Chapter Six

The Dynamics and Nature of I nternational

Responsestothe SierraLeonean Crisis

6.0 Introduction

Conggtent with our problem definition in Chapter One, that seeksto undertake a
comparative analyses of the Liberian and Sierraleone conflictsand therole of Nigeriaand
the internationd community in resolving these conflicts, Chapter Six is the second
subgtantive empirica chapter that andyses the nature and dynamics of the Nigerian-led
ECOWAS response and other internationa response mechanismsto the conflictsin Sierra
Leone. Thisis both in continuation of and in comparison to Chapter Five which andysed
Nigerian and internationd roles in resolving the Liberian conflict. As argued earlier-on in
the introductory Chapter, thisthesis seeksto examine if (a) there were any differencesin
the nature and design of internationa response mechanisms and (b) the way and manner
in which such differences may have contributed to the outcome of such collaborative
efforts. Adopting this gpproach is useful and important because not only doesit show the
difficulties faced by the internationa community in responding to two seemingly similar

conflicts, but it, aso, does show severd things. Firg, it shows the changing nature of
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Nigerianleadership; theextent of the commitment of theinternationa community; and how
these combinations impacted on the eventua resolution of the conflict. Not only that, our
initid argument was that the dynamics and nature of the conflict itsdf was such thet it did
not lend itsdlf to easy resolution because of the multiple interests of faction groups and the
basic presuppostion of Nigeria and the international community that faction groups could
be ordered to lay down their weapons.

In Chapters Two to Five the argument was made that internationd governmenta
organisations (IGOs), whether globd, regiond or sub-regiona, usudly have among their
objectives the prevention of conflicts and the peaceful settlement of disputes should
conflicts take place.

However, intra-state conflicts and especially the nature of the Liberia and Sierra
Leone conflicts had different characteristics that posed specific dilemmas for such
multilateral organisations as to whether or not to intervene. On the one hand, in deference
to Sate sovereignty and the non-interference principle, international organisations are
tempted to turn ablind eye to such conflicts. At the sametime, the most basic right —the
right to life— has been found to be congtantly violated on alarge scaleinintra-state conflicts

around the world.2 Warring factions tend to violate al tenets of conventiond war and

During the period of intervention, five different Nigerian regimeswere changed. Thefirst regimethat
took Nigeria into the intervention process was led by Ibrahim Bagangida (1989 - 1993). This was
followed by the short-lived Ernest Shonekan civilian caretaker administration in the aftermath of the
cancellation of the 1993 democratic el ections. Following thisadministration was Sani Abachabetween
(1994 - 1998), Abdusalaam Abubakar (1998 - 1999). Finally, a civilian administration led by the
incumbent President Olusegun Obasanjo (1999 - 2002) saw to the resolution of the Sierra Leone
conflict.

2Sincethel nternational Commissionon I nterventionand State Sovereignty (ICISS) submitteditsreport
on the right to intervene and the right to protect there have been new developments in this field.
However, itismy view that there aretwo key operational issuesthat have been overlooked and about
which not much work has been done. These are: (a) thewill to protect and (b) the capacity to protect.
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target non-combatants.® 1n addition, there arethe spillover effects of refugeesflockinginto
neighbouring states and the fear that such conflicts could be replicated in neighbouring
states and could lead to the destabilization of awhole region.*

Perhaps, nowhereisthere uctance of internationa organisationstointervene better
illustrated than the Sierra Leonean Civil War, which broke out in 1991. Neither the UN,
the Organisation of African Unity (now African Union) nor the Economic Community of
West African States (ECOWAYS), which had earlier intervened in neighbouring Liberia, as
discussed in the previous chapter were eager to get involved in SerraLLeone, in spite of the
fact that, it had witnessed one of the worst human rights violations.

Againg this background, this chapter examinestheinitid ‘reluctance’ of both the
UN and ECOWAS to get involved in Sierra Leone, the dynamics of their eventua
involvement and how they have impacted on the peace process up to date. What is
interesting about the Sierra L eone case that needs examination istheway in which Nigeria
throughits Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) and the NigeriaArmed ForcesAgreement
(NIFAG) with the Sierra Leone government bore the brunt of the ‘internationa process’
until United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) troops finaly arrived. Even
whenthewider international community eventudly intervened, therewerefrictionsbetween

the Nigerian-led troops and the other troops about command, control and leadership

These, | argue will need to be examined in some further detail.

3The targeting of non-combatants has almost become a specific aspect of what isincreasingly being
termed as ‘new wars’.

4One can arguethat the epicenter of West African conflictsisgradually shifting from Liberia, to Sierra

Leone to Guinea and now Cote d'lvoire. During the Ivorian peace talks in Lome, Togo, Gnassingbe
Eyadema was reported to have mused about the next West African country to beengulfed by conflict.
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respongbilities. These differences, which could not be kept under wraps, eventudly
became public knowledge with the public resgnation of the Indian commander of UN
forces and a public letter accusing the Nigerian military leadership in Sierra Leone of

blatant corruption.

6.1  Dynamicsof the War

On 23" March 1991, asmdl band of rebdscaling itsdlf the Revolutionary United
Front (RUF) entered Sierra Leone from Liberiawith the avowed aim of overthrowing the
All Peoples Congress government, which had ruled the country since 1968.°> That marked
the beginning of a bloody civil war which has lasted more than a decade and in which
peace has proved very eusive.®

Theincurson was generdly viewed as an extension of the Liberian crigs, which
had begun two yearsearlier.” Charles Taylor, now President of Liberiabut then theleader
of the National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL) had threatened to invade Sierra Leone
for offering its territory as a base for the launching of the ECOWASs ECOMOG

intervention. But it is, aso, Sgnificant to note that the deep roots of this particular conflict

SFor some of the historical arguments about the rationales for the conflict, see, Ibrahim Abdullah,
‘Bush Path to Destruction: The Origins and Character of the Revolutionary United Front’, Jour nal of
Modern African Studies, 36, No. 2, 1998; Abdullah, Ibrahim & Patrick Muana, ‘The Revolutionary
United Front of SierralLeone: A Revalt of the Lumpen Proletariat’, in Christopher Clapham, ed, African
Guerrillas. Oxford: James Currey.

%For the specific dynamics of the war, see Abdullah, Ibrahim & Y usuf Bangura, Eds, ‘Y outh Culture
and Political Violence: The SierraLeone Civil War', African Development 22, Nos. 2 & 3, 1997.

SeealsoBrown, M. 1999. Thelnternational Dimensionsof Internal Conflict. (Boulder: LynneReinner).

Brown argues that the only conflict that has spilt-over, wasthe Liberian conflict into the SierraL eone
conflict.

194



lay in Seerra Leone' s higtory. The argument | make in this chapter is that the particular
ruling style of the All Peoples Congress (APC) era which had been characterised by,
among other things, over centrdisation of sate machinery, rurd isolation, factionadism and
ethnic palitics, corruption and abuse of power, as well as, neglect and misuse of youth,
contributed in no small measure to the conflict.? The nature and the surviva strategies of
the APC's rulers and their rivas created digtinctive political conflicts that contributed to
creating Sierra L eone's complex political emergencies.®

The incursion wastimed to coincide with the twentieth anniversary of afailed coup
attempt againgt the APC in which the rebel leader, Corpora Foday Sankoh, had been
implicated, imprisoned and subsequently dishonourably discharged from the army. 2°

The rebdlion had dso begun just when the APC had grudgingly given-intothere-
introduction of multi-party democracy after more than a decade of one party rule. Thus
when initid efforts by the ill-equipped and ill-trained Serra Leonean Army failed to quell
the rebdllion, the APC government under Genera Joseph Momoh, ! prosecuted the war
haf-heartedly, in part, asadrategy for avoiding theincreasinginternationa pressureon his

government to introduce multi-party competitive democracy; until, it was overthrown by

8AnatoIeAyissi & Robin Edward Poulton, (eds.), Bound to Cooperate: Conflict, Peace and People
in SerraLeone, UN Institute for Disarmament Research UNIDIR, Geneva, 2000. Also Abdullah, op
cit, Abdullah Muana, op cit.

®Duffield, op cit and Reno, op cit.
1OWwest Africa, 22-28 May 2000, p.18.

Yoy achronological development of the SierraLeonecrisis, see Africa Confidential, ‘Chronology
of Sierra Leone from 1991 to 1998: How Diamonds Fuelled the Conflict” at http:/mwwAfrica-
confidential.com/sandline.html, Reno, William. Corruption and State Politics in Sierra Leone.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995. Also Revolutionary United Front of Sierraleone (RUF)
‘Footpath to Democracy’ unpublished manuscript, 1995 at http://www.serra-leone.or g. Koromah,
Abdul K. Serra Leone: The Agony of A Nation. United Kingdom: Andromeda Publications, 1996.
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junior officersin April 1992.

A military junta, the Nationa Provisiona Ruling Council (NPRC) was established
in 1992 with 27 year-old Capt. Vaentine Strasser as Head of state. In the aftermath of
the takeover, the NPRC rgected initial efforts by the RUF to hold out an olive branch for
peace negotiations and rather opted for amilitary defeat of the RUF.22 The next four years
witnessed gross violations of human rights and crimes againgt humanity by dl partiestothe
conflict®®. The NPRC's enthusiasm to end the war soon waned as the young officers
became mired in the very corruption that characterised the APC regime.*

By 1996, it had become obviousthat the NPRC, liketheregimeit overthrew, was
not only incapable of ending the civil war but wasdso using it asapretext for the military’s
continued stay in power intheface of increasing domegtic agitation for areturnto plurdistic
democracy. The NPRC' s effortsto stem the tide of RUF attacks changed fundamentally
whenthe government contracted the Executive Outcomes (EO) of South Africatolead the
ondaught againgt the RUF.*® The role of EO in the prosecution of thewar isso crucid that
asmall sectionwill bedevoted toit. Thissectionwill seek to explaintherole played by EO,
their collaborative engagement with ECOMOG forces and the whole issue of the

privatisation of war.1®

2David J. Francis “ Torturous Path to Peace: The Lome Accord and Post-war Peace buildi nginSierra
Leone”, Security Dialogue, Vol.31, No.3, September 2000, pp.257-373.

13
Human Rights Watch. Forgotten Children of War: Serra Leonean Refugee Children in Guinea.

Vol. 11, no. 5, July 1999.

Abdullah & Muana, op cit, p.181.

BFor two of the most recent materials, see Abdel-Fatau Musah & J. ‘Kayode Fayemi. Eds.
Mercenaries—An African Security Dilemma. (London: Pluto Press, 2000); J. Cilliers& Peggy Mason,
Eds. Peace, Profit or Plunder: The Privatisation of Security in Africa.(Pretoria: ISS, 1999).

®Thereis an increasing literature on the privatisation of war.
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6.1.1 TheDilemmasof Sierra Leone’ s Mercenary Dependency

This section attempts to disentangle the web of disinformation concerning therole
and deeds of corporations and mercenaries in Sierra Leone since 1994. Severd issues
inform the andysis to be undertaken here. The specific relevance to thisthesisisreflected
intheway that in Nigerid sand theinternationad community’ sdifficultiesin deding with the
Seerra Leone conflict, there was awillingness to employ the services of agroup of actors
who had hitherto been overlooked.

Although the SierraLeone government placed itstrust in EO, the only country until
then that had used them extensively was Angola and even then they had had to leave
ignominioudy. However, when EO entered Sierra L eone, because the Nigerian contingent
present were having serious problems prosecuting the war, the ECOWAS countries then
present quickly joined the EO forces and extended military support to the Nationa
Patriotic Revolutionary Council (NPRC) by reinforcing their troops presence in Sierra
Leone. This collaboration sought to:

“protect ... equipment in SerraLeone. The Stuation in that country has of

recent degenerated such that we are now more preoccupied with ensuring

the security of our troopsthere” (Abiodun Alao)

With Nigeria, Guinea and Ghana troops collaborating with EO troops in Sierra
Leone to prevent the collapse of Strasser's regime and later President Ahmed Tegjjan

Kabbah's government, one can argue that the presence of EO and their activitiesin Sierra
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Leone had become legitimized.r” EO became so secure in the quality of work that they
were performing in Serra Leone that they praised themselvesfor “restor[ing] alegitimete,
democraticaly dected government, displaced by acoup”. Similarly, their detractorswere
criticized that EO successesin Sierraleone* should be supported and prai sed and not shot
down in flames by “ethica’ journdists taking the mora high ground”.

It is within this context of insecurity that domestic and internationa pressure for
electionswas applied. Loca concerns that many parts of the country were insecure and
inaccessible were overl ooked.*® While Chief Norman, who wastheleader of the Kamgjor
hunters had persondly led his forces to fight the RUF, he interpreted the initial successes
of EO and Nigeria as enough for elections to be held. But one thing that ought to be
redlized isthat EO and Nigeriafought in very specific areas, especidly the diamond mining
areasthat the RUF were based and expl oited to support the struggle. By refusing to accept
the fact that most of the country-side were il insecure and were under rebel control and
thus accessibility would bedifficult. Similarly, no seriousdemilitarization and demobilization
process had been initiated. The end result was that even if dections were held, the
credibility of any such process would be spurious at best. Part of the agreement for the
cessation of insurgency activities by the United Revolutionary Front (RUF) was for the

removal of al foreign troops, especidly EO from Serra Leone®. Subsequent information

17See hittp:/Mmww.eo.com/.

Bhitp:/www.e0.com/.

O nterview with Chief Hi nga Norman, Abuja, Nigeria 25 October 2001.

DseeArticle 12 of Peace Agreement, 1996. Peace Agreement Between the Government of the Republic
of Sierra L eone and the Revolutionary United Front, Abidjan, 30 November. Eventually, EO would be
withdrawn “ fiveweeks after the deployment of the Neutral Monitoring Group (NMG)’. Similarly, other
foreign troops were to be repatriated not later than three months after the deployment of the NMG *
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pointed to the fact that the elections were flawed by serious irregularities™. For example
during the indicated interview with Chief Hinga, he asserted that any encampment and
demilitarization process would not have to affect his kamgjors since they are traditiona
hunters and were aways armed prior to the outbreak of the conflict. This was eventudly
used by other unofficial armed groups like the Donso's and Gbeti's not to disarm.?
Because of the precarious nature of the security Stuation in the aftermath of the
eections the newly ingtaled K abbah government wasforced to continueto use the services
of these mercenaries dthough it contravened specific OAU (now AU) conventions. Not
only that, because of the contractua obligations that the Strasser adminigtration had with
EO, the Kabbah regime was forced to continue to use their services. Since then Sierra
L eone has managed to take a few small steps towards peace?®. On this tortuous and
torturous path to peace in Sierra Leone, what has been the role of the United Nations and

the ECOWAS?

6.2 Initial International Response

The Sierral_eonean crisisbegan at atime when the UN was preoccupied with the

Gulf War and ECOWAS with that of Liberia and for along time Sierra Leone largdly

or six months after the signing of the Agreement, which ever isearlier.

2LAbiodun Alao, * Diamonds are Forever ... but so are Controversies: Diamonds and the Actors in
SierraLeone’ s Civil War', Journal of Civil Wars, Val. 2, no. 3, (Autumn 1999), pp. 29 — 53, Interview
with Chief NormaHinga, Abuja, Nigeria.

2| nterview with Chief Hinga, ibid.

2\West Africa 7-13 May 2001.
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escaped the attention of the internationa community. Thus, “haf of the battle had been
keeping Sierra Leone on the world' s radar screen” .2

Thethen UN Secretary-Genera Perez de Cudllar had held aface-to-face meeting
withthe Momoh government two and haf monthsinto the outbreak of the war but he made
no commitment to take direct stepsto end the fighting.?®> And for the next three years, the
attention of the UN was focused on the humanitarian needs of the displaced.?®

Thefirgt step by the UN to get involved in the Sierra L eonean Peace processwas
in 1994. Following a letter sent by Chairman Vaentine Strasser requesting the UN
Secretary-Genera to use his good officesin bringing the NPRC government and the RUF
to the negotiating table, the UN gppointed Felix Mosha as its Specid Envoy to Sierra
Leone. But his efforts failed since he could not contact the RUF.2” It was his successor
Berhanu Dimka, who late in 1995, succeeded in meeting the RUF leadership in Cote
d’lvoire. This marked the beginning of a saries of contacts, which eventudly led to the
1996 Abidjan Peace Accord.?®

ECOWAS’ initid responseto the Sierra L eonean conflict wasfar moreindifferent.
ECOWAS as a body had regarded the war in Sierra Leone as an extension of that in

Liberia and had assumed that the former would end when the latter did.® Theimplications

2Human Ri ghts Watch, June 1999:55.

2Gershoni, Yekutiel, “War without End and End to aWar: The Prol onged Warsin Liberiaand Sierra
Leone”, Africa Studies Review, Vol .40, No.2, December 1997, pp.55-76.

2Human Ri ghts Watch, June 1999, p. 55.
27Ayis'si & Poulton, op cit, pp.37-38.
2BSee http://www.sierraleone.com for several articlesinterpreting the 1996 Abidjuan Accords.

2Gershoni, op cit, p.6.
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of this assumptionwasthat by the time ECOWAS and Nigeria decided to take the Sierra
L eone cases, it had been alowed to deepen over severa years. It wasdso initidly not in
a position to send another peacekeeping force to Sierra Leone when ECOMOG had
proved so burdensome to the troop contributing states. It was not until 1995 that the
NPRC government, through bilatera security accords, got Nigerian and Guinean forces
dationed in SerraLeone. Direct ECOWAS diplomatic and military involvement had to

await the 25 May 1997 coup.

6.3  TheAbidjan Peace Accord

The Abidjan Peace Accord signed on 30 November 1996 between the K abbah
government and the RUF was the firgt of its kind in the Sierra Leonean peace process.
The accord provided among other things for cessation of hodtilities, indemnity for al those
who had committed human rights atrocities during the conflict and a power sharing
arrangement with, the RUF and the establishment of three joint commissonsto ded with
issues of peace, disssmament and resettlement.*

More sgnificant for our purpose of this chapter was the UN’s role in the whole
process toward bringing peace to Sierra Leone. This is important because the UN in
Liberia had established UNOMIL to support ECOWAS in resolving the crisis. What is
important here is to understand and appreciate the extent to which the UN had learned

from its Liberia experiences. Abidjan should be seen as the end-result of the earlier

OFrancis, op cit.
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initigtive of the UN together with the OAU, the Commonwealth, the Ivorian government
and internationa non-governmenta organisationslike Internationd Alert. Not only wasthe
UN part of the process, which saw the Bio regime opening negotiations with the RUF in
Abidjan in February 1996,*! but its Specid Representative, Berhanu Dimka, aso
represented it at the Y amoussoukro talks in May 1996, the first with Kabbah's SLPP
government.*2

The two-day Abidjan conference itsalf was jointly hosted by the UN and the
Ivorianpresident® and together with the OAU and the Commonwealth stood asthe moral
guarantors of the peace agreement (Article 28).3* The agreement aso sought thetechnical
and materid assstance from specialised commissons of the UN (Article 20). The
international community was to condtitute a Neutra Monitoring Group to monitor the
cease-fire (Article 11).

The UN’ sfront linerolein the Abidjan peace processillustrated above contrasted
sharply with the factud role played by ECOWAS which as the sub-regiona organization
established to express consensud West African approaches was increasingly being
sdelined. Apart from the host Ivorian government, ECOWAS member states (whether
individudly or collectively) were not represented in Abidjan and could therefore not be one
of the guarantors. Neither was ECOWAS given any role in the implementation of the

agreement. Infact, thereisno referenceto ECOWASinthewhole 28-articleaccord. This

3LAbraham, op cit. p.114.
32\ icd

Ayissi & Poulton, p.39.
Bafrica Recovery, May 1996, p.3.

#Africa Development, Vol. XXII, Nos. 3/4, 1997, p.252.
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virtua excluson of ECOWA Sfrom both the formulation and implementation of the accord
somehow would contribute to its failure. At leest, given the lack of professonaism of its
nationd army and its questionable loydty, it wasimportant for SerralLeoneto buy into a
regiond security process and arrangement like ECOMOG as a medium term programme
of stability and defence, but by the time Abidjan was sSigned, this did not seem to be the
case®

Other factors, also, contributed to the falure of the Abidjan Accord and the
eventua coup of 25 May 1997. Firdt, dthough both parties had come to the negotiating
table, the two parties did not negotiate in good faith. The RUF signed the agreement to
ease the military pressure imposed on it by the civil defence force (CDF) —the Kamgjors
— and the government hired mercenaries, Executive Outcomes (EO). When Ieft off the
hook, the RUF resisted the implementation of the accord. For instance, Foday Sankoh
was ingstent that the UN forces who had been specialy brought into the country to
supervise the demobilisation exercise should be restricted to amere 70 men instead of the
720 men proposed by the K abbah administration.*

Onits part, the K abbah government embol dened by theimpact of the Kamajors®”
and the EO on the war assumed that an outright military option was possible and did not

|ay the Abidjan Accord before parliament for ratification®®. Thusthe post-Abidjan situation

35Y usuf Bangura, “ Reflections on the Abidjan Peace Accord”, Africa Development, Vol. xxii, Nos. 3
141997, pp.217-241.

3Abdullah, op cit, 229.
$"Hinga Norman interview op cit.
BErancis, op cit, p.360.
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was characterised by claims and counter claims on the part of both parties. Any hope of
implementing Abidjan Peace Accordin toto evaporated following the arrest and detention
of Foday Sankoh in Nigeriain March 1997 and an earlier “paace coup” within the RUF
both of which were perceived to have been masterminded by the SLPP government®. The
internationa community was aso partly to blame for this comedy of errors because it
literally abandoned the peace process after Abidjan.

While there is no doubt that the Abidjan peace processwas afailure, what it does
mean in the context of this sudy is that the role of the international community does not
necessarily guarantee peace in conflict Stuationsif it looks for quick fixes and exit options
and if there isno single Sate to act as a guarantor of the process. That while ECOWAS,
with al its weaknesses had played a key role in Liberia, in Sierra Leone, this role was

virtudly negligible.

6.4 The25May 1997 Coup

The events of 25 May 1997 in which acodition of the SerraLeone Army (SLA)
and the RUF overthrew the Kabbah government and established the Armed Forces
Revolutionary Council (AFRC) juntaburied the Abidjan Accord but got ECOWAS more
involved at both the diplomatic and military levelsin SierraLeone.

ECOWAS' eventud military involvement in the Sierra Leone conflict however

proved controversid. In March 1997, the Kabbah government had concluded a bilateral

3Abdullah, op cit, 229; Francisibid, p.360; Ayissi & Poulton, op cit, 39.
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defence agreement with Nigeria, both the SOFA and NIFAG mentioned earlier, which
caled on Abujato provide training for the SLA and the presidentid guard®. At thetime
of the coup d'etat a Nigerian ECOMOG battalion happened to be trandting through
Freetown’ sLungi airport. Thisexplainsthe presence of alarge number of Nigerian troops
in Freetown who intervened in support of the Kabbah government and tried to restore
order.

Nigeria s mandate for intervening in Sierra Leone proved questionable. It was
doubtful whether the bilatera defence agreement under both the Status of Forces
Agreement (SOFA) and the NigeriaForces Agreement (NIFAG) had explicitly authorised
the Nigerian troopsin Freetown to respond militarily to the coup. Dueto the problems of
credibility faced by the Nigerian forces, it attempted to include Guinean and Ghanaian
troops to give the operation an ECOMOG colouring. Although interms of credibility this
was a good drategy, because Nigeria had taken a solo gpproach to signing bilatera
defence agreements with the government of Sierra Leone, its counterparts in the earlier
ECOMOG experience did not trust their partner in the ECOMOG scheme and thus
refusedtojointheforce. Thus, whereasin Liberia, Nigeriasought someform of ECOWAS
authorisation prior to intervening, in Sierra Leone, Nigeria responded militarily before it
sought ECOWAS approva. Forma ECOWAS authorisation, however, was not granted
until three months later. The implication of thisisthat by the time ECOWAS authorisation
for the intervention came through Nigeria had logt credibility with itsintervention partners.

Thislacuna had serious implication for ECOWAS ' involvement in Sierra Leone,

“OFric G. Berman & KatieE. Sams, Peacekeeping in Africa: Capabilities and Culpabilities, UNIDIR,
Geneva 2000.
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The initid falure of the Nigerian-led force to oust the AFRC from Freetown was a
psychologica boost for the junta. It, also, provided opponents of the Kabbah
adminigration, particularly defeated and disgruntled presidential candidates, Karefa-Smart
and Abass Bundu, the opportunity to raly to the cause of the AFRC and question the
legdlity of the interventiorf!. Abass Bundu had declared Nigeria's military actions as
“totally unwarranted and unjustified”’. In addition, the internationa media continued to
portray the crisgsin Sierra Leone as a stand-off between the AFRC and the Nigerian-led
ECOM OG force and highlighted the contradiction in amilitary dictatorship (Nigeriaunder
Abacha) fighting to restore democracy esewhere.*?

ECOWAS member-gates were initialy not unanimous on the gppropriateness of
the military option in Sierra Leone. Ghana and Cote dlvaire particularly, advocated a
peaceful settlement. When ECOWA S Foreign Ministersmet in Conakry on 26 June 1997
toreview thesituationin Sierraleone, they created a Committee of Four, comprising Cote
d’lvoire, Ghana, Guinea and Nigeria, as a means of getting around the gpparent divisons
within ECOWAS. This committee was enlarged in August 1997 to include Liberia

The Committee of Four’sinitid negotiations with the AFRC in July broke down
when the junta chairman, Johnny Paul Koromah, announced that his junta“would not be

stampeded into hurrying matters beyond their appointed course” and proceeded to

4l ansana Gberie, “The May 25 Coup dEtat in Sierra Leone: A Militariat Revolt?’, Africa
Development, Val. xxii, Nos. 3/ 4, 1997, pp.148-170.

“Itis pertinent to note that that by this time, most of Nigeria's earlier collaborative partners in the

intervention scheme had democratized and could not simply deploy troops without parliamentary
approval. In some sense, Abachawas increasingly becoming a pariah among his peers.
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announce a trangitionwhich would seehimin office until 2001.** This forced the hands of
the ECOWAS Authority in August 1997 to endorse stronger sanctions againgt the junta
and to formally extend the scope of ECOMOG's activity to Sierra Leone “to assgt in
cregting the conducive amosphere that would ensure the early reingtatement of the
legitimate Government of Sierra Leone”.#

The UN did not directly get involved in stabilising the Stuation in Sierra Leone
fallowing the May 25 Coup. What was important about the coup was the fact that the
AFRC and the RUF formed a codition government in which some of the old Sierra
L eonean politicians and elites gave their support. But in terms of the norms and vaue
systems that were about to be established, Nigeria and ECOWAS were consistent in
condemning the coup. Rather, the UN declared the conflict athreat to international peace
and security and commended ECOWAS on its efforts to restore the ousted regime and
endorsed its sanctionsregime. By resolution 1132 of 08 October 1997, the UN Security
Council empowered ECOWAS to enforce an embargo againgt Serra Leone®
Sonificantly, the resolution provided for the termination of sanctions if the military junta
relinquished power and alowed the retoration of the democratically eected government
(ibid.). While these measures strengthened the hands of ECOWAS, they did not come
with the needed financid and logigtical support fromthe UN. What thislack of initid UN
enthusiasm to engage in Sierra Leone implies for this section and the thessasawhole is

that there was an increasing perception that the Sierraleone case was unimportant to the

SGberie, op cit, p. 165.
“ECOWAS Decision A/IDEC7/8/97, Article 1.
“Gherie, op cit., p.166.
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international community. Furthermore, that the UN was sdectivein which conflict it would

intervenein.

6.5 The Conakry Peace Plan

Despite its declared intention to stay in power for four years, the AFRC, under
sugtained civic and military pressure at both national and internationd levels, negotiated
with the Committee of Five and signed a peace plan on 23 October 1997 in Conakry,
Guinea. For ingtance, two weeks before the meeting, ECOMOG sudtained its military
pressure on the AFRC with targeted bombings, which in turn intensified pressure by
civilians on the junta to accede to the demands of the international community. 6

The Conakry Plan provided, inter alia, for:

. the immediate cessation of armed hodtilities,

. The reingtatement of the legitimate government of President Tejjan Kabbah within
aperiod of six months (precisely 22 May 1998);

. Cooperation of the junta with ECOMOG in order to peacefully enforce the
sanctions,

. Disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration of combatants;

. Immunities and guarantees to the leaders of the May 25, 1997 coup d'etat; and

. Modalities for broadening the power basein Sierra Leone.

Representatives of the UN and the OAU acted as witnesses to the agreement,

which aso recognised that Foday Sankoh as aleader of the RUF, could continueto play

“BGberie, opcit, p. 1997.
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an active role and participate in the peace process.

A careful evauation of this treaty and its provisions demongtrates the centrdity
givento issues of demobilisation and demilitarisation. Added to this was the decision to
respect only governments that had come into power through the democratic process.

Chairman Koroma and his AFRC incessantly reneged on their promises and
combined provocative statements with surprise attacks against ECOMOG and civilians.
Not only did Koroma demand that the Nigerian troops leave Sierra Leone but aso he
indsted that his troops being the national army should not be disarmed.*” To the
AFRC/RUF codition ECOWAS, whose military wing ECOMOG had fought on behalf
of the Kabbah government, was hardly an impartid mediator.

Onitspart, the Nigerian-led ECOM OG had by late 1997 lost faith in the Conakry
Peace Plan and had opted to pursue amilitary solution. Under the circumstances, an attack
launched by the AFRC/RUF forces on 5 February 1998 outside Freetown provided
ECOMOG with ajudtification to unleash its carefully planned operation, which led to the
ouster of the coalition from Freetown. This paradoxicaly occurred while the ECOWAS
Committee of Five was consulting the UN Security Council in New Y ork as to the way

forward to resolving thisincreasingly intractable conflict.*

6.6 The Restor ation of the Kabbah Government and its Aftermath

4Berman & Sams, op cit., p.117.

“8BBC Focus on Africa, April-June 1998:11.
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The immediate dividend of ECOMOG's 12 February 1998 ougter of the
AFRC/RUF forces was the reinstatement of the K abbah government, which had hitherto
been in exile in Guinea. But that action had serious implications for the peace processin
SerralLeone it rekindled concerns about the fact that ECOWAS and ECOMOG have
become instrumentsof Nigeria sdomination and rai sed skepticism about Nigeriasmotives.
Thewaterswere muddied further by thefurorethat surrounded theinvolvement of Sandline
Internationd, aBritish company inthe February 12 operations, reportedly with the consent
of the British government. A fundamenta issue was whether or not that action amounted
to aviolation of the UN arms embargo on Sierra Leone.

Without an army of its own, the Kabbah government would be more dependant
on ECOMOG, which had logigtical and financid difficulties of its own. The government
thus became susceptible to any threats of ECOMOG' swithdrawd . Thewithdrawal of the
AFRC/RUF forces from Fregtown into the countryside turned out to be tactica. When
ECOMOG proved unable to militarily defeat them and secure the countryside, the rebels
stepped up their campaign of terror.

Kabbah's government’ s policy of using the occasion of its reingtatement to exact
retribution from aleged AFRC/RUF collaborators, instead of seeking a political
compromise, undermined the peace process since it spurred the rebel sto carry out further
gross atrocities. The tria and continued detention of Foday Sankoh and the execution of
24 others are illudrative of this point. ECOWAS as a group did not do much after the
reinstatement to kick-start the stalled peace process.

The UN'’s response following the restoration of the Kabbah government wasa so

210



sgnificantly below what the Situation demanded, in terms of the robustness of its response.
The UN established a Trust Fund for SierraLeonein March 1998 but contributions were
neglible. The UN liaison office established in April 1998 had no more than 10 military and
security personnel and its observer mission in Sierra Leone (UNOMSIL) was restricted
to only 70 military observers#°

The AFRC/RUF forces capitdisng on ECOMOG's shortcomings and the
demongtrated lack of the international community’s commitment to the Sierra Leone
government made its way back to Freetown in January 1999, and released detained
AFRC and RUF members. It took ECOMOG three weeks to didodge them.

The 06 January 1999 Freetown invasion had some intriguing consequences. For
the period it lasted, the K abbah government was restricted to the Lungi airport. Following
the sgnificant casudty tall its troops suffered, the Nigerian government announced its
intention to withdraw from Sierra Leone. The Nigerian threat stepped up support for
ECOMOG from Britain, USA, Canada, Italy and Netherlands. The UN responded to the
flared-up hodtilities by withdrawing its peacekeepers instead of augmenting its presence.
UNOMSIL was reduced to amere nine military observers®

Ghana and Mali, aided by the influx of Western support, increased their troops
presence in Sierra Leone. Nigeria subsequently retracted its intention to withdraw and
rather restructured its ECOMOG command. The issue of untenability of a military

resolution was once more brought to the fore. Thisled to a series of diplomatic moves,

49Berman & Sams, pcit, pp.122-3. Seeother relevant UN documents. UNSC, The Fourth Report of the
Secretary-General on the United Nations Mission in Serra Leone. S2000/455.

Human Ri ghts Watch, June 1999, p.56.
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which culminated in the Lome Accord of July 19995

6.7 TheLome Accord

The shaky steps towards the Lome Accord was taken on February 1999 when
Presdent Kabbah in a nationwide broadcast offered the RUF a chance to meet their
imprisoned leader Foday Sankoh so that they could present their plans for peace to the
government.®? Other internal measurestaken prior to Lome Accord included the National
Conaultative Conference of April 1999 a which the“National Consensus on the Road to
Peace’ document was drawn; and joint RUF and Africainternal consultations >

Both the ECOWAS and the UN played their respective roles with regard to the
Lome Accord. President Kabbah had held consultation with four ECOWAS Heads of
state in Ghana, Cote d’lvoire, Nigeriaand Togo. The Togo President hosted the 44-day
peace taksin his capacity as ECOWAS Chairman. In addition, the Committee of Five
had participated in the talks and joined the ECOWASS Chair and the Executive Secretariat
to endorse the accord.

In the case of the UN, its Specid Representative, Francis Okelo was very
ingrumentd in initiating the new peace process, just weeks after the Fregtown invasion.

He held consultative meetings with both the government and the RUF and was asignatory

SIECOWAS, Lome Peace Accord between the RUF and the Government of Sierra L eone.
S2African Agenda, No.1, 1999, p.10.
53Ayissi & Poulton, op cit. p.44.
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to the accord.>* It is particularly significant to note that the UN Secretariat was not happy
with the amnesty provison of the Lome Accord and its Specia Representative had made
suchreservationsbefore endorsingit. Thiswould providethe basisfor the UN support for
the establishment of atribuna following the failure of the Lome Accord.

The UN Contact Group on Sierra Leone, formed in 1998 to build support for
Sierra Leone's efforts to restore peace, at its April 19, 1999 meseting in New York
pledged its support for diaogue to reach a politica settlement and resolved to mobilise
international support.> To enablethe RUF leadership to participatein the Lometalks, the
UN temporarily lifted the travel ban and provided transportation and security guarantees.

TheLomeAccord officialy ended (at |east temporarily) thearmed conflict between
the government of Sierra Leone and the RUF/AFRC, who agreed to total and permanent
cessation of hodtilities. The accord aso provided for apalitical settlement of the civil war
through a power sharing arrangement. The trangitional mechanism provided included the

fallowing:

. the transformation of the RUF into apoalitica party withrights, privilegesand duties
accorded to all political partiesin SierraLeone (Article 111);

. the gppointment of Foday Sankoh as Chairman of the Board of the Commission
for the Management of Strategic Resources, Nationad Recongruction and
Development (CMRRD), with the status of Vice President and answerable only
to the President (Article V);

. the dlocation of four cabinet and four deputy ministeria podtion to the RUF
(ArtideV);

>Ayissi & Poulton, ibid, p.43.
SSFrancis, op cit, p.362.
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absolute and free pardon for the RUF leader and blanket amnesty for dl crimes
and grossviolaionsof human rightsby al combatantsand their collaboratorssince
the start of the conflict in March 1991 (Article 1X);

the establishment of a Commission for the Consolidation (CPP) to implement the
post-conflict programme working through nine inditutions (Article VI);

equdly sgnificant were the roles provided in the Accord for ECOWAS and the
UN in the Accord;

ECOWA'S wasto gppoint one of thefive-member Council of Eldersand Religious
L eaders, charged to resolve differences of interpretation of the Agreement (Article
VI:

ECOWAS was to revise the mandate of ECOMOG in Sierra Leone to
peacekeeping, security of thestatein Sierraleone; protection of UNOMSIL ; and
protection of disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration personnel (Article
XI);

arequest for additiond troop contributions from ECOWAS;

a request to the UN Security Council to provide assistance in support of
ECOMOG (Article XI1I);

a request to the UN Security Council to amend the mandate of UNOMSIL to
endble it undertake with ECOM OG disarmament and demobilisation (Article X1V
& XVI); and

both the ECOWAS and the UN were to stand as mora guarantors for the
agreement (Article XXXV).

To what extent was the Lome Accord going to guarantee peacein Sierra Leone?

Gengdly the settlement was in the tradition of negotiated agreements, which are

increasingly becoming a common means of ending intra-state conflicts. Such accords

basicaly tend to appease warlords by giving them politica power in exchangefor military

peace. Lome, therefore, attempted to address the security vulnerability of the parties to

the conflict and to give each afair sharein politica power and economic resources. But
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giventhefact that mineras, particularly, diamonds had becomeamgor issuein the conflict,
the control given to Foday Sankoh on the (CMRRD) put him a an undue advantage.
Therewasno guaranteethat hewould not continue hislooting ways. °® Records discovered
after Sankoh’ svillawasinvaded in May 2000 revealed that for the ten monthsthat hewas
in government he controlled more than 2000 diamonds mined by the RUF, which were
never reported to the authorities.®

If Lomewasto be used asameansto appease dl who had apotentia for violence
then one wonders why no concession was made to the AFRC? It was therefore, not
aurprising thet the AFRC group had held UN and ECOMOG soldiers aswell as civilians
hostage and judtified their action on the ground that they had been dedlt out of the peace
accord and the fate of their leader, John Paul Koromaand hislieutenants had been left in
the balance. %

Foday Sankoh for the period hewasin government clearly demongtrated that while
he would enjoy the perks that the amnesty-for-Peace Lome ded offered him; he wanted
to keep his fighting force and diamond territories as a fal back invesment.® Thiswas
expressed in the flagrant manner in which the RUF leadership obstructed disarmament and

demobilisation of combatants.

%See some of the fascinating arguments presented by Snow and Baguraon theissue of ‘loot’ insome
of the contemporary wards.

S’Newsweek, July 10, 2000. p.22.
%8The African Observer, September 13-26, 1999, p.8

Sconflict Trends June 2000, p. 20.
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6.8 UN, ECOWAS and the Implementation of the Lome Accord

Some of the provisionsin the Lome Accord with regard to the respective roles of
UNOMSIL and ECOMOG were somewhat ambiguous and would be exploited by the
RUF in particular to ddlay disarmament. For example:

. Artide X1V caled on the UN Security Council to the mandate of UNOMSIL to
enable it to undertake the various provisons outlined in the agreement.

. Artide XVI (1) provided that “a neutra peacekeeping force comprising
UNOMSIL and ECOMOG shd| dissrm dl combatants of theRUF/SL, CDF and

paramilitary groups’.

. Under Article XVI (3) UNOMSIL shal be present in dl dissrmament and
demohilisation locations and to monitor the process and provide security
guarantees to al ex-combatants’.

One of the ambiguities created here is that unlike the Cotonou Accord in the
Liberian peace process, (where ECOMOG was to implement the peace agreement and
UNOMIL to monitor the implementation procedures), the respective roles of ECOMOG
and UNOMSIL were not clearly demarcated. This led to a ‘cold’ war between
ECOMOG and UNOMSIL over who should head the disarmament exercise, funds and
who should take the overall credit.

Secondly, given that there were lessthan 100 UNOMSIL troopsin Serraleone
at the time Lome Accord was signed, one wondered how its presence could be felt

throughout the country without an increaseinitssze. And yet the RUF rgected the UN

Secretary General’s proposal for 6000 UN peacekeepers.

0African Observer, October 25-November 7 1999, p.8.
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Thirdly, the UN Security Council Resolution 1270 created anew UN misson in
Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) to take over the functions of UNOMSIL and to replace
ECOMOG. While thismeasurewasto makethe UN forcemorerobust andto relievethe
ECOMOG contributing states of their financia burdens, it tended to creete operationa
problems on the ground, which the RUF exploited.

Foday Sankoh in a typica “giving a dog a bad name’ fashion had accused
UNAMSIL of not respecting the Sovereignty of Sierral_eone.! L ater the RUF abducted
500 peacekeepers along with their weapons in various deployment areas.® This had
srategically takenplace during thetrangtion period in which ECOMOG waswithdrawing
for UNAMSIL totake over. At the sametime Foday Sankoh had feigned ignorance and
held on to his government position until a civilian demondration invaded his villain May
2000.%% Sankoh was| ater arrested and has since been in detention. Obvioudy theseevents
threw the Lome Accord out of gear.

Among the factors which contributed to UNAMSIL' s initid troubles were the
unfamiliarity of the terrain for the peacekeepers, the smal size of itstroops a the time, its
timid peacekeegping mandate and the absence of a magjor power backing the operation.
This lagt point was amply demongtrated by the impact the British battdion has made in
gtabilising the situation since May 2000.

Giventhe fact that the ECOMOG troops had better knowledge of theterrain and

a better understanding of the issues and complexities involved, one wonders whether the

61west Africa, 13-19 March 2000, p.10.
%2News Africa, 21 M ay 2001, p.30.

83BBC Focus on Africa, July-Sept. 2000, p.16.
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UN retaining ECOMOG in SierraLeone and picking the bill which was proving too much
for the contributing states would not have been abetter option. The excuse, however, was
that the UN found itsdf unable to attract sufficient internationa support for the option,
particularly, because of alleged ECOMOG atrocities and corruptior®™ Bt it is this
writer's view that it had more to do with the UN'’s traditional unwillingness to share its

credit with alesser organisation.

6.9 Post-May 2000

Theact of betraya the RUF demonstrated by the event of May 2000 hasknocked
the UN to the redisation that there is the need for more international commitment if peace
could ever cometo Sierraleone. Sincethen the UN hasreplaced the Indian UNAMSIL
Head, Genera Vijay Jetley (who was not only new to the terrain but had, aso, generated
controversy following alegations of impropriety againgt Nigerian troops), with Generd
Opande, a Kenyan who had earlier headed UNOMIL. The size of UNAMSIL has aso
beenincreased to 13,000 with apossibility for further increase and its mandate made more
robust with a shift from peacekeeping to peace-enforcement. The increased troops of
UNAMSIL now includethosefrom ECOMOG contribution stateslike Ghana, Nigeriaand
Guinea

The UN Security Council has aso imposed sanctionson Liberiain an effort to end

its support for the RUF rebellion. The resolution, which followed findings of a UN

64
West Africa10-16 April 2000, p. 6.
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investigation pand, provides an embargo on the sde of Liberian diamonds and foreign
travel by itssenior officids. The UN Security Council has aso gpproved the establishment
of an independent specia court to try perpetrators of war crimes and crimes against
humanity in the Sierra Leone conflict.

The ECOWAS, on the other hand, has not been supportive of the imposition of
sanctions againg Liberia and the establishment of awar crimes court in Sierra Leone on
grounds that such actions would deter the rebels from making peace and handing over
weapons.® ECOWAS leaders believe that Charles Taylor should be seen as a useful
partner in the peace in Sierra Leone rather than the object of UN sanctions. It was from
this perspective that ECOWAS had pleaded for two months grace for Liberiato put its
house in order before the sanctions could take effect.

ECOWAS, however, has continued with its diplomatic initiatives Snce the events
of May 2000. In August 2000, five West African leadersincluding ECOWAS Chairman,
Alpha Konare of Mdi and then OAU Chairman Gnassingbe Eyadema and Nigerids
President Olusegun Obasanjo met with the RUF led by its interim leader, |ssa Sesay to
discusstheway forward.®® A meetingin Abujatried to kick-start the stalled peace process
and this was followed by a higtoric vist by Presdent Kabbah and two visiting Heeds of
state — AlphaOmar Konare of Mdi (also ECOWAS Chairman) and Olusegun Obasanjo
of Nigeria — to the rebel stronghold of Kono District to assess the progress of the

dissrmament processthere. Their host on this occasion wasthe interim leader of the RUF

See some of the resolutions by ECOWA Ss Security and Mediation Council (SMC) that has placed
the burden of evidence on the UN and not on the Taylor government.

%\West Africa, 14-20 August 2000, p. 21.
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|ssa Sesay. %’
In spite of these efforts on the part of the UN and ECOWAS, the SierraLeonean
peace process has taken just a few shaky steps forward since May 2000. The

disarmament process has been on and off and elections have had to be postponed twice.

6.10 Concluson

Let us conclude by didtilling a few lessons from the Sierra Leonean experience.
Firdly, the fact that the RUF wanted to seize power by forcein spite of dl the concessons
afforded it by the Lome Accord clearly confirmsthe popular adage that ‘impunity bitesthe
finger thet feedsit’.

Secondly, the events leading to the establishment of UNAMSIL is an indication
that the UN has 4till not found a suitable formula for partnership in conflict resolution with
subregiona organisations like ECOWAS.

Thirdly, the humiliation of UNAMSIL reflects the wider falure of UN
peacekeeping missions across Africa. Often such missions are poorly funded, poorly
armed and uncoordinated. Measures therefore should be taken to convince the UN to
attach the same leve of urgency to conflictsin Africaasit doesin other parts of theworld.

Fourthly, the proof of the need for amajor power to provide abacking for peace
enforcement operations can be found in the stabilisng influence of the British troops in

Sierral_eone, onewonders, however, why they have not beenintegrated into UNAMSIL?

5"\West Africa 17-23 September 2001
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Fifthly, it is of utmost importance that a workable solution should be found to the
financing difficulties of regiond forces like ECOMOG, which demondrate that they could
be a decigve force in the maintenance of sub-regiond security. Since the UN Charter
does not prohibit financing regiona peacekeeping forces, it is time the Security Council
undertook serious discussonsin thet direction.

Ladtly, the role of externd actorsis vita in resolving conflict since they serve as
credible third party guarantors. But this must be backed by a sustained diplomatic,
economic and financia support in the post-agreement era.

Thewillingness of the sub-regiona power, Nigeria, to take forceful measures to
restore order in West Africaisgtriking. Such willingnessand decisvenessare hard to come
by in the wider international community. It is not often in theimmediate nationd interest of
states, to expend human and materia resourcesin conflictsthat do not have adirect impact
on their security. It isusudly only in the immediate interest of neighbouring Sates that are
faced with amassinflux of refugees and other security threats, to find a solution to these
conflicts, and they may not have the capacity to respond. In the West African sub-region,
Nigeria swillingness and ability to respond made dl the difference athough as indicated,
the country’s domestic problems have affected the qudity of its regiona action. It is,
however, arguable that Nigeria has been able to intervene in Liberiaand Sierra Leone in
such a huge scale because of amiilitary regime, which is not accountable to an dectorate.®®
As such, the regime was able to spend over 30 hillion Naira (more than US$3 hillion) in

Liberia, without any politica repercussons. Whilgt a civilian regimein Nigeriamay find it

®Funmi Olonisakin, op cit., p.15.
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difficult in future to conduct such an expensive operation or indeed, to get away with the
casualty leve incurred in Liberig, the desire to remain a sub-regiona superpower might

tempt such aregime to conduct peace operations.
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