitarian effectiveness has still not been defined, there are
discussions underway in the humanitarian community, which should conclude at the WHS in
2016. Using the Elements of Effectiveness framework, proposed for the WHS, has proven
very helpful for this thesis in identifying gaps and shortcomings of past operations.
Despite humanitarian actors having 14 years of experience in Sudan and other complex
emergencies in different parts of the world when the crisis in Darfur broke out, improvements
in humanitarian effectiveness were relatively few compared to OLS. The UN and other
agencies should have been able to respond more effectively. While agencies were not
restrained by absolute sovereignty anymore, they should have been able to mobilize a timely
and concerted response. Most of the shortcomings in Darfur are variations of OLS failures.
The international community was not prepared for such a large-scale emergency, and the
overall humanitarian response was very late, inadequate, and fragmented. Also, as the
international community failed to address the Darfur crisis on a political level, including the
lack of protection (at least until UNAMID was launched in 2007), aid was again the only tool
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helping the affected civilian population. Accountability had slightly improved in Darfur due
to adherence of most agencies to the Sphere Standards, but the majority of targeting strategies
were inefficient and wasteful. Diversion of aid by warring parties, and to a lesser degree by
beneficiaries themselves, was common. Furthermore, programmes lacked transparency, and
even the data available were sometimes biased. Due to a lack of cooperation between
individual agencies and insufficient UN coordination capacity, most areas of the vast Darfur
region were left unattended.
The overall capacity of the humanitarian response was poor, as Darfur was not a priority for
international actors. Particularly notable was an insufficient UN presence. A major problem
in Darfur was the lack of protection, as violence of Janjaweed militias was directed towards
the civilian population itself. In contrast to OLS, the international community was already
aware of the underlying causes of the conflict, but it again failed to address them, particularly
because it did not want to compromise North-South peace negotiations. On the other hand,
humanitarian aid maintained its neutrality and it was no longer perceived as influencing
conflict. However, maintaining neutrality and impartiality did not help aid agencies to access
all people in need. Access was yet a major limitation in Darfur. Aid agencies were still
limited by GoS access restrictions. They were also limited by the lack of funding, particularly
in the beginning of the crisis. Participation remained poor, especially on the state level, but it
was also largely lacking on the local and community levels. The approach of some agencies
to combine humanitarian action with advocacy efforts in order to address human rights
abuses and the lack of protection in Darfur was an innovative move. However, most agencies
were careful with expressing their opinions as the GoS was sensitive to pressure and
threatened agencies with expulsion.
Ten years after the outbreak of the crisis in Darfur, the international community is again
facing some of the same challenges in the former Sudan as it was during OLS and in Darfur,
specifically regarding access to conflict-affected populations, and with insufficient funding.
While the current situation in South Sudan has deteriorated rapidly in the last six months, and
millions of people are affected by it, some parts of Sudan, including Darfur, have been in a
state of emergency for much longer and the international community still has not found a
solution for Sudan, or Darfur. There are as many people in Sudan today in need of
humanitarian aid, as there are in South Sudan, but it seems that Darfur and other parts of
Sudan are just not as important for the international community. The South Sudan crisis has
been highly publicised and it appears that only now, when the international community has
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responded to the South Sudan crisis, Sudan‟s (Darfur‟s) crisis is being addressed as well.
Now when funds are being raised for South Sudan, Sudan‟s needs have been also attended to.
Access to affected populations is again restricted in both countries by increased instability
and insecurity, government restrictions, and natural conditions, and therefore is not
determined only by the international community. Funding mechanisms are still insufficient,
despite the implementation of new funding mechanisms since the 2005 Humanitarian
Reforms. Lack of funding necessary for an effective humanitarian response has been one of
the biggest problems for humanitarian actors in recent crises in both Sudan and South Sudan.
While funding mechanisms, such as the Common Humanitarian Fund (CHF), have provided
some funds in accordance with Sudan and South Sudan implementation plans for 2014
(which were however introduced before the outbreak of the South Sudan crisis), funding is
beyond insufficient and humanitarian actors have been urging donors to provide more
financial resources to cover the needs of millions of people affected in both countries. So far,
OCHA has raised 38 per cent of the total appeal of US$ 1.27 billion for South Sudan (as of
17 April 2014), but only 6.4 per cent of US$ 995 million required funding for Sudan (as of 24
March 2014) (Reliefweb, 17 April 2014; UN Web TV, 25 Mar 2014; Reliefweb, 24 March
2014).
Darfur has become a forgotten crisis. Although the humanitarian situation has remained
critical in the last few years, funding for Darfur has notably decreased after 2011, despite a 40
per cent increase in humanitarian needs in the past year. Perhaps it is not interesting enough
for the international community anymore, as it is not as rich in natural resources as the South.
Or it is simply because the worst humanitarian crisis was thought to be over and there have
been other humanitarian emergencies in other parts of the world attracting attention of the
international community. A political solution for Darfur has still not been found. Indeed, the
security situation in Darfur has worsened in the past year, and recent reports show that today
humanitarian needs are again on the rise, as the numbers of newly displaced people in Darfur
today are the highest since the worst crisis ten years ago. While Darfur was still receiving
relatively high amounts of humanitarian aid until 2011, humanitarian funding for the whole
of Sudan decreased in the last few years. Today, Darfur is again in desperate need of relief
due to deteriorated humanitarian situation, and the international community is facing
problems associated with underfunding and accessibility (UN Web TV, 25 Mar 2014).
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The question is, if the international community could have predicted the current crises in
Sudan and South Sudan and could have raised sufficient funds in advance? With so many
humanitarian emergencies all around the world, there is a need for different and more flexible
funding mechanisms. One would think that after such a long history of recurring
humanitarian crises and long-standing foreign presence in both Sudan and South Sudan, the
international community should be able to respond proactively and effectively to emerging
crises. Furthermore, pooled funding mechanisms, such as the CHF, have proven to be
ineffective in fast-onset emergencies, as fund allocation through the CHF happens only once
a year and it is not flexible enough to respond to disasters. The UN has been raising
additional funds through flash appeals and rapid response funds, such as the Central
Emergency Response Fund (CERF), as well as non-UN agencies raising funds themselves.
But it is still not enough. John Ging, OCHA‟s Operating Director, has addressed this issue as
„donor fatigue‟, as global humanitarian needs are growing every year, and so is the funding
gap (Reliefweb, 17 April 2014).
On the other hand, some improvements have been made in monitoring, on-going evaluation,
programming, coordination, and capacity. While there are still factors the humanitarian
community cannot influence, tools that OCHA is using in the current response seem to have
improved overall humanitarian effectiveness. In particular, coordination has improved since
OLS and Darfur. Since implementing Humanitarian Reforms in 2005, OCHA has established
a new system for humanitarian responses in complex emergencies and natural disasters. The
„cluster approach‟ has been implemented in the current South Sudan operation. It is based on
division of labour between individual UN agencies and their partners. For instance, the WFP
is responsible for food security and logistics, UNICEF for nutrition, WASH (water, sanitation
and hygiene) and education, the WHO for health, the UNHCR for protection and emergency
shelter, and the UNHCR together with IOM for camp coordination and management. Since
the outbreak of the crisis, OCHA is monitoring and evaluating the overall response on an ongoing basis and has been publishing updates every three weeks since the outbreak of the
crisis in December 2013, based on individual clusters. Each cluster is accountable to the
Humanitarian Coordinator for South Sudan, appointed by the OCHA Humanitarian and
Emergency Relief Coordinator. A similar approach has been recently also implemented in
Darfur.
However, humanitarian effectiveness still depends on levels of access, donor support, as well
as on the performance and accountability of humanitarian actors, and additionally on the
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inclusion of local structures, both governments and communities. Nonetheless, it is clear
today that aid cannot be the solution to Sudan‟s and South Sudan‟s conflicts. Their crises are
inherently political, stemming from economic and ethnic grievances, and aid alone cannot
resolve them. Ging recently stressed that the key to improvement in the former Sudan is
putting an end to the conflicts (Reliefweb, 17 April 2014). As during the OLS and Darfur
crises, humanitarian actors today can only help people suffering from conflict to a certain
extent. They cannot resolve political crises. There is always a need for a political solution
which would address the underlying socio-economic causes of an intrastate conflict. While
necessary to save lives, alleviate suffering and enable basic human rights to the civilian
population in all complex emergencies, humanitarian aid needs to stay separate from political
actions in order to be effective. Particularly in Sudan and South Sudan where the authorities
are sensitive to any implications that relief activities could be associated with the opposition,
humanitarian actors need to adhere to humanitarian principles. On the one hand, it is
important for aid agencies to maintain their neutrality in order to be able to provide relief to
people in need. On the other hand however, as Darfur has shown, humanitarian agencies
often do not have the capacity to protect civilian populations. Protection, or the lack of,
remains a major issue in the former Sudan.
It is difficult to analyse or predict overall humanitarian effectiveness of the international
response to the present crises in Sudan and particularly South Sudan for the lack of available
data. While OCHA has been monitoring and evaluating their response on an on-going basis,
most agencies remain silent, except for their fundraising appeals. Also, the media mostly only
interpret information received from OCHA. As stated in the first chapter of this thesis,
monitoring and evaluation of humanitarian effectiveness is the key to its improvement. The
lack of available data has, however, been the limitation of assessing overall humanitarian
effectiveness in the former Sudan. While there is some qualitative and quantitative data on
assistance provided during peak periods of humanitarian emergencies in the former Sudan
(although not always reliable as it can be donor-biased), there is largely no qualitative data on
relief activities between those peak periods. The humanitarian community, both agencies
themselves as well as scholars, have tended to focus on humanitarian effectiveness in Sudan
and South Sudan only during the worst crises (such as famine or genocide), even though both
countries have been some of the largest recipients of humanitarian aid in the world in the last
few decades also between the most vulnerable periods. While this thesis has shown that
humanitarian effectiveness has not improved very much between the launch of OLS and the
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first years of the Darfur crisis, it has not been possible to assess if humanitarian effectiveness
has improved during the last decade after the worst crisis in Darfur was over, due to the lack
of available information.
While there are still some of the same limitations visible in the response to the current crises
in the former Sudan, one could say that some aspects seem to have improved in the
multilateral response, such as through the implementation of the cluster approach.
Nonetheless, the overall international response today is too reactive, and there is a need for
more prevention and preparedness to respond to potential crises in fragile environments, such
as the former Sudan which is known for being prone to recurring conflict. The current crisis
in South Sudan has shown how little it takes to throw the whole country back into conflict
and destroy all the positive developments that have been achieved during the last decade. It is
crucial that the international community addresses current gaps and weaknesses of
humanitarian effectiveness in order to overcome the vicious circle of complex emergencies
and humanitarian crises. First and foremost however, the international community needs to be
able to resolve conflicts on a political level in order to find a way to lasting peace not only for
Sudan and South Sudan, but also to other prolonged crises in other parts of the world.
In terms of improving humanitarian effectiveness, the international community needs to
develop a better set of standards and policies for multilateral humanitarian response which
should be respected by all humanitarian actors. While some learning has certainly taken
place, there is definitely a need for better funding mechanisms corresponding to growing
humanitarian needs in the developing world. I argue that the key to improving humanitarian
effectiveness is on-going learning from past mistakes through monitoring and evaluation
based on the OCHA proposed Elements of Effectiveness or similar. While the 2005 Reforms
were definitely a positive step towards better humanitarian effectiveness, they were still not
enough to respond to contemporary humanitarian crises. This is visible from the emerging
shortcomings of the current relief operations in the former Sudan. The Elements of
Effectiveness framework proved useful for identifying shortcomings of OLS and Darfur.
Shortcomings of past and current humanitarian operations should be the starting point for the
development of better humanitarian effectiveness mechanisms for future humanitarian
operations, including the development of professional standards for humanitarian agencies
and possibly even drawing of conclusions for agencies that do not adhere to these standards.
At present, there are no repercussions for agencies that do not follow humanitarian principles
or comply with humanitarian principles or the Sphere Standards. The upcoming World
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Humanitarian Summit could bring these necessary improvements of humanitarian standards
and policies towards greater humanitarian effectiveness.
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Annex 1 – Elements of Effectiveness
One point that came out of the discussion was the consensus that humanitarian effectiveness
could not be limited to just spending and fiscal accountability. Instead it had to be embedded
in the overall economic, political and security context and had a strong operational aspect.
Some of the elements that were identified as core issues that need to be considered as part of
the effectiveness agenda are:
1. Performance – Do humanitarian actors meet core expectations for their activities? Is
humanitarian work done according to clear professional standards? What is the role of
certification for humanitarian organizations?
•
•

Professionalization
Certification

2. Accountability – Are there mechanisms and process set up to ensure that humanitarian
action is accountable to affected populations, host governments, donors and other
humanitarian organizations. Is humanitarian action transparent? Is there trust between
humanitarians and other actors? Are there clear frameworks for analysing and managing risk,
but which still allow flexibility of action in difficult and complex circumstances?
•
•
•

Transparency
Trust building
Risk management

3. Coordination – Is humanitarian action coordinated at all levels – between international
and national actors, within national systems, and with local level actors? Do Governments
have the capacity needed to lead coordination efforts in all appropriate situations?
•
•
•

International
National
Local

4. Contextualization – Is the approach being used appropriate to the context? Do
humanitarians have clearly defined methodologies and approaches to respond to different
types of contexts?
•
•
•

Natural disaster or hazard
Conflict
Vulnerability context

5. Principles and Standards – Is humanitarian action grounded in the core principles? Are
there clear professional and technical standards for operationalizing those principles? Are
there ethical frameworks to monitor adherence to principles?
•
•
•

Core humanitarian principles
Common standards (SPHERE, HAP, etc.)
Ethical frameworks
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6. Relevance – Are the aid and services provided appropriate to the context and the
community? Was the aid delivered in a timely way when it was truly needed? Did it really
suffice to relieve human suffering and reduce humanitarian needs?
•
•
•

Timeliness
Appropriateness
Adequacy

7. Participation – Is humanitarian action fully inclusive of all relevant groups? Is there clear
ownership and leadership by governments and affected populations?
•
•

Ownership by governments and affected populations
Inclusivity

8. Capacity – Do governments and international humanitarian actors have the systems and
tools to deliver needed assistance? Are we fully utilizing local resources and capacities? Is
there sufficient capacity to do strategic planning and coordination? What are the opportunities
for technological advances?
•
•
•
•

Systems and tools
Planning and coordination
Local resources
Technology

9. Resilience and preparedness – Are humanitarian organizations engaged before a crisis in
building preparedness? Do humanitarian interventions also help to address root causes of
vulnerability? Are humanitarians working in a coordinated way with development actors?
•
•
•
•

Resilience
Preparedness
DRR
Risk and Vulnerability Management

10. Innovation – Are humanitarian actors exchanging best practices and identifying new
opportunities to change the way they work? Is information flowing and being captured in a
way that allows for improvement in the system? Is the humanitarian system adapting to the
rapid transformations in society and technology?
•
•
•
•
•

Innovation to capitalize on opportunities in data, information
communication:
Innovation to support accountability challenges:
Innovation to promote partnership:
Innovation to better understand markets and market mechanisms:
Innovation to solve difficult operational obstacles

and

11. Access – Are humanitarian actors able to reach people to provide help? Are there systems
in place to ensure that those in need can access needed support?
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