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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine the main political developments
that led to the Liberian crisis and civil war and, more importantly, the
intervention by the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS).
This dissertation defined the phenomenon and types of intervention, problems
associated with even humanitarian intervention and its future application.

After a theoretical discussion of related concepts, the study dealt with the
historical background of Liberia. The consequences of the civil war for Liberia
in particular and the West African subregion in general were dealt with next.
These consequences resulted in the ECOWAS intervention in the crisis which
was the main focus of the study. The ECOWAS justified its intervention on four
main grounds, namely, humanitarian considerations, peace and security of the
region, the provisions of the non-aggression protocol and the protocol of
mutual assistance on defense and on the grounds that it was responding to
the invitation of the late President Doe’s "de jure" government.

Two major research methods--namely, field investigation or interviews and
library research--were adopted. Data were collected during the 14th ECOWAS
Summit held at Abuja, Nigeria, through the interaction with several delegates to
the Summit. Several working meetings were later held with the upper and

middie-level officials at the ECOWAS Secretariat in Lagos, Nigeria. Open-

ended or partially open-ended structured interviews were used to interview




vi
State Secretaries and the political attachés in some embassies in the region.
Documentary sources at the ECOWAS Secretariat, universities and national
libraries were researched. Other most valuable sources of this study apart
fror;w the official ECOWAS documents and reports, and the like, included
scholarly books, dissertations, periodicals, journals and reliable news
magazines and newspapers.

It was found that the civil war in Liberia was not "a purely domestic* conflict
since some "soldiers of fortune” fought for a warring faction as did some
soldiers loaned by a country in the region. The incursion was launched from
Céte D’lvoire. The civil war resulted in wanton massacre of people, massive
destruction of property, use of underage boys in combat, holding of hostages,
creating of refugee problems and the spilling-over of hostilities into neighboring
Sierra Leone.

The study concluded that generally Africans prefer interventions by
international organization to unilateral ones. However, it was suggested that
probably no one pattern of intervention is always best. At times, as in the
Liberian case, an individual nation (the United States), a regional organization
(ECOWAS) and the United Nations will all have a role to play. It was further
concluded that no matter which organization plays a major role in intervening,
two means of making action more effective should be considered. First,
trouble spots should be identified early, and action should be taken before the

problem becomes massive. And second, intervening organizations should

consider establishing permanent forces to facilitate rapid response.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

This introductory chapter will begin with a discussion of the purpose and
scope of the study. It will then take up in turn the definition and types of
intervention, the problems associated with intervention, the major questions to
be addressed in the study and the method of data collection used. It will end

with a summary of the remainder of the dissertation.

The Purpose of the Study

The major purpose of the study is to examine the political developments
pertaining to the Liberian crisis and civil war and more importantly, the
intervention by the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS).
The existing theoretical and methodological literature in the field of international
relations relevant to the study of the Liberian crisis and collective regional
intervention in the domestic affairs of another country have been reviewed.
Several scholars of international relations have identified different conditions
which, when existing in a country’s civil strife, might lead to external
humanitarian intervention. Although a substantial amount of data exists, the
general theories of humanitarian intervention and collective security or, more

importantly, the assumptions underlying these theories, may or may not be

applicable to all categories of intervention or collective security in a state’s civil




war. However, a review of the concepts of intervention, humanitarian
intervention and collective security has enabled this researcher to select, among
others, Stowell’s and Bennett’s analytical frameworks for use in this study.
These frameworks have been used to examine the ECOWAS collective
humanitarian intervention in the Liberian civil war.

A thorough review of literature has revealed that aithough there are
several scholarly works on external intervention in a state’s civil wars, no one
has written on the current Liberian crisis in a detailed manner. This study will,
therefore, attempt to fill the gap in our knowledge of this unique ECOWAS
collective intervention.

Finally, the study will shed light on the likely future and consequences of
collective regional intervention for regional politics. In other words, the study
will help us to better understand how the doctrine of humanitarian intervention

may be applied more effectively, should a need arise.

The Scope of the Study

The main focus of the study is on the ECOWAS intervention in the
Liberian civil war. The Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)
is a regional body made up of sixteen West African states. They "have

voluntarily come together to pursue, in the words of the ECOWAS treaty,

‘common policies and objectives aimed at promoting cooperation and




development in all fields of economic activity.”' According to Asante, the
treaty further explains that, to achieve its aim, the community "shall by stages"
eliminate discrimination between the member states.? At the same time the
treaty sets out to create decision-making institutions with power designed to
implement the aims and objectives of the organization.® Significantly, too, this
economic integration will have to be broadly based and sufficiently flexible to

include social, cultural, political and economic considerations.*

Liberia is one of a chain of coastal states in West Africa.’> The country is
bounded by the Atlantic Ocean and by three countries--Sierra Leone to the
north and west, Guinea to the north and east, and Ivory Coast to the east.® It
covers an area of forty-three thousand square miles, just about the size of the
state of Tennessee.”

Liberia is a country where the True Whig Party dynasty held power for

over a hundred years until it fell and was replaced by a military administration in

'S.K.B. Asante, The Palitical Economy of Regionalism in Africa--A Decade of

the Economic Community of West African States ECOWAS (New York: Praeger
Publishers, 1986), p. 8.

Ibid.

3Ibid.
‘Ibid.

°D. E. Dunn and S. E. Holsoe, Historical Dictionary of Liberia (Metuchen,
NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc.), p. 110.

®Ibid., p. 110.

"H. D. Nelson, Liberia--A Country Study (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1985), p. xiv.
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1980. This military government led by Master Sergeant Samuel Doe was faced
with civil strife which later degenerated into a civil war.

Since the events prior to the civil war help to explain the civil war and the
intervention, it is pertinent to discuss briefly some of them. Next, the late
President Doe’s regime is examined together with the genesis and main causes
of the Liberian civil conflict and resultant civil war. Also within the scope of the
study are the effects of the civil war on Liberia in particular and on the West
African region in general. All strategies ECOWAS adopted to end the confiict
failed. Therefore, the latter eventually decided to intervene militarily, in August
1990, supposedly on humanitarian grounds after the fighting had gone on for
nine months. The study further covers the consequences of the intervention for
Liberia and the region. Even though a final solution to the crisis has not been
found yet, the research will cover the period up to March 1993, the time when
the United Nations Security Council actively put its weight behind the ECOWAS
peace plan. It is hoped that with the UN presence in Liberia, an elected

government will assume power soon, and Liberia will return to normalcy again.

The Case Study or Summary of the Study

The ECOWAS Monitoring Group, ECOMOG, intervened in the Liberian
crisis in August 1990, following a protracted civil war among factions which
made the country ungovernable and created a state of anarchy. Doe’s
government, at that point in time, had virtually ceased to function. The

government’s own armed forces controlled only some sections of Monrovia, the




capital, including the Presidential Palace. Hundreds of thousands of Liberians
had been massacred or injured and very extensive property damage had been
done. Also killed in great numbers were citizens of the other countries in the
region, who were caught up in the civil war. After the numerous appeals by
ECOWAS heads of state, both individually and collectively, to the warring
factions to lay down their arms and resolve their conflict by peaceful means
failed, the organization had little choice but to send ECOMOG to Monrovia to
separate the various belligerent forces and halt the carnage.

Even though elections are not scheduled to be held until probably the
middie of 1993, it could be argued that despite a lack of resources and no prior
experience in handling such situation, ECOWAS seems to have achieved most
of its objectives.

The success so far can be attributed to several factors including support
from the United Nations. These factors will be discussed in the following
chapters. If things move on well and the supervised elections are held without
any hitch and the country returns to civilian rule, then ECOWAS’s action could
be an example for the international community to emulate. This intervention
would have protected individuals from large-scale violations of their rights.

As will become evident in the course of the writing, despite some faults,
the total operation could be considered a classical example of regional

collective action of the type which the founders of the United Nations probably

anticipated for keeping regional peace and security.




Types of Conflicts in Africa

According to Frey-Wouters, internal conflict will continue in the developing
world, including African countries, until substantial social adjustments have been
made.? She feels that internal conflict is highly diversified. However, she
asserts that five broad categories of internal conflict are discernible in Africa.®
These include internal conflicts resulting from challenges to the legitimacy of the
authority in power,'® (the Liberian crisis fits this description); internal conflicts
arising from secessionist movements;'' conflicts involving external
intervention;'? conflict involving "illegitimate" or “racist" incumbent
governments'® and non-authority oriented conflicts with some political
overtones.' Any of these types of internal conflict could attract external

intervention.

8E. Frey-Wouters (1974), "The Relevance of Regional Arrangements to
Internal Conflicts in Developed World" in J. N. Moore (Ed.), Law and Civil War in
the Modern World (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1974), p. 458.

%Ibid., p. 466.
Ibid.

"bid., p. 468.
2bid., p. 470.
Bbid., p. 472.

“ibid., p. 473.




Definition of Intervention

Intervention is a prominent characteristic of contemporary international
conflict.'® According to Lupis, intervention is a loose term which has been
used in a number of ways.'® It may mean virtually any type of “interference" in
the affairs of another state, ranging from acts similar to aggression'’ to milder
acts of, for example, political'® or economic pressure;'? sometimes the mere
presence of warships offshore® or the discussion of affairs in another state,
for example in the United Nations®' has been thought to constitute
intervention.?

Although he admittedly agrees that the term is ambiguous and difficult to
define, Halpern feels intervention is any action, beginning with deliberate and

remedial interaction among nations, that significantly affects the public

'SR, A. Falk, “The legitimacy of Legislative Intervention by the United
Nations" in R. J. Stanger, Essays on Intervention (Ohio: Ohio State University
Press, 1964), p. 34.

'81.D.D. Lupis, The Laws of War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1987), p. 61.

Ylbid., p. 62; GA Res 3314 (xxix), 1974.
¥bid.

®Ibid.; R. Higgins, "Intervention and International Law," in H. Bull (1984),
Intervention in World Politics, p. 30.

Zlbid.; P. Calvocoressi, World Order and New States (WCDC, 1962), p. 17.

21R. J. Vincent, Non-intervention and International Order (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1974), p. 15.

21 D.D. Lupis, The Law of War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1987), p. 62.




international realm of another sovereign state and which stops short of
aggressive crossing of international frontiers.2® Intervention is action along a
continuum of possible choices.>* At one extreme are scholars who identify
intervention with the use or threat of military force or coercion by the intervening
nation, which will compel the "weak" or target state to change its structure or
policy as desired by the intervening state.® For example, intervention, to
Schraeder, is most commonly understood to mean military interference by one
state in the internal affairs of another state.?® In a similar vein, Beloff defines
intervention as, “The attempts by one state to effect the internal structure and
external behavior of other states through various degrees of coercion"?’; while
Keisen mentions “dictatorial interference," that is to say, threat or use of

force.®®

#M. Halpern, The Morality and Politics of Intervention (The Council on

Religion and International Affairs, 1963), pp. 8-9.
*Ibid., p. 9.

%*H. A. Rizvi, Internal Strife and External Intervention: India’s Role in the
Civil War in East Pakistan (unpublished dissertation, 1980), p. 8.

%p . Schraeder, Intervention in the 1980s, U.S. Foreign Policy in the Third
World, 1989, p. 1.

2’M. Beloff, "Reflections on Intervention," Journal of International Affairs,
XXlI(2), 1968, pp. 198-207; H. A. Rizvi, Internal Strife and External Intervention:
India’s Role in the Civil War in East Pakistan (unpublished dissertation, 1980),
p. 8.

Bbid., p. 8; H. Kelsen, Principles of International Law (ed. Tucker) (New
York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1967), p. 74.




Scholars like Morgenthau, Falk, Thomas and Thomas are at the other
extreme of the continuum. Morgenthau, who is said to have "done much to
propagate the utility and efficacy of the ‘state-centric mode!’ defines intervention
only in terms of dyadic interaction between two states, saying that it is a form of
behavior which extends beyond the normal diplomatic pattern of exchange."®
Being fully aware of the difficulties of borderline application and the vagueness
of the central variables, Falk maintains that “intervention’ refers to conduct with
an external animus that intends to achieve a fundamental alteration of the state
of affairs in the target nation.”®® Other authors like Thomas and Thomas hold
that "mere official correspondence by one state about some actions or policies
of the other could amount to intervention.”®' This is so especially if the former
state is a "strong" nation and the latter state is a "weak" nation. Writers from
many third world countries and their sympathizers like P. A. Vang regard
imperialism, colonialism and neo-colonialism as kinds of intervention.®?

Halpern has also stated that "almost everything that a powerful nation does . . .

#R. Little, Intervention--External Involvement in Civil Wars (London: Martin
Robertson and Company, Ltd., 1975), p. 4.

%R. A. Falk, “The Legitimacy of Legislative Intervention by the United
Nations" in R. J. Stanger (Ed.), Essays on intervention (Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 1964), p. 42.

$'A.V.W. Thomas and A.J. Thomas, Non-Intervention: The Law and lts
Import in the Americas (Dallas: Southern Methodist University, 1 956), p. 68; H.
A. Rizvi, Internal Strife and External Intervention: India’s Role in the Civil War in
East Pakistan (unpublished dissertation, 1980), p. 8.

2bid., p. 8; P. A. Vang (1966), "Imperialism and the American Orientation
Toward World Affairs," The Antioch Review, XXVI(1), Spring 1966, pp. 43-55.
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vitally affects the internal affairs of many other nations."®® For example, he
opined that America intervened when she said "no" to the Aswan Dam, since,
as a result of the refusal, Egypt’s standard of poverty further deteriorated; and
also the U.S. intervened correspondingly when the nation said "yes" to the Volta
Dam in Ghana.** He has further observed that “in a world built upon national
sovereignties and jurisdictions and the equality of independent states, any state
that intervenes in the internal affairs of another undermines the institutional and
legal foundations on which its own existence rests."®® He rightly states that
“nations are not equal, and as such, powerful nations can exploit the rules ahd
opportunities of the present international system to enlarge their power over
others and so risk death on a vast scale."® Halpern also says that today
intervention "by subverting the sovereignty of national independence may further
undermine the only rules of the game that now maintain order, yet . . . only
intervention may be able to restore the free operation of these rules, save
freedom in a nation or, indeed, help to create a more secure and more freely
interdependent world order."” Thus Halpern argues that in some instances

intervention is acceptable whereas in others it is not.

%M. Halpern, The Morality and Politics of Intervention (The Council on

Religion and International Affairs, 1963), p. 8.
#Ibid.
Blbid., p. 7.
#ibid.
Flbid.
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However, we tend to agree with Rizvi that between the two extreme ends
of the continuum there are a large number of definitions of intervention which
are neither so narrow as to limit them to the use of force or coercion nor so
general or vague as to equate them with any political, economic and military
transaction across national frontiers.® Thus, any definition of intervention
should probably focus on the use of means "through which a state seeks to
undermine, alter or replace the authority-pattern in another state or attempts to
shape its choice of domestic values."*® These means may be direct or
indirect, and they may or may not involve the use of force.

Finally Lerche and Said add a useful insight when they argue that
intervention is the interference by one state in the internal affairs of another, and
may assume either defensive or offensive form.** According to them,
defensive intervention aims at the preservation of a particular regime or system
whereas offensive intervention is directed at altering such a system.*' The
intervention in Liberia will be compared with these models in the course of the

study. It is clear that the data available will show that the ECOWAS intervention

BH. A Rizvi, Internal Strife and External Intervention: India’s Role in the
Civil War in East Pakistan (unpublished dissertation, Pennsylivania, 1980), pp.
8-9.

*Ibid., pp. 9-10.

c. 0. Lerche, Jr. and A. A. Said, Concepts of International Politics in
Global Perspective (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1979), p. 112.

Nbid.
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in the Liberian crisis did not assume a defensive form. Rather, it was designed
to alter the status quo.

It is obvious from the above discussions that the study of intervention is
seriously hampered by the lack of any generally accepted definition.*?
According to Smith, even though "complete agreement is clearly unobtainable,
certain essential elements seem to be contained or implied in the more
scholarly discussions of intervention."®® 1t is his view, that,

only states can be subjects or objects of intervention; the threat or

use of force is inherent in the act of intervention; this force is

directed at the coercion of the intervened state or some element

(foreign or domestic) within it; and that intervention involves some
infringement or diminution of sovereignty of the intervened state.*

This view will form the basis of our discussion.

History of Practice of intervention

Intervention in some form is said to be an unavoidable concomitant of
states’ existence.”® Rizvi supports the view that "intervention by one political

unit in the international affairs, especially in internal strife, of another political unit

“2R. W. Smith, Military Intervention: Considerations for Modern Practitioners
(unpublished dissertation, Johns Hopkins, 1986), p. 24.

“bid.
“Ibid., pp. 24-25.

SR, A. Falk, "The Legitimacy of Legislative Intervention by the United
Nations" in R. J. Stanger (Ed.), Essays on Intervention (Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 1964), p. 42.
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has been an ubiguitous phenomenon throughout the recorded history of the
international system, though its purpose, frequency, technique and duration
have varied."® Intervention was as common a practice in the ancient world as
it is today. Empires rose and fell several centuries ago on the African continent
as a result of intervention. However, the modern roots of external intervention
in internal strife can be traced to the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries.”” All the powerful nations have intervened in the domestic affairs of
their neighbors. This trend was intensified after World War Il. One study noted
that out of sixty-seven cases of authority-oriented civil strifes, fifty-two witnessed
external intervention by one or more states.® Several states claimed the right
to intervene in the internal affairs of weak states before the end of World War
1.9

The most common justification used in those days was protection of a

state’s nationals living in another state, or protection of residents of the state

*H. A. Rizvi, Internal Strife and External Intervention: India’s Role in the
Civil War in East Pakistan (unpublished dissertation, Pennsyivania, 1980), p. 3;
R. A. Falk (Ed.) (1971), The International Law of Civil War; E. Luard (Ed.)
(1972), The International Requlation of Civil Wars; J. N. Moore (Ed.), Law and
Civil War in the Modern World (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1974), pp. 53-126.

“"H. A. Rizvi (1980), Internal Strife and External Intervention: India’s Role in
the Civil War in East Pakistan (unpublished dissertation, University of
Pennsylvania), p. 3.

“Ibid., p. 6.

“T. R. Gillespie, Reagan Administration Foreign Policy: Military Intervention
and International Law (unpublished dissertation, Notre Dame, Indiana, 1990), p.

164.
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intruded upon from the rapacity of that state’s government.®® There have
been numerous interventions in the domestic affairs of other states since
1945.%" However, the United Nations Charter "condemns most uses of force
as a medium of interstate relationships, and thus the earlier doctrines were
discarded.” The contradiction between the Charter’'s condemnation of most
uses of force as the medium of interstate relationships and its principles of
collective security and humanitarian intervention will be discussed later in this

chapter.

Tvpes of Intervention

There are several prominent types of intervention® in the internal confiict
of weaker states. The first type "is the classical form of unilateral intervention by
which one nation intervenes in the internal affairs of another."** It has been
the occasional practice in international relations for states to intervene to protect

the lives, and formerly the property, of their nationals whom they considered to

bid.
Sbid.
2|pid.

R. A. Falk, "The Legitimacy of Legislative Intervention by the United
Nations" in R. J. Stanger (Ed.), Essays on Intervention (Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 1964), p. 40.

*Ibid., p. 40.
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be endangered in another country.* Second, in Falk’s view, “[t]here is
counter-intervention as when state A intervenes in the affairs of B to preempt or
offset interference by state C."® He further asserts that there is collective
intervention in which a number of states join to coerce the target state.”’
Fourth, according to Falk, there is regional intervention which takes place when
a group of states form a jurisdictional entity which then imposes the regional will
upon a dissenting member of the group.® It seems to me that the ECOWAS
intervention falls into this category. Falk’s final type of intervention is universal
intervention under the aegis of the United Nations.*® Again, ample evidence
will prove that there are some elements of this type in the general ECOWAS
operations in Liberia.

Rizvi has stated that interventionary acts have been classified on the basis
of three criteria, namely, "number and kind of the intervening actors, the target

of intervention and the strategy of intervention."® On the basis of this schema

*W. V. O’Brien, U.S. Military Intervention: Law and Morality (The
Washington Papers, Vol. VII, No. 68, Beverly Hills and London, Saga

Publications, 1979), p. 22.

%R. A. Falk (1964), "The Legitimacy of Legislative Intervention by the United
Nations" in R. J. Stanger (Ed.), Essays on Intervention (Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 1964), p. 40.

“Ibid., pp. 40-41.
®Ibid., p. 41.
*lbid.

%H. A. Rizvi (1980), Internal Strife and External Intervention: india’s Role in
the Civil War in East Pakistan (unpublished dissertation, Pennsylvania, 1980), p.
15.




16

the ECOWAS intervention can be classified as regional intervention in the
internal affairs of a state for humanitarian purposes.®'
Let us now turn to the problems associated with interventions on

humanitarian grounds.

The Legitimacy of Humanitarian Intervention

Humanitarian intervention is the subject of an on-going debate among
international lawyers and scholars concerning its legitimacy and legality under
contemporary customary international law because of the principle of non-
intervention. It is true that forceful humanitarian intervention goes back into the
last century. According to Reisman, "humanitarian interventions can be traced
back to Grotius and Grotius’s claims can be traced back further."®? He
argued further that “all of the so-called fathers of international law talk about
intervention on behalf of oppressed peoples. . . ."® Furthermore, he feels that
it was not correct to say that we came from "a human jungle in the nineteenth
century"®* and that "Humanitarianism goes back much further."® It is also

common knowledge that traditional international law did not condemn any type

®ibid., pp. 15-16.

®2R. Lilich (Ed.), Humanitarian Intervention and the United Nations
(Charlottesville, VA: University Press of Virginia, 1973), p. 23.

®bid.
*Ibid., p. 24.
®lbid.
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of intervention by a powerful state into the domestic affairs of a weaker one. In
fact, Farer has stated, "it was generally conceded that during the nineteenth
century and into the twentieth, the phrase ‘humanitarian intervention’ was used
frequently to describe and to justify armed intervention by Western States in the
rest of the world."®® And that for the most part the "beneficiaries were

subjects of the intervening states."®” Claydon has quoted Lillich as having

said that "under ‘customary’ international law ‘intervention’ for the purpose of
protecting one’s citizens was ‘legally justifiable’ or ‘not intervention at all.”®®
Also, in the same vein, Lillich is said to have further stated that "the ‘doctrine’ of
general humanitarian intervention ‘ appears to have been clearly
established.”® Thus it could be argued that in the pre-United Nations era,
powerful states which had the motivation and capacity asserted the right to
interfere with the domestic affairs of other nations for the purpose of defending

human rights.

T, J. Farer, "Humanitarian Intervention: The View from Charlottesville" in R.

Lillich (Ed.), Humanitarian Intervention and the United Nations (Charlottesuville,
VA: University Press of Virginia, 1973), p. 150.

\bid.

%J. Claydon, "Humanitarian Intervention and International Law," Law

Students” Society of Queen’s University, 1969, 1(36), pp. 36-63 in p. 36.

®Ibid.
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This writer strongly agrees that "[t]he interpretation of the term
‘humanitarian intervention’ appears to have changed over the years."™

According to Smith,

[ijn the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries it was usually used
to describe a country’s actions to protect the lives and property of
its own citizens abroad, but since the formation of the United
Nations the emphasis has gradually come to focus on the
mistreatment of nationals by their own government.”

There were several scholars who wrote in the early part of this century, prior to
the formation of the United Nations, who showed some concern about the way
a government treats its own citizens. Most members of the international
community are very much concerned on moral grounds with what happens in
the individual countries forming the global village. "Humanitarian intervention"
has been defined in several ways, most of which are morally-based. Smith
takes the concept of humanitarian intervention to "mean military intervention by
armed forces of one or more states, for the claimed purpose of protecting the
human rights of persons within the jurisdiction of the state within whose territory
the intervention takes place."”® One of the most quoted authorities on the

concept of humanitarian intervention is Stowell. According to him,

°R. W. Smith, Military Intervention: Considerations for Modern Practitioners
(unpublished dissertation, Johns Hopkins, 1986), p. 59.

"Ibid., pp. 59-60.
2lbid., p. 173.
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Humanitarian intervention may be defined as the reliance upon
force for the justifiable purpose of protecting the inhabitants of
another state from treatment which is so arbitrary and persistently
abusive as to exceed the limits of that authority within which the
sovereign is presumed to act with reason and justice.”™

Besides proposing his own definition, Stowell cites Arntz who gave the

following definition:

When a government, although acting within its rights of sovereignty,
violates the right of humanity, either by measures contrary to the
interests of other states, or by an excess of crueity and injustice,
which is a blot on our civilization, the right of intervention may
lawfully be exercised, for, however worthy of respect are the rights
of state sovereignty and independence, there is something yet more
worthy of respect, and that is the right of humanity or of human
society, which must not be outraged.”

Several other authorities have given definitions of the concept of

humanitarian intervention on the ground of humanity.” This does not mean

"3E. C. Stowell, Intervention in International Law (Washington, DC: John
Byrne and Co., 1921), p. 53.

"bid.

SIbid. Rougier defines intervention in terms of humanity in the following
way: "The theory of intervention on the ground of humanity is properly that
which recognizes the right of one state to exercise an international control over
the acts of another in regard to its internal sovereignty when contrary to the
laws of humanity. It applies also to the effort to place this action upon a
juridical basis." (Translation taken from F. W. Payn: Cromwell on Foreign
Affairs, p. 72); L. Oppenheim, International Law, Eighth Edition, edited by H.
Lauterpacht, Vol. | (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1955), pp. 312-313.
Lauterpacht concludes that: "There is general agreement that, by virtue of its
personal and territorial supremacy, a state can treat its own nationals according
to discretion. But there is a substantial body of opinion and of practice in
support of the view that there are limits to that discretion and that when a state
renders itself guilty of cruelties against and persecution of its nationals in such a
way as to deny their fundamental human rights and to shock the conscience of
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that all jurists and scholars writing about the subject support humanitarian
intervention. Before going into the debate about the conflict between
humanitarian intervention and the principle of sovereignty, we will mention some
of the authorities on each side of the debate. According to Stowell, "the list of
authors who recognize the legality of the doctrine of humanitarian intervention

include: Grotius, Wheaton, Heiberg, Woolsey, Bluntschi, and Westlake."® He

mankind, intervention in the interest of humanity is legally permissible." Many
contemporary authors such as Thomas and Thomas also support the concept
on legal bases: "When a state abuses its right of sovereignty by permitting
within its territory the treatment of its national or foreigners in a manner violative
of all universal standards of humanity, any nation may step in and exercise the
right of humanitarian intervention" in A. J. Thomas and A.V.W. Thomas, The
Dominican Republic Crisis, 1965 (Dobbs Ferry, NY: Oceana Publications,
1967), p. 19; Moore talks about it as an "immediate and extensive threat to
fundamental human rights, particularly a threat of widespread loss of human life"
as a primary but not the only criteria for action to J. N. Moore (1969), "The
Control of Foreign Intervention in Internal Conflict,” Virginia_Journal of
International Law, 9(205), 246. See also Lillich, op. cit., p. 139. Baxter defines
humanitarian intervention as "a short-term use of armed force by a government,
in what would otherwise be a violation of the sovereignty of a foreign state, for
the protection from death or grave injury of nationals of the acting state--and
incidentally perhaps, nationals of other states--by their removal from the territory
of the foreign state" in Lillich, op. cit., pp. 53, 139. In explaining what is meant
by humanitarian intervention, Ganji states that: "The theory of humanitarian
intervention is based on the assumption that states in their relation with their
own nationals have the international obligation to guarantee to them certain
basic fundamental rights which are considered to be necessary for their
existence and for the maintenance of friendly relations among nations . . . these
rights are so essential and of such high value to the human person that
violations by any state cannot be ignored by other states. This assumption
would authorize intervention by other states, in case of flagrant denial of these
rights by any State to her own citizens." M. Ganiji, International Protection of
Human Rights (Paris, France: Librairie Minard, 1962), p. 9; also see Lillich,
"Forcible Self Help by States to Protect Human Rights," lowa Law Review, 53
325 (1967), Ibid., "Intervention to Protect Human Rights," McGill Law Journal,
1969, 15, 205.

"lbid., p. 55.
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has further listed "some of the more important references to these expressions
of opinion."”” He states his own position as follows:

when after a protracted struggle, neither side (in a civil war--mine) is

able to vanquish the other, or to preserve the tranquility of the

territory over which it claims jurisdiction, there arises a just ground

for impeachment of sovereignty. In such a condition of anarchy, it

is permissible for the powers to intervene and adopt such measures

as seem best calculated to reestablish order and to secure respect

for international law throughout the land.

A protracted civil conflict usually degenerates into a condition

of internecine warfare, and as such justifies humanitarian

intervention.™
Evidence available will show that the Liberian situation met the conditions
described above prior to the intervention.

After discussing the scholars listed above who support intervention,
Stowell concludes that “certain other publicists have, it is true, looked askance
at humanitarian intervention, and even gone so far as to deny its legality."™
He further states that "starting from the premise of independence of states, they

fear to recognize the right of another state to step in as a policeman, even

"Ibid.; Ganji quotes Grotius, Rights of War and Peace, translated by William
Whewell (London: John W. Parker, 1853), pp. 240-243, that "War is just
whenever waged ‘against those who sin against nature’." Ganji includes
Stowell, Vattel, Rougier, Winfield, and Borchard to the list. See Ganiji, op. cit., p.
41; see also Brownlie, "Humanitarian Intervention," in J. N. Moore, op. cit., p.
218; Lillich, "Humanitarian Intervention: A Reply to lan Brownlie and a Plea for
Constructive Alternatives," in Moore, op. cit., p. 232.

"8Ibid., p. 350.
“Ibid., p. 58.
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though a neighbor state should treat its nationals in a barbarous manner."®
The list of some of those in this opposite camp include: Werdenhagen, Senior,
Phillimore, Bernard, Halleck and Strauch.®' Stowell has further listed several
important discussions of this non-interventionist school.#2 Within this camp,
Stowell argues that there are some scholars "who deny the legality of
humanitarian intervention in law, but who condone it to a greater or less degree
in practice."®® He asserts that the latter group within the non-interventionist
school will “proclaim as sacred and inviolable the right of every state to regulate
its internal affairs and then condone as excusable violations of the law such
corrective intervention as another state, urged on by public opinion, might
undertake."® A classical example, according to Stowell, is Professor Strauch

who "“after expressing the opinion that no state is justified in intervening in the

81bhid.
81bid.

#2bid., p. 58; Ganji, op. cit., it is the opinion of Ganiji that "the non-
interventionist school argues on the premise of the independence and
sovereign equality of states and concludes that since treatment of nationals is a
matter within the domestic jurisdiction of each state, no state or group of states
has the right to interfere in it. On the basis of this contention, they all condemn
the doctrine of humanitarian intervention as an intrusion in the domestic affairs
of state," p. 41; Brownlie, "Humanitarian Intervention" in J. N. Moore (1974).
Op. cit. Brownlie is of the view that the "leading modern authorities who either
made no mention of humanitarian intervention and whose general position
militates against its legality, or expressly deny its existence include Brierly,
Castren, Jessup, Jimenez de Arechaga, Briggs, Schwarzenberger, Goodrich,
Hambro and Simons, Skubiszewski, Friedmann, Waldock, Bishop Serensen and
Kelsen," p. 218.

8)bid., p. 59.
*Ibid., pp. 58-59.
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case of a revolution in another state, declares that international law has no
concern with the form of government each state may adopt, but he considers
that the government, whatever its form, must be able to preserve order and
fulfill its obligation."®® Strauch is further quoted as saying, "when conditions of
anarchy prevail, other states have an undoubted right to intervene without
waiting for an invitation."®® This old saying that some non-interventionist
authors condone some forms of "humanitarian intervention has been regarded
as accepted law by most contemporary international lawyers."® As a matter
of fact, there is still a heated debate going on about the concept. It is agreed
that the doctrine of humanitarian intervention has not as yet become fully
acknowledged as part of the positive international law. However, it is the
opinion of many that it has "provided a signpost and a warning."® There is
the further assumption that the doctrine has been occasionally acted upon,
becoming "one of the factors which paved the way for the provisions of the
Charter of the United Nations relating to fundamental human rights and

freedoms."®®

®lbid., p. 350.
®Ibid.

#Lillich, "Humanitarian Intervention: A Reply . . ." in J. N. Moore, Law and
Civil War in the Modern World (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1974), note 15, p. 231..

8y, Lauterpacht, "The Grotian Tradition in International Law," in The British
Yearbook of International Law, 1946, 1, p. 46; M. Ganiji, International Protection
of Human Rights (Paris, France: Librairie Minard, 1962), p. 43.

®Ibid., pp. 46 and 43.
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Customary International Law, The UN Charter, and
Restrictions on Intervention

In this section, we shall discuss restrictions on intervention. It is known
that all interventions run into problems arising from the principle of non-
intervention in other countries’ domestic affairs.

We agree with Thepa that the provisions of the Charter of the United
Nations which have a bearing on humanitarian intervention are "composed of
two seemingly contradictory propositions, which is the cause of great
controversy."® The controversy which Humphrey now considers as of
historical interest only,® is between the principles of humanity and non-
intervention.®? 1t is believed that the principle of humanity requires that human
beings must be protected from unjust oppression or persecution, worldwide.
The principle of non-intervention, on the other hand, strongly urges nations to
refrain from interference of the domestic affairs of other nations.*® The
principle of domestic jurisdiction is affirmed in a number of constitutional

documents including the U.N. Charter Article 2(7).%* The references in these

%D.B.S. Thapa, Humanitarian Intervention (unpublished thesis, McGill
University, Montreal, Canada, August 1968), p. 1.

%1J. P. Humphrey, ‘Foreword’ in R. Lillich, Humanitarian Intervention and the
United Nations (Charlottesville, VA: University Press of Virginia, 1973), p. vii.

®2D.B.S. Thapa, Humanitarian Intervention (unpublished thesis, McGill
University, Montreal, Canada, August 1968), p. 1.

*Ibid.

%|. Brownlie, Basic Documents in International Law (Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 4; A. L. Bennett (4th ed.), International
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documents can be interpreted in several ways. However, this writer agrees with
Frey-Wouters’ interpretation of the pertinent Articles of the U.N. Charter.
According to her, Article 2(7) states specifically that, “[e]very state has an
inalienable right to choose its political, economic, social, and cultural systems
without interference in any form by another state," and also that "no state shall .
. . interfere in civil strife in another state."®® There is an argument that despite
Article 2(7) if there are any "violations of human rights ‘which shock the
conscience of mankind’ then that issue ceases to be essentially within any
domestic jurisdiction."%

Furthermore, the principle of non-intervention is again supported by U.N.
Article 2(4) which stipulates that "[a]ll members shall refrain in their international

relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political

independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the

Organizations: Principles and Issues (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall,
1988), p. 456. Article (2)7 states: "Nothing contained in the present Charter

shall authorize the United Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially
within the domestic jurisdiction of any state or shall require the members to
submit such matters to settlement under the present Charter; but this principle
shall not prejudice the application of enforcement measures under Chapter VII.
Also see Frey-Wouters, "Internal Conflict in the Developing World" in J. N.
Moore, Law and Civil War in Modern World (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1974), p. 488.

%E. Frey-Wouters, "Internal Confiict in the Developing World" in J. N. Moore,
op. cit., p. 488.

%J. P. Humphrey, "Foreword" in R. Lillich, Humanitarian Intervention and the
United Nations (Charlottesville, VA: University Press of Virginia, 1973), p. viii.
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purposes of the United Nations."’ This article, it is argued, excludes any
recourse to humanitarian intervention involving a threat or use of force, by any
state or combination of states apart from the United Nations itself. There are
several scholars who further doubt whether even the United Nations itself has
any right to intervene forcibly in the affairs of States even on humanitarian
grounds.® Nowhere does the Charter authorize the UN or any of its organs
"to use force against a State unless there is a threat to the peace, a breach of
the peace, or an act of aggression."® It seems to me that many authors want
the tradition of absolute territorial supremacy of sovereign nations and the
equality of states to be maintained.'® As has been shown, if there are no
violations of human rights principles, then the Charter of the United Nations
both prohibits states from considering any sort of military intervention and
strongly restricts the United Nations itself from intervening in matters which

could be considered essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state.

. Brownlie, Basic Documents in International Law (Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 4; A. L. Bennett (4th ed.), International

Qrganizations: Principles and Issues (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: prentice-Hall,

1988), p. 457, J. Claydon, "Humanitarian intervention and international law" in

Law Students’ Society of Queen’s University, 1969, 1(36), pp. 36-63 in p. 56.

%8J. N. Moore, Law and Civil War in Modern World (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1974), pp. xiii-xiv.

%J. P. Humphrey, “Foreword" in R. Lillich, Humanitarian Intervention and the
United Nations (Charlottesville, VA: University Press of Virginia), p. viii.

'%Hall, W. E., International Law (8th ed.) (Higgins, 1924), p. 343; D.B.S.
Thapa, Humanitarian Intervention' (unpublished thesis, McGill University,
Montreal, Canada, August 1988), p. 2.
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Thus, the two conflicting principles of protection of human rights and non-
intervention are still apparent. Since the global community is not an ideal one,
there is bound to be the problem of atrocious treatment of individuals even by
their own governments. Therefore, in order to effectively protect human beings
from any atrocious treatment by states, there might be the need for other states
to intervene in the domestic affairs of those governments which mistreat their
own nationals. However, the doctrine of non-intervention restricts such
intervention. It is, therefore, clear that there is a potential conflict of principles
here between international community’s obligation to promote respect for
human rights embodied in Articles 1(3), 55 and 56 of the Charter,'® and the
prohibition of the ‘use of force’ against territorial integrity, embodied in Article
2(4) of the Charter. %

Regarding the conflict between human rights and non-intervention, the
Thomases have traced the legal development of both aspects of humanitarian
intervention separately under customary law and the Charter. Their conclusion:

in relation to intervention to protect the nationals of the target state

is that the "general international law right" is not altered, but it can
be no longer accomplished through resort to force. However, if the

19%|. Brownlie, Basic Documents in International Law (Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press, 1967), pp. 3 and 17; A. L. Bennett, International
Organizations: Principles and Issues (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall,
1988), pp. 456, 467 and 468; J. N. Moore, Law and Civil War in Modern World
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1974), p. xiv.

1%)hid., pp. 3, 456, xiv.
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act against humanity causes a "threat to the peace," the United
Nations can intervene by forceful means.'®
Several scholars go beyond condoning actions to deal with "threat to the
peace" which might be caused by acts against humanity. They argue for the
permissibility and desirability of a right to intervene in the mistreatment of
human beings by their own totalitarian government which "shock the

conscience of mankind" even if no “threat to the peace" exists, provided that the

right to intervene is not abused by any intervening state or group of states to
serve their own national interest. It could be argued that probably it is as a
result of such a possible abuse by an intervening state or states that there is
still continued controversy concerning the permissibility of humanitarian
intervention and intervention for the protection of nationals.'™ Moore has
stated that, "[a]ithough it is recognized that legitimating such intervention entails
substantial risks, not permitting necessary actions for the prevention of
genocide or other major abuse of human rights seems to present a greater

risk."195

193y, Claydon (1969), "Humanitarian Intervention and International Law," in

Law Students’ Society of Queen’s University, 7(36), pp. 36-63 in p. 57; Thomas

and Thomas (1956), Non-Intervention, p. 384.

1%See the two exchanges between 1. Brownlie, "Humanitarian Intervention®
and R. B. Lillich, "Humanitarian Intervention: A Reply to lan Brownlie and A Plea
for Constructive Alternatives,” both in J. N. Moore, Law and Civil War in Modern
World (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1974), Chapters 10 and 11.
The articles contain valuable review of literature of the issue and references:;
also see Moore, p. 25.

%bid., p. 25.




Conditions Required for the Legal Application of
Humanitarian Intervention

In order to reduce the risk of using humanitarian intervention as a cover
for the pursuit of other national interests and aims, several scholars have
suggested that intervention for the protection of human rights is permissible

only if it meets certain conditions. Moore’s conditions include the following:

a.  Animmediate threat of genocide or other widespread
arbitrary deprivation of human life in violation of international
law;

b.  An exhaustion of diplomatic and other peaceful
techniques for protecting the threatened rights to the
extent possible and consistent with protection of the
threatened rights;

d. A proportional use of force which does not threaten
greater destruction of values than the human rights at
stage and which does not exceed the minimum force
necessary to protect the threatened rights;

e. The minimal effect on authority structures necessary to
protect the threatened rights;

f. The minimal interference with self-determination
necessary to protect the threatened rights;

g. A prompt disengagement, consistent with the purpose
of the action; and

h. Immediate full reporting to the Security Council and any

appropriate regional organization and compliance with

Security Council and applicable regional directives.'®

Since he has unilateral intervention in mind, he also maintains under ¢, “The
unavailability of effective action by an international agency, regional

organization, or the United Nations . . . ." In other words, he, like others,

prefers regional or UN intervention. Other legal scholars who have discussed

%|bid., pp. 24-25.
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the permissibility of intervention for the protection of human rights provided it
meets certain conditions include Ganiji,'” Nanda,'® Lillich'®, Slater and

Nardin,''® and Winfield.'""

'9M. Ganiji, International Protection of Human Rights (Paris, France:
Librairie Minard, 1962), pp. 22-41 and also in R. B. Lillich, "Humanitarian

Intervention--A Reply . . ." in J. N. Moore, Law and Civil War in Modern World
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1974), pp. 231-232. Reveals many
instances where intervention occurred for humanitarian purposes. These
include: (i) The intervention of France, Great Britain, and Russia against the
Turkish massacres and suppression of the Greeks, which resulted in the
independence of Greece in 1830; (i) The peremptory demands of Austria,
France, ltaly, Prussia and Russia (during the years 1866-68) on the Ottoman
Empire for the institution of positive action leading to the betterment of the lot of
the persecuted Christian population of Crete, (iii) The Russian intervention
against Turkey (1877-78) on the occasion of insurrections resulting from Turkish
misrule and from the outrageous persecutions of the Christian populations of
Bosnia, Herzegovina and Bulgaria; and (iv) The intervention of Austria, Russia,
Great Britain, Italy and France in Turkey as a result of insurrections and misrule
in Macedonia (1903-08).

1%y. P. Nanda, "The United States’ Action in the 1965 Dominican Crisis:
Impact on World Order--Part |," Denver Law Journal, 1969, 43(439), pp. 472-79;
R. B. Lillich, "Humanitarian Intervention--A Reply . . .," in J. N. Moore, Law and
Civil War in Modern World (Baltimore, John Hopkins University Press, 1974), p.
248. In an effort to clarify the various criteria by which the legitimacy of a
state’s use of forcible self-help in human rights situations can be judged, Nanda
has suggested the following five such criteria: (i) a specific limited purpose; (ii)
an invitation by a recognized government; (iii) a limited duration of the mission:
(iv) a limited use of coercive measures; and (v) a lack of any other recourse.

%R, B. Lillich, "Forcible Self-Help by States to Protect Human Rights," lowa
Law Review, 1967, 53(325), 347-51; Ibid., "Intervention to Protect Human
Rights," McGill Law Journal, 1969, 15(205); Ibid., "Humanitarian Intervention--A
Reply . . ." in J. N. Moore (1974), Law and Civil War in Modern World, p. 488.
Lillich’s five own tests by which a unilateral humanitarian intervention should be
judged are (i) the immediacy of the violation of human rights; (i) the extent of
the violation of human rights; (jii) the existence of an invitation by an appropriate
authorities; (iv) the degree of coercive measures employed; and (v) the relative
disinterestedness of the state invoking the coercive measures.

'°J. Slater and T. Nardin, "Nonintervention and Human Rights,” The Journal
of Politics, 1986, 48(1), pp. 86-96.




31

There is the fear on the part of many writers that because of the
selfishness of states, intervention could easily be abused. It is the opinion of
Winfield that “the case in which intervention is least likely to be abused is where
the majority of leading civilized states exercise it collectively."''? He believes
that collective intervention usually excites less disapproval than individual -
intervention because it is less likely to be selfish.''®* There is a notion that

since unilateral intervention could usually trigger escalation, the best solution to

ending a murderous civil war is a multilateral approach, preferably under the
auspices of the Security Council of the United Nations.'™ However, it should
be emphasized that it is generally acknowledged that the problem of balancing
the claims of the fundamental principle of domestic jurisdiction against those of
United Nations intervention for human purposes makes the multilateral
approach difficult.

While non-intervention should apply to most internal conflicts due to the
principle of domestic jurisdiction and equality of states, some of the Articles of
the United Nations Charter encourage either universal or regional involvement in

the affairs of states which atrociously mistreat their own citizens, moreso if such

P, H. Winfield, "The Grounds of Intervention in International Law," The
British Yearbook of International Law (Oxford, England: Oxford University
Press, 1924), pp. 149-162.

"2bid., p. 162.
"3bid.

'"J. H. Wolfe, "Humanitarian Intervention,” USA Today, (January 1991), p.
13.
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mistreatment will lead to the fleeing of the citizens of that country to its
neighboring countries which could cause security problems. This can result in
the region getting involved in a country’s domestic affairs on the grounds of

collective security of the region. This is what we turn our attention to next.''

Collective Security

Intervention takes place not only for humanitarian purposes but aiso for
the purpose of security. Each intervention can be either unilateral or
mulitilateral, that is collective. Collective security “is simply a system to make
real the idea of ‘one for all and all for one.”'"® Articles 39 through 51 of the
Charter of the United Nations have spelled out the obligations of collective
security. It is acknowledged that the “teeth” of these provisions are found in
Article 42:

The Security Council may take such action by air, sea, or land

forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international

peace and security. Such action may include demonstrations,

blockages and other operations by air, sea, or land forces of
members of the United Nations.'"”

"ISE. Frey-Wourters, "Internal Conflict in the Developing World," in J. N.
Moore, Law and Civil War in Modern World (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1974), p. 488.

"®C. 0. Lerche, Jr., and A. A. Said, Concepts of International Politics in
Global Perspective (3rd ed.) (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1 g79), p. 111.

"7, Brownlie, Basic Documents in International Law (Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 14; A. L. Bennett, International Organization:
Principles and Issues (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1988, 4th ed.), p.
464, also Ibid., p. 111.




Bennett asserts that there are six methods which could be used in

attempting to settle international disputes, two of which seem appropriate to our
study. They are first, collective action by an international agency to restore
order after international peace has been breached or threatened and second,
intervention by other states to promote or secure their own interest.'® Even
though the ECOWAS intervention in Liberia was undertaken mainly in

accordance with the logic of humanitarian intervention, the logic of collective

security also played a role. Evidence had shown that the influx of Liberian
refugees into some countries in the region which led to acute shortages of food
also contributed to the launching of the ECOWAS intervention.

The second part of Article 2(7) which prohibits the United Nations from
intervening "in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of

any state,"''®

attests to the permissibility of intervention. Part two of Article

2(7) states that "this principle shall not prejudice the application of enforcement
measures under Chapter VII."'? It is, however, argued that this qualification
means that the United nations can intervene only if a state’s action constitutes a

"threat to the peace."'?' The other Articles of the Charter which are

frequently cited to justify regional intervention in the domestic affairs of a

"8A. L. Bennett, International Organization: Principles and Issues
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1988, 4th ed.), p. 134.

'1%J. Claydon, "Humanitarian Intervention and International Law," in Law

Students Society of Queen’s University, 1969, 1(36), 36-63 in p. 58.

2)bid., pp. 58-59.
2bid., p. 59.



member are Article 51, "authorizing self-defense against armed attack, and
Article 53 which refers specifically ‘to enforcement action by regional
organizations.”™'?? Articles 52 and 54 are also worthy of note so far as

regional arrangements are concerned. Available evidence shows that regional
arrangements played an important role in the case of the ECOWAS intervention
in the Liberian crisis.

It should be emphasized that a regional organization citing Chapter VI of
the Charter to justify a right of collective self-defense must always take into
account the "fundamental concept of the sovereignty of states and the
concomitant right of each state to manage its internal affairs free from outside
influence."*® This fundamental concept of sovereignty might not be strictly

adhered to by a regional body where elements of a foreign army or soldiers

have moved across a border to participate in military operations in support of
one party to a domestic conflict. Once again there is ample evidence that this
was the case in the Liberian crisis. It is believed that such an act could justify
resort to collective self-defense, particularly if countries in the region felt there

was a "threat to regional peace and stability."

'22E_ Frey-Wouters, "Internal Conflict in the Developing World" in J. N.
Moore, Law and Civil War in Modern World (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1974), p. 490; I. Brownlie, Basic Documents in International
Law (Oxford, England: Oxford University Press, 1967), pp. 16-17; A. L. Bennett,

International Organizations: Principles and Issues (Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, 1988), pp. 466-467.

123, Claydon, "Humanitarian Intervention and International Law," in Law

Students’ Society of Queen’s University, 1969, 1(36), 36-63 in p. 58.
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Regional Intervention

If there is agreement among international lawyers and scholars writing
about intervention, be it for humanitarian or security purposes, it is that both
regional and universal intervention are preferable to any form of unilateral
intervention.’®* The two basic reasons given to justify unilateral humanitarian
intervention, namely, “to protect nationals of the intervening state and other
foreign nationals and to protect the nationals of the target state,"'?® more
often than not seem to be unacceptable in contemporary customary practice.
Several writers argue that the unilateral use of force, however humanitarian in
nature or intent, cannot be condoned as legal or acceptable, even when
undertaken in conformity with duly established mechanism, the reason being
that unilateralism destroys the whole basis for legally constituted process.'?®
Frey-Wouters, however, asserts that if at any time:

The regional organization should permit unilateral humanitarian

measures by one state in the territory of another state only under

special circumstances, when there is need to take quick and

decisive action in an extreme crisis situation, and when the regional

or international community is not able to respond with the same

speed. In those cases, the intervention should be authorized by
either the parties to the conflict or by the regional organization or

21bid., p. 62.

'®E. Frey-Wouters, "Internal Confiict in the Developing World" in J. N.
Moore, Law and Civil War in Modern World (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1974), p. 492.

®ibid., p. 493.
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the United Nations, and should be nonstrategic, noncoercive,

neutral, and strictly humanitarian.'?’

In order to curtail abuses by groups of states or regional bodies, the
latter’s coercive activities are regulated by provisions of the United Nations
Charter. As mentioned elsewhere in this chapter, three provisions are
especially relevant: these are Article 2(4) prohibiting the use or threat of use of
force in inter-state relations except under certain conditions; Article 51,
authorizing self-defense against armed attack; and Article 53, referring
specifically to enforcement action by regional organization.'”® Thus, regional
organizations can conduct enforcement operations only under certain specified
conditions.'?®

Scholars have diverse views as to the conditions which must prevail
before a regional intervention is permissible. Once again we shall turn to a legal
scholar, Moore, who has opined that regional peacekeeping is permissible if it
meets the following conditions:

a. Authorization by a regional arrangement acting

pursuant to Chapter Vil of the Charter;

b. A genuine invitation by the widely recognized

government, or if there is none, by a major faction;

c. Neutrality among factions to the extent compatible with

the peace-keeping mission.

d. Immediate full reporting to the Security Council and
Compliance with the Security Council directives.

127|hiq,
2|bid., p. 490.
2hid.
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e.  An outcome consistent with self-determination. Such
an outcome is one based on internationally observed
elections in which all factions are allowed freely to
participate, which is freely accepted by the major
competing factions, or which is endorsed by a
competent body of the United Nations.'®
This writer supports Moore’s view that "it seems reasonable to permit
regional peace-keeping actions if carefully delimited to ensure that they are
genuine peace-keeping actions and not disguised efforts at maintaining or
extending hegemony."*®! As already mentioned, conventional wisdom has it
that under the charter of the United Nations, regional arrangements are limited
in the use of force not only by the restrictions of Article 2(4) applicable to
unilateral intervention but also by Article 53’s requirement that "'no enforcement
action" shall be taken without that authorization of the Security Council. In
defending his five suggested criteria, Moore has stated that since they limit
regional action to that not directed against any government, such action taken
in conformity with the criteria would not constitute “enforcement action" and
would be consistent with the Charter.'3?

Frey-Wouters has supported the interpretation of Article 2(7) found in the

General Assembly’s Declaration on the Principles of International Law

'%J. N. Moore, "Toward an Applied Theory for the Regulation of
Intervention," in J. N. Moore (1974), pp. 24-25.

¥bid., p. 27.

2Ibid., p. 27; also see Ibid, "The Role of Regional Arrangements in the
Maintenance of World Order," in C. Black lll and R. Falk (Eds.) (1971), The

Future of the International Legal Order, 122.
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concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation among states. The Declaration
specifically states that: "Every state has an inalienable right to choose its
political, economic, social and cultural systems, without interference in any form
by another state," and also that “no state shall . . . interfere in civil strife in
another state."’® She strongly supports the view that the non-intervention
standard should apply to most internal conflicts. However, she holds that under
certain conditions legitimate forms of regional involvement are not only
permissible but even desirable.’ Like Moore she feels regional norms must
be developed to guide regional intervention. According to her, intervention is

legitimate in:

a. Situations where the parties to the conflict themselves
request regional consideration. In most authority-
oriented conflicts such a request by all of the parties is
unlikely.

b.  Situations in which there is little or no indigenous
conflict for the control of internal authority structures--
that is the conflict is externally initiated.

C. Situations where the current level of crisis is extremely
high or where evidence of internationalization or
interventionary activity is clear and present. Regional
involvement would be justified when a particular conflict
will sufficiently affect regional peace and security so that
it is no longer a matter "essentially within domestic
jurisdiction."

d.  Situations involving an extensive and immediate threat
to fundamental human rights, particularly a threat of
widespread loss of human life.

"®G. A. Res 2625, 25 UN GAOR, UN Doc OPI/424 (1971 ); also E. Frey-
Wouters, "International Confiict in the Developing World" in J. N. Moore (1974),

Law and Civil War in Modern World (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University Press,
1974), p. 488.

¥bid.




Situations involving political regimes which deny self-
determination on a racial, religious or ethnic basis, such
as the discriminatory white minority regimes of South
Africa and Rhodesia [now independent Zimbabwe].'3

In the case of the ECOWAS intervention, as we shall see, some of the

conditions listed by Moore and Frey-Wouters were met and some were not.

The principle of nonintervention in the domestic affairs of states has been

upheld not only by the United Nations but also by regional organizations like the
organization of African Unity (OAU), the Arab League, the Organization of
American States (OAS) and the Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS). This is a view which was upheld a long time ago by Wolff in his

principle of natural equality. His argument was that:

By nature all nations are equal the one to the other. For nations
are considered as individual free persons living in a state of nature.
Since by nature all men are equal, all nations too are by nature
equal the one to the other. . . . Just as the tallest man is no more a
man than the dwarf, so also a nation, however small, is no less a
nation than the greatest nation. Therefore, since the moral equality
of men has no relation to the size of their bodies, the moral equality
of nations has no relation to the number of men of which they are
composed. '

Bhid., p. 488.

'%C. Wolff (1764), lus Gentium Methodo Scientifica Pertractatum, trans. J.
H. Drake, 1934, rept. New York, 1964, Poolegomena, paras. 2 and 3; R. J.
Vincent (1974), Nonintervention and International Order (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press), p. 27.
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Wolff further stated that states were under an obligation not to interfere in each
other’s government from which arose a right not to allow such interference.'®”
On the other hand, he also asserted that, "in the supreme state [civitas
maxima], the nations as a whole have a right to coerce the individual nations if
they should be unwilling to perform their obligation or should show themselves
negligent in it."'*® According to Vincent this statement might be interpreted
as a contradiction of an absolute rule of nonintervention, allowing a right of
collective intervention to enforce minimum standards of human conduct.'*®

As our discussion of intervention has shown so far, several scholars
prefer collective intervention to unilateral intervention. As will be seen later, at
the peak of the Liberian crisis, the newly formed ECOWAS mediation group,
code-named ECOMOG, comprising five nations and two coopted countries
bordering Liberia collectively intervened in the Liberian crisis after a protracted
civil war had produced no clear-cut winner. As Stowell has noted, a protracted
civil war usually degenerates into a condition of internecine warfare which
justifies humanitarian intervention.' Similarly, Strauch declares that when

conditions of anarchy prevail in a country, other states have an undoubted right

¥bid., p. 28.
138hid.
Fpid.

'%E. C. Stowell, Intervention in International Law (Washington, DC: John
Byrne and Co., 1921), p. 350.
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to intervene without waiting for an invitation.'*' The intervening states
cooperated and their efforts were coordinated through a command structure
constituted for this purpose. History presents us with several cases of collective
intervention. However, evidence has shown that the ECOWAS intervention in
Liberian crisis has some unique characteristics as will be shown later on by
comparing it to other interventions, on the continent and probably in other parts
of the world.

Regional organizations including the ECOWAS are empowered under
Articles 52, 53 and 54 of the U.N. Charter to play a "policing" role so far as
regional peace and security are concerned. Hodges is of the view that the
result of collective intervention will be a decrease in the number of unjust
interventions, and a greater popular sanction for those that are undertaken.'?
They will tend to lessen the "anxiety of the weaker states, and the mutual
jealousies and suspicions of the more powerful ones."'® In further
supporting collective intervention over unilateral intervention Hodges quotes
Halls:

There must always be a likelihood that powers, with divergent

individual interests, acting in common, will prefer the general good

to the selfish objects of a particular state. It is not improbable that

this good may be better secured by their action, than by free scope
being given to natural forces. . . . There is fair reason consequently

“bid.

*2H. G. Hodges, The Doctrine of Intervention (Princeton, NJ: The Banner
Press, 1915), p. 168.
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for hoping that intervention by, or under the sanction of the body of

states on grounds forbidden to single states, may be useful and

even beneficial.'*

As has been acknowledged, regional organization is a segment of the
world bound together by a common set of objectives based on geographical,
social, cultural, economic or political ties and possessing a formal structure
provided for, in a formal intergovernmental agreement.'*> Therefore,
irrespective of how strong or weak some of the countries forming the
organization may be, if it is the consensus of the body to intervene collectively
in the internal strife of a member state on humanitarian grounds, the
intervention will be very beneficial to that state and the region as a whole. This
collective intervention and the United Nations regional arrangement overlap.
Technically any intervention, even an emergency humanitarian one carried out
by a regional body and not ordered or sanctioned by the United Nations
Security Council must be reported to the latter immediately after it is
undertaken. Collective intervention to protect human rights principles in a
region complements the efforts and role of United Nations’ regional
arrangements as provided by the Charter. The conditions in Liberia which led
to the ECOWAS intervention will be examined and tested against the conditions
which authorities such as Moore, Stowell and Bennett contend justify

humanitarian intervention and collective security.

“Ybid.

"°A. L. Bennett, International Organization: Principle and lssues
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1988, 4th ed.), p. 350.




43
Method of Data Collection (Research Design)

Two major research methods--namely, field investigation or interviews and
library research--were adopted. This researcher made a two month visit to
West Africa during the summer of 1991 and was privileged to be present at the
14th ECOWAS Summit held at Abuja, the new federal capital of Nigeria, from
July 1-7, 1991, where he had the chance to interact with several delegates to
the summit. Later, the writer had several working meetings with upper and
middie-level officials at the ECOWAS Secretariat in Lagos, Nigeria.

In each of the interview sessions, open-ended or partially open-ended
structured interviews were used. The material available is therefore from
extensive interviews with political leaders like State Secretaries and Principal
Secretaries in Ministries of Foreign Affairs. These individuals were chosen
because it is ECOWAS's ministerial summit which basically prepares any
treaties and other documents before the Presidents and Heads of State sign
them so one would expect the interviewees to be very knowledgeable about the
crisis and the role ECOWAS has played so far. Another reason why | opted to
interview them is that it was easier for me to meet with them than with Heads of
State.

Also further interviews were conducted with the political attachés in some
foreign embassies, especially the U.S. Embassy, in some countries in the

region. This was done because of the role the Embassies have been playing,




and since the personnel in these embassies can supply an informed non-

‘African perspective pertinent to this study.

In addition, interviews have also been conducted with upper and middie
level personnel at the ECOWAS secretariat. This information has been
supplemented by observation of some of the 14th ordinary session of the 1991
ECOWAS summit at Abuja, Nigeria.

The second research method employed was library research.
Documentary sources at the ECOWAS Secretariat were researched. Relevant
original ECOWAS documents, minutes, Final Communiqués, and executive
secretary’s reports were made available to me. These materials as well as
government or official publications, and national and private newspapers were
systematically analyzed. Issues of several regional and other international
periodicals and newspapers which have appeared since the crisis began, have
been used to provide additional supplementary information.

Furthermore, research has been done in university and national libraries
and in the ECOWAS library. Major sources used in the dissertation apart from
the official ECOWAS documents and reports, and the like, include scholarly
books, dissertations, periodicals and newspapers. Such generally reliable news
magazines and newspapers as West Africa, Africa Today, Journal of African
Affairs, The Economist, The Economic Intelligence Unit, Africa News, Africa
Report, Africa Research Bulletin, Newsweek, Time Magazine, The New York
Times, The Guardian, and The Washington Post, to mention a few, were

consuited. They served to provide background information for the study. Thus,
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even though the topic is a contemporary one, there are an adequate number of
sources from which to gather information. It is hoped that the variety of
sources from which data have been collected will lead to a balanced picture of
the problem. It is further hoped that this project will aid efforts being made to
find a lasting solution to the Liberian problem and similar future cases.
Appendix | is a list of relevant original ECOWAS documents, Final
Communiqués, and Executive Secretary’s reports and the like made available to
the researcher. The body of material available provides both first hand and
documentary accounts of the events to be analyzed and information on the
perceptions of the principal actors.

Despite the availability of all these materials, the study is not without its
limitations and weaknesses. In the first place, the time period for data collection
and resources available to the researcher are two basic factors which have
limited the study. Also, since the fighting among some of the warring factions
had not completely ceased at the time the material was collected, it was not
possible to interview the rebel group leadership or the interim government
officials. Further, some government officials in the region failed to talk to this
writer because of what they considered the "sensitivity" of the topic.

Furthermore, the event is a current one and a final solution has not yet
been found. Therefore, it is reasonable to believe that large quantities of
pertinent information are beyond our reach because they are being held at

various administrative levels.
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Though some effort will be made to compare the ECOWAS's intervention
with existing models, this dissertation will be largely descriptive. Description will
not be undertaken for its own sake, however. Kaplan is of the view that
“descriptions themselves could be explanatory since the ‘how’ will end up giving
us a ‘why’ instead of a ‘what.'*® He further opines that an explanation may
be said to be a concentrated description doing its work not by invoking
something beyond what might be described, but by putting one fact or law into

relation with others.'"’

This case study will be compared with others already
completed. Hopefully any description in the course of the study will enable the

reader to understand the "why."

Summary of the Remainder of Dissertation

Chapter |l briefly summarizes the historical background of Liberia, the
decline of the Americo-Liberian political dynasty of the True Whig Party (TWP)
and the so-called Liberian “colonial revolution" led by Master Sergeant Samuel
Doe. It terminated the first republic’s government, of, by, and for the few
(oligarchy).

In Chapter il some Qf the main causes of the civil conflict are briefly
discussed. There was discontent with Doe because of such things as a

supposedly harsh economic situation, his administrative inexperience, and the

'*°A. Kaplan, The Conduct of Inquiry; Methodology for Behavior Science
(San Francisco, CA: Candler Publishing Co., 1964), p. 329.

“ibid.
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executions and retirements of some of the seventeen original colleagues with
whom he came to power in 1980. Since Doe lacked administrative experience,
it is argued that he "was obliged to absorb much information in learning how to
play the role of chief executive, a position for which he had little background
before 1980."'*® Concerning executions and retirements, Doe is said to have
had five of the seventeen coup plotters who overthrew Tolbert's government in
1980 executed a year later on charges of plotting against the head of state,
whereas four others who were capable of adversely influencing the troops were
retired from active duty with the armed forces.'*®

Also Doe’s "new society" and the rapid dwindling of support for his 1980
coup d’état will be examined. Doe desired to return the country to civilian
government but nevertheless formed his own party. This development and its
consequences will be examined. The chapter ends with an examination of how
political opposition intensified into civil conflict and later civil war.

Chapter IV analyzes the effects of the civil conflict on Liberia and the West
African region. It covers the killing of Liberian civilians and others from the
region caught in the civil war. The refugee problem which led to famine is also
examined in this chapter. The question of recruitment and involvement of

dissident soldiers from other countries of the region, and the support given by

"H. D. Nelson, Liberia, A Country Study (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 3rd ed., 1984), p. xxx.

"S1bid., p. xxi.
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some countries to a warring faction involved in the civil war is also discussed in
Chapter IV.

Chapter V is devoted to the analysis of the intervention by ECOWAS.
Here, major aspects of ECOWAS are highlighted including the decision-making
process which led to the formation of the mediation group. This group in turn
formed the ECOWAS Monitoring Group (ECOMOG). The mandate given
ECOMOG is examined. The participating countries will be analyzed as will the
opposition by some members of ECOWAS to the intervention.

In Chapter VI ECOMOG'’s attempt at intervention is discussed. The
chapter focuses on the outcome of the intervention including the assassination
of President Doe by a rebel faction, the halting of fighting among rebel groups
owing to ECOMOG’s presence in Monrovia and the constitution of an interim
government. The chapter also focuses on the past, present and future aspects
of the intervention, both short and long term. It will be argued that as a result
of ECOMOG’s intervention, the following developments took place: The
massacre of citizens ceased; some refugees have returned to Liberia; a cease-
fire has been signed and respected; a Peace conference has been held and an
interim government has ever been organized. In its latest assembly, the Peace
conference reconstituted and expanded the Interim government and mandated
elections supervised by ECOWAS and other international observers.
Additionally, the long-term effect of the intervention on regional stability is

examined.
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Furthermore, the chapter covers the discussions of the Extra-ordinary
Summit, the Tripartite Consultative Meeting, the 1991 Abuja Summit, the 1992
Dakar Summit and all the ECOWAS Mediation Committee Mini-Summits. The
chapter ends with the later developments including how Taylor's NPFL initiated
new hostilities in the outskirts of Monrovia, ECOMOG reaction to these new
hostilities and the United Nations endorsement of the ECOWAS peace pian and
appointment of an envoy to Liberia.

Chapter VI, the final chapter, considers how the ECOWAS intervention in
Liberia compares with other interventions on the African continent and makes
some observations about how more effective interventions might be carried out

there in the future.




CHAPTER I
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF LIBERIA
Introduction

In this chapter we shall discuss very briefly the historical background of
modern Liberia. The people are divided into two principal groups; namely, the
indigenous Africans comprising sixteen tribal or ethnic groups and the
descendants of black settlers from the Western Hemisphere called Americo-
Liberians. The latter provided most of the country’s political leadership until
1980. An attempt will then be made to concisely examine the decline of the
over one hundred years of uninterrupted rule of the Americo-Liberian political
dynasty of the True Whig Party (TWP). A further purpose of this chapter will be
to briefly discuss the last two TWP oligarchy administrations and their attempted
minor reforms aimed at including Liberia’s indigenous population in the political
and economic life of Liberia. In so doing we will (1) examine in brief Tubman’s
administration, 1944-71 and (2) Tolbert’s administration, 1971-80. Furthermore,
we shall discuss Liberia’s so-called "colonial revolution” carried out by some
indigenous African noncommissioned officers (NCOs) in the Liberian army, led
by Master Sergeant Samuel Doe, which toppled Tolbert’s government and

ended the 133 year old Americo-Liberian dynasty.
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Brief Historical Background of Liberia Indicating Ethnic Locations

The sixteen "tribes" of indigenous Africans are said to have migrated to
the vicinity of their present location in modern Liberia from the savannah region
of Africa between the 12th and 16th centuries. Therefore, before the black
freedmen (freed slaves) from the New World arrived in Liberia, initially between
1820 and 1865, the indigenous Africans had already established their
settlements. Furthermore, the Portuguese had arrived from Europe in the
second half of the 15th century and had begun to trade with the Africans in
both pepper and ivory, and later in slaves.

The American Colonization Society was founded in the United States-of
America in 1816 as a benevolent society. Among its objectives was assisting in
the repatriation of former American slaves to the coast of West Africa. The first
settlement was founded at Cape Mesurado which had been obtained by Eli
Ayres and Robert Stockton from the rulers of the Mahnbahn and Dei.! It is
said that "the territory the black settlers initially acquired from the indigenous
Africans living there was purchased for six firearms, one keg of gunpowder,
three pairs of shoes, a barrel of rum, a box of beads, and various other

ll2

consumer items."= The first major armed conflict between the repatriates and

the indigenous people took place just a year after the former had established a

'D. E. Dunn and S. E. Holsoe, Historical Dictionary of Liberia (Metuchen,
NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1985), p. xii.

?H. D. Nelson (Ed.), Liberia--A Country Study (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1985), p. xxiii.




52

permanent settlement at Cape Mesurado. It resulted from the desire of the
tribal peoples to resist any Americo-Liberian trade and the penetration of
political influence into the interior during the early half of the 18th century. To
avoid such conflicts, treaties were concluded between the settlers and the
indigenous rulers. Thus, by treaties of friendship or purchase, by claims based
on journeys of explorations or right of passage, and by conquest, the settlers
claimed a vast area behind the original coastal strip. The first group of
repatriates directly from America established a permanent settlement at Cape
Mesurado in 1822. Owing to the success of the first settlers in Liberia, several
state colonization societies were founded in the United States, which sponsored
settlements of free blacks in Liberia. Thus, more colonists arrived and
established separate colonies. The various settlements amalgamated in a
commonwealth under a new constitution. The name chosen for the new
republic, Liberia, declared that it was "a land of the free," and the motto
inscribed on its official coat of arms proclaimed to all that "The love of liberty
brought us here."

Ironically the motto became meaningful to the minority settlers and their
descendants alone, even though they formed only about 5 percent of the
population of the newly independent state of Liberia in 1847. It is asserted that:

From the outset this increasingly elite group discriminated against

the indigenous Africans, whose presence and freedom in the region

dated from the 12th century. Referred to as "uncivilized" and
"aborigines" who were content to live in a tribal setting in

3Ibid.




accordance with the "primitive" traditions of their ancestors, the

indigenes were treated much in the same manner as were their

counterparts in neighboring African territories colonized by the

European powers. Thus a void was created between the two

elements of Liberia’s population from the very beginning. This gap

was to become a hindrance to the emergence of a sense of

nationalism and would remain a latent source of social unrest and,

ultimately, conflict.*

The Americo-Liberians thus managed to effectively exclude the indigenous
African majority whom they considered “uncivilized" and inferior® from Liberia’s
political and economic life for 133 years.® It is believed that the disuse of the
term or classification Americo-Liberian in official documents and public
discourse from the second half of the 1950s on reflected the disfavor into which
it had fallen during the Tubman era,’following his efforts at national unification
which we shall discuss later on in the chapter.

Like the European powers which disregarded ethnic location and political
affiliation when "dividing" the continent among themselves in 1885 in Berlin, in
"categorizing the indigenous peoples, the Americo-Liberian overlooked or
ignored cultural and linguistic differences on the one hand and existing political

arrangements and indigenous loyalties and identities on the other hand."®

Sixteen major groups have traditionally constituted ethnic Liberia. They include

“Ibid., pp. xxiii-xxiv.
®Ibid., p. 3.

®Ibid., p. xxiv.
“Ibid., p. 88.

®Ibid.
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the Bassa, Dahn (Gio), Dei, Gbandi, Gola, Glebo, Kissi, Kpelle, Krahn (Wee),
Kru, Kuwaa (Belle), Loma, Ma (Mano), Manding (Mandingo), Mende, and Vai.®
Since the Americo-Liberians also live in Liberia, it is right to say that they make
a seventeenth group.'® This group consisted of both returned freed slaves
from the New World and recaptured Africans from the Congo river area.'’ All
these 17 groups together constitute the 13 provinces of the republic.

It will become clear in later chapters that the crisis which developed in
Liberia in December of 1989 leading to a full-fledged civil war initially followed
ethnic lines. The forces loyal to the rebel leader, Charles Taylor, called the
Black Scorpions, killed several civilians from the late President Doe’s Krahn
ethnic group. This was considered a deliberate attempt of Taylor’s loyalists to

massacre civilians from Doe’s tribe. In a retaliatory move, soldiers loyal to the

late president killed several civilians in Monrovia who were from rebel leader

Charles Taylor’s Nimba county. Most of them were from the Gio and Mano
tribes. These killings (Taylor loyalists kiling Krahns, late Doe’s tribesmen and
Doe’s loyalists killing Taylor’s Gio tribesmen) probably were part of the

immediate causes of the civil war, as will become clear.

°D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, Liberia; A National Polity in Transition
(Metuchen, NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1988), p. 29.

Obid.
Ybid.
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The Decline and Termination of the Americo-Liberian Dynasty

From July 26, 1847, when all the independent colonies with the exception
of Maryland amalgamated and issued the Liberian Declaration of Independence
from the American Colonization Society, until the 1980 coup d’etat, the Americo-
Liberians totally monopolized both political and economic power in the country.
Maryland-in-Liberia which originally opted to become an independent republic
later became a county of Liberia in 1857.'2 Liberia clearly became a stratified
nation. The state’s wealth was mostly concentrated in the "upper crust of
repatriate society . . . which hardly exceeded 1 percent of the population."!?

On the other hand, with the exception of the small “civilized" or “civilizing"
middlers and a developing rural bourgeoisie, the rest of the population was very
poor.”* This group included the indigenous mass of rural areas, an ethnically
mixed urban poor and underclass repatriates.'® Therefore, only a very small
portion of the population actually mattered in the so-called "black republic"

Liberians claimed as their own. The way they treated the indigenous Africans,

'?D. E. Dunn and S. E. Holsoe, Historical Dictionary of Liberia (Metuchen,
NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1985), p. xiv.

3D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, Liberia; A National Polity in Transition
(Metuchen, NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1988), p. 39.

“lbid.

Sibid.
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"the Americo-Liberians were, at least until the 1940s, uncomfortably similar to
white minorities that dominated colonial territories elsewhere in Africa."'

However, even within the Americo-Liberian community it was clear that
political power was very much concentrated in a small number of prominent
families which led factions and formed alliances within the True Whig party."”
According to Nelson, "a political career could be enhanced by a wise marriage.
On the other hand, established politicians took promising young men in
‘wardship’, preparing their way for advancement."'® A very unorthodox
situation arose in the True Whig Party. It is said that government jobs and
appointments were owed to a party connection. Therefore, a portion of the
salary of each civil servant and political officeholder was diverted to the party.
Corruption was common and "personal wealth was the byproduct of
involvement in politics rather than entrepreneurship."'®

Furthermore, the foreign business firms which were awarded government
contracts were also expected to contribute some money to the party funds.
Not only that, but they were also requested to employ politically well-connected
Liberians. The public, including highly educated individuals, the unemployed

indigenes, and the underclass repatriates very much resented these actions of

"°H. D. Nelson (Ed.), Liberia--A Country Study (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1985, p. 25.

bid., p. 32.
81hid.
S1bid.
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the True Whig Party, more so when there was open unemployment in the urban
centers, especially in Monrovia. All these factors contributed to the decline of
the party during the post-World War Il era. Meanwhile there was no conscious
efforts on the part of the Americo-Liberian leadership to establish effective
control over the hinterland of Liberia until the 1900s, as a result of lack of
manpower and possibly due to an acute shortage of funds. Liberia was a poor
nation. Until the post World War Il era, its economy was a near-disaster.

One of the reasons usually given for this situation was the government’s inability
to work out modalities for receiving all the money to which it was rightly entitled,
even as early as 1864.2' The True Whig Party came to power in 1870, lost it
and then regained it in 1877. Though the party was initially formed to combat
social discrimination by mulattos and economic policies that seemed to be to
the detriment of non-mulattos,? the discrimination against the indigenous
Africans continued. A "movement to upgrade the status of native Africans
provoked a constitutional crisis in 1900, when President William David Coleman
resigned near the end of his term after the legislature rejected his plan for

extending citizenship to the peoples on the Saint Paul River."®® The President

2G.E.S. Boley, Liberia: The Rise and Fall of the First Republic (New York,
NY: St. Martin’s Press, 1983), p. 32.

2bid.

2D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, Liberia: A National Polity in Transition
(Metuchen, NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1988), p. 48.

2H. D. Nelson (Ed.), Liberia: A Country Study (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1985), p. 35.
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thought this was necessary if the government was to have the natives recognize
its authority in that area. The "Americo-Liberians were intransigent on the
subject of admitting native Africans to greater participation in Liberian political
life, fearing that they would be overwhelmed by their numbers and that the
character of the country would be changed."®* Like the imperial British in
neighboring Sierra Leone, Gold Coast (Ghana) and Nigeria, the Americo-
Liberians under President Arthur Barclay adopted a policy of Indirect rule of the
hinterland in 1907. However, indirect rule became an instrument used to
deprive the indigenous Africans of full citizenship in the land of their birth.

These indigenous people were regarded as corporate members of their
respective groups rather than as individual citizens of Liberia.?® The treatment
of the native Africans by the Americo-Liberians caught the attention of the world,
particularly after the "sale of labor" was revealed in 1905. This practice became
a very lucrative business for the Americo-Liberians, at times including
government officials, who were engaged in it. According to Nelson:

[iJn 1905 Liberia agreed to supply workers on contract and German

ships were chartered to carry them to Fernando Po. The

agreement was formalized in a treaty between Liberia and Spain

signed in 1914. Under its terms, Liberian contractors were paid a

fee for each worker sent to Fernando Po, and wages accumulated

over the two-year period of the worker’s contract were deposited in

gold in Monrovia to be paid in local currency when he returned to
Liberia.?®

*Ibid.
SIbid., p. 37.
#|bid., p. 43.
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The League of Nations, had to intervene before this practice ceased.
This development probably contributed to the decline of the True Whig Party.
In the 1930s new political parties began to emerge. The Unity Whig Party
appeared in 1935, various elements assumed the name People’s Party in the
1930s and 1940s, the United People’s Party appeared in 1950, the Reformation
Party in 1951 and the Independent True Whig Party in 1955.2" Thus, the
relative stability, which had characterized Liberia’s internal politics under the
True Whig Party, for more than a century after it was returned to power in 1878,
began to be shaken. Its monopoly was eroding. It should be noted that some
of the new parties contained both Americo-Liberians and indigenous Africans.
Some of them were sensitive to popular feeling among indigenous Africans and
were willing to let them participate fully in the political life of the country. Such
developments probably motivated Tubman to adopt the "unification of the
country" by integrating the Americo-Liberian and tribal groups, as one of the
planks in his platform, which will be discussed in the next section of this

chapter.

The Last Two True Whig Party Oligarchy Administrations

and the Minor Political Reforms

By the early 1940s the True Whig Party leadership was troubled by strong

resentment among the indigenous Africans concerning their exclusion from the

ZD. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, Liberia: A National Polity in Transition
(Metuchen, NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1988), p. 54.
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political and economic life of Liberia. Therefore, "in an apparent attempt to
restore national unity, the incumbent President, Barclay, decided to bring into
the national political arena a relatively unknown politician, William V. S. Tubman,
from the "leeward" (i.e., eastern coastal) county of Maryland."® Thus, for the
first time since the True Whig Party came to power in 1878, an "outsider" or a
"non-Monrovia-based" leader, who did not have so-called "requisite family
connections necessary at that time for a successful career in politics,"®® was
nominated and elected President. The presidencies of Tubman and his
successor, Tolbert, were in many ways transitional. However, each sustained
the True Whig Party tradition of government by a privileged core, but it was
tempered by a periphery admitted with circumspection.*

Barclay played a very significant role in ensuring that Tubman became the
True Whig Party’s nominee for president. It is argued that he supported
Tubman’s candidacy over that of C. L. Simpson’s, whose credentials for the
Presidency were unmatched by any candidate under consideration not only to
promote unity but also for other obvious reasons. It is said that Barclay "felt his
chances of continuing to wield influence and exercise control would be greater

in a government headed by the ‘littte known’ and ‘non-Monrovia-based’

%®G.E.S. Boley, Liberia: The Rise and Fall of the First Republic (New York,
NY: St. Martin’s Press, 1983), p. 61.
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30D, E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, Liberia: A National Polity in Transition
(Metuchen, NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1988), p. 57.
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Tubman."*' On the other hand, he was of the opinion that Simpson who
came from a well connected family was not likely to succumb to any sort of
manipulation.®* Simpson ended up becoming Tubman’s Vice-presidential
candidate. The May 4, 1943, election was often described as unfair and
brazenly corrupt.3® William V. S. Tubman became the president of Liberia on

January 3, 1944.

Tubman’s Administration 1944-71

William Vacanarat Shadrach Tubman was the 19th president (1944-71),
the first from outside the Montserrado county (Monrovia area). His inaugural
" address clearly reflected what he considered to be the main problems facing
him. He announced that the spirit of his administration would be one of "No
Reprisals; No Pay-Backs; No Get-Even With" and urged that Liberians should
"let the dead past bury the dead."* President Tubman was said to have

further declared that "We shall engage in and strive at the assimilation and

%G.E.S. Boley, Liberia: The Rise and Fall of the First Republic (New York,
NY: St. Martin’s Press, 1983), p. 62.
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unification of our various population composing the body politic. Liberia must
be a place for all Liberians to live alike--all to stand equally privileged,
responsible and protected by like administration of the law."®

His new program was aimed at closing the social and political gaps that
existed between the Americo-Liberian elite and the rest of the country. Tubman
further made proposals which were aimed at developing Liberia socially and
economically into a modern state. Thus, "The ‘Open Door Policy’
recommended in 1930 by the International Commission of Inquiry was seriously
pursued by Tubman'in the mid-1950s."*® This meant that the Liberian
economy was to be stimulated by foreign investment in both mining and
plantation agriculture. It is widely argued that the twin pillars of Tubman’s
program were The Unification Policy, directed towards social and political
integration of all Liberians, and his Open Door Policy, designed to attract foreign
capital to Liberia.¥”

President Tubman “for the first time in the history of Liberia installed
representatives "of aboriginal Liberians in the Legislature of the country."®

This was a very significant gain for the indigenous population who, for no less

%Guannu (Ed.), p. 311; Boley (1983), p. 64.
%Boley (1983), p. 64.

¥H. D. Nelson (Ed.), Liberia--A Country Study (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1985), p. 47.
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than a century, had been taxed to support the government in which they were
never represented.®® Also the President directed that the outlying provinces
be formed into counties. This move entitled the inhabitants to the rights and
privileges hitherto reserved for the citizens of the original five coastal counties.

Not only was President Tubman concerned about the neglect of the
indigenous population, he was also worried about the exclusion of the female
citizens from political life. Therefore, during the early years of his presidency,
female citizens 21 years of age and over were granted suffrage.*

These reforms made the old guard, which dominated party councils
unhappy. They had wanted to resist the new forces of nationalism that were
brewing in Africa by isolating the tribal population from change and allowing as
little new foreign influence as possible, including economic development that
might upset the established order.*' The president, however, was said to
have argued that reform was the best means of preserving the status of the
Americo-Liberians. Ironically, he had opted for political reform not for its own
sake but rather "to prevent radical movements from emerging among young

Americo-Liberians, as well as among tribal Africans,"*? by redressing "some of

Flbid.
“bid.
“'Nelson (1985), p. 48.
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the more obvious grievances before they became serious issues threatening the

country’s stability."*

National unification. National unification which was widely associated with
Tubman had been a concern of previous administrations even prior to the
country’s independence but none had pursued it vigorously as Tubman did.

He wanted to break down the barriers between the Americo-Liberian community
and tribal Africans by opening the way for the latter to participate in the public
life of the country.** Explaining his policy, Tubman said, “Unification, as |
perceived it, is the practical application of thinking and living on a national rather
than a parochial, benighted basis."*® It should, however, be noted that

suffrage was not extended to every tribal African of the appropriate age but only
to those who were property holders and those who paid the "hut" tax. Because
he extended the vote to more indigenous Africans in the hinterland than ever
before, his accession to power "is popularly supposed to have marked a turning
point in Liberian history. . . ."*® Furthermore, Tubman, more than any of his
predecessors, appointed tribal Africans to both political and civil service
positions.

In summary, Tubman is said to have:

BIbid.
“Ibid., pp. 48-49.
“Ibid., p. 49.

“A. A. Mazrui and M. Tidy, Nationalism and New States in Africa (London:
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veritably blazed the trail in such vital areas as inaugurating universal

adult suffrage in 1946 (even if there remained the property

qualification), more extensively employed ethnic arithmetic in the

authoritative allocation of political values and rewards, and

rearranged in 1964 the political subdivisions of the country in a way

that brought the old hinterland areas on par with the coastal

counties.*’

Those who were co-opted into the mainstream Liberian political system were
"used to advertise the advantages of assimilation through unification."*® In a
further attempt to end social, political and economic discrimination against the
indigenous population, terms like "Americans," "colonists," "settlers," "Americo-
Liberians," "citizens," and "civilized" elements on the one hand; and "natives,"
"savages," "heathens," "aborigines," "country people," "uncivilized element," and
"indigenous Liberians" on the other, which were used for the repatriates and the
tribal Africans, respectively, were officially abolished.*

Despite all these reforms, the political power in the country still remained
in the hands of the small coastal Americo-Liberian elite. We, therefore, tend to
agree with the authorities who argue that "what Tubman was attempting to do
was to blur the distinction between tribal Africans and Americo-Liberians without

altering the rules that would permit the latter to maintain their dominant role."®

In an effort to acquire more money to carry out his unification program, Tubman

Ibid.
“Nelson, p. 50.
*Dunn and Holse, pp. 178-79.

*®Nelson, p. 50.
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instituted an "Open Door" economic policy which he hoped would attract foreign

investors to Liberia. To this topic we turn next.

Open Door Policy. Historically, the Open Door Policy is said to date back
to 1871, when Liberia searched for its first foreign loan following a decline in
cdmmercial trading houses and plantation agriculture. It is further asserted that
“the Firestone loan of 1926 marked a significant development in the evolution of
the policy for it effectively ended the traditional hesitations born of suspicion to
welcome foreign investment."' The policy is, however, very widely associated
with the Tubman administration since he pursued it vigorously and achieved
tremendous success. President Tubman thought his unification program might
not be meaningful without appropriate economic development which would
benefit all Liberians. Since Liberia did not have any capital reserves, Tubman
felt the best way he could develop the interior was to attract foreign investors.
In his inaugural address in 1944, Tubman stated, "We shall encourage the
investment of foreign capital in the development of the resources of the country,
preferably on a partnership basis, and we shall accord to investors the
necessary protection and fairness of treatment.”®® The President pursued this
program with vigor because he was eager to attract foreign capital from many
sources which could in turn help to diversify the economy. He rightly

anticipated that the new policy would also open the untapped interior of the

*'Dunn and Holse, pp. 134-35.
*2Quoted in Ibid., p. 135.
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country to foreign investment. Tubman hoped that such investment would lead
to the construction of roads, railways, and port facilities to serve the mining and
lumbering areas. Tubman’s Open Door Policy program succeeded. By the
early 1960s as many as 25 major foreign firms had been registered and were
investing and operating in Liberia, whereas when his administration took office
only one (Firestone Plantations Company) was in operation.>®

The President is said to have "prophesied" that investment from abroad
would strike the rock of our natural resources so that abundant revenue may
gush forth."** The foreign investments which were both diversified and
located at various places in the country had a tremendous impact on the
hinterland. According to Lowenkopf:

In 1945, Liberia had no paved or hard-surfaced roads and only 206

miles of “unimproved" roads, mostly in poor condition. By 1962,

paved and surfaced roads totaled nearly 800 miles; and by 1969

there were 1,200 miles of hard-surfaced roads, bringing the total

road mileage to nearly 3,000. Foreign concessions had

constructed some 300 miles of these all-weather roads, many

sections of which were open to pubilic traffic, such as Firestone’s

paved roads which give access to Robertsfield International Airport.

All the iron mines have constructed rail lines to the coast which are

sometisn;es used to carry passengers and goods other than for the
mines.

®bid.; Nelson, pp. 51-52.
*Nelson, p. 52.

%M. Lowenkopf, Palitics in Liberia (Stanford, CA: Institution Press, Stanford
University, 1973), p. 75.




Apart from the road and railroad constructions, the investors also
committed themselves to the provision of schools, health facilities and housing
for their numerous employees and their families.*® Thus, besides the revenue
generated by the Tubman administration, the concessionaires also supported
and contributed a lot to the administration’s social programs, especially,
universal primary education. More importantly, the many foreign concessions
brought employment opportunities to both the repatriates and tribal Africans.
Thus, many native Africans in the interior now earned considerable income.
Foreign investment was seen as a means by which higher incomes and
improved social services could be made available without imposing austerities
and heavy taxes on the small elite ruling class.”” As long as the president
was able to preserve the standard of living of the Americo-Liberians, the latter
supported the reforms being carried out in the hinterland. On the whole, the
Liberian leadership maintained a political system which served the interests of
their class, even though the inferior political status® of the hinterland was
supposedly ended in 1964.

In addition to the successes of the Open Door Policy in bringing private
firms to Liberia, the government also received a boost from the United States
government for its economic development program. The United States

economic mission to Liberia helped with the construction of roads, health

*®Nelson, p. 52.
*Ibid., p. 51.
*Ibid., p. 60.




69

facilities, schools, communications infrastructure and municipal buildings.>®
Thus, both foreign government aids and private firms contributed significantly in
the promotion of economic development in Liberia and helped the Tubman
administration achieve new economic prosperity.

Probably the successes in implementing both his National Unification and
Open Door policies coupled with his leadership skills extended Tubman’s era to
more than a quarter of a century. He died in 1971 while serving his seventh
term in office. Because of the increased economic prosperity of Liberia in the
1950s and the early 1960s, there was rapid development in the interior.
Numerous primary schools and health centers were established in the villages.
Roads and bridges were built where none had existed before.® During the
1960s, travel between Monrovia, the capital, and the interior was no longer the
ordeal that it used to be.®' Furthermore, commerce and intercommunication
had become easier, and as a result the President’s goal of unifying the settlers
or the Westernized elite on the coast and the tribal population of the interior into
one Liberian nation had become a reality by the end of his era.®® Tubman’s
presidency can be regarded as falling into three periods. According to

Lowenkopf:
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The first was a period of consolidation, from 1944 to 1955, during
which time Tubman successfully supplanted certain elements of the
old elite with people personally and politically loyal to himself, and
centralized power in central government institutions against local
foci of power and loyalties. The second, from 1956 to 1966, was a
period of modernization of the economy and social institutions.
Thanks to foreign investment, the economy developed
astronomically, mobilizing great numbers of Liberians for work on
plantations, at mines and in the cities; this, in turn, produced the
need for a more modern institutional framework for the participation
of tribal Liberians in economic and poilitical institutions and in the
government. The third period from roughly 1966 to Tubman’s
death in 1971 was characterized by retrenchment: the "old man,"
faced by an economic recession, fiscal stringency, and old and new
opponents, appeared to wish to slow down political

development.®

Tubman’s long reign and the fact that at times, he faced re-election

unopposed does not mean that there was no opposition to his regime. We turn

to this matter and the end of his era in the next section.

Opposition and the end of Tubman’s era. Opposition to Tubman’s

administration came from both the Westernized and tribal populations. In the
early years of his administration, some of the Westernized elites became
concerned about how much foreign investment was appropriate, as well as how
far to pursue his African assimilation program. In 1955 former president, Edwin
Barclay, who had helped the "little" known Tubman win the True Whig Party’s
presidential nomination in 1942, ran égainst the incumbent. Barclay ran as the

candidate of the Independent True Whig Party which "charged that the Tubman

®)_owenkopf, p. 46; Dunn and Tarr, p. 61.
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administration had seen ‘the structure of public morality, financial integrity, and
social welfare--being ruthlessly torn down.”

Tubman did not tolerate any expressions of the new African "nationalism
that sought to incorporate pan-Africanist sentiment with tribal consciousness in
Liberia.%® Still some tribal Africans like the people of Sasstown resisted
government authority."® Some university students became both
antigovernment and antiforeign agitators. Furthermore, discontent is said to
have surfaced in Liberia’s armed forces where a majority of the soldiers were
from tribal backgrounds. For instance, it has been reported that there were a
series of plots to kill the president and overthrow the government between 1963
and 1970. Of more importance to our study is the ethnic background of the
implicated officers. Records show that “all of those involved in the attempts
against Tubman’s life were of tribal baékground, but their actions were
interpreted as representing a discontent among small cliques of officers rather
than an indication of their affiliation with a large ethnic or political movement."”
On one occasion P_resident Tubman disclosed that a 1963 coup d’etat attempt
by the Acting Commander of the Liberian National Guard, Colonel Y. D.
Thompson, along with several indigenous tribe members of the Grebo, Vai, and

Kru, was linked to an alleged plot of the previous year involving students from

®Dunn and Tarr, p. 63.
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several colleges.® Furthermore, in 1966, following widespread labor strikes,
the President announced the near occurrence of yet another coup.®® Again,
in 1968, the administration is reported to have arrested and tried a former
Ambassador, Mr. Edwin Fahnbullah, for treason on the grounds that he had
attempted to mount a tribal movement aimed at overthrowing Americo-Liberian
rule, thus providing a lesson in the futility of conspiratorial politics based on
imagined tribal solidarity.”® The fear of tribal discontent later proved to be
well-founded when Tubman’s successor was overthrown in a coup d’etat in
1980. Furthermore, the ethnic factor has persisted and has obviously played an
important role in the current civil war which has resulted in ECOWAS
intervention.

The final phase of Tubman’s administration saw a slowdown in political

and economic developments. It is asserted that Tubman’s era started to fade

during the late 1960s. Some observers contend that the period from 1966 until
his death in 1971 was characterized by economic stagnation and political
retrenchment.”’ At this point Tubman was reported to have faced severe
difficuities resulting from "economic recession, fiscal stringency and an

increasingly. assertive opposition."”? it should be noted that the opposition to
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the regime at this period "consisted not only of the aborigines, dissatisfied with
the slow progress grudgingly allowed them, but also largely . . . of . . . the
youth, the future leaders of Liberia, disillusioned and embit;ered by the cynicism
and hypocrisy evidenced by public officials in connection with the trial of
Ambassador Fahnbulleh.””® Shortly after winning his seventh presidential
election, Tubman went to a London hospital for treatment. The longest-serving
Liberian president, the man who had been called the "Maker of Modern
Liberia,"™ died abruptly in London on July 23, 1971. The Vice-President,
Tolbert, was immediately sworn in as provisional President. He announced that
he would follow his predecessor’s pblicies during the six months of his
provisional presidency.” It was the view of many that even though the
transition was superficially smooth, ‘it was not without its undercurrents of

political maneuverings which continued well into the Tolbert presidency."™

Tolbert's Administration 1971-1980
The constitution provided that Tolbert should complete the unexpired
period of Tubman’s tenure.” However, before his six month interim term as

provisional president was over, Tolbert had managed to get the Congress to
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pass a constitutional amendment which made him the country’s president for a
full four-year term in his own right. On his accession to the presidency, Tolbert
announced that Liberian society was "unwholesome."”® Therefore, his
administration first and foremost concerned itself with creating a "wholesome
functioning society."™ Describing this concept, "wholesome functioning
society," Tolbert stated that he wanted to create "a society which shall require
the total dynamic and individual involvement of every Liberian, and of all within
our borders for an ever-spiraling advancement of productivity and
achievement."®® He further declared in his acceptance speech that "his
domestic policy would seek to broaden the base of popular participation in the
government in an effort to overcome the historic cleavages in the national
society."8!

However, the monopoly of both political and economic powers that had
been enjoyed by the Americo-Liberian elite since 1847 remained intact. Despite
previous attempts at liberalization of the Liberian society, the fact remained that
the upper levels of both the government and the economy were still controlled
by about a dozen interrelated Americo-Liberian families.® Still by the end of

1972, Tolbert’s new cabinet reflected Liberian geography better than any
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previous one. His first full cabinet was described as having “its roots in ‘the
various segments of society,’ reducing by a little Montserrado’s historical
dominance of key government positions."®® Furthermore, Tolbert encouraged
all appointed public officials to show concern for the poor and underprivileged.
He indicated that he wanted to guarantee opportunities for all.?*

Tolbert reorganized and pared down the Civil Service, thereby eliminating
unnecessary waste of funds. He also declared war on corruption but met with
little success in that area. Available evidence showed that:

. . . the Tolbert administration failed to bring corruption under

control. High officials committed fraud in the letting of government

contracts, involved themselves in questionable real estate

acquisition, charged personal expenses to government accounts,

used government property for private use, evaded taxes and

customs fees, and engaged in other illegal practices.®
Furthermore, charges of nepotism emerged. Several members of the
president’s extended family as well as long-time family friends held posts in the
cabinet or in the civil or foreign services. Furthermore, other relatives and
friends also held party positions or directorships in foreign companies because

of political influence and favoritism.® Probably nepotism and favoritism

contributed to the fact that the president’s leadership in the True Whig Party,
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was never as secured as his predecessor’s, despite the fact that Tolbert was
from the Montserrado county. Not only was the president’s leadership of his
party not very secured, but also his popularity among the tribal Africans was not

very solid.

Tolbert faces opposition: self-help groups formed. Political opposition to

the Tolbert administration became diverse, vocal and well organized a few years
after he took office. The first plot to overthrow his administration came from
within the government. It was reported on March 28, 1973, that the Assistant
Minister of Defense for Coast Guard Affairs, Prince Brown, had been arrested
together with two lieutenant-colonels for plotting to overthrow the government.
Despite their denials at a treason trial, the three were sentenced and hanged on
June 29 of the same year.¥” Notwithstanding such punishment, there was still
strong open opposition to the Tolbert regime from student associations and
other voluntary organizations. By the close of the 1970s two influential self-help
groups, the Movement for Justice in Africa (MOJA) and the Progressive Alliance
of Liberians (PAL) led by Togba Na Tipoteh and Gabriel Baccus Matthews,
respectively, had emerged.®® They organized public demonstrations against

the regime.

The PAL and the April rice riot. In April, 1979, a proposed rise in the

price of rice designed to help farmers and boost rice production resulted in a
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protest march in Monrovia. A peaceful demonstration had been planned, but it
turned sour. About 2,000 MOJA members on April 14 marched to the
Executive Mansion, the seat of administration. Tens of thousands of
unemployed people and others referred to as "backstreet boys," joined the
demonstration and "quickly transformed the orderly procession into an orgy of
destruction."®® Thus,

widespread looting of retail stores and rice warehouses occurred

during the so-called Rice Riots, and damage to private property was

estimated to have exceeded $40 million. Troops were called in to

reinforce hard-pressed police units in the capital. In 12 hours of

violence in the city’s streets, at least 40 demonstrators and rioters

were killed by ill-trained policemen, and more than 500 were injured.

Hundreds more were arrested, and police were ordered to storm

PAL headquarters.®

The PAL leadership was held responsible for the destruction done. Even
though the Minister of Agriculture, Ms. Chenoweth, admitted publicly that she
had erred in proposing the price rise which led to her replacement, several PAL
leaders and other political dissidents were rounded up. Furthermore, a
university in Monrovia, supposedly a base for student opposition to the
government, was closed.

An amnesty was, however, granted in June 1979 on the eve of an OAU

summit which was held in Monrovia. All the remaining people who were still

held in connection with the April rioting were released and the university was

®Ibid., pp. 256-57; ibid., p. 66.
“Nelson, p. 66.
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reopened.’’ These acts did not, however, end the opposition the Tolbert
regime faced. The president, at this point, had become "increasingly
ultrasensitive to personal criticism."® It was reported that his efforts at
reforms were also being impeded by his own party members, especially the
traditionalists. As a result of this opposition from the Old Guard Whig
leadership within the party, only a few meaningful changes took place. Most of
the ruling elite remained indifferent to the plight of the ordinary people. The
president was encouraged by the leaders of the Masonic Order, the repository
of community ideals and the symbol of Americo-Liberian solidarity,* to deal
harshly and convincingly with dissidents.** This further limited the reform
process. Since the reforms which had been made by both Tolbert and his
predecessor did not go far enough to meet the aspirations of the native
Africans, the latter’s support for Doe’s coup d’etat was massive.

The political atmosphere in Liberia never became the same again after the
Rice Riots. In the "Year of Ferment between the Rice Riots and the April 12
Coup, PAL leaders and the Tolbert regime engaged in a bizarre sort of chess

game."®® The regime tightened its grip trying to stifle any potential sources of
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unrest. Several repressive political decisions were made. "A new ministry
responsible for internal security was set up, operating under extraordinary
powers granted by the Sedition Law."* In addition, Labor legislation was
enacted in October of 1979 which provided that anyone guilty of illegal

stoppage of work was liable to both prosecution and loss of employment.%”

MOJA operations. Apart from the PAL, the MOJA was also castigated by
Tolbert for its so-called "unhealthy agitation."® It seems that MOJA was very
much concerned with changing Liberian society as a whole. MOJA tried to stay
out of provocative challenges to the Tolbert administration. MOJA’s goals
included seeking "a more dramatic restructuring of Liberian society and a more
significant redefinition of national culture than was true of PAL. Its program
included nationalization of major economic enterprises, confiscation of the iliegal
land holdings of the Whig oligarchy, and punishment of corruption."®®

Another political development which made the Tolbert administration
uncomfortable was the mayoral election in Monrovia, in which Dr. Amos
Sawyer, a MOJA member, ran as an Independent candidate against the True

Whig candidate. This was the first opposition to the True Whig Party in twenty

years. Amos Sawyer became so popular with the electorate that the election

%Nelson, p. 67.
Ybid.

%L iebenow, p. 176.
*Ibid.
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had to be rescheduled to June 1980 in order to cool down tempers. The
government had mentioned property qualification for voters. Tolbert was able
to persuade the legislature to approve a constitutional amendment abolishing
the property clause.'® Even though MOJA remained a self-help group until

the 1980 coup, its counter-part, the PAL transformed itself into a party.

Self-help group transforms itself into a political party. The Progressive
Alliance of Liberians (PAL) which had hitherto been operating like MOJA as a
voluntary self-help organization sought to transform itself by registering as a
legal political party. lts objective was to end the de facto one-party system. |t
is argued that the PAL was committed to destabilize the Tolbert regime.’®' Al
attempts were made by The True Whig Party administration “to block PAL’s
efforts to meet the legal requirements for registration."’® It was only after
PAL had threatened to demonstrate in the streets that its registration as the
Progressive People’s Party (PPP) was accepted in January, 1980 by the
President. The leadership of the newly formed party then precipitated a further
crisis.

There is speculation as to whether the PPP’s action was a

calculated effort to hasten the pace of political change or whether it

was a spur of the moment decision of Matthews to placate his own

followers who were hungry for concrete, immediate resuilts to
sustain their enthusiasm for PPP. In any event, during the course

®Nelson, p. 67.
19"Dunn and Tarr, p. 80.

192 jebenow, p. 175.
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of a late evening rally on 7 March 1980, Matthews urged the

assembled to march on the Executive Mansion for an audience with

Tolbert. The latter happened to be up-country at the time. Failing

to have an instant audience, Matthews then called upon the country

to observe a general strike the next day to force Tolbert’s

resignation from the presidency instead of having to wait until

1983.'%

This call for a general strike failed to receive support from the other
known self-help group, the Movement for Justice in Africa (MOJA). As a matter
of fact it is said that MOJA distanced itself from this general strike call. Its
leader, Dr. Tipoteh, is quoted as having "characterized it as ‘at best infantile and
rather ridiculous,’ even though some army personnel were reportedly
sympathetic."'® At this point the PPP leaders, including both Matthews and
Chea Cheapoo, were arrested and detained under the Sedition Law. Tolbert
banned the PPP. Apart from the two leaders, thirty-six other dissidents were
also arrested to be trialed on charges of treason and sedition. A trial date was
set for April 14, the first anniversary of the Rice Riots in Monrovia.'®
However, the PPP dissidents and other political prisoners were released from

jail when "a successful coup plot led to the April 12, 1980, assassination of the

president, the overthrow of his nine-year-old government, and thus the ending

Sibid.
'%Nelson, p. 68.
"ibid.; Liebenow, pp. 175-76.
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of 103 years of . . . True Whig Party rule and 133 years of Liberia’s first

republic."'%®

The Colonial Revolution of 1980

The year between the Rice Riot and the "Colonial Revolution was a time
of great uncertainty for the True Whig Party government. There is no doubt
that Tolbert followed his predecessor’s two major policies of unification and
promotion of foreign economic investments. However, unlike Tubman, he met
with very serious resistance from the hard-liners, especially to abolishing the
"property clause" (for voting purposes) and to allowing open opposition. Some
members of the tribal groups had now become literate, many were in the army,
and all had higher expectations. They realized that the president had made few
meaningful changes. Only limited economic progress had taken place. it was
also seen that the elite remained indifferent to the plight of the ordinary people,
as well as allegations of government’s corruption and maladministration. The
enlisted men in the Armed Forces of Liberia, most of whom were tribal Africans
realized that there was no justice in the country. It was no surprise, therefore,
when on April 12, 1980, some seventeen non-commissioned officers led by a
Master Sergeant Samuel Kanyon Doe, staged a successful coup d’etat. The
coup leaders entered the Executive Mansion where they killed Tolbert and over
two dozen other occupants, most of whom were Tolbert’s security personnel.

A military government, People’s Redemption Council (PRC), was immediately

'%Quoted in D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 82.
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set up with Doe as chairman. Among the initial actions taken was the release
of political prisoners some of whom were appointed to cabinet positions.

In his first Policy Statement on April 14, the new Head of State, Sergeant
Doe, reiterated that the coup was "“most necessary,’ because of ‘uncontrolled
corruption’; failure of the deposed government to be meaningfully responsive to
the problems of the Liberian masses; as well as its disregard of ‘the civil,
human and constitutional rights of the Liberian people.™'%” In the words of Ali
Mazrui and Tidy:

Among the first actions of the People’s Redemption Council were

the confiscation of the property and bank assets of True Whig

leaders, the release of hundreds of political and other prisoners and

their replacement by many members of the Tolbert administration,

the raising of the minimum level of wages to $200 per month,

imposition of a general price freeze, cuts in rents, abolition of the

rural "hut" tax and doubling of pay for army privates. Thus the

Liberian coup was a reform coup, and a revolution at the same

time. 108

The coup enjoyed considerable initial popularity among the masses,

especially in Monrovia, the capital. What then were the main causes which led

to a civil conflict a few years later? This is the topic of the next chapter.

YIbid., p. 94.
1%Mazrui and Tidy, p. 257.




CHAPTER Il

THE GENESIS AND MAIN CAUSES OF THE CIVIL CONFLICT

Introduction

This chapter attempts to examine the factors which led to the public
discontent about Doe’s regime after his short-lived "honeymoon" after the 1980
coup d’état. Attention will be focused on how the economic situation
deteriorated, Doe’s administrative inexperience and the methods he used to
solidify his grip on power. We will also examine Doe’s professed desire to
return the country to civilian administration and the formation of his party which
was accused of rigging and winning both presidential and legislative elections.
Furthermore, we shall examine how political opposition intensified into civil

conflict which later resulted in a civil war.

The Harsh Economic Realities a Few Years After the Coup

The Liberian economy had reached a severe crisis by the time of the
1980 coup. Doe and his compatriots promised the Liberian people that the
People’s Redemption Council (PRC) would restructure it. The seventeen young
noncommissioned officers of the PRC who assumed the reigns of government
desired to improve the economic lot of the masses, but they soon discovered
that bringing economic recovery was not as simple as they had thought. In

fact, their coup d’état probably "exacerbated problems associated with an
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economic situation that had been deteriorating rapidly for a number of years."!

The country faced:

. . . a stagnant domestic economy; a public sector foreign

exchange crisis due to high and accelerating external financial

obligations combined with reduced foreign exchange earnings and

domestic revenue; near fiscal collapse due to large and persisting

uncontrolled budget deficits (estimated at 25% of the budget in the

1985 fiscal year); illiquidity of the National Bank of Liberia (NBL)

caused by government overdrafts; and lack of confidence in the

ability of government to put its fiscal house in order.?
According to Nelson, "the public’s enthusiasm for Tolbert’s overthrow in 1980
began to wane as the military regime appeared unable even to manage--let
alone restructure--the economy any better than had its predecessors.” It was
the opinion of several scholars of Liberian politics that the country needed a
great deal of money in order to restructure its economy which had reached its
lowest point during the early years of the miliary rule, especially in 1983, which
was considered the lowest point in over two decades.* Many Liberians
realistically felt the problems of economic deterioration in the country were so
great that only massive foreign aid could help to resuscitate the country. As

soon as the military took power, one of the measures taken was to raise military

salaries. Private soldiers were said to have been paid $250.00 a month, which

'H. D. Nelson (1985), p. xxix.
%Quoted in D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr (1988), p. 125.
3Ibid.

“Ibid., p. 141.




was more than three times their pre-coup d’état salary. Next, the minimum
salary for government employees was fixed for $200.00 a month. Furthermore,
rents were subsidized for employees living in government housing.’ Doe’s
inefficiency as an administrator became evident in several spheres of Liberian
social and political life. However, it is argued that “it was the economic
instability that proved to be most critical, since it not only affected Liberian
people on a day-to-day basis, but it undermined the confidence that the Doe
regime had enjoyed earlier in the eyes of its overseas financial supporters and
investors."® Both external and internal factors contributed to this economic
hardship. The rise in the price of petroleum products on the world market in
both 1973 and 1979 had adverse effects on all Third World non-oil producing
states. This world oil price hike, therefore, affected numerous countries
including Liberia. There were, therefore, regular petroleum product shortages in
the country. Since much of the country’s scanty foreign exchange was being
used to settle huge oil bills, there were usually shortages of rice (the country’s
stable food) and other basic commodities in the market.”

Apart from the shortages of basic essential commodities and petroleum
products which adversely affected the lives of many Liberians, a large

proportion of the work force was not paid their monthly salaries regularly. For a

®Ibid., p. 219.

®J. G. Liebenow, Liberia-The Quest for Democracy (Bloomington and
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1987), p. 306.

"Ibid., p. 306.
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period of five and one-half months, Liberian teachers as well as many public
servants never received their monthly salaries. Meanwhile, Doe made sure his
"own personal Executive Mansion forces and the Krahn-dominated First
Battalion, which had been a factor in putting down the Quiwonkpa coup"® of
November 12, 1985, were paid regularly. poe’s inability to pay teachers’
salaries resulted in the latter’s strike action which was said to precipitate a
student demonstration of March 8, 1986.° This demonstration resulted in a riot
in Monrovia where many unemployed youths joined in the demonstration. The
rioting was brought under control through a use of brute force.'® Brain drain
was the order of the day since many young, educated professionals left Liberia
for other African countries, the U.S., and Europe to seek "greener pasture”
despite all efforts of the Immigration Department to deny travelers passports
and exit visas. "

Aithough by the close of the 1970s, there was a serious downturn in
Liberia’s economic situation, many experts argue that the military government
compounded the problem immediately after the 1980 coup. It is argued that
the economic and financial problems were compounded when in 1980 Doe’s

administration “"decreed a 100-150 percentage increase in the wages of the

®Ibid.
®Ibid.
bid.
Mibid.
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‘lower-income government workers and soldiers."'? As if that was not enough,
the military government also flooded the ministries with numerbus new
employees. It is asserted that "public service employment mounted from 18,000
in 1979 to 56,000 in 1983.""

The government was unable to cope with the civil and public servants’
sizable salary increases, the domestic debt rose, and capital flight became the
order of the day. It should be recalled that the open policy of the Tubman
administration attracted foreign investors. These investors provided jobs for the
Liberian people and helped to build the infrastructure. However, the Ia.rge
increases in workers’ salaries as well as the breakdown of law and order
following the coup, "stimulated massive capital flight and deterioration in investor
confidence."" Despite all these internal problems, the administration is said to
have spent several million dollars on Doe’s transition to "civilian rule" after the
1985 elections.'® However, soon after his inauguration and without much
"honeymoon," Doe was faced with external problems which he had to deal with.
Immediately following his inauguration in January 1986, the International
Monetary Fund declared “Liberia ineligible to use the special drawing rights and

other resources of the Fund because Liberia had defaulted in payment of the

?D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 126.

*Quoted in D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, pp. 126-27.
“Ibid., p. 127.

13J. G. Liebenow, p. 307.
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$70 million interest on its more than $900 million international indebtedness."'®

Doe’s inability to honor his country’s debt servicing obligation probably resulted
in part from the decline in the nation’s iron ore mining and rubber exports owing
to low demands from the capitalist world. In a desperate reaction to this
international pressure, President Doe decided that the number of government
jobs was to be immediately reduced by 25%. Furthermore, salaries of
government employees were to be slashed on a scale that descended from
25% for higher paid employees to 16.6% for the lowest.'”” Added to these
measures was the privatilization of numerous parastatals which could further
increase the cost of social services in the country despite the 25% reduction in
salaries.”

Besides the pressure from the IMF, there was a second international
challenge to Doe’s administration. Both the U.S. Senate and House passed
‘resolutions linking continued economic aid to performance in the areas of civil
liberties and political democracy. Although the resolutions were nonbinding, the
State Department was politically obliged to reduce if not withhold some of the
funds which had kept the regime afloat."’®

There is no doubt that, as one expert puts it, fiscal indiscipline and

capricious government behavior contributed to the economic problems of the

¥|bid.
YIbid.; H. D. Nelson, p. 148.
®)bid., p. 307.

Ybid.
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country.? It is opined that "By mid-1986, the Liberian economy was in
shambles."'

Since the greater percentage of the nation’s foreign earnings was used to
service foreign debts and the little money left was mismanaged, the standard of
living of the average Liberian deteriorated rapidly. Therefore, Doe’s promise to
restructure the national economy could not be kept since the foreign debt was
extremely high and the domestic debt was difficult even to estimate.
Inappropriate policies, lack of fiscal discipline, corruption, inadequate
management of the public sector and increases in the national debt were in part

due to Doe’s administrative inexperience, which is the subject of the next

section of this chapter.

Doe’s Administrative Inexperience
The 1980 coup d’état was staged by ringleaders who had two things in

common. First, all seventeen of them were indigenous Africans. None were
Americo-Liberians. Second, they were young soldiers who lacked any
experience outside of military service. The group was made up entirely of non-
commissioned officers. It included a master sergeant, two staff sergeants, four
sergeants, eight corporals and two privates.? It was not surprising, therefore,

that the most senior among them, the Master Sergeant, Samuel Kanyon Doe

#D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 130.
2Ibid., p. 128.
#bid., p. 86; J. G. Liebenow, p. 184.
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emerged as the chairman of the People’s Redemption Council (PRC), which
they formed after seizing political power. The council is said to have had no
political orientation. However, it "moved with extraordinary swiftness in
establishing a new government."®

Master Sergeant Doe, who became chairman and the new Head of State,
was a Krahn, born and bred in Grand Gedeh county. He had a limited formal
education, attending school up to the 11th grade, and later undergoing military
training.?* He was the first Liberian head of state of pure indigenous origin.%

Doe and his colleagues accepted the fact that they were immature and lacked
experience beyond their military service and so sought the help of politically
mature associates.

As soon as the PRC had suspended the constitution and done away with
the normal instruments of government, a cabinet primarily composed of civilians
was quickly set up.?® The cabinet reported to Samuel Doe and his
colleagues. However,

sensing that power was equated with control over revenues, the

military . . . retained most of the key "money" posts in the cabinet,
such as finance, commerce, and postal affairs. Understandably,

2. G. Liebenow, p. 186.
2%D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, pp. 98-99.

#D. E. Dunn and S. E. Holsoe, Historical Dictionary of Liberia (Metuchen,
NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1985), p. 60.

%). G. Liebenow, p. 186.
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too, the civilian minister of defense was not expected to have more

than nominal control over the internal affairs of the armed forces.?

Furthermore, Samuel Doe swiftly consolidated his own authority. He
became head of state, the head of the ruling People’s Redemption Council and
Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces. Doe was under increasing pressure
since he was only an army sergeant, and had no administrative experience. On
many occasions, he was forced to make decisions which were not favored by
the Liberian public or his own ruling council. For example, following the
breakdown in public order which occurred days after the coup, Doe decided to
order massive arrests, and in some cases summary executions.?® As a result
of these decisions and others, Doe had to fend off challenges to his leadership.
His administrative inexperience made him vulnerable to criticism to which he
was extremely sensitive. As a result, he began to harass those even among his
own ruling council, who opposed or criticized his decisions and actions,
resorting to summary executions, dismissals, and retirements. To this topic we

turn next.

Executions, Dismissals and Retirements of Colleagues

The indiscriminate killings and other actions against some members of the
Tolbert administration following the military takeover shocked many people in

both Liberia and the international community. However, when Doe allowed

#|bid., p. 186.
2D, E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 86.
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some of his own colleagues to be executed, many people were even more
shocked.

Realizing their lack of administrative experience at the time they took
power, Doe and his colleagues constituted a cabinet of seventeen, eleven of
whom were civilians. Many of these civilian cabinet appointees were members
of either the PPP or the MOJA, all preferred socialism to capitalism. The
leadership of these two groups, especially Togba-Nah Tipoteh of MOJA and G.
Baccus Matthews of the PPP had tremendous influence on the new government
in its initial stage. Accordingly, "a far more populist reading was undoubtedly
given . . . (than) the regime intended . . . (to) its official slogan which had been
adopted from the PPP of G. Baccus Matthews: ‘In the cause of the People, the
struggle continues’.”® Being the Foreign Minister, Matthews was able to
convince some of the members within the military council that there was a need
for "Third World solidarity" and that Liberia should become fully "non-aligned” in
global politics, thus, rejecting Liberia’s role of traditional ally of the United States
and the West.®® Several key civilian members of the government as well as
important members of the ruling council, including Doe’s second-in-command,
Major General Thomas Weh Syen, were very vocal proponents of nonalignment
in foreign affairs and a more radical approach to economic development.®

Their radical ideological stance and related advocacy of collaboration with both

2. G. Liebenow, p. 200.
bid.
3bid.
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Libya and the Soviet Union, which were disliked by several prominent members
of the military council, including the President, Samuel Doe, and the
commander of the armed forces, Brigadier General Thomas G. Quiwonkpa,
resulted in a division within the military council.3 This division was also partly
due to the presence of Libyans in the capital. The Tolbert administration had
severed ties with Gaddaffi's government long before the Doe coup d’état. After
the coup, Libya and Liberia had re-established diplomatic relations, and Libya
had been permitted to open one of its People’s bureaus (embassies) in
Monrovia in March of 1981. However, the bureau was ordered to close just two
months later. Not only that, the Soviet Union embassy was also directed to
reduce its staff from fifteen to six persons without any reasons being given by
the government.®

Some radical members within both the government and the armed forces
disliked this action of Doe’s. Within less than a month, it was announced that
some thirteen lower ranking soldiers had plotted against Doe’s government.
They were rounded up, put on trial, condemned and executed.®

Furthermore, it was alleged that:

The vice head of state and co-chairman of the PRC, Major
General Thomas Weh Syen, dissented publicly from these actions.

In August 1981, as the apparent climax of a power struggle within
the PRC, Weh Syen and four other members of the council were

%M. D. Nelson, pp. 220-21.
Bbid., p. 221.
Hbid.
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executed after being charged with plotting to assassinate Doe and

other senior members of the PRC. Four alleged civilian

accomplices were sentenced to terms of imprisonment. Charges

that .the d;glot was supported by Libya were made only later by

officials. )

Sergeant Doe also dismissed several of his civilian ministers, most of
whom were, in fact, socialist-oriented politicians. Doe attributed his aétions to
the fact that the ministers were either inefficient administrators, did not conduct
themselves well as public servants or made antigovernment remarks in
public.®® All these actions were, however, interpreted as attempts to purge
leftists from the government.” By the end of 1981 Doe had been able to
replace all but two civilian cabinet members purported to be socialist-oriented.

In addition to the execution of some council members and the dismissal
of some leftist figures from the government, Doe further did everything possible
to consolidate his hold on power by neutralizing any perceived threat to his
position through retiring some military personnel and shifting others around.
Reports indicate that by 1985 only eight of the group of seventeen
noncommissioned officers who seized power in 1980 remained in the army. As
mentioned above, five had been executed in 1981 on charges of plotting

against the head of state and other senior council members whereas four

others, who were capable of adversely influencing the troops against the

|bid.
*bid., pp. 221-22.
Ibid., p. 222.
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President, especially the popular commander of the armed forces until October,
1983, Brigadier General Thomas G. Quiwonkpa, had been retired from active
duty with the armed forces.® The popularity of Quiwonkpa was perceived by
Doe as a threat to his position.

Following an October 1983 reshuffling of the PRC, the popular
commander general, Brigadier General Quiwonkpa, was appointed to replace
Brigadier General Abraham B. Kollie as the secretary general of the PRC.
Quiwonkpa saw the appointment as a demotion and refused it. He had
become very popular among both the soldiers and civilians, in large part
because he had spoken out vehemently against his colleagues in the council
regarding official corruption. Furthermore, he had insisted that there "must be
no significant deviation from the timetable for re-establishing civilian rule."
Again, after the 1980 coup when peace and order had broken down in Liberia,
it was Quiwonkpa who “distinguished himself by his stern measures in restoring
order to troops who had lost discipline . . . and were attempting to bring about
an instant ‘status reversal’ by seizing the vehicles, homes, and other properties
of the wealthier class."*® His refusal to accept the new post also led to his
dismissal from the "council and the Armed Forces of Liberia with a forfeiture of

benefits normally associated with retirement."*' It can be argued that he was

Blbid., p. xxxi.
®\bid., p. 224; J. G. Liebenow, p. 300.
%J. G. Liebenow, p. 300.
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removed because he was not willing to give up his senior military commandship
to become a political subordinate to Doe with little or no power. His refusal
made him a threat to President Doe’s position. Within a month of this confiict,
Doe was quoted as having reported that "Quiwonkpa had been the ringleader
of a new plot against him . . . ."** Before he could be arrested, Quiwonkpa
disappeared and went into exile in America, where he lived until he returned to
Liberia on November 12, 1985, after the Liberian elections. He attempted to
stage a coup d’état to overthrow Samuel Doe. The coup was a failure and
Quiwonkpa and his handful of co-conspirators were rounded up and
executed.®®

These killings intensified the public discontent with the Doe administration
which had begun after his brief "honeymoon" as a result of the harsh economic

realities that emerged after his coup. To this public discontent we turn next.

Public Discontent with Doe’s Regime

The early years of Doe’s administration were ones of uncertainty. Events
unfolded rapidly which dashed the hopes of numerous Liberians who were very
anxious for a true multiparty democracy after the prolonged one-party rule of
the TWP. As in the case in many successful coups d’état in Africa, the Liberian
constitution, which was over a century old, was suspended. Furthermore,

Doe’s administration abolished the legislature and declared martial law under

“2H. D. Nelson, p. 224.
®Ibid.; J. G. Liebenow, pp. 300-301; D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 97.
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which decrees were used in carrying out day-to-day activities. To sustain the
support which greeted the April 12, 1980 coup, Doe’s People’s Redemption
Council (PRC) government was quick in reassuring Liberians of its desire to
stamp out all forms of corruption that had existed under the previous
administration and to build a "‘new society’ in which the republic’s wealth would
be distributed more equitably."** As has been stated elsewhere, there were
several causes which led to the coup d’état in 1980. However, it seems that
one of the immediate causes ‘was "the economic depression that had left its
mark on the lives of most common citizens . . . ."*® There was no doubt that
the Liberian people, particularly the indigenous masses, had high expectations
for the Doe administration. In the first policy statement two days after the coup,
the new Head of State of Liberia assured the Americo-Liberians of his
government’s preparedness "to let the past go quickly into history."*® He
further stated, "We have not taken over this government only to bring back the
same kind of government that we removed."#

It soon became clear, however, that Doe’s policies did not reflect his
rhetoric. The Head of State made sure power was concentrated in the hands

of the military. Even within the armed forces, it became evident that power was

*H. D. Nelson, Liberia, A Country Study (Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1985, p. xxvii.
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held mainly by his own minority ethnic group, the Krahn. For the most part, this
remained the case until his assassination in 1990. As a result of this
development and others we dealt with above, especially the summary
executions, dismissals and early retirements of some of his colleagues, public
discontent emerged after a brief "honeymoon" period. Both Liberians and the
international community put pressure on Sergeant Doe to return the country to
elected civilian administration. The pressure especially from the United States
and the western financial institutions was such that Doe had no choice but to
follow the timetable which had been laid down for re-establishing civilian rule.
The re-establishment of civilian administration forms the topic of the next section

of this chapter.

Move to Hand Over Power to an Elected Government

This section will cover the three bodies Doe’s regime created in an effort
to return the country to civilian rule, namely, the National Constitution
Commission (NCC), the Constitutional Advisory Assembly (CAA) and the
Special Elections Commission (SECOM). We shall further examine the National
Referendum to approve the Constitution, the replacement of the People’s
Redemption Council (PRC) by an Interim government, the lifting of the ban on
political parties, the formation of Doe’s party and the banning of other existing

popular parties.
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The National Constitution Commission (NCC)

The decision of the People’s Redemption Council’s (PRC) to begin the
process of restoring civilian rule was officially confirmed on April 12, 1981, when
‘ President Doe gave his Redemption Day Speech on the first anniversary of the

coup. In the speech he announced the establishment of the National
Constitution Commission (NCC), thus honoring the pledge made during his first
policy speech on April 14, 1980, two days after the coup, that he would restore

representative government to the country.*® He charged the commission with

the primary responsibility of drafting a constitution that would facilitate the return

to civilian rule.*® At the same time he reserved for the PRC a veto over

specific aspects of the proposed constitution. Though twenty-five appointees to
‘ the NCC represented a broad spectrum of political and social interests, they did
\ not fully reflect the diversity of the society. For example, only one woman was

included. The commission’s chairman was Dr. Amos Sawyer, then a Dean at

the University of Liberia. He now holds the office of interim President of Liberia

which he assumed at the time of the ECOWAS intervention. The commission

carried out its work in four phases:

The first phase . . . included analysis of the suspended Liberian
Constitution; comparative survey of other constitutions, and
identification of constitutional issues. The second phase
concentrated on national dialogue. . . . The third phase was the
drafting of a constitution. . . . The final phase consisted in making

*D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 98; D. E. Dunn and S. E. Holsoe, p. 131; H.
D. Nelson, p. 199; J. G. Liebenow, p. 217.
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preparations essential to the conduct of national referendum on the

draft constitution.>

The commission was strongly praised for travelling nationwide and
conducting "seminars on constitutionalism, to get comments from citizens of
every county regarding both reactions to the suspended constitution and
suggestions for the new instrument of government."®' After sifting through the
many contradictory suggestions, the commission drew up a draft document
which was widely publicized. It was translated into the ten major local
languages. This enabled it to be subjected to thorough public debate over
radio and television.% After nearly two years of work, the Commission
presented the draft document to the PRC regime in January 1983 for comment
before passing it on to a newly created 59 member Constitutional Advisory
Assembly (CAA). The National Constitution Commission (NCC) completed its

assignment in January 1983, and was disbanded in November 1983.

The Constitutional Advisory Assembly (CAA)

The NCC tried to persuade the military government to establish a
constituent assembly (CA) instead of a constitutional advisory assembly (CAA).
The NCC argued that members of the CA would be elected instead of selected

by the government as in the case of the CAA. The constituent assembly would

¥lbid., pp. 102-103,
*'J. G. Liebenow, p. 218.
*2H. D. Nelson, p. 200.
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not advise the PRC on the document but would ratify it with or without changes.
The CA was not approved by the government, which argued that there was still
a ban on political activities.*® Therefore, a CAA was established.

Its 59 members were selected in the middle of 1983 at either county or
territorial conventions. Their prime responsibility was to review the draft
constitution drawn up by the NCC and make recommendations to the PRC.%
The Assembly was based in Gbarnga in the Bong county and was chaired by
Dr. Edward Kesselly, a respected academician. The revised constitution was
completed on October 19, 1983, and was accepted by the PRC. After a
thorough study of the revised constitution, it was submitted to the Liberian
people for approval or rejection,® under the supervision of the Special

Elections Commission (SECOM).

Special Elections Commission (SECOM)

The National Constitution Commission had recommended the
etablishment of the Special Elections Commission (SECOM). It was established
by the People’s Redemption Council Decree No. 75 dated July 21, 1983.%its
main functions included arranging for and conducting a credible national

referendum on the new Constitution and stimulating public participation in

D, E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 103.
%D. E. Dunn and S. E. Holsoe, p. 48.

*D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 115; H. D. Nelson, p. 200; J. G. Liebenow,
pp. 219-21.

%D. E. Dunn and S. E. Holsoe, p. 163.




103

national affairs. It was further to prepare for and supervise the first elections
(presidential and parliamentary) under Liberia’s new constitution.”” The five-
member commission appointed by the PRC included three retired army officers:
Emmett Harmon (chairman), general Albert White (co-chairman), Charles

Boayue and generals Bryan Kesselly and Joseph Blamo.®

The National Constitution Referendum

Under the supervision of the Special Elections Commission qualified
Liberians were called upon to adopt or reject the constitution. The referendum
was held on July 3, 1984, all registered Liberian citizens over the age of 18,
both males and females, were eligible to vote. "[T]he referendum was
presented on a ‘take-it-or-leave-it’ basis.*® The results of the voting were
announced on July 20, 1984. A majority of 510,113 voted in favor of the
constitution, 7,771 opposed it. There were 14,759 abstentions and 4,248
questioned ballots.®® Thus, the revised Constitution presented by the CAA
was overwhelmingly approved. It was expected to come into operation on the

day a new civilian administration was inaugurated.

% Quoted in Ibid., p. 222.

*D. E. Dunn and S. E. Holsoe, p. 163.
*Ibid.; D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 101.
®Ibid.; quoted in Ibid., p. 101 and p. 221.
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An Interim National Assembly Replaces the Ruling People’s Redemption Council

With the approval of the new constitution, the Doe administration was
expected to move on to the next stage of the process and arrange for the
election of a civilian government. Therefore, during the month in which the
referendum was held, Doe announced the dissolution of the People’s
Redemption Council (PRC). The vacuum created was quickly filled by a newly
created Interim National Assembly (INA). It was made up of 57 appointed
members including all the former PRC members. Only two women were
appointed to serve.®! It soon became clear that many of the members were
likely to be candidates in the October 1985 elections. As a matter of fact, INA
members later formed the nucleus of Doe’s party, the National Democratic
Party of Liberia, which competed in and supposedly won the 1985 elections. It
can be argued that Doe had the formation of the party in mind and that he
appointed prospective members to the ad hoc INA body. It is significant that
"The Interim National Assembly membership (unlike the Sawyer Commission),
included no one who was identified with MOJA or the PPP."®2 The INA was
composed of traditional chiefs, former True Whig stalwarts who had served in
non-policy positions such as former ambassadors and district commissioners,
as well as conservative private businessmen and lawyers known to have the
desire to participate in politics. The INA which was to administer the State

before a new civilian government was elected and inaugurated had as its

®'H. D. Nelson, pp. 202-204; J. G. Liebenow, pp. 265-66.
®2J. G. Liebenow, p. 266.
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speaker, the former deputy chairman of the PRC, General Nicholas Podier.
Many of the members of the INA were drawn from the former Constitutional
Advisory Assembly which had been disbanded following the promulgation of the
new constitution on July 20, 1984. There was a clear understanding that
members of the Interim National Assembly could run for office under the new
constitution. Some scholars have argued that as soon as Doe put the Interim
National Assembly in place, he began to operate like a dictator. One writer has
stated that "it was apparent that the Assembly was to perform the same rubber
stamp role the Legislature had done under the True Whig systems."® None
the less, with the appointment of the Interim National Assembly, Doe

announced the formal lifting of the ban on politics.

Ban on Party Politics Lifted

The formal lifting of the ban on political activities came into effect on July
26, 1984. It should be recalled that ban was imposed following Doe’s April
1980 coup d’état.>* Doe’s National Democratic Party of Liberia (NDPL) was
one of the first political associations to emerge. Doe used incumbency to his
advantage. Through maneuvering and manipulation, he was able to entice
certain segments of the population to endorse him as a presidential candidate.
The groups included the Marketing Association (most of whose members were

women), the traditional chiefs and the Liberian military which had been

®bid., p. 266.
®*Ibid.; D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 115.
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politicized by the time the ban on political activities was lifted. Despite all of the
advantages of incumbency Doe had, he still launched his NDPL as a
government-supported political party. Doe himself became the leader of the

party and was the "first Liberian formally to declare his candidacy for the first

presidency of a second republic."®®

After Doe announced his candidacy, at least 11 different groupings in
rapid succession declared their intention to form political parties. Furthermore,
two independent candidates indicated their intention of running for the

presidency. According to Dunn and Tarr:

Gabriel Kpolleh announced his Liberian Unification Party
(LUP). The remnants of MOJA began the transformation into the
Liberian People’s Party (LPP) under Professor Amos Sawyer’s
interim chairmanship. The defunct PPP re-emerged as the United
People’s Party (UPP) under mercurial politician Gabriel Baccus
Matthews. Counselor Tuan Wreh initiated the Liberian Action Party
(LAP). Former CAA chairman Edward Kesselly proposed the Unity
Party (UP), and former commerce minister Sumo Jones, The
National Integration Party (NiP). A Convention Democratic Party
(CDP) was advanced by Counselor Wade Appleton; the People’s
Liberation Party (PLP) by housewife Hawa Clemens Danquah; the
First All-Integrated Republican Party (FAIR) by engineer Edwin
Dunbar; and the Labour Party (LP) by Joseph W. Nimley.
Independent candidacies were announced by businessman Hartzell
and a Dr. J. Scott Goffa.%

The formation of new political associations was impeded by numerous
guidelines established by the government-appointed Special Elections

Commission (SECOM). Five of the 11 minor political parties failed to meet the

®Ibid., pp. 267-70; Ibid., p. 115.
®D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 117.
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March 1, 1985 deadline for filing final papers. Of the six remaining political
parties, two, which had perhaps the largest popular following, the LPP and UPP,
along with their respective leaders were banned from participation in the
elections.

The SECOM banned the Liberian People’s Party and its leader, Dr. Amos
Sawyer, in late July 1985, because of what the commission described as
"strange and foreign ideologies against our most tested and matured way of
life."” In a similar move,

the United People’s Party and its leader, G. Baccus Matthews, were

declared by action of the Interim National Assembly at the end of

August to be ineligible to participate in the election campaign,

“because of espousal of and involvement in ideologies foreign to

Liberia." The UPP’s registration bonds and checks were returned

to the party by SECOM, and its programs was described by

Harmon as "not only alien but detrimental to the peace and stability

of the nation."®®

Thus, ironically, Matthews, who had provided the groundwork, with his
PPP during the Tolbert administration, for the easy acceptance of the 1980
coup, and Dr. Amos Sawyer, who had chaired the National Constitution
Commission which drafted the new constitution, under which the elections were
both being held, were barred from participation. Since these two banned

leaders had the strongest popular bases of support, it became clear that Doe

had already sown the seed of discord among the Liberian people even before

®”Quoted in Liebenow, p. 288.
®bid., p. 288.
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the elections were held in October, 1985. Many Liberians felt that the

disqualifying of the two most popular challengers to Samuel Doe and of their
respective parties was quite contrary to the principles of the new constitution.
Many Liberians became frustrated and disillusioned.

Apart from Matthews and Sawyer, most of the other opposition party
members and leaders were publicly humiliated by officials of the law
enforcement agencies, security forces and political thugs associated with Doe’s
NDPL. In brief, there was what several authors have described as institutional

violence perpetuated against Doe’s opponents by his loyalists.®®

The 1985 General Elections and the Aftermath

In this section we shall discuss the elections held on October 15, 1985
and the coup attempt that took place after the election results were announced.
The section ends with an account of how political opposition intensified into civil
conflict which led to the 1989 civil war.

As expected the presidential, Senate and House of Representative
elections were held on October 15, 1985. The presidential candidates, included
Samuel K. Doe of the National Democratic Party of Liberia (NDPL), Jackson F.
Doe of the Liberia Action Party (LAP), Edward B. Kesselly of the Unity Party
(UP) and W. Gabriel Kpolleh of the Liberian Unification Party (LUP). Despite the
enthusiasm with which the Liberian people went to the polls, some observers

concluded that "widespread fraud marred what might have been the supreme

®lbid., p. 289.
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enabling act for democracy in a new Liberia."”® There was a very bitter
controversy between the chairman of SECOM, Mr. Emmet Harmon and the
opposition party leaders, each accusing the other of election malpractices. The
opposition party leaders even accused the Special Elections Commission of
having ordered many more ballots than needed. On the other hand, the
SECOM chairman accused the ‘opposition’ parties of widespread election fraud.
This led to a halting of the ballot counts in the early hours of October 16, 1985.
The Chairman charged specifically:

that the party representatives had failed to observe the 15-foot rule

on observation; that lower echelon workers in SECOM had been

bribed by the LAP to falsify the results; that government officials,

NDPL workers, and others had been harassed by the LAP and

other party representatives during the count; that the party

representatives had violated their pledge not to reveal vote counts

prematurely; and that the opposition parties had given too much

assistance to illiterate voters in terms of steering them away from

the NDPL."*

All of the ballot boxes were ordered to be transported to the
government’s Unity Conference Center on the outskirts of Monrovia. Next it
was announced that the chairman of SECOM, Emmet Harmon, had handpicked

an ad hoc committee of 50 people who were to count the ballots without any

party representatives being present.”

D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 120.
"J. G. Liebenow, p. 295.
"2Ibid., pp. 295-96.
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Although the SECOM chairman insisted that the ad hoc committee was a
nonpartisan one, no opposition party could identify any member of its party on
the committee. On the other hand, the opposition parties could identify people
on the list who had openly supported the NDPL, including wives and other
relatives of Doe’s cabinet members.”

The SECOM announced the "official" results of the elections on October
29, 1985. Samuel K. Doe of the NDPL was declared the winner with 50.9% of
the votes in the four-way race for the presidency. His party was also said to
have won large majorities in both the Senate and the House of Representatives.
Officially it won 21 of the 26 seats in the Senate and 51 of the 64 seats in the
House of Representatives.”*Despite these "official' results announced by the
SECOM, some independent observers were quoted as supporting LAP’s claim
that it had won 62.8% of the votes cast for president.”® Thus, Liberia’s
Second Republic was to be established on shaky ground.” No wonder there
was a military mutiny just two weeks after the "official" results of the elections

were announced. To this military mutiny we turn next.

“Ibid.; J. G. Liebenow, p. 296; Lyse Doucet, "SECOM: All boxed in" in
West Africa, October 28, 1985, pp. 2244-45.

"J. G. Liebenow, p. 296.

>D. E. Dunn and S. B. Tarr, p. 120; "Doe makes history" in West Africa,
November 4, 1985, pp. 2296-97.

"®Quoted in Liebenow, p. 298.
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Opposition Reactions and an Abortive Coup d’état Following the Announcement
of the "Official' Results_of the Elections

The three opposition parties challenged the SECOM results as soon as |
they were announced. Probably "out of fear that jubilation might get out of
hand" the night they were announced, Doe’s government forbade any
demonstrations.” It was three days before Doe ventured to appear in pubilic,
and then he appeared only to call on the three supposedly defeated parties to
join hands with his NDPL to form a government of national unity. The
leadership of the three opposition parties refused. The parties also took further
measures to show their displeasure.” A joint LAP, UP and LUP communiqué
was presented to the SECOM secretariat on November 5, 1985. It provided a
detailed and thoroughly documented ‘indictment’ regarding the activities of
SECOM, the military and the NDPL partisans during the campaign.””® It is on
record that the registrar who accepted this document was later dismissed from
office for receiving it.

Secondly, the parties decided not to allow their candidates who had won
seats in the Senate and the House to assume them. In the long run these
candidates accepted their seats as independent instead of party candidates.

Finally an army coup which almost toppled the Doe administration took

place on November 12, 1885. The leader was one of Doe’s old colleagues and

"Ibid.
8Ibid., p. 300.

Ibid., p. 298.




112

friends, General Thomas Quiwonkpa. General Quiwonkpa was one of the
original PRC members who successfully staged the 1980 coup against Tolbert’s
TWP regime. He had risen to the position of commanding general of the
Armed Forces of Liberia. There was disagreement between him and President
Doe concerning the re-establishment of civilian rule. Their differences became
so intense that the president removed the commanding general from office in
November 1983. To avoid any possible arrest or imprisonment, General
Quiwonkpa went into exile in America.?’ There he remained quiet and

received some high school and college education.

However, Quiwonkpa was closely following political events in Liberia,
especially the program to return the country to civilian rule, the elections and
the widespread fraud which allegedly marred the election results. It is widely
believed that Doe’s "stealing of the election" was the immediate cause of
Quiwonkpa’s coup attempt. Quiwonkpa described Doe’s regime as "a reign of
terror, brutality and blood tyranny."®' The abortive coup gave the Doe regime
an excuse to deal more harshly with its opposition. The period following the
abortive coup saw arbitrary arrests and the detention of opposition party
leaders.

The arbitrary arrests of the opposition leaders probably resulted in part

from the fact that General Quiwonkpa had incriminated some of them. If the

®bid., p. 300; "Doe and his opponents" and "Doe thwarts another coup
attempt” in West Africa, November 18, 1985, pp. 2403-2205.

81'Doe thwarts another coup attempt" in West Africa, November 18, 1985, p.
2204.
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coup had succeeded, the leader would probably have maintained “order for a
brief period of three months before turning over the reins of power to Jackson
Doe and the Liberian Action Party (which most observers had judged to be the
real winners of the October elections). . . ."8 This gave Samuel Doe all the
excuse he needed to harass, arbitrarily arrest and imprison his political
opponents, especially Jackson Doe. General Quiwonkpa and Jackson Doe
were both Gio (Dan) from Nimba County. Thus, the question of ethnicity played
a role in the arrest and detention of the leadership of the opposition parties.
Most of the leaders of Unity Party and the Liberian Unification Party were also
taken into so-called "protective custody.” No charges were brought against
them for several months after Doe’s January 6, 1986 inauguration.83

Furthermore, some Gio (Dan) soldiers were subjected to severe
harassment.®* Also non-Krahn (the president’s ethnic group) military officers
who had been promoted by Quiwonkpa, were purged. Finally, Krahn soldiers
were reported to have carried out a "brutal campaign against the Gio and Mano
areas of Nimba county, where the support for Jackson Doe and Quiwonkpa
was the strongest. Charges of ethnic genocide toward the Gio were being

Il85

raised against the Krahn within the military"™ The Krahn soldiers were said to

have taken the law into their own hands. Some of them physically abused

82J. A. Liebenow, p. 301.
BIbid., p. 302.

#bid.

®ibid., pp. 302-03.
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respected civilian elder statesmen from non-Krahn areas, and even destroyed
some of their properties. Not only that, some Gio and Mano area villages were
also reported to have been destroyed by undisciplined Krahn troops.®® This
wave of "new tribalism" continued unchecked. Numerous politicians who had a
chance to leave the country, did so. They formed opposition groups including
the Association for Constitutional Democracy in Liberia (ACDL) and The
National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL). The leader of the NPFL, Charles
Taylor who is a Gio from the Nimba county, mobilized people of his tribe and

launched the 1989 uprising which ultimately resulted in a full-fledged civil war.
Conclusion

President Doe’s reign of “terror, brutality and bloody tyranny," coupled
with his "stealing" of the election led to Quiwonkpa’s abortive coup of November
1985. The aftermath of this failed coup saw the repression of ieaders of the
LAP and other parties, especially those from the Gio and Mano ethnic groups.
Many of them formed opposition groups, one of which launched the conflict
which developed into the recent full-fledged civil war that has had several
consequences for Liberia in particular and the West African region in general.

The effects of this civil war form the subject of the next chapter of our study.

®lbid.
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CHAPTER IV

THE CONSEQUENCES OF THE CIVIL WAR FOR LIBERIA IN PARTICULAR

AND THE WEST AFRICAN REGION IN GENERAL
Introduction

The African continent has been plagued with numerous military regimes
and incursions in its political history. Aware of how tyrannical Doe’s
administration had been, probably both Liberians and the international
community were not very surprised when a rebel incuréion into Liberia began
on December 24, 1989. What people did not know was what the nature of the
incursion was going to be, whether it was going to be an exclusively domestic
affair and more importantly, what consequences it was going to have for Liberia
in particular and the region at large. Our main purpose in this chapter is to
discuss the consequences of the crisis for the Liberian people in particular and
the West African region in general. First we will briefly examine the nature of
the incursion. We will then examine whether the incursion was “a purely
domestic" conflict or not, by looking at where the rebels were trained and from
where the incursion was first launched. An attempt will also be made to
examine the recruitment and involvement of non-Liberian nationals in the civil
war. Events to be examined will include the wanton massacre of “innocent”

Liberians, holding of hostages and killing of some foreign nationals including
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ECOWAS citizens and the massive destruction of property, things generally
inconsistent with international law. Furthermore, how people in the war-torn
regions ran for their lives and became refugees in neighboring countries, thus
creating food shortage crises in those countries is examined. Finally, attention

will also be focused on the spilling-over of hostilities into a neighboring country.
The Nature of the Conflict

On December 24, 1989, what began as a seemingly minor uprising in the
northeastern region of Nimba county gradually increased in intensity until it
posed a significant threat to the government of president Samuel Doe. At the
beginning of the insurrection, it was reported that a group of about 150 rebels
led by a Charles Taylor had overrun a number of villages in Nimba county.
Charles Taylor, a former chairman of the Liberian General Service Agency, had
escaped from custody in the United States some five years earlier after he was
charged with the theft of Liberian government funds estimated to total about
nine hundred thousand dollars ($900,000.00)." Following the incursion, Taylor
mobilized a few more fighters from the Gio and Mano tribes (Taylor’'s
tribesmen), and the fighting /assumed a tribal character, with the rebels
selectively attacking members of the president’s Krahn ethnic group and later
the Mandingoes who had been sympathetic to Doe. Government forces for

their part retaliated against Nimba'’s principal Gio and Mano tribes. Thus, what

'Chris Uroh, "The Rise and Fall of Doe," Weekend Concord, September 15,
1990, pp. 10-11.
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began as a rebellion to unseat President Doe soon changed into unrestrained
ethnic kilings on a massive scale. The massacres committed by Taylor’s
fighting force, styling themselves the National Patriotic Front of Liberia--NPFL or
the Black Scorpions marred his image as ridding them of a dictator. On his
part, the atrocities committed by government troops and the secret killings in
Monrovia and its environs in response to the rebel killings of Krahns, eroded
any remaining confidence in Doe to the point where many people, especially in
Monrovia, were more afraid of government soldiers than the advancing rebel
forces.? There is abundant evidence to show that since coming to power, Doe
héd eliminated all the Gios in his executive through executions and retirements
and had killed several hundreds after the Quiwonkpa’s abortive coup of
November, 1985. It could be argued that Doe’s calculated attempt to eliminate
many Gios whom he perceived to be a threat to his position probably led Taylor
and his Gios to initiate killings of Krahn on a mass scale.® Thus, what the rebel
leader began as a campaign to oust President Doe from power consciously or
unconsciously turned from a mere incursion into a brutal, ethnically based civil
war, with both sides charged with atrocities against ethnic opponents and

unarmed innocent civilians.

2The Liberian Way," in West Africa, July 2-8, 1990, pp. 2020-21.
%bid.




118
Degree of Foreign Countries Involvement in the Liberian Crisis

This section explains how "unauthorized" foreign countries got involved in
the Liberian crisis, thus escalating the problem. There is abundant evidence
which indicates that Taylor recruited dissidents from the West African region
who were trained in some facilities provided by several countries. Furthermore,
available evidence also shows that the rebellion was launched from outside
Liberia. Not only that, there were regular military supplies and rations which
reached a warring faction’s stronghold through a neighboring country but not

through any of Liberian ports of entry.

Training Facilities

Concerning the question of the degree of international involvement in the
Liberian crisis, there is abundant evidence to show that most of original rebels’
Charles Taylor mobilized to launch his incursion were recruited in Cote D’lvoire
(formerly the Ivory Coast). These men were then taken to both Libya and
Burkina Faso where they went through military training.* There is no indication
as to how long this training lasted, but none of the countries said to have
hosted the dissidents disclaimed knowledge of the dissidents having trained on

their territories. It is an accepted fact that it was after their military training that

*E. Aimufua, "The Struggles of a Doe, a president haunted by rebels,"
Vanguard, June 8, 1990, p. 63; B. Akindiji, "International intervention is fueling
Liberian crisis" in Sketch, June 12, 1990, p. 5; J. Sabato-Wia, "Resolving the
Liberian Crisis," in The Guardian, June 13, 1990, p. 9.
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these men were sent through Cote d’lvoire into Nimba county from where an
attack was launched against the government and people of Liberia.®

It is asserted that the host countries provided supplies for all the training
exercises. Apart from using their territories to train these rebels, there is
evidence which shows that both countries supplied several tons of arms to a
base in Cote D’lvoire where the rebels armed themselves.® In apparent
reference to Burkina Faso, the OAU Secretary-General, Salim Ahmed Salim, is
said to have called for an immediate end to outside interference in the conflict.”
The OAU chief suggested that, "any country wishing to restore peace in Liberia
could do so through the OAU or ECOWAS."®

Besides the provision of training facilities and arms, evidence shows that
in some instances, military personnel of both Libya and Burkina Faso fought
alongside the rebels.® It is not clear whether they fought as mercenaries or
were still part of their home country’s regular army. Thus, rt could be argued
that Taylor’s ability to recruit dissident soldiers in the territory of Cote D’lvoire
coupled with the willingness of other countries to harbor and train these

dissidents probably encouraged him to plan and launch the incursion, which

*Ibid.
®Ibid.

™Salim joins ceasefire callers for Liberian war," in Sunday New Nigeria,
September 9, 1990, p. 6.

®Ibid., p. 6.

%J. Sabato-Wia, "Resolving the Liberian crisis,” in The Guardian, June 13,
1990, p. 9.
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obviously began from outside Liberia. The launching of the rebellion from

outside Liberia is the next topic we turn our attention to.

Launching of Rebellion from Outside Liberia and Continuous Military Supplies to
a Warring Group

Usually rebellions have begun within a country. However, a few have
been launched from outside. The Liberian situation fits the second category.
There is abundant evidence to show that Charles Taylor’s rebellion or incursion
was launched from the republic of Cote D’Ivoire.'® After the uprising began,
Doe’s administration knowing well the role of the government of Cote D’Ivoire
filed a petition with the United Nations office in Lagos, Nigeria. Liberia also
made representations to the OAU and ECOWAS with proof of Cote D’lvoire’s
involvement in the Liberian crisis. "’

Although Doe’s regime was perceived by some Liberians and members of
the international community as repressive, no one was certain why a country
would allow its territory to be used to begin an uprising against another country.

It was argued by some that the president of Cote D’Ivoire had a two-fold

'°A. Bundu, "The role, experience and lessons of Security Co-operation
within ECOWAS: The lessons of Liberia," unpublished lecture delivered at a
high-level workshop on conflict resoiution crisis prevention and management
and confident-building organized by the U.N. Department for Disarmament
Affairs, Yaounde, Cameroon, June 17-21, 1991, pp. 6-7.

"""Doe calls for early elections as rebels hit harder," in The Guardian, May
30, 1990, pp. 1 and 2; J. Sabato-Wiah, "Resolving the Liberian Crisis," in The
Guardian, June 13, 1990, p. 9.
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grudge against the late President Doe’s government.'? In the first place Doe
led the bloody 1980 coup which toppled former President William Tolbert,
whose daughter is married to a son of President Felix Houphouet-Boigny. The
brutal killings of Tolbert and his henchmen were shocking to the international
community, but it seems that the president of Cote D’lvoire was especially
troubled because of this marriage involving the two families. Therefore, he was
willing to support a rebellion against Doe.

Second, the Cote D’lvoire fears that a strong Liberia may eventually
attempt to take back parts of its territory which was allocated to the Cote
D’Ivoire by the imperial powers during colonialism.'* Both the French and the
British encroached on the original territory of Liberia. Since these two imperial
powers were far stronger than Liberia and the original Americo-Liberians had
neglected the interior of Liberia, part of the border areas went to the French
and the British when the latter powers created the former Ivory Cost and Sierra
Leone, respectively.

The willingness of the president of Cote D’lvoire to allow his territory to be
used to launch the rebellion affected the nature of the rebellion and contributed
to the complexity of the crisis. Besides being the base from which the
insurgency began, Cote D’Ivoire also became and continues to be the route
used for the importation of military supplies and the exportation of goods from

the Taylor-held territory. The covert or open support given by some countries

bid., p. 2.
Ibid.
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inside and outside the region to one of the warring factions has been and
continues to be a significant worry to the leaders who are seeking a peaceful
political solution to the problem.

The Cote D’lvoire, like many other countries in the region, harbors
dissident soldiers and politicians from neighboring countries. Most of these
men have probably left their countries as a result of political persecution.
Taylor’s plans to destabilize his own home government appealed to some of
these non-Liberian dissidents. It was, therefore, easy for Taylor to persuade
them to be part of his rebellion. This group and the consequences of their

involvement in the Liberian civil war is considered next.

Non-Liberian Nationals’ Participation in the Liberian Civil War

In this section we will discuss how the first rebel leader, Taylor,
succeeded in involving non-Liberian dissidents in the civil war and the expected
consequences of that involvement for both Liberia and the region. There is
sufficient evidence to show that there have been non-Liberian nationals among
Charles Taylor’s rebels. These non-Liberian rebels, described as soldiers of
fortune' are from countries in the West African region. Most of them are
soldiers and politicians accused either of being political or economic saboteurs
or of having committed a seditious or treasonous crime against their home
governments, such as a failed coup attempt. Charles Taylor succeeded in

luring some of these dissidents to join his forces "to fight in the Liberian civil war

“A. Bundu--Lecture at Yaounde, Cameroon, June 17-21, 1991, p. 7.

.
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on the understanding that aid would be provided them to wage war against
their own countries at a later date."'® This was neither an ordinary threat nor
a vague promise. Even though Charles Taylor has not succeeded in becoming
the Liberian head of state, abundant evidence shows that he has supported
some Sierra Leonean dissidents in carrying out attacks on the government and
people of their own country. It was reported on March 23, 1991, that a heavily-
armed NPFL rebel force invaded Sierra Leone. According to the then president,
His Excellency, Major General Dr. Joseph Saidu Momoh, the rebels who
attacked Sierra Leone’s border towns and villages comprised predominantly the
forces of NPFL and a sprinkling of Sierra Leoneans.'® In the sudden invasion
that was carried out by the NPFL-backed insurgents, a very large number of
civilians were killed. Not only that, there were reports of the looting and
destruction of various properties in the border towns and villages.'” There
were further reports that in some cases women were mishandled and raped.
This action by NPFL forces in the territory of Sierra Leone gave substance
to the concern which existed among the governments of the countries in the
region that the non-Liberian dissident soldiers might penetrate into other
countries in the region in an effort to organize a series of uprisings, should their

faction come in power. In notifying other ECOWAS member states of the

1bid.

"®Ibid.; A. Bundu, 1990-91 Annual Report of the Executive Secretary,
ECOWAS Secretariat, May 1991, p. 112.

Y Ibid.
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NPFL’s aggression against his country, President Momoh specifically referred to
the provisions of the ECOWAS Protocol on Mutual Assistance in Defense of
1981 and appealed for assistance under it."® The provisions of this Protocol

as well as another Protocol will be discussed later on in the study. It will be
proven that the incursion by an outside force like the NPFL into another
sovereign state, in this case Sierra Leone, contravened some ECOWAS
Protocols.

Thus, Taylor was able to involve some non-Liberian nationals in the
Liberian civil war on the understanding that he was going to provide aid for
them to wage war against their own countries at a later date. Among the
consequences of this involvement was the NPFL-backed incursion in Sierra
Leone’s border towns and villages as well as the brutal way the civil war was
conducted. It defied all norms associated with the waging of war, the topic we

now turn our attention to.

Defying All Norms of War Waging

Our discussions will indicate how the international laws governing the
waging of civil war have been violated by all the warring factions in the crisis.
First, there was the wanton massacre of "innocent" Liberians by all the warring
factions. Second, the involvement of underage boys in the fighting. Third,

many foreign nationals including citizens of ECOWAS countries caught in the

®bid.
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civil war were held hostage without any means of escape or protection. Finally,

the massive destruction of property by the combatants will also be discussed.

The Wanton Massacre of "Innocent" Liberians

The Executive Secretary of ECOWAS, Dr. Abass Bundu, has asserted that
the Liberian crisis has been »a tragedy for Africa. He has seen it as a tragedy
"because the various warring factions exhibited the worst in human instinct and
defied every rule in the code of civilized behavior."'® He further noted that the
carnage was simply too much to bear.?? The international community,
especially people in the subregion, agree.

As has been stated elsewhere, the rebel incursion into Liberia was
launched from outside the country by a group calling itself the National Patriotic
Front of Liberia (NPFL) numbering a few hundred men. The rebels initially
attacked the positions of the Armed Forces of Liberia (AFL) in the Nimba
county, which lies along the northeastern border of Liberia with Cote D’Ivoire.
Unfortunately, instead of mounting a counter attack against Charles Taylor and
his rebels, the AFL decided to retaliate against the civilian population of the
Nimba county, who are mainly of both Gio and Mano tribes, kinsmen of the
rebel leader, Taylor. Probably because the incursion into Liberia was launched

from the republic of Cote D’lvoire, the rebels retreated there after their first

'°A. Bundu, "ECOWAS and the Challenge of the Liberian Crisis,” in Contact,
November, 1990, Vol. 2, No. 3, p. 3; A. Bundu--Lecture at Yaounde, Cameroon,
June 17-21, 1991, pp. 24-25.

D)bid.
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sudden successful attack on AFL’s positions. The government forces, sensing
that the rebels were Gio and Mano tribesmen and had either retreated into Cote
D’lvoire or might be hiding among the mostly Gio and Mano civilian population
of Nimba county, ravaged many surrounding villages. In some cases whole Gio
villages were razed by these government soldiers as they robbed, shot and
killed the civilians at will.2' Abundant evidence shows that this indiscriminate
killing of Gio and Mano civilians actually set the tone of the war.??> From this
time onwards, seeing what had happened to their kinsmen, many Gio and
Mano young men and even boys in their early to mid-teens were willing to be
part of the rebellion fighting against President Doe and his minority Krahn
people. One report reveals that after Taylor’s incursion in December, a town in
Nimba, Karnplay, was bombed by Krahn government troops. About two
hundred children survived the bombing. Some eye-witnesses claim that these
children were put in a truck which was to take them to Monrovia, but the truck
was set on fire, roasting the children alive.? It can be argued that the AFL'’s
Killing of civilians including these two hundred children motivated the Gio and
Mano youth to quickly join the ranks of the rebels. The youth could easily be
convinced that if the AFL soldiers were cruel enough to roast children to death,

then they, being older, would very likely be killed if caught.

#"Uprooted Liberians: Casualties of a Brutal War,"” An Issue Paper by the
U.S. Committee for Refugees, February 1992, p. 5.

Z|bid., "Genocide in Liberia," in Nigerian Tribune, January 29, 1990, p. 7.

A ‘rescue’ mission turns into bloodbath--killing fields" in West Africa,
August 20-26, 1990, p. 2314.
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In order to get even with the Krahn-dominated AFL for razing villages and
kiling their civilians, the NPFL started to kill Krahn and Mandingo civilians. The
rebels singled out these two ethnic groups because President Doe and many
senior officers and men of the AFL were Krahns. The Mandingoes became
innocent victims because it is widely believed that they have been strong
supporters of Doe’s regime. Furthermore, from a religious point of view, the
Mandingoes (mostly Moslems) are known to look down on the Gios and Manos
as infidels. Again, it could be said that it is the acceptance and support the
Doe regime has given to the Mandingoes, who are mainly traders, that enticed
them to migrate to Liberia from the republic of Guinea. Since the armed
factions were not basically engaging each other’s forces but rather killing the
civilians, the war spread quickly throughout the hinterland. Perhaps it was
Doe’s conviction that the best way of staying in power was to wipe out the
Nimba tribe altogether since its members have been very persistent in opposing
him and have been violent about it. The latest instance was the November
1985 attempt to topple Doe’s regime. Over a thousand Gios were killed by
Doe’s forces after the coup failed. Thus, "what began as a campaign to oust
Doe from power became very quickly an all-out, ethnically-based civil war."2*

The ethnic tension which had been building since 1980 following the
systematic killing of Gios and Manos, reached its climax in 1985. Doe always
regarded these people as potential challengers to the presidency because of

their numerical strength. it seems the rebel group was ready to treat Doe’s

*\ssue Paper, U.S. Committee for Refugees, February 1992, p. 5.
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Krahn ethnic group the same way the Krahn-dominated AFL treated the Gios
and the Manos. No wonder it is reported that:

From its onset, the war was characterized by victimization of

civilians by all the armed factions. (That) survivors describe not just

physical abuse, rape, and wanton killing, but also mutilations,

people forced to eat their own body parts, the sick and elderly

burned alive in their huts, and pregnant women’s stomachs torn

open with bayonets and their unborn babies ripped from their

wombs. Men, women, and children were forced to watch the

torture and execution of their loved ones. Anyone who protested or

even cried out risked being killed.?®

When the rebel group launched its attack against the Liberian
government, Samuel Doe dismissed it with a wave of his hand, not knowing its
seriousness. Doe ordered the rebels to lay down their arms and said that their
"rebellion would be crushed within two weeks."?® This attitude probably
resulted in Taylor gaining control first of most of Nimba and later large area of
the surrounding counties. He intensified his recruitment drive until he was able
to boast a fighting force of over ten thousand as he and his rebels approached
Monrovia, the Liberian capital.

At this point, many hundreds of thousands of Monrovian residents joined

residents from the interior in fleeing to neighboring countries. We shall discuss

this topic later in the chapter. It took the rebels about six months (December

®|bid.

2Quote in B. Akindiji, "International intervention is fuelling Liberian crisis,” in
Sketch, June 12, 1990, p. 5.
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1989 to May 1990) to reach the vicinity of the capital. Abundant evidence
shows that

[a]s AFL forces became increasingly cornered in Monrovia, they

went on a rampage of looting and kiling. Many of the victims were

Gios and Manos, but no one was safe. Seeking safety in numbers,

civilians gathered in chu