Monitoring the Monitors:

UN-ECOMOG Peacekeeping in the
Liberian Civil War

By MiLkAH KIHUNAH

Within the context of the United Nations’ primary responsi-
bility for matters of international peace and security, pro-
viding support for regional and sub-regional initiatives in
Africa is both necessary and desirable. Such support is nec-
essary because the UN lacks the capacity, resources, and ex-
pertise to address all problems that may arise in Africa. It is
desirable because wherever possible the international com-
munity should strive to complement rather than supplant
African efforts to resolve Africa’s problems.

—Kofi Annan, Report to the UN Security Council, April 16, 1998

he response of the Economic Community of West African States

(ECOWAS) to the outbreak of civil war in Liberia in 1989 proved

to be a critical test case in the emergence of a more robust role
for African organizations in the resolution of African conflicts. The
ECOWAS intervention was an unprecedented partnership between a
United Nations observer mission and a regional force—"the first
peacekeeping mission undertaken by the United Nations in coopera-
tion with a peacekeeping mission set up by another organization.”!
Because of its unique status, the ECOWAS intervention offers pos-
sible lessons for future African initiatives.

This effort in collaborative peacekeeping merged two core elements
of peace operations in Africa: the participation of regional organiza-
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tions and the support of the UN. At a time of increasing conflict in
Africa and diminished UN conflict management resources, collabo-
rative arrangements with re-
gional organizations could

help share the political and fi- STRUCTURAL AND CONCEPTUAL PROBLEMS
nancial burdens of peacekeep- PLAGUED THE EFFORTS OF THE UN AND
ing. But institutional collabo- ECOWAS IN LIBERIA.

ration is a complex matter
under the best of circum-
stances. Structural and conceptual problems plagued the efforts of
the UN and ECOWAS in Liberia, limiting the operation’s efficacy. An
assessment of the rationale, mandate, and outcome of this joint peace-
keeping arrangement provides valuable insight into the structure of
ongoing and future UN collaboration with regional peace operations,
particularly in Africa.

Regional Organizations and Conflict Resolution in Africa

Since the end of the Cold War, conflict in Africa has played a major
role in setting the parameters of the UN’s mission and capabilities.
The UN’s apparent inability to stop mass violence in Somalia and
Rwanda provoked a debate over the effectiveness of available instru-
ments for resolving intrastate conflicts. One outcome of this debate
has been an increased willingness to allow regional and sub-regional
initiatives to contribute to peacekeeping and conflict management
efforts on the continent. This idea has become particularly appealing
because the United States and other powerful nations have expressed
increased reluctance to commit military resources to resolve conflicts
deemed outside their strategic interests. This reality, in turn, has com-
pelled African leaders to abandon their long tradition of aversion to
collective action in peace and security.

For most of its forty-year existence, the Organization of African Unity,
long the region’s preeminent inter-governmental organization, has
disappointed those who expected it to mobilize Africa’s crisis man-
agement capacity. Such demands would have been formidable for any
organization, especially one as fragile as the OAU, which was origi-
nally conceived as a forum for ordered interstate interaction—not as
an organization of military command.? Relations between OAU mem-
ber states have been governed by important provisions of the OAU
charter that emphasize principles of state sovereignty, territorial in-
tegrity, and non-interference. These tenets succeeded in moderating
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conflict between African states and in guaranteeing the stability of
established colonial borders, but also inhibited any meaningful col-
lective response to intrastate conflicts.?

Civil conflicts have exploded in Africa over the last fifteen years at a
time when the major powers have disengaged from a region no longer
considered strategically important. This vacuum pushed regional
players and the UN to seek novel solutions to these new crises, in-
cluding the expansion of conflict resolution capacities through Afri-
can regional organizations.* At the 1991 UN-OAU Conference on Se-
curity, Stability, Development, and Cooperation in Africa, leading
voices on the continent sought to re-conceptualize traditional notions
of non-intervention on the grounds that order was as important within
nations as among them, and that strict state sovereignty could be
compromised to alleviate severe human suffering.® Under this new
dispensation, sub-regional organizations such as ECOWAS and the
Southern African Development Community became important actors
in regional peacekeeping. The rebirth of the OAU in 2002 as the Afri-
can Union is also significant given its new ability to establish con-
flict resolution mechanisms, such as the Peace and Security Council,
and provide the organization with the authority to intervene in mem-
ber states in the event of grave circumstances, such as genocide and
other crimes against humanity.®

Meanwhile, the UN, and in particular the Security Council, have in-
creasingly recognized their own limitations and the need for greater
reliance on regional organizations. In 1992 the UN secretary general
issued “An Agenda for Peace,” a report on global conflict resolution
that emphasized the need for greater cooperation between regional
organizations and the UN, noting that, “regional action as a matter
of decentralization, delegation, and cooperation with UN efforts
could only lighten the burden of the Council.””

The challenge for the UN is to find ways to resolve local conflicts
that retain the Security Council’s leadership while simultaneously
enabling African organizations to play a greater role. Such accom-
modation also caters to the general unwillingness of Western powers
to take on the political and financial commitments of military inter-
vention. These considerations were decisive factors in the structure
of the UN’s cooperation with a sub-regional initiative aimed at re-
solving the outbreak of civil war in Liberia in the early 1990s.
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Liberia in Crisis

Charles Taylor triggered a civil war in December 1989 when he led a
rebel movement, the National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL), in
an attack against the government of then-President Samuel Doe.
Within months, the structures of governance were destroyed and ci-
vilians became victims in a war prosecuted without respect for con-
vention.® Over time numerous warring factions emerged to contest
for power and territory. The ensuing conflict resulted in nearly
200,000 deaths and the displacement of nearly half of the country’s
population.’

On May 30, 1990, the war came under the scrutiny of the thirteenth
summit of the ECOWAS heads of state. Nigeria led the push for in-
tervention due to security concerns and the deteriorating humanitar-
ian situation. ECOWAS decided to establish a peacekeeping force,
the ECOWAS Ceasefire Monitoring Force (ECOMOG), with a man-
date to intervene in Liberia to stop further bloodshed.

Analysts disagree on how effective ECOMOG was in Liberia, but there
is a general consensus that the mission’s capabilities were greatly
undermined by a limited commitment of political will and financial
resources.'’ In addition to the initial political divisions between
Francophone and Anglophone members of ECOWAS over deploy-
ment, some members had grave doubts about the mission’s legiti-
macy and mandate.

Though ECOMOG was considered to be a peacekeeping or monitor-
ing force, there was no peace agreement to enforce or monitor in
Liberia at the time of deployment. Taylor’s rebels attacked ECOMOG
forces as soon as they landed in Liberia, and the ECOMOG unit re-
sponded as if it had a mandate for enforcement. From then on
ECOMOG faced constant opposition. Although ECOMOG was ini-
tially able to impose a shaky ceasefire, it faced repeated attacks by
the various armed factions. These attacks precipitated an escalation
of the conflict, forcing the regional body to undertake heavy military
offensive and counter-offensive operations that undermined its posi-
tion as an impartial peacekeeper. In the eyes of many in Liberia and
elsewhere, the force was reduced to the level of a warring faction.
Herman Cohen, then U.S. assistant secretary of state for Africa, de-
clared that, “/ECOWAS had ceased to be a neutral party, and had be-
come one of the combatants.”"
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Despite three years of war and the exacerbation of conflict following
ECOMOG'’s intervention, the UN was still unable to muster the po-
litical will to engage meaningfully in resolving the conflict in Liberia.
For along time after ECOMOG’s deployment, the UN Security Council
neither indicated its position on the African undertaking nor made
any formal reference to it. In-
deed, the Security Council did

IN THE EYES OF MANY IN LIBERIA AND not issue its first formal state-
ELSEWHERE, ECOMOG WAS REDUCED TO THE ment on the civil war until
LEVEL OF A WARRING FACTION. January 1991, more than a year

after the outbreak of the con-

flict, when the Security Coun-
cil president commended regional efforts to resolve the conflict but
did not refer to ECOMOG specifically.'

The UN’s understated attitude toward Liberia was driven as much
by the sensitivities of African nations as it was by the reluctance of
the major powers to get involved."® African states have generally pre-
ferred to keep regional concerns out of the Security Council unless a
crisis was too large for regional efforts to address. Having made a
heavy political and financial investment in resolving the conflict, Ni-
geria was particularly determined to retain control over ECOMOG
and to keep the issue out of the Security Council. Zaire and Ethiopia,
both members of the Security Council at the time, opposed efforts to
bring the Liberia issue to the Security Council, partly because of Ni-
gerian pressure and partly over fears of establishing a precedent that
could be applied to their own unstable domestic environments.'

As a result, the Security Council did not formally address the con-
flict in any significant manner until November 1992, when it passed
UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 788 (1992) in response to a
request from ECOWAS for an economic embargo on Liberia’s war-
ring parties. This was the first significant indication of UN support
for the ECOMOG intervention. The UNSCR praised ECOMOG'’s per-
formance, condemned the continued armed attacks against the peace-
keeping force, and endorsed the ECOWAS-brokered peace accords.
It also imposed an embargo on all deliveries of weapons and equip-
ment to Liberia, except those destined for ECOMOG."

UNSCR 788 is seen by some as the turning point in the UN’s policy
toward Liberia. Through the appointment of a special representative

to the secretary general, the UN became an integral part of the diplo-
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matic effort to resolve the conflict and could now directly influence
the process. In cooperation with the OAU, the special representative
brokered negotiations in Geneva that eventually led to the signing of
the Cotonou Peace Accords in Benin in July 1993. The accords were
significant for several reasons. They included rebel factions that had
been absent from previous agreements, stipulated demobilization as
a first step toward national elections, and obliged all warring parties
to observe a ceasefire. They established the Liberian National Tran-
sitional Government, which included representatives from all war-
ring factions. Finally, in recognition of ECOMOG's increasing cred-
ibility gap, the accord sought to share the responsibility for peace-
keeping between ECOMOG and a UN observer mission that would
monitor and supervise implementation.

Cooperative Peacekeeping

The configuration of the UN mission in the Cotonou Accords was
designed to put a UN stamp of approval on the West African inter-
vention. Indeed, the participation of the UN in the implementation
of the process may have been the minimum price Charles Taylor would
accept given his distrust of the Nigerian-dominated ECOMOG force.
After years of neglect, the Security Council finally authorized the
establishment of the UN Observer Mission in Liberia (UNOMIL) in
September 1993—two months after Cotonou and more than three
years after the ECOMOG intervention. The Cotonou Accords delin-
eated distinct tasks for the two entities. ECOMOG was responsible
for the implementation of the ceasefire and disarmament while
UNOMIL observers were given the role of monitoring ECOMOG'’s
activities, including enforcement actions.

On the basis of an agreement between the UN and ECOWAS,
UNOMIL and ECOMOG were set up as separate operations under
the authority of two different organizations. Each mission was ex-
pected to determine its own method of operations in consultation
with the other. ECOMOG was responsible for ensuring the safety of
UNOMIL observers and civilian staff. It was understood that if
ECOMOG entered into combat operations in a certain area, UNOMIL
would temporarily withdraw from that area. If ECOMOG were
forced into unplanned self-defensive military action, it would en-
sure the security of UNOMIL observers and other UN staff in the
area.
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This structure carried high expectations. With only a supervisory role,
the UN mission was relatively small and thought to be free of sub-
stantial financial and personnel commitments. But given the small
number of unarmed UN observers deployed, some questioned the
power and purpose of the mission. The working relationship between
the two forces quickly deteriorated. The larger ECOMOG unit essen-
tially dictated the UN observers” movements, occasionally restrict-
ing observers at roadblocks and requiring them to observe civilian
nighttime curfews despite an initial agreement that they would en-
joy freedom of movement throughout Liberia. The two forces were
not always working in tandem, so UNOMIL observers were occasion-
ally deployed independently of an ECOMOG security presence, ex-
posing the observers to rebel attacks and kidnappings and damaging
local perceptions of UN competence.

Many of the problems encountered by UNOMIL were rooted in the
mission’s weak conceptual and practical foundation. Amid the en-
thusiasm for UN involvement in Liberia, little effort had been put
into crafting the mission’s purpose and its relationship with
ECOMOG. Neither the Cotonou Accords nor the UN-ECOWAS agree-
ment specified how UNOMIL would exercise supervision over a mili-

tary force that was under a

separate command structure

GIVEN THE SMALL NUMBER OF UNARMED UN and which, by virtue of its size
OBSERVERS DEPLOYED, SOME QUESTIONED THE and control on the ground, ex-
POWER AND PURPOSE OF THE MISSION. ercised greater power in the

partnership. The ability of
UNOMIL and the secretary-
general’s special representative to implement their mandate was
heavily dependent on ECOMOG’s military support.'® With separate
command structures and no mechanisms for linkage and control,
UNOMIL’s supervisory capability was severely inhibited.

At the working level, resentment among ECOMOG troops hampered
smooth relations. External supervision implied distrust in ECOMOG'’s
abilities and intentions. ECOMOG, and particularly Nigeria, had in-
vested substantial human and financial capital in resolving the con-
flict and its troops felt better experienced to handle the situation.
ECOMOG perceived the UN as a latecomer to the scene that was in-
capable of dealing with belligerents. UNOMIL was perceived by many
as merely a political tool with little practical purpose except appease-
ment of Charles Taylor.
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The relationship was also hampered by ECOMOG’s own institutional
shortcomings. The force received little political direction from
ECOWAS. There was no functional mechanism by which the force
was accountable to ECOWAS'’s political authority, so force command-

ers controlled the military and political aspects of the operation.
Hence, UN-ECOWAS collaboration at a policy level did not trans-
late into cooperation on the ground. ECOMOG was also logistically
handicapped by a lack of funding, equipment, and troops, and had
problems disarming and de-

mobilizing the warring fac-

tions while simultaneously ECOMOG PERCEIVED THE UN AS INCAPABLE
deploying troops in all areas OF DEALING WITH BELLIGERENTS.
alongside UNOMIL. This cre-
ated problems for the UN ob-
servers, who depended entirely on the West African force for their
security. Inadequate contributions to ECOWAS from its member
states put ECOMOG in a precarious financial state. As a result of
infrequent rotations and inconsistent payment, troop morale was
low and troop discipline suffered. Comparisons with the well-paid
and better-equipped UNOMIL observers only led to further resent-
ment.

Given the repeated breakdowns of ceasefires, intensified fighting,
and the inability of ECOMOG to provide security for UNOMIL ob-
servers, UNOMIL was unable to carry out many of its mandated ac-
tivities and was occasionally forced to evacuate its observers from
the country. In November 1995 the Security Council reduced the
UNOMIL presence to 160 observers and amended the mission’s man-
date, giving it a lower profile role in support of ECOMOG and the
transitional government.'” By April 1996 the worsening conflict in
Monrovia had forced additional evacuations, and UNOMIL’s strength
was reduced to fewer than twenty observers. Thereafter, UNOMIL’s
role was uncertain and its presence negligible despite the renewal
of its mandate. This continued to be the case until the security situ-
ation improved enough for elections to be held in 1997, bringing an
end to UNOMIL’s mission in Liberia. During this period ECOMOG,
by contrast, was an increasingly effective force in enforcing peace
and disarmament, helping to create a suitable environment for elec-
tions. These improvements can be attributed to several factors, in-
cluding the arrival of much-needed foreign assistance, increased
troop capacity from previously reluctant Francophone states, and a
general war-weariness among the armed factions.'®

SumMeER | FALL 2005 127



MILKAH KIHUNAH
Implications of the UNOMIL-ECOMOG Operation

Given the disappointing outcome of UNOMIL’s mission, how impor-
tant was the mission as a “pioneering” form of UN intervention? Many
scholars have deemed the mission unsuccessful and not a viable model
for future practice.” Dismissing the venture out of hand overlooks
its context and the particular attributes that explain its performance
and provide lessons for the future.

UNOMIL needs to be considered in its proper context. Although sig-
nificant in its novel mandate, the mission itself was actually second-
ary and limited.” It was not a peacekeeping force but an observer
mission with the unconventional mandate of monitoring and super-
vising an existing regional peacekeeping force. It was a mission cre-
ated by a peace agreement and aimed at boosting the credibility of
an existing peacekeeping
framework. In other words,

UNOMIL’'S ESTABLISHMENT WAS NOTHING its actual role was to serve as
MORE THAN AN ATTEMPT TO CORRECT THE an indicator of UN engage-
CREDIBILITY GAP THAT RESULTED FROM EARLIER ment in the conflict, to end

the perception of interna-
tional neglect, and to appease
rebel factions suspicious of
ECOMOG’s motives. Seen in this light, UNOMIL may have actually
tulfilled at least some of its intended purposes. Its presence helped
focus international attention on the conflict in Liberia, resulting in
increased assistance to the regional effort while providing ECOMOG
with the broader international legitimacy it had lacked.

NEGLECT.

While UNOMIL must be seen as the product of a unique set of cir-
cumstances, it shares the same conceptual basis as any UN effort to
collaborate with regional organizations in conflict resolution: the rec-
ognition that regional action can reduce the Security Council’s bur-
den and be a more effective force in certain circumstances. In this
regard, the UN experience in Liberia demonstrates how such collabo-
ration should and, more importantly, should not be conducted. The
Liberian case underscores the need for the UN to sanction or express
support for regional initiatives aimed at ending conflicts in order to
provide such efforts with broader legitimacy. The initial absence of
clear UN approval and support for the ECOMOG intervention un-
dermined the organization’s efforts, and UNOMIL’s establishment
was indeed nothing more than an attempt to correct the credibility

128 YALE JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS



MONITORING THE MONITORS

gap that resulted from this earlier neglect. The importance of UN
sanction for regional efforts is most clearly exhibited in the conflict
in the former Yugoslavia. There the Security Council expressed full
support for European efforts to end the conflict, thus giving legiti-
macy to the actions of European regional organizations in accordance
with Chapter VIII of the UN charter.?

The failures of UNOMIL highlight the importance of establishing a
clear framework for dividing political authority in joint UN and re-
gional initiatives. In Liberia, the absence of such a framework resulted
in a situation where the regional body essentially usurped the UN’s
authority, hindered the UN'’s ability to carry out its mandate, and
eroded its credibility in the eyes of the parties involved and the local
population.?> The troubles encountered by ECOMOG and UNOMIL
in Liberia raise important questions about joint UN-regional opera-
tions as potential solutions to conflicts in Africa and elsewhere. In
particular, the small size and structural weaknesses of the UN ob-
server mission suggest that its creation was primarily meant to re-
lieve the UN Security Council of heavy engagement in an extremely
complex and protracted conflict. Despite its failures, this limited
approach remained attractive enough to the overstretched UN peace-
keeping machinery to apply to the civil war in neighboring Sierra
Leone soon after the conflict in Liberia. Sierra Leone’s descent into
chaos was sparked by the Liberian conflict and followed a similar
pattern of factional fighting, ultimately leading to another interven-
tion by an ECOMOG force. Once again the Security Council responded
by setting up a UN observer mission (UNOMSIL) to monitor the
ECOMOG operation in Sierra Leone. Inevitably, UNOMSIL revealed
the same flaws as UNOMIL and proved to be even more ineffectual.?®
After about one year of negligible impact, a large-scale multilateral
peacekeeping force replaced UNOMSIL.

There is great merit in the expectation that Africans should turn to
homegrown institutions as a first option for managing regional con-
flicts. The spillover effects from intrastate conflicts can be severe,
often with serious economic and political repercussions for the re-
gion. The political will to address such crises can be expected to come
primarily from within the region where the most geostrategic inter-
ests are at stake. Intrastate conflict must always be considered within
its regional context.

Accepting this reality, African regional bodies have exhibited an in-

SumMeER | FALL 2005 129



MILKAH KIHUNAH

creased willingness to initiate or participate in regional conflict man-
agement. ECOWAS has clearly led the way in Liberia, Sierra Leone,
Guinea Bissau, Cote d’Ivoire, and in Liberia once again in 2003. In
the Democratic Republic of the Congo, the much-maligned military
interventions by Zimbabwe, Namibia, and Angola in support of the
beleaguered Kabila govern-
ment were carried out under

THE MANTRA OF “AFRICAN SOLUTIONS TO the auspices of the Southern
AFRICAN PROBLEMS” MAY ONLY FURTHER African Development Commu-
MARGINALIZE AFRICA STRATEGICALLY. nity, which has also played a

role in bringing stability to
Lesotho. Perhaps most promi-
nent, the African Union (AU) has sought a larger role as the region’s
peacekeeper. The AU mounted its first peacekeeping operation in
Burundi in 2003, on the heels of the deployment of a UN peacekeep-
ing mission, and sent troops as ceasefire observers to the Darfur re-
gion of western Sudan.

This AU observer mission is the subject of great interest given the
gravity of the humanitarian situation in Darfur and the AU’s position
as the lead actor in managing the crisis. Indeed, the comparison to
the Liberian case is striking. In both situations a relatively inexperi-
enced and ill-equipped organization, hampered by limited resources
and lacking an enforcement mandate, took the lead in pursuing an
agenda of peace in a complex and protracted conflict in the face of
broad international reluctance to engage meaningfully. The Liberian
experience suggests that staunch UN support is vital for the AU’s
intervention in Darfur to succeed. Furthermore, although such efforts
may appear duplicative, an accompanying UN mission might help
fill the credibility gap of an African observer force in a nation that
remains torn between its African and Arab identities.

Some observers suggest that these recent African missions are part
of an emerging trend of regional and sub-regional bodies increas-
ingly expected to serve as first responders to stabilize emerging cri-
ses while the UN prepares a more comprehensive peace-building re-
sponse.” When viewed in this manner, operations such as the AU’s
in Darfur appear to be mere stopgap measures prompted by a de-
layed and ineffectual response from the UN Security Council. Though
regional peacemaking has been endorsed in general terms by provi-
sions in the UN charter, many leaders fear that granting primary peace
and security responsibilities to entities that are handicapped by lim-
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ited capacity and resources simply delays more robust international
initiatives to manage African crises.?

The mantra of “African solutions to African problems” may only fur-
ther marginalize Africa strategically. If the idea of regional peace-
making is to retain its salience, it is imperative that the international
community find more effective ways to support such ventures. Pro-
grams set up by the United States and other powers to develop Afri-
can peacekeeping capacity are only a partial answer.?® A deep politi-
cal and financial commitment to these organizations and their goals
is required from both member states and international stakeholders.
Only then can regional organizations live up to the ideals they were
created to pursue.

There is an evident tension between the duty of the UN to retain a
strong, leading role in maintaining peace and security in Africa, and
political realities that require regional organizations to play a central
role in certain conflicts because there is no international political will
for the UN to respond effectively. The greatest challenge for the UN
in this regard is to exhibit equal commitment to resolving conflicts
wherever they may occur while providing the guidance, oversight, ex-
pertise, resources, and credibility that will enable regional organiza-
tions to promote peace and security in their corners of the world.

NOTES

! United Nations, United Nations Security Council Resolution 866/1993. http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/
UNDOC/GEN/N93/221/90/IMG/N9322190.pdf?OpenEle-ment.

2 William J. Foltz, “The Organization of African Unity and the Resolution of Africa’s Conflicts,” Conflict
Resolution in Africa, ed. Francis Deng and William Zartmann. (Washington, DC: The Brookings Institu-
tion, 1991), 349.

3 Stephen J. Stedman, “Conflict and Conflict Resolution in Africa: A Conceptual Framework,” Conflict
Resolution in Africa, 393.

* Earl Conteh-Morgan, “The Politics and Diplomacy of the Liberian Peace Process,” Peacekeeping in Africa:
ECOMOG in Liberia, ed. Karl P. Magyar and Earl Morgan (London: Macmillan Press, 1998), 32.

5 The Kampala Document: Towards a Conference on Security, Stability, Development and Cooperation in Africa
(New York: The Africa Leadership Forum, 1991).

¢ The Constitutive Act of the African Union, Lome, Togo, 11 July 2000. http://www.au2002.gov.za/docs/
key_oau/au_act.htm.

7 Boutros Boutros Ghali, “An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking, and Peace-Keep-
ing,” Report of the Secretary-General to the Security Council, New York, 31 January 1992.

8 Abiodun Alao, “The Role of African Regional and Sub-Regional Organizations in Conflict Prevention
and Resolution,” New Issues in Refugee Research, Working Paper 23. http://www.jha.ac/articles/u023.htm.
¢ Comfort Ero, “The Future of ECOMOG in West Africa,” From Peacekeeping to Complex Emergencies: Peace
Support Mission in Africa, ed. Jackie Cilliers and Greg Mills (Johannesburg: South African Institute of
International Affairs and the Institute of Security Studies, 1999), 70-73.

1 ]bid. See also the views of Jane Boulden, Dealing with Conflict in Africa: the United Nations and Regional
Organizations (New York: Macmillan, 2003).

"Quoted in B.G Ramcharan, “Cooperation between the UN and Regional Organizations in Internal Con-

SummeRr | FALL 2005

131



MILKAH KIHUNAH

flicts: The Case of Liberia,” African Yearbook of International Law (1997): 8.

12United Nations, “Statement of the President of the Security Council,” 22 January 1991 (S/22133). http:/
/www.un.org/Depts/DPKO/Missions/unomil_b.htm.

13 Eric Berman and Katie Sams, Peacekeeping in Africa: Capabilities and Culpabilities (Geneva: United Na-
tions Institute for Disarmament Research, 2000), 99.

*'W. Ofuatey-Kodjoe, “Regional Organizations and the Resolution of Internal Conflict: The ECOWAS
Intervention in Liberia,” International Peacekeeping 1:3 (1994): 90.

1* United Nations, United Nations Security Council Resolution 788/1992. http://www.un.org/documents/
sc/res/1992/scres92.htm.

¢ Funmi Olonisakin, “UN Cooperation With Regional Peacekeeping: The Experience of ECOMOG and
UNOMIL in Liberia,” International Peacekeeping 3:3 (1996): 43.

7 United Nations, United Nations Security Council Resolution 1020/1995. http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/
1995/scres95.htm.

18 Berman and Sams, Capabilities and Culpabilities, 108.

" Norrie McQueen, UN Peacekeeping in Africa since 1960 (London: Pearson Education, 2002), 179.

2 Tbid., 168.

2l James Sutterlin, The United Nations and the Maintenance of International Security: A Challenge to be Met,
2nd ed. (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2003), 127.

22 Olonisakin, International Peacekeeping, 41.

2 McQueen, UN Peacekeeping in Africa, 179.

2 Cedric de Coning, “Refining the African Standby Force Concept,” Conflict Trends 2 (2004): 22-23. http:/
/www.trainingforpeace.org/pubs/accord/ctrends204/CT2_2004%20PG%2020-26.pdf.

»For example, see D.S. Kumalo, “Statement to the General Assembly by South African Ambassador to
the United Nations,” 11 October 2004. http://www.southafrica-newyork.net/pmun/speeches/04agenda %2011%20
and%2053.htm. See also Eric Berman, “Africa Regional Organizations, Peacekeeping Experiences and ca-
pabilities,” Conflict Trends 2 (2004): 31. http://www.trainingforpeace.org/pubs/accord/ctrends204/CT2_
2004%20PG%?2027-33.pdf.

% For a discussion of U.S., French, and British capacity-building programs in Africa, see Berman and Sams,
Capabilities and Culpabilities, 384.

132 YALE JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS



