Nigeria:
Counting the Cost of the ECOMOG Operations
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Abstract. Nigeria has been in the forefront of deploying military resources for peace instead of war.
This new approach to conflict, which gained currency immediately after the World War Il and has
come to shape international relations in the beginning of the 21st century, is constantly bedevilled
by far-reaching socio-economic implications due to the often haphazard and disarticulated ap-
proach of such engagements. Although Nigeria stands tall as a vanguard of peacekeeping around
the world, the collateral impacts of these overtures on her domestic affairs has been daunting. From
1960 when she first sent her troops to quell the crisis in the Congo, the country has participated
in more than 30 peace missions around the globe, some of which she actually initiated. Nigeria's
spearheading of ECOMOG operations was not without some far-reaching impacts on the home front.
Her experiences in spearheading the ECOMOG missions in Liberia and Sierra Leone came with not
only tales of war but other extra-military impacts suffered by the country during and after those
operations. This paper attempts to interrogate such domestic fall-outs and argues for a sufficient
articulation of such exercises to mitigate long- term impacts.
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Introduction

Peacekeeping is fast becoming a viable al-
ternative in military circles, especially in a
world which has increasingly become less
prone to interstate aggression. The world
is becoming more attracted to peaceful di-
plomacy than provocation and blatant show
of strength which was the norm up to the
middle of the 20th century. Peacekeeping
is a coordinated military intervention for
the restoration of peace in war zones or a
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deliberate beef-up of military resources to prevent a breakdown of order. It is generally
referred to as peacekeeping missions or Peace support operations. Peacekeeping mis-
sions are in the form of military policing action undertaking by military personnel and
the police, under the authority of a political body, an organization, group of states or
in rare cases, a single nation, to support the implementation of an agreed peace. Peace
Support Operations are conceived as all the multidimensional activities undertaken
by international actors to address the major civil conflicts that occurred in West Africa
during the 1990s and early 2000s (Adeniji, 2000). This has remained Nigeria's strategic
option which has won her accolades in diplomatic circles.

While it cannot be denied that Nigeria commands one of the most powerful and visible
army in Africa, her posture in the continent has remained non-aggressive but pre-
dominantly geared towards preventing conflict and maintenance of peace through her
peacekeeping efforts. Apart from the few years of civil war and her active involvement
against the apartheid regime in South Africa in the years during which she was tagged
“afrontline state” especially during the Murtala Mohammed era, Nigeria's armed forces
have been involved more than any other in preserving order across the length and
breadth of Africa, and her capacity to promote peace and restore order in the continent
remains epochal. Instead of using her military might to browbeat other weaker and
poorer nations to doing her bidding as in most diplomatic practice, her focus has been
to preserve stability and peace in the continent as exemplified in her acclaimed exploits
with ECOMOG in Liberia and Sierra-Leone.

Nigeria has no history of wars with her neighbours except the brief tensions with the
Chad Republic and Cameroun over boundary misunderstandings which were compre-
hensively resolved. In fact, The Nigerian Army doctrine is anchored on the need for
the Armed Forces to be strategically defensive in posture in line with Nigeria’s foreign
policy of good neighbourliness and non-aggression. Thus, the Nigeria military doctrine
has been based on primarily “Active Defence, Flexible Offensive”, which builds upon
“Responsive Offensive Doctrine”. The adoption of the Maneuverist Approach to warfare
by the Nigerian Army is the fallout of this doctrine. Like China, Nigeria has adopted non-
provocation and non-aggression posture towards its neighbours and states in Africa
based on the principle of good neighbourliness and peaceful co-existence. The third
is politico-strategic and a derivative of the former. Nigeria has no sub-imperial or he-
gemonic ambition towards its immediate neighbours and the West African Sub-region.
The self-sacrificing Nigeria’s peacekeeping supports in the West African Sub-region
and Africa bear no fruits of even national interest articulations. Such efforts have been
largely altruistic. In post-peace support efforts in Congo, Chad, Liberia, Sierra Leone,
Rwanda and Sudan, states which did not share the burden of peace support efforts are
cultivating and reaping off their resources (Afaha, 2015). The desire to understand
the primary motive for Nigeria’s intervention and subsequent resolution of conflicts
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especially in the West African region has been the concern of scholars for decades. This
explains the enormous ideas that have been put forward by scholars to explain this
phenomenon over the years.

The foreign policy of any nation constitutes an integral part of her overall strategy for
survival in a competitive global system. The importance of this dimension of a nation’s
grand strategy is aptly captured by Kurt London, when he asserted that foreign policy
may be called the father of all things in International Relations (London, 1965). This
perception is corroborated by William Wallace, who identified Foreign Policy as that
critical “area of politics which bridges the all-important boundary between the nation-
state and its international environment” (Wallace, 1971). Accordingly, the over-riding
objective of any country’s foreign policy is to promote and protect that “country’s na-
tional interests in its interaction with the outside world and relationship with specific
countries in the international system” (Olusanya & Akindele, 1986).

A critical approach to attaining this goal is the formation and maintenance of a func-
tional military to safeguard both internal and external interests. Indeed, Section 217
(2) of the Nigerian Constitution provides that the federation shall equip and maintain
the armed forces as may be considered adequate and effective for the purpose(s) of

a. Defending Nigeria from external aggression.

b. Maintaining its territorial integrity and securing its borders from violation on land,
sea or air.

c. Suppressing insurrection and acting in aid of civil authorities to restore order when
called upon to do so by the president.

Between the attainment of independence in 1960 and the advent of the civil wars which
plagued West Africa in the early 1990s, there had emerged some broad and consistent
consensus that Nigeria’s national interest consist of the following;

1. The defence of the country’s Sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity,

2. The restoration of human dignity to black men and women all over the world, and
in Africa,

3. The creation of the relevant political and economic conditions in Africa and the
rest of the world which will not only facilitate the preservation of the territorial
integrity and security of all African countries but also foster national self-reliance
in African countries,

4. The promotion and improvement of the economic well-being of Nigerian citizen, and

5. The promotion of world peace and justice (Adeniji, 2000).

While there was a national consensus in support of these broad objectives, each of
the governments at the national level since the political independence of the country
in 1960, gave its own interpretation of these objectives, according to its own level of
emphasis to each of them.
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A country’s foreign policy represents the totality of objectives, orientation and actions
which influences it in the quest to cope with its external environment. These foreign
policy components are of course reflective of the sum total of those principles which
have grown out of its history, political process and leadership, economic and military
capabilities. Put differently, foreign policy study projects a state’s objectives, orientation,
action in response to the external environment and its capabilities. These components
are interrelated since the goals of foreign policy are a function of the political process
by which it is focused partly by its capabilities, and partly by the political processes
through which it was selected (Rosennau, 1969). From inception, Nigeria's foreign
policy has been anchored to a large extent, on these principles and objectives. This
continuity is noticeable in the restatement of foreign policy objectives in the 1989 and
1999 constitutions as follows:

1. Promotion and protection of national interest,

2. Promotion of the total liberation of Africa and support of African Unity,

3. Promotion of international cooperation for the consolidation of universal peace
and mutual respect among all nations and elimination of racial discrimination in
all its manifestations,

4. Respect for international law and treaty obligations as well as the seeking of settle-
ment of international disputes by negotiation, mediation, conciliation, arbitration
and adjudication, and

5. Promotion of a just world economic order.

Nigeria’s role in the liberation of southern Africa from white oppressive minority rule,
racism and apartheid, was so decisive that the states conferred the unique title of “front-
line state”. Nigeria was definitely in the forefront of the fight against racial discrimination
and colonization between 1960 and 1979. Those years definitely constituted the golden
age of Nigerian's foreign policy triumphs. The years preceding the Nigerian Civil war,
from the dawn of independence on October 1, 1960, were years of Innocence. Nigeria
was the beautiful bride of the international community wooed by both the East and
West, feted by the commonwealth, toasted by the non-aligned nations and respected by
the defunct Organization of African Unity. The success of Nigeria in the civil war coupled
with the unprecedented reconciliatory approach of the victorious Nigeria government,
with its “no victory, no vanquished” policy, sent the country’s image soaring to great
heights. The early seventies were also years of increasing economic prosperity, mainly
through the increasing production of petroleum resources, i.e. oil and gas. With the
country’s increased moral stature and greater economic power, the country was posed
to play a leadership role in the continent (Garba, 1987).

Angola provided the country with the first opportunity to play the role of big brother
in the fight against white minority rule. It will be recalled that Nigeria successfully
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challenged the pretensions of non-regional big powers (UK and the USA) when General
Murtala Muhammed delivered the famous and historic “Africa has come of Age” address
to the extra-ordinary summit of the OAU at Addis Ababa, Ethiopia on 11th January
1976. There, he declared “Africa has come of age. It is no longer in the orbit of any con-
tinental power. It should no longer take orders from any country, however powerful”.
The speech was followed by Nigeria’s recognition of the MPLA as the Government of
Angola, followed by a massive pouring of material and military support for the MPLA. It
could be said that the MPLA was established in Government by Cuba and Nigeria. This
was the tone of the country’s foreign policy when in August 1979, General Obasanjo’s
government nationalized the assets of British Petroleum, when the latter was caught
exporting oil to South Africa in breach of UN and OAU sanctions.

Table 1: (i) Peacekeeping, Peace Support Operations and Enforcement Action
in West Africa since 1990

Intervening Agency Country Pattern of Intervention Period
Liberia, Peacekeeping/Enforcement 1990 — 1998
ECOWAS through ECOMOG, Sie.rra Le(?ne Peacekeep!ng/Enforcement 1997
ECOMICI. ECOMIL GU|nea-B|§sau Peacekeep!ng 1998
' Cote d'lvoire Peacekeeping 2003
Liberia Peacekeeping 2003
Liberia Peacekeeping (Observation) ~ Sept. 93 Sept '97
United Nations Sierra Leone Peacekeeping/PSO July '99 - Dec. 05
Cote d'lvoire Peacekeeping/PSO Sep. 03 - Ongoing
Liberia Peacekeeping/PSO April 04 - Ongoing
British Army Sierra Leone sES;?)LCrT?;?rgéR June 2000
Mercenaries Sierra Leone Specific Assignment 1996

Source: Adeniji, 2000, p. 23

However, inspite of the accolade which the country garnered from her progressive
foreign policy which was in tune with the hopes and aspirations of Africans and Blacks
in the Diaspora, the enormous funds expended in this direction can better be imagined
and a huge cut of the domestic and equally pressing needs of the country. One area in
which Nigeria has maintained a laudable consistency is in the area of contribution to
international peacekeeping. She had contributed forces to virtually every UNO, AU and
ECOWAS peacekeeping endeavours since 1960. In fact, Nigeria had the largest number of
casualties among international peace-keepers in 2012, according to the United Nations
(UN), which honoured its peace-keepers in the 2013 event at its headquarters in New
York. Also, Nigeria is the fifth largest contributor of peacekeepers to the UN with 4,736
serving worldwide.



Conflict Studies Quarterly

"($002) "0 ‘ostjom\ :92.1n0g

Buiuies| wes| Buiures| Awly  |elsle|g 3)ep-v661 auoa BuBIS PE
Buiures| wes] Buiures| aoljod ‘Awly  [essjeg €661 elques ayl ¢
Buideaxsoesd uolleleq suQ funy  |essjelg 6/61  ANOWYVH peyd z¢
Aunn Buienp uollelied suQ funy  |essjelg 961 eluezuel |¢
uoeniasqo S19M8Sq0 Mo Awry - SYM003 3)ep-¢00z  HOWO0O3 BlIOA 0 8100 0
Buipiing soe8d / uoisinedng UORIS|S suollejieq [e10A8S 80101y ‘AneN Auy  SYMOO3 a)ep-g66L  HOWO0D3 U097 BURIS 6
uoisiniadng uojos3 / buipiing soesd uolsiAig 8UQ aoJoply AreN Auy  SYMOO3 9)ep-066  HONOO3 eusq] 8z
Buideayaoeay uoljepeg suQ 80I0HIY ‘Auly ny 2)ep-00Z uepns /g
uoeniasqo JanesqQ fwyy  nvo 66 BpuEMY 97
Buidesxaoeed apeblig auQ soioply Awly VO 78-1861 peyd 6z
uoieAIssqo SIaAIaSqQ Mo Awiy NN ajep -£002 JONNOW 0buo) jo dey ‘weq 1z
uoeniasqo SI9MBSUO M4 Ay NN 81ep-0002 eaqu3/ eidoly ¢z
uoneAnasqQ SIBAIBSAQ M3 Awly NN 6661 0AOSOY 72
uolensssqo S18AIBSGQ MO Auny NN 8661-9661 BIUSAOIS |2
uoneAIasqO SIaMBsqQ Mo Awiy NN G661 BUOPaZEIN 07
uoeniasqo SI9MBSUO M4 Ay NN G6-7661 uesspifel 61
uoeniasqo S18AIBSGQ MO Ay NN G661 OSLINN |oeis| g}
uolenissqo 818AIBSGQ MO Auny NN ¥661  DOSYNN diys nozng /|
Buidesseoesd uolleyeg 8uQ 891j0d ‘82104 1y ‘KneN ‘Awy NN s)ep-y66L  MINVYNN epuemy 9}
uoeniasqo SIBAIBSGQ MO 80110d NN 7661 ZOWONN anbiquezop G|
Buidesysoesd uolleyjeg auQ 89110d ‘92104 A1y ‘AreN “Auy NN G6-266) HO40HdNN BIABISOBNA 17|
Buidesseoesd uoleyeg suQ 80104 1y “AneN ‘Awy NN ¥6-¢661  INOSONN Blewos ¢}
uoeniasqo S18AIBSGQ MO 80110d NN £6-2661 JVLINN elpoqued g
Wwnpus.9jeY ‘UoReNISSqO SJOMBSGQ MO 80110d NN £6-266)  OSHNNIN BIEUES JSOM |}
futoyuow uoyos(3 ‘uolenIssqQ SI9MBSqO M4 89110 NN 06-686 OVINN BqiWeN 0}
Buliojuow uojos|3 ‘uolieAlssqo Juswiyoejeq v Awiy NN G6-2661 1l WIAYNN ejobuy 6
uoneAssqo S19MBSqO M4 Awiry NN 2671661 I WIAYNN elobuy g
uoiealasqo SIoAIaSqQ Mo4 891j0d ‘92104 Iy “AAeN ‘Awy NN 1661 1 WIAYNN globuy
uoneAasqQ SIBAIBSAQ M3 80104 Iy ‘AneN ‘Awy NN alep -1661 INODINN yemny —belj 9
uoneAssqo SIaNBSqQ M4 82104 A1y ‘AneN Ay NN 16-8861 90NINN bejj-uey g
Buidessieoead yejs pue uoliepeq suQ Awiry NN 8-8/61 T14INN uouege] ¥
uojeniasqo S1OABSTQ MO 80lj0d Ay NN £9-2961 4SNN BauINg -maN ¢
uojeniasqo S18MIBSGQ MO Ay NN G9-€96L  INOdINN uelsiied-opu| g
Juswanliojug aoead pue Buidasyaoead uoljeneg auQ 901j0d ‘“Awry NN ¥961-0961 INNO obuoy |
0Sd Jo adA} 9z1S $82104 JO ainjeN uoneziuebiQ pouad / Jeap apo) ealy / Ajuno) ON

aouapuadspu] aoulg suonrerad( 31oddng aoeaq [eqon ur uonedonaed S eLaSIN 17 d[qelL



Issue 16, July 2016

The ECOMOG experience

The events which gave rise to the deployment of peacekeepers under the acronym
ECOMOG were series of crisis, mostly insurrections, which engulfed some countries in
the West African region with dire implications for the stability of the entire sub-region.
The causes of such fisticuffs were dissimilar. According to Adeniji (2000), the crisis in
Liberia was initiated by a relatively unknown rebel force, the National Patriotic Front
of Liberia (NPFL) under Charles Taylor, which took up arms against the government of
late President Samuel Doe in December 1989 and with external assistance from several
neighbouring African countries inclusive of Cote d’Ivoire, and Burkina Faso, was able to
make the country ungovernable. In the course of the war, other armed factions, often
formed along ethnic lines, emerged to compound the conflict. After seven years of war
and at least a dozen peace agreements, Charles Taylor emerged President of Liberia,
following elections in 1997. When Liberia was to be engrossed in another round of
civil war, the cause was the failure of the Taylor government to embark on genuine
reconciliation and peace building.

In Sierra Leone, another rebel force, the Revolutionary United Front (RUF), under Foday
Sankoh, challenged successive central governments in the country from 1991. Although
this did not result in the proliferation of armed factions, there also emerged other
actors, including civil militias and mercenaries known as Executive Outcomes, who
fought on the side of the Government of Sierra Leone (Adeniji, 2000). Nigeria’s active
participation in the conflict in the West African sub-region which began with the first
deployment of her troops under the banner of ECOMOG is a subject of intense debate
and controversies largely because of the novelty of the operation and the attendant
miss-steps and perception rating of Nigeria under the former military ruler, General
Babangida goaded the ECOWAS operation to save the embattled Liberian President,
Samuel Doe from impending doom, other less charitable Commentators attribute it to
the pursuit of personal economic and business interest in Liberia cleverly disguised in
altruistic garb (Alade, 2000). The enterprise was fundamentally controversial not on
account of its mission, which was to save lives, but mainly on perception and internal
wrangling leading to the formation of ECOMOG between the Anglo and Franco-speaking
members of ECOWAS.

Babangida dismissed critics by insisting that Nigeria could not look the way when the
security situation in the region was a threat to international security. This was consistent
with the claim and actions of Nigerians and their leaders that the country was destined
to provide leadership for Africa and the entire Black race. He justified his actions on
the argument that Nigeria is the only country that every other country was looking up
to, to provide the desired leadership.

In pursuing the foreign policy objectives of any nation, the paramount of the leader’s
perception of the domestic and international situations to which the nation must re-
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spond remains strong. The leader is responsible for perceiving and interpreting the
reality that confronts his country and responding as may be deemed appropriate. The
policies and actions of nations do not respond to the objectives’ facts of the situations
but to their ‘image’ of the situation. It is what we think the world is like, not what it is
really like that determines our behaviour (Zartman, 1995).

Since the formation and intervention of ECOMOG in 1990, the concept of ‘regional
peacekeeping operations’ has become very attractive in the international circles espe-
cially where it is seen as a viable strategy for the maintenance of international peace
and security. The Organization of African Unity (OAU)’s Council of Ministers approved
the ECOWAS Peace Plan towards the end of February 1991 and its Secretary General ap-
pointed Professor Canaan Banana as an Eminent Person for Liberia. The 1993 Contonou
Accord accommodated an expanded ECOMOG force under the auspices of the OAU to be
composed of African troops outside the West African region. Tanzania and Uganda sent
troops. Assistance from the rest of the world was not forthcoming as the Liberian crisis
was reckoned to be an African problem that required an African solution. In the mean-
time, ECOMOG was having numerous challenges on the field, its neutrality was being
questioned and more importantly, it was beginning to have credibility problems. With
respect to Sierra Leone, the United Nations and the Organization of African Unity urged
ECOWAS to send in the troops for the restoration of constitutional government. With
the failure of diplomatic efforts and the escalation, ECOMOG’s mandate was upgraded
from sanction enforcement to actual military intervention resulting in the ousting of
the AFRC/RUF government.

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) took cognizance of the ECOWAS peace plan
on 22nd January 1991 and on 7th May 1992, the Council commended ECOWAS and the
Yamoussoukro Accord of 30th October 1991. On 7th November 1992, the expanded
Standing Mediation Committee of ECOWAS invited the United Nations Secretary-General
to appoint a Special Representative to cooperate with ECOAWS in the implementation
of the Peace Plan.

The United Nations Security Council established United Nations Observer Mission in
Liberia (UNOMIL) ON September 22, 1993. Its tasks were to monitor the cease-fire,
verify that ECOMOG is fulfilling its mandate to secure the country and carry out dis-
armament. It also had the mandate to help co-operate humanitarian relief, report on
violations of human rights and to report any major violations of international humani-
tarian law to the United Nations Secretary General. The 1993 Cotonou accord made
provision for the UN observer Mission in Liberia to help supervise and monitor the
agreement in conjunction with ECOMOG. The United Nations Observer Mission in Liberia
(UNOMIL) represents a particularly interesting new development in the United Nations’
“traditional” military observer role. A major component of the UNOMIL mandate was
to oversee the activities of the regional Peacekeepers rather than the Liberian parties
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themselves. The Cotonou agreement stipulated that the United Nations should deploy
military observers to monitor the cease-fire verification and demobilization activities
of the new ECOMOG. In the Agreement defining the relationship between the two, it
was stipulated that UNOMIL and ECOMOG will have separate command structures
and neither shall direct the other in its actions. While some degree of peace enforce-
ment powers were conferred on the regional organization, the United Nations force
will be including search, seizure and storage of weapons, demobilization of forces and
the guarding of encampments. In the establishment of UNOMIL, there was an attempt
by the International community to bring some level of accountability to the ECOMOG
forces compelled the United Nations Security Council to specifically address the issue.

The Security Council established the United Nations Observer Mission in Sierra Leone
(UNOSIL) in June 1998 to consider the human rights situation in Sierra Leone. In
October 1999, the Security Council established the United Nations Mission in Sierra
Leone (UNAMSIL). UNAMSIL was to cooperate with the Government and other parties
in the implementation of the Lome Peace Agreement and to assist in the implementa-
tion of the disarmament, demobilization and reintegration on 7th February 2000, the
Security Council revised the mandate of UNAMSIL the Mission was authorized to take
the necessary action to ensure the security and freedom of movement of its person-
nel, and within its capabilities and area of deployment, to afford protection to civilians
under imminent threat of physical violence taking into account the responsible of the
government of Sierra Leone. At the time of its intervention in Liberia, there was no
direct precedent that ECOWAS could follow the constitution and operation of a re-
gional peacekeeping force. The only models available to the ECOWAS leaders were the
peacekeeping operations of the United Nations. The convention of the United Nations in
peacekeeping operations is to obtain the consent of the parties involved in the conflict,
the Armed Forces of Liberia and the independent Patriotic Front of Liberia that was in
control of almost 90% of the territory. This immediately placed the operation on a dif-
ferent footing from the United Nations model. ECOWAS leaders and their jurists went
the whole length to provide a juridical platform for the presence of the sub-regional
force in Liberia. All the reasons commonly canvassed to justify intervention in classi-
cal international law were resorted to as the basis for the intervention of ECOMOG. It
was argued that the security of neighbouring States was in serious danger and that the
welfare of the entire community was affected. Indeed, there were clashes on the Liberia/
Sierra Leone borders, and that the stability of Sierra Leone, which was already shaken,
was further jeopardized especially by series of armed expeditions from Liberia. There
were also armed clashes along the Liberia/ Cote d’'Ivoire border. It cannot be denied
that the outflow of refugees from Liberia impacted the welfare of the entire sub-region.
For instance, before the intervention of ECOWAS, about 500,000 refugees had moved
into Guinea, Ghana, and Cote d’Ivoire, Sierra Leone, Togo, Nigeria, Gambia and Mali.
The All Liberian Conference of 27th August made of various interest groups and com-
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munity organizations declared, “today there is no Government in Liberia...”. Relying
and acting on the inherent sovereign right of the Liberian people to make laws for their
governance, the conference endorsed the ECOWAS Peace Plan and appointed an interim
government. The shortfall was that the conference occurred after ECOMOG Forces had
landed in Liberia. The fact remains at the time of the Conference was convened, Liberia
was in a state of anarchy. The adoption of an ECOWAS Peace Plan, however, served as
validation for the entry of ECOMOG Forces into Liberia. There was evidence before
the ECOWAS leaders that the attack on Liberia was launched from outside. There was
also abundant evidence to show that among the rebels were non-Liberians including
soldiers of fortune. The fact that the armed movement came from across the border
brought the crisis within the purview of the 1981 ECOWAS Protocol on Mutual Defense.
Under the Protocol, the Community was entitled to: (i) declare that the armed threat or
aggression against the Community; and (ii) call on its member States to give assistance
for the defence of the aggressed member State. There was an on-going war in Liberia
and law and order had completely broken down in the country. On 30th May 1990, the
United Nations Secretary-General ordered the evacuation of all UN personnel from
Liberia. In August 1990, the United States of America intervened in Liberia but only to
the extent of evacuating her nationals, and other nationals of Europe and Asia. By that
time, “all semblance of civil authority had ceased to”. The ECOWAS leaders had the option
of intervening just for the sake of their nationals trapped in the Liberia WA, but they
chose to take a more selfless approach more so that it had become the International
Community that all semblance of authority had ceased to exist.

Proponents of ECOMOG intervention also argued that there was a civil war going on, and
that posed a threat to Liberia. The Civil War was prosecuted in a manner which consti-
tuted a flagrant disregard for the obligations of Liberia under the Geneva Conventions
and Protocols. All principles of war were violated and the civilian population became
the major target for the warring parties. Tens of thousands of innocent civilians were
massacred; thousands of foreign nations trapped in the country and hundreds of thou-
sands became refugees. While the International Community choose to initially ignore
the Liberian conflict, its neighbours in the sub-region, particularly Nigeria, could not
maintain a posture of indifference to the situation in Liberia. Thus, the Authority of
Heads of State and Government of ECOWAS were used by the country to act in a novel
but every bold manner to save lives and properties.

ECOWAS leaders, however, embraced the logic that regional organizations had to share
this responsibility with the Security Council. That is, their responsibility was to ensure
that peace and stability are maintained within the region and in the African Continent as
a whole. The inhuman treatment resulting from the tragic situation in Liberia was not
only a threat to the well-being of the Community but also posed a threat to international
peace and security. The intervention of ECOWAS in Liberia was indeed a response to a
dire humanitarian problem.
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Financial Cost for Nigeria

The real cost of ECOMOG operations is a military secret. According to a report, Nigerian
troops at one time accounted for almost two third of ECOMOG force in Liberia. Apart
from picking the bills of the operation before the intervention of the UN and the OAU,
Nigeria had to offer assistance to other West African countries to enable them de-
ploy their troops (Afaha, 2015). According to a study, the support that has come to
the peacekeeping operations from non-African countries, especially countries in the
European Union and the United States has been largely logistical but also financial
in nature. In Liberia, ECOMOG had considerable support from EU countries and the
United States. In Sierra Leone, the UK, apart from committing troops in 2000, also
provided logistical and financial support to ECOMOG. In Cote d’Ivoire, Britain has sup-
ported the peace efforts through assistance to Ghana, while the French contributions
were conveyed through Niger, Senegal and Togo. The United States made its contribu-
tion through strategic transportation and in funding 2/3 of the food requirement for
the Cote d’Ivoire operation. The financial cost for ECOMOG operation in Cote d’'Ivoire,
(about 15 million Euros) was obtained through a set of financial assistance agreements
that included contributions from France, United Kingdom, The Netherlands, Belgium,
Germany, Sweden, Italy, Luxembourg and Spain. However, Nigeria remains the largest
contributor to peacekeeping operations in West Africa. The ECOWAS Security Council
left the logistics problems almost entirely to Nigeria as all other countries were obvi-
ously incapacitated by SAP induced economic stress of the 1990s. All in all, Nigeria is
said to have spent in excess of 12bn USD on peace operation since the first ECOMOG
operation in Liberia in 1990. In 2001, Olusegun Obasanjo said Nigeria had spent $13bn
on peacekeeping operations over 12 years. Hundreds of Nigerian soldiers were thought
to have been killed in operations in Liberia and more than 800 soldiers have been killed
and atleast 1000 wounded in Sierra Leone, which exposed the country to her “biggest
financial burden”. Indeed, when the UN offered to expand the ECOMOG troops to include
soldiers from other African countries, Nigeria had to appeal for a refund of some of its
costs in Liberia by the UN.

Family Disconnect

There was the problem of family disconnect as those that were deployed to ECOMOG
operations in Liberia to Sierra Leone did not return home for over two years. The dif-
ficulty of communication made many Nigerian soldiers complain of losing touch with
their families. Thousands of Liberian men and women have driven away from their
homes as the rebellion progressed and those left at home saw the ECOMOG soldiers
as messiahs who had come to save them only to be exploited sexually. The Director
General of the Directorate of Technical Cooperation in Africa, ministry of foreign af-
fairs, Dr. Sule Yakubu Bassi disclosed this at an interactive session with the House of
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Representatives Committee on Diaspora admitted that Nigerian soldiers were caught
in relationships that produced many children. According to him, there are 250,000
Nigerian children of ECOMOG soldiers. The children were born by Nigerian soldiers
who went to Liberia during the war. There is also the cases of women and children
coming to look for husbands and fathers at the Nigerian Embassy. This has posed a
big challenge to the Nigerian Embassy officials. While enumerating some of the chal-
lenges faced by Nigerian Embassies and Missions, Bassi disclosed that the Nigerian
Embassy in Liberia was constantly flooded by children and their mothers in search of
their fathers. This was aside sexually transmitted diseases, especially HIV/AIDS, which
have been identified as the second largest killer of Nigerian soldiers especially during
peacekeeping operations outside Nigeria. According to UNAIDS Report on Nigeria, 11
% of Nigerian ECOMOC soldiers were HIV infected (Afaha, 2015). Colonel Adewale
Adeniyi Taiwo, commanding officer of 245 Battalion, who disclosed this during the
workshop for officers and senior non-commissioned officers of 82 Division, said mem-
bers of the Nigerian Armed Forces, especially the soldiers, had been reckless when it
came to sexual behaviour during foreign assignments, noting that this accounted for
the reason many suffered from related diseases and infections. Taiwo, who spoke as a
guest lecturer on the topic Nigeria in Peace Support Operations: An Appraisal, during the
82 Division officers and senior non-commissioned officers’ study period hosted by the
13 Brigade, Nigerian Army, at the Eburutu Barracks in Calabar, stressed that Nigerian
soldiers should curtail this habit, hinting that “during the ECOMOG operation in Sierra
Leone, HIV/AIDS became the second largest killer of deployed Nigerian troops next to
gunshot wounds”. He attributed this to the long period of stay of Nigerian units in vari-
ous missions abroad, saying this usually led to reckless sexual behaviour on the part of
the troops. He added that “the longer units are deployed on a mission, the more prone
they are to HIV/AIDS and other infections”.

Corruption

Revelation on corruption by Nigerian military top brass came to light during the popu-
lar National Truth and Reconciliation Commission of 2000/2001, during which very
senior military officers who have held various strategic and sensitive commanding
positions accused each other of corruption during ECOMOG operations in Liberia and
Sierra Leone. Some of the startling revelations was that Nigerian soldiers who served
under the then West African Monitoring Group (ECOMOG), in Liberia and Sierra Leone
were actually supposed to be paid 45 US dollars a day instead of the 5 US dollars they
received, making a total sum of 1350 US dollars per month and not 150 US dollars as
they were paid. This short payment affected over twenty thousand soldiers over a pe-
riod of ten years from August 1990-april 2000. It was during the commission's sitting
that Nigerians were made to understand that even the combat helmets supplied to the

14



Issue 16, July 2016

soldiers were actually motorcycle crash helmets lacking in the quality to serve as a
protection against rifle fires and bomb fragments. According to Human Rights Watch
report of 1999, the soldiers were supposed to be paid a special monthly allowance of
$150 per month allowance in addition to their wages while they were on active duty
in ECOMOG, but were often denied their wages to up to three months in most cases.

Mutiny / Protests

The treatment of the Nigerian contingents was not without protestations by the re-
turning peacekeepers. For instance, a contingent of soldiers who returned from a
peacekeeping assignment in Liberia made their feelings known to the Nigerian public
in a peaceful way in Akure, Ondo State. They complained of illegal diversion of their
operational allowances running into Thousands of US dollars by some of their offic-
ers. The military authorities responded by instituting a court martial which found the
culprit officers guilty of stealing money belonging to junior soldiers, and the protesting
soldiers guilty of voicing out against the stealing of their rightful earnings. In a ridicu-
lous verdict, the Brigadier General Ishaya Bauka headed court martial only cautioned
the thieving officers with the loss of rank, while the soldiers, the actual victims of the
theft were sentenced to life imprisonment (before international outcry forced the Army
to commute it to seven years imprisonment). By the time ECOMOG operations came
to an end in the early part of 2000, hundreds of soldiers bearing all sorts of physical
deformities and injuries which included losing an eye, limb or leg and sundry bullet
wounds were still lying in several military hospitals all over the country, with some
of them having been in bed for over eight years. It was until the advent of democratic
governance by 1999, that lucky ones amongst them were batched for further treat-
ment (mostly surgery) abroad.
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