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COMMENT: HOW ARE MILITARY INTERVENTIONS PLANNED AND THEIR OBJECTIVES DETERMINED? LESSONS FOR SUDAN

In recent history, the two well-known military interventions were those in Japan and Germany.

Germany: It was multilateral intervention. After complete collapse of the state and its military power and its complete and unconditional surrender. The State structures were completely demolished and Germany was living under occupation without a government, courts or services until 1949. Re-building Germany took time and was done from bottom up. The neighbouring states (France and the UK) took active part in that reconstruction; hence the current cordial relations in the region. 1,700,000 soldiers occupied Germany.

Japan: Once more, total surrender. Total defeat. But the structures were intact. There was an Emperor. Cabinet, courts and the governance structure were all functional albeit they were all getting their orders from the occupying force: The United States. Unlike Germany, this was a unitary occupation by one force only. In two years, by 1947, General Douglas Macarthur signalled Washington that the job is done! Japan’s institutions were completely rebuilt by transformation. The neighbours of Japan were not involved, hence the current tension between them, specifically Russia and China.
Vietnam: That was modeled after the second world war of total depopulation and destruction. It failed. After Vietnam, The Americans for 40 years said. “Never again”. They did not keep to that.

During the cold war both the UN and the US made sure that conflicts were “frozen”: Cyprus, Korea, Mozambique, Palestine, Ethiopia/Somalia, Europe. This was important so that no one wins and pits one of the two major forces against the other. Countries like Somalia, Yugoslavia and Afghanistan remained cohesive because of the cold war. After the cold war, the international community “stepped back” and allowed these countries to disintegrate. Is it the turn for Sudan?
In recent history there were different types of occupation intervention.

Haiti: The US invaded Haiti twice. In 1994 it used 1 soldier per sq km of land. They had total control. They had to invade it the second time in 2004 as the job was not well-done the first time. Two years were not enough to build institutions in this tiny country. At the outset only one soldier of US or French forces per 8 sq km was used and later that was expanded to a UN force of one soldier for every 4.5 sq km. These were invasions to improve the systems of governance among other agenda. The forces are still in Haiti and the job is not yet finished. Haiti is only 27,700 sq km or 1/90 the area of Sudan.
Somalia: Was a disaster. In 1pril 1992 4400 UNOSOM I forces assumed the task. It was 1 soldier for every 150 sq km of land. In Dec 92, the US landed a force of 28,000 and UNITAF landed a force of 17,000. A total of 45,000 or one soldier for every 14sq km. An increase of 10 fold from April 92. At the end of the day UNOSOM II had 37,000 soldiers on 40% of the land of Somalia or one soldier for every 7 sq km. There were three commands: UN, US and the Rangers. They were not talking to each other. No “Civilian Assets” were deployed (Judges, teachers….). The filature of command and poor preparation of forces led to the collapse of the invasion. The Rangers suffered their heavy losses as the other commends were unable to get to them and support them as they did not know what they were doing. That led to the US leaving Somalia.
Bosnia: This is seen as the success story of military intervention. The “occupying force” originally in Bosnia (Ex-Yugoslavia) was party to the Dayton Agreement of November 21st 1995 and Paris Agreement of Dec 1995. The failure to protect under the UN intervention forces was highlighted by the Srebrenica Massacre. This was a force of 1 soldier for every 2 sq km in Bosnia and Croatia. Once more the governance institutions were completely demolished and reorganized according to the Dayton and Paris agreements.
Kosovo: Instead of the estimated 5 days of bombardment, Former Yugoslavia (FY) stood 6 weeks of bombardment, 38,000 sorties and 10,500 air strikes. A similar scenario is not far-fetched in Darfur if Sudan resists the UN takeover, with or without a deal in Abuja. Massive intervention by force and widespread mismanagement of the occupying forces characterised this occupation. This was a force of 5 soldiers for every sq km. The systems of governance have been completely demolished. The occupying forces have been running the country for 6 years now and still do. Was it a “success”? The Kosovars are still not in charge of their country.

Afghanistan: This was not really an invasion of Afghanistan. It was an invasion of Kandahar and a few other cities. It was meant to completely demolish the Taliban System and install new democratic systems. This was based on one soldier for every 22 sq km of land. It failed miserably. The current Afghan Government is only ruling Kandahar. The rural areas are ruled by warlords. This is the result of “low input”; you get “low output”. The situation in the rural areas apparently suites the allied forces as it is reducing the cost of managing the country that has absolutely no formal revenue. 

Desert Storm: This was massive intervention. But it was limited in objective. This was done through one soldier for every one sq km of Iraq/Kuwait. Desert Storm was aimed at liberating Kuwait and breaking the backbone of Saddam’s army. The success was limited to that. 

Iraq II: This is a real paradox. The US administration debated if they should adopt a Bosnia/Kosovo style of invasion and occupation of if they should adopt a Germany/Japan model of occupation. Ironically, they opted for the WWII model. Iraq was not defeated. It has not been conquered and surrendered. It had standing institutions. 3 weeks before the invasion, President Bush decided to completely demolish the entire institutional system of Iraq and rebuild it through the occupation. They took over the entire country and left the Iraqis standing-by. That is surprising as Iraq in 2003 looked more like Yugoslavia than Germany of Japan. They underestimated the local resistance. They underestimated the insurgency. They underestimated the collapse of services and the time it takes to rebuild them. They way overestimated the support by Iraqi nationals. The invasion was done using one soldier for every 2 sq km of land. Half of Desert Storm force. Ambassador Dobbins calls this “Calculated Ignorance”
In total, the US invaded 6 countries in recent history: Somalia, Kosovo, Bosnia, Haiti, Afghanistan and Iraq. Out of those 6 countries, 5 are Muslim Countries. 

The UN had 55 peacekeeping operations around the world. 41 of those were after the cold war. There is total disregard fro the regional organizations (AU included) when it comes to serious business of peacekeeping. Regional organizations are seen as either incompetent of costly or both.
Analysts and strategists are calculating that in the 70s 200,000-300,000 were dying in conflicts and wars every year. In the 90s that figure dropped to 60,000. Now it is estimated at 30,000 per year. This lead to strong conviction in the West that invasion post conflict for “Nation Building” (Using brutal force) is much more effective than intervention pre-conflict for “State Building” using development. It is also believed to be much cheaper.

The case of Sudan:
The AU and its AMIS is currently deploying one soldier for every 85 sq km of Darfur land in terrain which is extremely hostile. Looking at the figures in the examples above, they do not stand a chance of any success. The road to the UN intervention has been set in Addis Ababa on March 10th 2006; notwithstanding the 6 months “grace period” that everyone is interpreting the way that suites them. The UN will beef-up the forces to one soldier for every 30 sq km. The UN is not willing to intervene now even if they were invited. Even after 6 months, the task of getting 20,000 troops and funding them is bewildering them. What is bewildering them more are the needs on the ground for what needs to be done. They will not come as peacekeepers; they will come in as institutions and democracy builders in Darfur. Darfur is not South Sudan and the SLM/JEM are not the SPLM/A, neither in capacity nor in political maturity.

Another issue that needs to be resolved is the streamlining of command in Darfur if we are to avoid the havoc of both Somalia and Kosovo. There is no way that the command will be shared between the UN and the AU. I see the AU “supplying” forces to the UN which will retain all the command. The African countries contributing forces shall continue to cash their cheques. The authority of the GNU in Darfur will be nullified.

No agreement is expected in the coming few months in Abuja. Lawlessness and transition from “Fragile State” conditions to “Collapsed State” condition in Darfur is more likely than not. The GNU in Sudan is loosing the initiative by the day. The political parties do not have a clue and/or do not have the means of how to start to address the situation. That poor capacity is best demonstrated by the erroneous and naïve reading of the AU’s PSC resolutions of March 10th. It is the second slap on the face by the AU to Sudan in 2 months; the first one being the issue of the Presidency of the AU. By the time the UN comes to Darfur, The International Community would have learned more lessons from Afghanistan and Iraq II and will add that to their lessons learned from Haiti, Kosovo, and Bosnia and possibly better address Darfur.
It is expected that the UN forces will enter Darfur with a mandate that goes beyond the expectations of the most pessimistic Sudanese. With power and capabilities that will come-in time- that will be meant to completely restructure Darfur, if not all of Sudan. If East Sudan tails Darfur, the GNU will be left with 800,000 sq km to govern out of 2,5000,00 sq km and 15,000,000 people out of 34,000,000. “Civilian Assets” will be a big part-and-parcel of the incoming UN forces in Darfur. It is going to be a “long stay” until the job is done. Looking at the 6 years of Kosovo, one can guess! The current de-fragmentation of aid is a clear signal of that; where Darfur livelihood is now completely in the hands of the International Community and the GNU are on-lookers!
Any rebuilding of Darfur that does not take into account the inputs and relations of the neighbouring countries is likely to breed future tension and regional instability.

Tag Elkhazin

Subsahara Centre

Ottawa

www.subsaharacentre.ca 

PAGE  
1

