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In Darfur, Sudan, 400,000 have been killed and millions are displaced in refugee camps as a result of the worst genocide in modern history. Despite the continuing violence the International Community sits idle as the atrocity continues to worsen. However, Inaction will not end the genocide or stop the violence. For this reason it is necessary to consider the alternatives that would lead to a solution. What follows is a policy analysis that produces an alternative to end this genocide.    
Crisis Management: Solving a Genocide 
“I say to all those world leaders: Do not look the other way, do not hesitate… it is within your power to prevent a genocide.”                       ~Nelson Mandela

The worst genocide in recent history has been taking place since 2003, and continues still today. It is the genocide in Darfur. The genocide has displaced 2.5 million and has led to the death of over 400,000 (“The Genocide in Darfur”).   The Sudanese military, along with its proxy militia, known as the Janjaweed, has caused violence at unimaginable levels, leading to disease and starvation. The policy goal of this analysis is to stop the ongoing genocide in Darfur. 
Background
As the conflict in the Darfur region of Sudan moves well into its sixth year, conditions continue to worsen for both civilians and aid agencies due to a lack of International Community intervention. With the International criminal courts recent issue of an arrest warrant for the president of Sudan, Omar al-Bashir, the situation is rapidly deteriorating as Bashir increases attacks throughout Darfur. Within the next few months, a policy must be implemented by the International Community that will help bring an end to the ongoing genocide within the next two years. This is more than a question of moral values, because almost nobody denies the horrific consequences of such genocide, but it is also a question of commitment. Commitment among the countries of the world is important if they plan on making a real effort to end the genocide.  

Stopping genocide is not easily accomplished. It requires perseverance and strength and, in this case, relies on the International Community. Although tough, it is not impossible and there are policies that can bring an end to the genocide in Darfur. The issuance of an arrest warrant for Sudan’s President for crimes against humanity offers the international community a chance to catalyze international efforts to bring about a solution to Sudan’s ongoing cycle of warfare and violence. The missing ingredient to conflict resolution efforts has been a form of accountability for the horrific crimes against humanity. This gives a unique opportunity of addressing the primary force that drives the conflict (Enough Team 1). The following paragraphs outline policy alternatives that each work differently towards ending the genocide.  

The first policy proposal is a divestment policy targeting Sudan’s financial backers.  Divestment is a strategy that exerts financial pressure on the government of Sudan to change its policies. Divestment is a potentially successful tool because the government of Sudan is susceptible to economic pressure. “Possessing neither the capital nor the expertise to fully exploit its own natural resources, the government of Sudan is highly reliant on foreign direct investment not only to pay its debts and subsidize government expenditures, but also to fund its military and finance the war in Darfur” (Calvert Online). The solution: Encouraging investment firms and companies to withdraw and suspend their investments in companies that help fund the Sudanese government or that profit from the ongoing genocide. 

The second policy proposal is a United Nations joint resolution that allows for the use of force to quell the ongoing violence in the region. This option is a direct threat to the Sudanese government, making it extremely effective. The U.N. has proven itself effective in dealing with crises similar to that in Darfur. The U.N. Security Council has taken many actions in the past to maintain and restore international peace and security in the African Continent, such as: Sierra Leone, Liberia, Côte d’Ivoire, and Burundi; to site a few (Africa Action). A joint resolution authorizing the deployment of a U.N. intervention force to support the African Union peacekeeping mission is crucial to bringing stability to the region. A force of about 20,000 soldiers, comprised from troops supplied by the International Community, would be most effective in quelling the violence. “This number is recommended by various sources based either on the ratio of peacekeeping troops to population or on the ratio of peacekeeping troops to hostile forces in Darfur” (Africa Action).

The third policy proposal is a joint humanitarian campaign that spreads the message of the atrocities in Darfur worldwide. The policy would create worldwide exposure of the issue, placing pressure on countries to intervene and take action against Sudan. In the past, there have been several instances of significant progress resulting from public pressure on governments. Former President Bush has made definitive statements about the atrocities in Darfur partly due to pressure that was placed on him by advocacy networks such as the Save Darfur Coalition, Amnesty International and the Genocide Intervention Network. He was the first major world leader to call the situation a genocide, leading to progress such as United State sanctions against Sudan along with pushing a U.N. resolution in the Security Council (Perino). Advocacy networks worldwide such as the Save Darfur Coalition, Amnesty International, and the Genocide Intervention Network could all play an integral role in using information politics, symbolic politics, and accountability politics to put public pressure on government worldwide and make a difference in Darfur. In other words pressuring the government using different strategies that Non Governmental Agencies have been using by using public opinion to put pressure on governments.   

A fourth policy option is the institution of a U.N. backed no-fly zone over Sudan’s Darfur region to prevent aerial attacks on civilians. The U.N. could pass and enforce a No-Fly Zone in Darfur, banning all Sudanese military flights in the Darfur region of Sudan. This would be crucial to stopping the Sudanese Government’s indiscriminate bombings of villages within Darfur. Any planes or helicopters in violation of the no-fly zone would be disposed of permanently upon landing if found guilty of using bombs or machineguns on Darfur civilians. By disposing of the aircraft used in attacks the policy damages Sudan’s already small bank military aircraft. Monitoring of the no-fly zone would be a joint effort by the United Nations peacekeeping forces and African Union Peacekeeping Forces. This no-fly zone would only affect Sudanese military aircraft and would allow for the air transportation of humanitarian aid and civilian peacekeepers to travel freely and safely throughout the Darfur region. 
A fifth option is to let present trends continue. This policy would have horrific consequences for the people of Darfur. The genocide in Darfur would eventually end, but it might not happen until the complete extermination of all Darfurians.

When dealing with a situation that affects so many people, there are several criteria that  are important. Time and political feasibility are probably the two most important criteria. For every minute of lofty rhetoric, more die. Since the goal is to stop the killing, there can be little delay. Other criteria that are important are cost, manpower, effectiveness in stabilizing the region, social equity, and the overall effect on stopping genocide. It is also important to ensure that policies do not destabilize the region by causing tribal war or possible civil war within Sudan. As previous policies have be enacted there continues to be a lack of action. United Nation Human Rights Chief Prosecutor Luis Moreno Ocampo has stated, “You cannot commit these types of crimes in the entire Darfur region and pretend you can hide these crimes” (Simons). This statement clearly indicates his conviction that if the atrocities continue there will be consequences and the International Community will not sit idly by forever.  

When President Bush declared what was happening in Darfur a genocide it sent a shockwave through the International Community. There was and still is much reluctance to stand behind Bush and his bold statement. The International Community is slow to take firm action, in terms of military action, diminishing the credibility of their bold threats against the government of Sudan and, most importantly, its president, Omar Al-Bashir. It is a controversial subject because not all members of the United Nations have the same priorities; after all, not all countries within the United Nations Security Council have the same priorities. Plus, for countries to make a commitment and put their signature on an agreement is a relatively easier task then actually producing on that commitment. 

Once the genocide ends, regardless of which plan ended it, there will be many questions concerning whether or not the policies were effective.  For any of the policies to be effective they must end the genocide in Darfur while resulting in the smallest possible number of fatalities. 
Implementation of a divestment policy would not lead to a severe financial blowback for organizations and investment companies. The only true costs of such a policy are the minimal transaction fees that are normal when shifting investments. This statement is based on a report released by  the Sudan Task Force, which found that “Nineteen states and more than 50 colleges and universities, including Harvard, Yale, and the University of California, have determined that there is no conflict between targeted divestment from the ‘highest offending’ companies and fiduciary responsibility. Yale noted that its returns have improved since divesting from their holdings in these companies. Others have noted that recent returns on alternative investments are comparable or even better” (Calvert Online 2). According to the Vermont State Treasurer, Jeb Spaulding, any investments in the “highest offending” companies possess financial risk because as others divest, the value of a portfolio could suffer when holding such securities while other investors take affirmative action to sell securities listed as funding genocide (Calvert Online 2). Cost and manpower are not a problem with this policy. The number one criteria is how long the divestment will take to affect Sudan to the point they end military attacks on innocent Darfurians. Assuming that divestment is implemented across the board, its impact would be noticed within a few months of implementation. Past campaigns have caused a significant toll on the Sudanese economy, but there has been no concentrated effort to determine their degree of effectiveness. Based on the current trend to divest from Sudan, the Sudanese government has used approximately a million dollars in international aid money, as misused funding in the New York Times newspaper to discourage the divestment movement (Preston 2). This suggests that the government is aware of the potential harm of such a movement and may even be beginning to feel the pinch as money starts to be taken out of Sudan. The last major problem is feasibility, but a current study conducted in conjunction with the Bloomberg and the Genocide Intervention Network suggests divestment is a smart choice considering poor earnings from companies investing in Sudan: 

The study used two key benchmarks to evaluate the peer groups: annualized historical return on investment for the past one, three and five years and forecast return for 2008 and 2009. Based on these benchmarks, the Sudan-linked companies - called "highest offenders" in the study - underperformed their peer group average by 46 percentage points the first year, 22 percentage points in the third year, and 7 percentage points in the fifth year. "Highest offenders" in Sudan also underperformed their peer group average for forecast return on equity by 6 percentage points. (Preston 3)

Not only is there a moral reason to divest, but Sudan is also not yielding profit for investors which is highly encouraging in terms of divestment. Sudan’s economy has a GDP of 84.98 billion dollars according to the CIA fact book (3). And in a country with investments ranging from an estimated 15- 25 billion dollars, a worldwide divestment policy would put huge pressure on the Sudanese government to end its military campaign against Darfur (Burger 2).  

The second policy is a United Nations Joint Resolution to allocate troops and send them into the Darfur region of Sudan to quell the ongoing violence towards innocent Darfurians. Implementation of this policy would be the most costly in term of both manpower and cost. It does have a very immediate impact on the situation in ending the Genocide in Darfur, but it also brings about problems of political feasibility along with the potential threat of destabilizing the region. The U.N. Joint resolution mandating a peacekeeping force in Darfur would be charged with protecting civilians, facilitate the delivery of relief, increase public security and enable the safe return home of displaced persons. The biggest obstacle in terms of the passage of a joint resolution would be political feasibility. To implement such a force with successful backing and support would take the commitment of top U.N. nations with the resources to make an impact. Other genocides resembling the current situation in Darfur were inefficiently stopped due to the inaction of the International Community. In recent memory, incidents such as the genocide in Bosnia and Rwanda were not stopped, thus creating tragic endings in both cases. These can be used as focusing events to inspire action by U.N. member states. Also, member states such as Russia and China have conflicting interests due to the fact that China is an almost exclusive importer of Sudanese oil exporting over eighty percent. Russia’s ties with China also hinder political feasibility. Increased pressure by U.N. member states is a possible solution to forcing both China and Russia to join the rest of the International Community in a solid commitment to allocation troops for departure to Darfur. Passage of such a policy is not politically unfeasible. In 2007, the U.N. Security Council unanimously passed a resolution authorizing a joint United Nations-African Union Mission in Darfur (“The Genocide in Darfur 7). Also, by implementing a peacekeeping force, the U.N. would show strength in sticking to fundamental values.  Carlos Pascual relates the U.N.’s responsibility to protect as allowing for the feasibility of a U.N. peacekeeping force:
Another issue related to the United Nations I think that is important to underscore is this Responsibility to Protect. There is legal authority already within the U.N. to be able to act on this using Chapter VII peacekeeping resolutions. This does not need a new legal authority within the U.N. Hence, the U.N. has the capacity to mobilize itself and show the political will to act on the responsibility to protect using a Chapter VII resolution. (Pascual 2) 

This shows that although political feasibility is an obstacle, it is not an impossibility. In terms of cost, it would range from 2-7.4 billion dollars a year (Africa Action 2). In terms of other U.N. mandates, it is not an issue. This is a comparatively low cost. Manpower and commitment become big issues as well. The amount of people needed to ensure an effective peacekeeping force would be 26,000 troops, police, and civilian personnel (“The Genocide in Darfur” 7). Forcing countries to stick to their commitment to ensure a successful policy implementation would rely heavily on accountability politics. Accountability politics is the process of using a government’s previous promise or statements about an issue and holding them to that promis or statement. This policy, although problematic in some areas, has the most potential in ending the genocide and having an immediate positive effect on the overall situation. 
Another possible approach to the current situation in Darfur would be a worldwide humanitarian campaign that spreads information about the genocide. It is an interesting alternative. Considering the criteria, the biggest problem is both man power and cost. For there to be an effective campaign, there would need to be millions of citizens from countries like America that can make a difference for the people of Darfur. Such a large number of citizens would force the heads of state to take notice. This is the concept of boomerang politics discussed by Margaret Keck and Kathryn Sikkink in Activists Beyond Borders. The concept revolves around the idea that an NGO can put pressure on their own national governments based on information from NGO’s in the affected region and, in turn, the unaffected governments will put pressure on the government that is committing the violations. (Keck 13). This has already been done with some success by NGO’s such as Amnesty International and The Save Darfur Coalition. This shows that although many are calling for citizen participation it is not necessarily that hard to acquire. Amnesty International claims 1.8 million active members worldwide (Amnesty International USA). The Save Darfur Coalition is made up of over 180 advocacy and humanitarian coalitions (Save Darfur). The issue network already exists; it is more a case of uniting forces (Birkland 61). With one worldwide conjoined effort, the organizations could be united to create a powerful, and influential, voice. Although much manpower is needed in the case of establishing a united humanitarian campaign, by using the current foundation it should be a relatively easy task. With huge member bases, funding would be manageable if based on voluntary donations by providing incentives to donate, but it is not a guaranteed source of income, and this would be something that would need further consideration if the policy were implemented. The other major criteria that need to be addressed would be how much time a global humanitarian campaign would take to directly affect the situation in Darfur. This is what makes this policy a gamble, but the odds can be improved through the use of a focusing event, a reframing of the issue, information politics, symbolic politics and accountability politics. According to Thomas Birkland, the creating and exploiting of a focusing event can effectively trigger new social movements (101). Through the clever utilization from groups such as Save Darfur and Amnesty International and the reframing of an issue discussed by Keck and Sikkink, there is potential for a sudden, momentous call for action that would pressure national governments to take action when they might otherwise not. This, coupled with the application of leverage politics, accountability politics and information politics would allow for swift action by the International Community (Keck 16). Success is uncertain, however; organizations are already pushing the issue and have made small accomplishments, but in the end, the genocide in Darfur continues. This is why the policy makes more sense as a long-term solution rather than a quick fix.  
The final policy alternative would be to institute a no-fly zone over Sudan’s Darfur region to prevent aerial attacks on civilians. In terms of cost, $500-750 million dollars a year is a relatively manageable cost when compared with the two policies previously discussed (“The Genocide in Darfur” 24). The U.N. could finance the project and in terms of a 20 billion dollar budget, 500-700 million dollars seems relatively minor. Along with cost, manpower is not a major problem. The African Union-United Nations Hybrid Operation (UNAMID), already stationed in the Darfur Region, would be sufficient to enforce a no-fly zone . The only things lacking are the weapons and technology necessary to enforce the proposal
If this policy were implemented with full support and commitment from the International Community, there would be immediate repercussions felt by the Sudanese government. With the loss of air support, the Sudanese government would be unable to continue their current systematic killing. The Sudanese government has used indiscriminate bombings by means of plane and helicopter. It is only after bombing a town that they have sent in ground militia (“The Genocide in Darfur”). Thus, without the ability to clear the way for ground forces, it seems likely that the government would reconsider whether or not to continue the genocide. The notable concern is that if a no-fly zone is deployed there is no guarantee of effectiveness but all indication point to such a policy becoming a huge deterrent to the Sudanese Government and there current approach to military attack on civilians. The Sudanese government could easily rethink their approach concerning continuing military operations in Darfur. As this is a concern, the policy, if deployed, would have an overall impact, but there is concern of the unforeseeable consequences. 
Below is a chart summarizing the main criteria to be applied to the policies presented. It can be used as a basic overview but by no means should be looked at as something that stands alone. It is a summary of the entire criteria analysis.
	Criteria
	Divestment Policy
	U.N Joint Resolution
	Humanitarian Campaign
	No-Fly Zone
	Let Present Trends Continue

	Cost to implement Policy
	+

Minimal Cost 
	
--

Approximate cost is 2-7.4 billion a year
	--

Approximate cost is 3-15 billion a year


	+
Approximate Cost is 500-750 million a year
	0

	Man Power to Execute Policy
	++

Minimal Man Power
	---

Effort is Largely based on Man Power
	--

Largely based on Man Power
	+

Minimal Manpower Needed
	---

Current situation calls for many humanitarian workers and has no sign of slowing down

	Time for overall policy to affect the current situation
	---

For Sudan to feel the pain of divestment it could take up to 3 years
	++

Assuming swift deployment ground troops would be an immediate deterrent
	+/--

Depends on effectiveness of boomerang politics but could take many years 
	+

An immediate deterrent to current bombing campaign
	---

Genocide would not end till the eradication of the Darfurian People

	Effectiveness
	Long-term
	Short-term
	Long-term
	Short-term
	Will not end Genocide

	Stabilize Region
	+/-
	-
	+
	+
	--

	Political Feasibility
	++

Many corporations and governments are already starting to try this type of policy
	-

Although easily passed it is not as easily carried out. 
	++

Easily carried out but not necessarily effective
	-

Although easily passed and implemented not easily carried out
	NA


Chart 1-A
After careful review and research, this analysis suggests that the best option to end the current genocide in Darfur is full implementation of the divestment policy coupled with the deployment of a no-fly zone over Sudan. Both policies have relatively few drawbacks and, when used in cooperation, they provide a powerful deterrent against Sudan continuing its current campaign in Darfur. Both polices are politically feasible and rather easily implemented. The policies even complement one another. The divestment policy is a long-term approach that would directly affect both the financial and governmental makeup of Sudan. In turn, the deployment of a no-fly zone would put a strain on the Sudanese military, and rouge militia (such as the Janjaweed). Together, these policies would create a powerful incentive for the Sudanese government to rethink their approach to Darfur, both crippling the financial security of the Sudanese Government and also its military. 
This is where a potential problem may occur. Sudan is extremely reliant on the capital received by other countries and businesses and there is a potential for a complete economic failure. Also something to be considered is will an economic burden be carried by the government or by the people? But it is this same threat that makes the policy so affective. The government of Sudan cannot grapple with that kind of economic blow and would be forced to comply with the International Community or risk total loss of power and control within its country. This is why grouping both policies together for recommended implementation would be so effective. Sudan would have very strong incentives to comply with the International Community’s demands to end the genocide. The thing that must not be forgotten is that genocide is not a simple condition, where nothing can be done (Birkland 109). It is a problem that can be alleviated through government action, fierce determination and dedication (Birkland 109). The lack of such a harsh and forced action against the government of Sudan is what allows for the genocide to continue. As a world of one we must hold up to the promise so many times echoed but often ignored. Only then will “Never Again,” be more than an empty promise. Once the policy is implemented the task becomes assessing its effectiveness. The output is the creation of the policies, the rules and regulations that are created by the policies, and the effort the government expends in implementing the policies (Birkland 158). What now must be carefully observed and considered are the outcomes of the implementation of the policies (Birkland 158). The outcome, it is hoped, is that the policies bring an end to the genocide and an improvement in the safety, security, and quality of life for the People of Darfur (Birkland 158). Unfortunately, in a situation as complicated as the genocide in Darfur, it is not at all simple and there can be both intended and unintended outcomes (Birkland 158). Things like the lasting effect on those affected or the damage to the environment. Despite these concerns, the most basic criteria to determine the effectiveness of a divestment/no-fly zone policy would be that it ends the genocide in Darfur while resulting in the smallest amount of casualties. Within a two-year time frame the policies should have ended the violence in the region while beginning the long road of recovery for the millions of displaced Darfurians. The genocide in Darfur MUST end in order for either policy to be considered effective and it must end while resulting in the smallest amount of innocent lives lost. 
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