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The Times (UK)
Tuesday, 12 June 2007
Is the transfer of Charles Taylor’s trial to The Hague an admission of failure or welcome
flexibility?
The warlord's alleged crimes together form a vicious tableau of the organised depravity of Sierra
Leone's diamond-crazed conflict. Moving his trial to the International Criminal Court facilities is
a bold move
Peter Quayle
Charles Taylor completes the dismal triptych already comprised of Slobodan Milosevic and
Saddam Hussein. As with the Former Yugoslav and Iraqi leaders, so too Liberia’s erstwhile head
of state stands trial for international crimes. The indictments that hold all three autocrats to
account for atrocity are fashioned from the same legal standards: Taylor is arraigned before the
Special Court of Liberia's neighbour, Sierra Leone, charged on 11 counts of war crimes and
crimes against humanity. But, while all are brought to justice, the several courtrooms that hear the
cases represent very different venues and prosecutory visions. After serial misadventures – the
trials of Milosevic and Saddam both ended in macabre fiasco – does this third forum risk a threefold disappointment of international criminal justice?
Only in the case against Taylor is the Special Court convened for convenience at the premises of
the International Criminal Court in The Hague. His alleged crimes number responsibility for
terrorism, murder, rape, sexual slavery, cruel treatment and outrages upon personal dignity.
Together they form a vicious tableau of the organised depravity of Sierra Leone’s diamondcrazed regional war. The prosecutor intends to show how, upon orders of Taylor, the civilian
population of Sierra Leone was systematically terrorised: homes looted and razed, communities
sexually and physically assaulted. The indictment will also bring to the fore for the first time in an
international court the enlistment of child soldiers and use of forced labour.
Milosevic was tried by the United Nations International Criminal Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The Hague. He died before a verdict was reached. Saddam was heard and
hung by the Iraqi High Tribunal behind the ramparts of Baghdad’s Green Zone. Like Taylor, they
had their exterminatory policies condemned and prosecuted as criminal plots, not explained away
as aberrant politics. But this common premise apart, Taylor, Milosevic and Saddam are
confronted by institutionalised rivals. The Special Court for Sierra Leone, the ICTY and the Iraqi
High Tribunal embody a rhetorically complementary but realistically competitive future for
international criminal justice.
As an emanation of a Security Council resolution, the ICTY is supposedly lent the formidable
powers of its patron. But before Nato imposed the Dayton settlement and the European Union
made co-operation a precondition of its favours, the ICTY was long a sideshow to the vicious and
prismatic war in the Balkans. The Baghdad court constituted to try Saddam and his henchmen
possessed a less august provenance. The Iraqi High Tribunal’s charter was promulgated by the
Governing Council of Iraq – a proxy of the Anglo-American occupying entity, the Coalition
Provisional Authority. No amount of latter-day local endorsement has remedied the perception of
defective authenticity.
Not unlike the Iraqi High Tribunal, the Special Court for Sierra Leone was constituted in the
absence of a dedicated United Nations tribunal. After Yugoslavia and Rwanda, there were only
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half-hearted calls to establish another potentially remote and ponderous Security Council court for
Sierra Leone. Instead, Freetown, the capital of Sierra Leone, is home to the internationally backed
Special Court, established by treaty agreement between the Sierra Leone Government and the
United Nations. The power to appoint judges is split between the court's two parents.
Under this arrangement the Special Court was expected to embody the local application of
international laws. Yet, last year, after his Nigerian asylum was revoked, the UN Security Council
resolved that if Taylor’s trial took place in Freetown it would be “an impediment to stability and a
threat to the peace of Liberia and of Sierra Leone and to international peace and security in the
region”. After the conclusion of agreements with co-hosts, the Netherlands and the International
Criminal Court, the latter’s court house in The Hague was put at the disposal of the Special Court.
Is the transfer of Taylor’s trial to The Hague an admission of failure or welcome flexibility? The
Special Court is statutorily seated in Sierra Leone, with the authority to relocate if needs be. In
this prerogative, it is akin to the ICTY, the International Criminal Court and the Iraqi High
Tribunal. Though it is a prerogative that none of these other courts have thought fit to use.
Neither the ICTY nor the Iraqi High Tribunal have demonstrated a conspicuous nation-building
vocation, nor a talent for standard-setting. The Iraqi High Tribunal has proved no path-finder for
the rule of law nor emboldening civil society. The ICTY has not been the hoped-for force for
reconciliation in the Former Yugoslavia. Neither the ICTY, nor the Iraqi High Tribunal have
evidenced a sense of certainty and place. The compelling case can be made that these courts
would have better served their purpose by being sited somewhere else: the ICTY in the now
peaceable Balkans, the Iraqi High Tribunal distant from the daily violence in Baghdad.
Confidently carrying on trials in both Sierra Leone and The Hague, the Special Court is informed
less by its modern brethren than by its historic forbear, Nuremberg. Other cities were on the
shortlist for the Four-Power International Military Tribunal to try the Nazi elite for war crimes.
Berlin was, optimistically, the court’s “permanent” seat. Yet, amid the surrounding destruction,
Nuremberg had a salvageable courthouse and was securely within the American occupied zone.
Though bombed and blackened, it was already accustomed to spectacle and symbolism as the
longtime host of the Nazi Party’s annual rally. It was a serendipitous choice. The Nuremberg
trials achieved lasting resonance by being held at the erstwhile site of Nazism’s celebratory
injustice. Boldly transferring the Special Court trial of Taylor to the International Criminal
Court's facilities is an empowering twinning of Sierra Leone and the world seat of international
criminal justice, The Hague. Bolder still would be some future move by the International
Criminal Court to occasionally relocate its hearings to the distant communities of victims and
witnesses it is entrusted to serve.
The author is legal adviser to the Civil Division European Office of the US Department of Justice.
This is a personal view.
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Voice of America
Monday, 11 June 2007

UN Prosecutor Says Trial of Former Liberian President to Proceed
By Stephanie Ho
Washington
11 June 2007

The chief prosecutor of the U.N.-backed Special Court for Sierra Leone says he is confident the trial
against Charles Taylor will proceed as scheduled, despite the former Liberian president's no show at the
trial's opening last week. VOA's Stephanie Ho reports from Washington, where the prosecutor spoke
with reporters.
The Special Court for Sierra Leone was set up by the Sierra Leonean
government and the United Nations in 2002 to try those responsible for war
crimes during that African nation's decade-long civil war.
Mr. Taylor is accused of terrorism, murder, rape, sexual slavery, mutilation
and recruiting child soldiers during the time he was president. He has
pleaded innocent to all counts.
At a news conference in Washington Monday, Special Court for Sierra
Leone chief prosecutor Stephen Rapp said he believes Charles Taylor's
decision to boycott the trial opening last Monday at the Hague will not be a
dire setback.
Charles Taylor (2006 file
photo)

"The trial can not be hijacked by an individual," said Rapp. "It needs to go
forward and go forward in the best possible way, but not in a situation where
the accused himself can essentially abort the process by the election not to turn up."
Mr. Taylor is in custody in the Hague, but did not show up in the court room. His lawyer read a letter saying the
former Liberian leader was absent because he believes he will not get a fair trial.
Herman Von Hebel, the Special Court's acting registrar, dismissed Mr.
Taylor's claims that he had insufficient resources to prepare a proper
defense.
"Actually, we have been giving the defense counsel sufficient funds,
more actually, than defense counsels get in other international tribunals,"
said Hebel.
At the same time, regional experts believe Mr. Taylor, who has said he
wants to represent himself, has millions of dollars stashed away from his
time in power.

Special Court for Sierra Leone
chief prosecutor Stephen Rapp
(2006 file photo)

Chief prosecutor Rapp says the next step of the court proceedings is the
first session to present evidence and hear witnesses, which begins June
25 and runs for four weeks.

"We're anticipating going forward with that session," said Rapp. "I suppose there's some difficulty on the
counsel question or something else that needs to be done, there could be some delay during that period, but
we're not anticipating that."
Rapp says he expects the trial judges will want to keep the proceedings on schedule to wrap up within 18
months, or by the end of 2008.
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Mr. Taylor does not face the death penalty and there is no prescribed maximum number of years in prison if he
is sentenced. But the prosecutor added that he is pushing for a stiff jail term.
"Mr. Taylor is now 59 years old," said Rapp. "We would anticipate that he could receive a sentence that would
effectively be a life sentence."
If Mr. Taylor is acquitted, he is free to return, as a private citizen, to Liberia. If he is convicted and sent to jail,
he is set to serve out his prison term in Britain.
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The Nation (Nairobi)
Monday, 11 June 2007
Opinion
Why Taylor Should Pay His Lawyers
By Chege Mbitiru
Nairobi
Liberia's former President Charles Taylor doesn't seem to realise how lucky he is. Otherwise, he
would subdue cocky insolence. Last week he boycotted the first hearing of his trial at The Hague.
By all accounts, a court hearing isn't necessary to ascertain Mr Taylor earned notoriety waging
war again another notorious leader, the late President Samuel Doe. He embellished that by
supporting rebels in neighbouring Sierra Leone. Yet the international community, through the
Special Court for Sierra Leone, wants to give him a fair trial for the sake of an orderly world.
Last week Mr Taylor's appointed lawyer, Mr Karim Khan, read the former president's letter
saying he wouldn't "be a fig leaf of legitimacy for this court" or participate in a charade "that does
injustice to the people of Liberia and Sierra Leone."
That's crooked thinking. Mr Taylor knows what injustice is. Ms Julia Sebutinde, presiding over
the four-judge panel, wasn't amused. "We are not interested in political speeches," she said. After
fiery exchanges, Mr Khan walked out and the judge allowed the prosecution's presentation.
By the end of the day, Mr Taylor got another undeserved favour. Judge Sebutinde said, "There
has to be equality of arms" and ordered adequate facilities "without further delay." Mr Taylor's
victims wouldn't be amused. He gave them no quarters.
Mr Taylor has declared himself indigent. Hogwash! Mr David Crane, former prosecutor who
signed Mr. Taylor's original indictments, said investigators estimated his fortune at $450 million.
However, his access to it remains limited. Therefore, the court has to foot his bill.
Charges against Mr Taylor are weighty: crimes against humanity and war crimes. Specifics
include killings, mutilations, rape and other forms of sexual violence, sexual slavery, the
recruitment and use of child soldiers, abduction and the use of forced labour.
"The crimes are nothing short of enormous," said chief prosecutor, Mr Stephen Rapp. None of the
charges pertains to Mr Taylor's activities in Liberia between 1989, when he invaded the country,
and 2003 when he went to exile in Nigeria.
The charges relate to his support of the United National Front in Sierra Leone. What Mr Taylor
did in Liberia was horrifying. Liberians voted him president in 1997 just so he didn't do it again.
Hence, Mr Taylor's legal bill is bound to be hefty. So far, it amounts to $680,000.
Mr Rapp has said if funds run out, Mr. Taylor goes free. The court needs $36 million for Mr
Taylor's trial and eight other defendants in Sierra Leone.
Although the United Nations sanctioned the court, it doesn't fund it. The leading donors include
the United States, Netherlands, Britain and Canada. There isn't an African penny. African nations
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plead perpetual poverty. Neither is there an Arab coin. Presumably, supporting Palestinians has
exhausted Arab nations' coffers.
Anyway, most plausible is some leaders in the African and the Arab can't rule themselves out of a
Mr Taylor-like snare. A British politician already has a candidate, Zimbabwe's President Robert
Mugabe.
Many people hail Mr Taylor's trial as indicative of an end to the era of impunity in Africa, as if
the continent has a monopoly of bad leaders. Anyway, a handful of African leaders who should
have long been kangarooed still strut around. They aren't paupers.
The people who formulated rules for the special court overlooked one item: stashed cash.
Switzerland knows where some of Mr Taylor's money is. It should unfrozen and meet his court
fees. After all, he has pleaded innocent. He should pay for the proof because it's known he can
afford it.
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The Post (Buea)
Friday, 8 June 2007
Court Adjourns Taylor's Trial
By Barrister Nkongho F. Agbor-Balla
The trial of former Liberian President, Charles Ghankay Taylor, which began on June 4,, 2007 at
The Hague, Netherlands, has been adjourned.
The trial started in more than dramatic fashion as Mr. Taylor refused to attend the opening session
and also decided to terminate his lawyer's representation.
Taylor's letter, presented to the court by his lawyer, Barrister Karim Khan, stated: "It is with great
sadness and regret that I write to inform you that I no longer feel able to attend and participate in
the proceedings against me before the Special Court for Sierra Leone.
"Sadness, because at one time I hoped and had confidence in the Court's ability to dispense justice
in a fair and impartial manner. Over time it has become clear that such confidence is misplaced."
After reading the letter, Barrister Khan walked out of the Court saying he was not in a position to
represent his client without further instructions from him. The presiding judge, Julia Sebutinde,
ordered the trial to continue without Mr. Taylor.
Mr Taylor who was President of Liberia from 2 August 1997-11 August 2003 is being tried on 11
counts of crimes committed during the 11-year civil war in Sierra Leone. The charges range from
crimes against humanity, violations of Article 3 Common to the Geneva Conventions and of
Additional Protocol II and serious violations of international humanitarian law;
which includes terrorizing the civilian population, unlawful killings, sexual violence such as rape
and sexual slavery, physical violence, conscripting or enlisting children under the age of 15 into
the armed forces or groups or using them to participate actively in hostilities, abduction and
forced labour and looting.
The 11-year conflict in Sierra Leone, it will be recalled, was characterized by widespread
amputations, mutilations, acts of sexual violence, mass killing, abduction and forced recruitment
into armed groups, the use of child combatants, and the exploitation of the diamond resources of
Sierra Leone to finance the war.
At the end of the war, there was public outcry to bring to justice those responsible for the
atrocities. This led to the establishment of the Special Court for Sierra Leone in 2002 by an
agreement between the government of Sierra Leone and the United Nations Security Council to
prosecute those who bear the greatest responsibility for war crimes, crimes against humanity, and
other serious violations of international humanitarian law that took place in Sierra Leone since
November 1996.
This inauguration by an agreement between a sovereign State and the United Nations has laid the
groundwork for the Special Court's characterization as a "hybrid tribunal," being the world's first
hybrid international war crimes tribunal. The Court offers a judicial model than the ad hoc
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tribunals established by the UN Security Council to prosecute perpetrators of the conflicts in
Yugoslavia and Rwanda.
Whilst the International Criminal Tribunal for Yugoslavia and Rwanda are subsidiary organs of
the United Nations, having been established by resolutions of the Security Council under its
Chapter VII powers, the Special Court for Sierra Leone is a 'treaty-based sui generis court' akin to
the International Criminal Court.
It should be noted that the Taylor trial was relocated from Sierra Leone to The Hague on June 20,
2006 due to concerns about stability in West Africa. However, Taylor will be tried under the
Statute of the Special Court and with Special Court Judges relocating to The Hague for the trial.
The Presiding Judge will be a Ugandan legal icon and luminary - Justice Julia Sebutinde.
The trial of Charles Taylor is a landmark in International Criminal Justice. For the first time, a
sitting Head of State was indicted for serious crimes under international law by an
internationalized criminal court. This, clearly, is a significant step in the fight against impunity.
It should equally go a long way in helping to prevent the non-repetition of gross violations of
human rights in Africa by bringing those leaders who commit egregious crimes to Justice. The
trial sets a precedent, too, and sends a signal to dictators in Africa that crimes committed whilst in
office will not go unpunished. The office of the President will not be used as a cloak to commit
crimes; no blanket amnesty for grave crimes will be accepted by the international community.
Justice might be delayed but will not be denied. In the words of the former Secretary General of
the United Nations; Kofi Annan, amnesty for gross human rights violations "remain unacceptable
to and unrecognizable by the UN unless they exclude genocide, crimes against humanity and war
crimes". The trial, according to Human Rights Watch, sends a strong signal that no one is above
the law.
According to the Centre for Human Rights and Democracy in Africa, the trial is a clear message
to all African despots who pass for constitutionally elected leaders to be careful because, one day,
the long arm of justice with catch up with them.Africa is now moving from Human Wrongs to
Human Rights.
In spite of the fact that Taylor is being accused of committing heinous and grave crimes, he
should have a free and fair hearing, notwithstanding the fact that most of his alleged victims could
not enjoy this right during his heinous rein. As the erudite and reputable Nigeria Justice Oputa
states "Justice is a three way traffic; to wit; Justice for victims whose rights have been violated,
Justice for the accused and Justice for the society.".
As was stated in R V. Sussex Justices ex parte McCarthy [1924] 1KB 256, p. 259 Justice should
not only be done but should manifestly and undoubtedly be seen to be done.
On this strand of reasoning, Mr. Taylor states in his letter "Every one deserves justice. The people
of Liberia and Sierra Leone, who for too many years have undergone tragic sufferings, deserve
justice.
The people of Africa, for whom the promise of independence was only pyrrhic, deserve justice.
And I too, deserve at least the modicum of justice. He goes further to state that "Justice is blind,
justice pursues truth, and justice is fair. Justice is immune to politics. It is no justice to preordain
convictions. It is not justice to emaciate my defence to an extent that I am unable to launch an
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effective defence. It is not justice to throw all rights to a fair trial to the wind in a headlong rush to
trial".
That is why a fair trial will give more credibility to international criminal justice, especially in
Africa wherein most of the crimes are being perpetuated. It will contribute tremendously in laying
to rest the often heard argument that the international criminal justice is a colonial out post and, at
best, a perpetuation of neo-colonialism.
The task of the judges will, thus, be an onerous one since they will have to avoid making the trial
to be considered as a charade and, by that token, use Mr. Taylor as a fig leaf to legitimise the trial.
*Barrister Nkongho F. Agbor-Balla is the Executive Director of Centre for Human Rights and
Democracy in Africa (www.chrda.org)
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The Guardian (Nigeria)
Monday, 11 June 2007
The trial of Charles Taylor
By Patrice Nganang
AS far as 'fin-de-r?gne'-scenarios are concerned, Africa has witnesses (or should/must we say:
suffered?) them all. But the one scenario from which the continent has been weaned most
severely is as 'green' as justice itself. Take, for example the case of Lansana Conte, president of
Guinea, whose end of reign has been going on for so long that it might look like a soap opera - to
the outside observer - with truly hilarious scenes, were it not that the fate of an entire country is at
stake. Or take the case of the former president of Cameroun, Ahmadou Ahidjo, who found
himself in exile in France, was condemned to death in absentia by his junior and successor, Paul
Biya, then amnestied by the same. The latter, however, in the company as his former adversaries
Ouandie, Um Nyobe, the ones whom he is said to have killed and then locked up in blocks of
concrete.
In a country like Ghana, most of its former presidents (all men in uniform) were simply shot on
the beach, on the order of a younger military officer, Jerry Rawlings, who took power twice and
was later elected as its president; but in recent times it was Nigeria that surely won the crown in
the contest for the most macabre feat. Nigeria's population of some 150 million souls saw its
population explode with laughter and dancing in the streets when it was announced that the man,
General Sani Abacha, who had taken the entire country as hostage between 1993 and 1998 had
found his death in the arms of two imported prostitutes. Hasty judgments in the deep interiors of
army barracks, fake trials followed by hasty executions, death sentences against tyrants on the
run, straightforward assassinations in the ante-chambers of power, and even killings in aircraft
explosions: all these incidents play a major role in the closing chapters of a long history of those
regimes that rob Africa's peoples of their right to law and justice. Never before in the history of
the continent has man's and woman's thirst for justice filled the tombs in such criminal fashion!
Only too often does the end of dictators end in a bath of violence in which they swooned while
still alive. And even if their end isn't always ludicrous, it never misses to be abracadabrante. Yet
at the same time their violent departure only rarely brings to an end the cycle of vengeance,
because those anti-heroes, i.e. our tyrants, have one thing in common: they always escape due
judgment, instead they leave behind them, a world in total disarray. Not just and of necessity in a
civil war like in Liberia, after the soldiers of the war-lord Prince Johnson had cut the ears of the
earlier ruler Sergeant Samuel Doe live on camera, before finally finishing him off. Or like in the
Congo-Kinshasa after its ruler Mobutu Sese Seko had run away and died abroad ; or like in
Rwanda after the killing of President Habyarimana in a planned aircraft explosion, which then
opened the way for the known genocides.
Or take Togo, where son Faure Eyadema filled the place of his dad Etienne, immediately after the
latter's death, with a little help by re-writing the country's constitution one Sunday morning: all of
those incidents are simply chapters of a dirty history that never seems to end. Is peace in Africa
only to be had at the cost of such infamous acts? The day after, the new regime always insists that
"a page must be turned", that "the deeds of the past must be forgotten". But, we must admit that
the post-tyranny scenarios give you goose-flesh or cold sweat most of the time: the new president
who forms an alliance against the sympathisers of his predecessor, the alleged treason accusations
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levelled against the tribe of the former Nero, the malediction that descends upon his followers, the
total ban of his name in public.
All this only betrays a recent past of coercion which simply never stops to 'eats its own children',
and all this is only a warning sign of more violence to come. What we find here is a political
culture of vengeance, an attitude that even infects the reflexes of regimes born out of democratic
elections, since violence begets violence. 'One must know how to finish', is a saying very much
used in the streets of Yaounde, and it is this popular lesson which the tyrants never seem to learn.
But fortunately justice - at least sometimes - catches up with those lepers of justice, although we
must admit that those lepers seem to have some strange bosom friends; take for example,
Abdoulaye Wade, the democratically elected president of Senegal: he is the one who refuses to
deliver Hissein Habre, the former dictator of Chad, to the Brussels tribunal, where he is to stand
trial for his numerous crimes.
Now, that is surprising, especially when you consider that the former lawyer Wade bases his
refusal not on the basic human rights of the accused but on the fact that 'the case of Habre is an
African problem'. But worst still: the Burkina Faso journal Le Faso warns against what it calls 'La
recolonisation judiciaire' ! Can you, please, explain to me: what is this 'africanite' which is
superior to justice ? Do African judges have the monopoly of justice? It is in view of this long list
of refusal and Africa's willed blindness vis-a-vis the essence of what justice is all about, that the
trial of Charles Taylor before the Special Tribunal on Sierra Leone takes on a truly historical
dimension. In fact, it is truly historical for two reasons: the first is that it will truly bring to an end
- and in an international court of justice - 13 years of civil war, which have wrecked Liberia,
bloodied its history, displaced millions of people, produced tens of thousands of orphans,
traumatized or mutilated thousands of its inhabitants.
At long last in the history of the continent, a former African president appears before the bars in a
trial based on law, a trial in which he has to answer for his deeds! Who would have thought this
was going to happen? Now this bit of news should make a certain Mengistu Haile, (former
dictator of Ethiopia), now living in splendid exile in Zimbabwe, sleep henceforth with at least one
eye open. Charles Taylor, the former Liberian president, has thus been rendered to justice by a
Nigeria which had earlier received him in 2003 after the latter's abdication - and that on the
express demand of Mrs. Johnson-Sirleaf, Liberia's new president, and that again following the
express demand of the then Nigerian president Olusegun Obasanjo. The precedent is impressive,
and if it is being followed in future, then Africa's hospitable ground for asylum will in future no
longer serve as a cosy retirement spot for mass-killers.
Are we then embarking on a new era in African history? Who knows? The road to justice is a
stony one, but its bed is always as simple as the respect for the most elementary principles of
justice. There have been voices, first and foremost those of Taylor's lawyers, and then those of his
stalwarts. Who would have wished that his trial not be transferred from Freetown to The Hague,
arguing about the difficulties they are going to face by presenting their witnesses, the problem of
getting visas to the Netherlands, the illegality of depositions by video, and so on and so forth.
There are even - even more incredulous - voices, hinting that dark angels might enter the cells of
the court and strangle the accused even before the verdict. After all, wasn't Milosevic thus quietly
absolved from the sentence awaiting him? And what about Foday Sankoh, the blood-thirsty warlord in Sierra Leone, whom only sudden death saved from serving the sentence which he would
duly have received?
All those voices that wish those tyrants a long life when - at long last - they are in the clutches of
the law, have one thing in common: what they are really asking for is that one day, it may be
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possible to do justice to all the victims of African tyrannies, no matter the price and the
conditions. And it is here the trial of Taylor poses a second precedent, a rather dangerous one, in
the yet very short history of international African tribunals : that of short-sightedness. The 11
crimes for which the former Liberian president stands trial in The Hague exclude de facto all the
crimes which he and his army are said to have committed till 2003 in his own country, since the
special tribunal before which Taylor appears is only competent for the crimes committed in
neighbouring Sierra Leone.
Strange justice which closes her eyes on the domestic crimes of a man, who is accused of having
put his neighbour's house on fire! The way that Court hesitates to cross the borders into Liberia
reminds me of the dogs in our Yaounde slums, the dog that bites the unsuspecting walker but
tamely coils his tail, fearing the beating by his master. And yet, the argument perhaps isn't that
far-fetched and reasonable... when Mrs. Johnson-Sirleaf declares that the most important thing for
her country is 'to turn a leaf on the ignoble past of the country', how are we not to be convinced
when it is her who so says? How can one not support her, her, first woman president in Africa,
which is already a historic event in itself (in herself)? All the more so when one knows that
'turning a leaf' in Liberia does not mean that the reign of impunity will continue; since 2005
Liberia has, after all, set up its own 'Truth and Reconciliation Commission' in the attempt to
invent a truly human peace for the country?
Okay, there we still have fellows like Prince Johnson, the killer of Sergeant Samuel Doe, now
retired soldier, former partner-in-crime of Charles Taylor, now Liberian senator; and there are
several others, who have exchanged their fatigues as criminals for the three-piecers of Liberian
gentlemen: all of them will one day have to stand trial for the barbaric acts they committed or
ordered to be. But until that day, the trial which started on June 4 will be the platform - no matter
how small or weak - on which the future possibilities of justice in Africa will be elaborated.
While we are awaiting the creation of an international penal tribunal with its competence for the
whole of West Africa - the Nazis were, after all, not only tried for crimes committed in Poland,
our African future is being drawn in this trial of a tyrant and it is only the very first one.
This piece was translated from French to English by Gerd Meuer. Patrice Nganang is a
Camerounian novelist, poet, and essayist.
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New York Times
Sunday, 10 June 2007
Editorial
International Justice on Trial
The trial of Charles Taylor, former president of Liberia, is looking like the trial of Slobodan
Milosevic, former leader of Yugoslavia, and that is too bad.
Mr. Taylor, the first African leader to be tried in an international court for crimes against
humanity, refused to show up at the opening of his trial in The Hague. He fired his lawyer and
dismissed the proceedings as a charade. Before that, his lawyer argued that his witnesses were
afraid to testify, or could not testify because of United Nations bans on their travel. And so, most
likely, it will continue, with Mr. Taylor, like Mr. Milosevic, trying to deflect attention from his
crimes by casting doubts on the validity and efficacy of international justice.
That would be unfortunate. This was an extraordinarily vicious leader on a continent that still
suffers terribly at the hands of men like him. His rebel army in Liberia recruited children and was
responsible for unspeakable horrors during a 14-year civil war. Liberia, however, decided against
a war crimes court and opted instead for a truth and reconciliation process. As a result, Mr. Taylor
is not charged with the crimes he committed against his people, but those he abetted by
supporting the equally inhuman and now deceased Foday Sankoh in Sierra Leone, whose forces
were notorious for mass rapes, amputations and other horrors.
Mr. Taylor’s trial was transferred to The Hague for security reasons, but the move weakened one
of the primary purposes of such tribunals, which is to show that no one is above justice enforced
in the places where injustice occurred. So far, the record is not great. The Milosevic trial was
long, costly and inconclusive. Saddam Hussein’s legally shoddy trial ended in an Internet circus
of an execution. Washington is openly hostile to the International Criminal Court. International
justice itself is on trial once again. We hope it wins.
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National Chronicle (Liberia)
Wednesday, 6 June 2007
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Legalbrief Africa
Monday, 11 June 2007
Taylor trial – distrust, satisfaction and indifference
Issue No: 234

Charles Taylor, Former Liberian President is synonymous with notoriety and controversy.
And the first day of his trial for war crimes at the Special Court for Sierra Leone (SCSL) was no exception, writes E-Brief
News. What arrived was not Taylor but a letter and a fired lawyer. But the trial went on and UN Secretary-General Ban
Ki-moon called the opening of proceedings ‘a significant move towards peace and reconciliation’ in West Africa,
‘contributing to the fight against impunity and the strengthening of the rule of law, not only in West Africa, but in the
world as a whole’.
Taylor boycotted the opening of proceedings because, he said in a letter to the court, his confidence in its
‘ability to dispense justice’ was ‘misplaced’ because he had been prevented from seeing his preferred lawyer and
that his single court-appointed defence lawyer was outnumbered by the court's prosecution team. A report on the Jurist
site says Taylor's assigned lawyer, Karim Khan, told the court that Taylor had fired him and was seeking to represent
himself. With that, Khan left the opening of the trial despite requests from the court that he continue as Taylor's defence
lawyer, at least for the first day of trial. Despite the absence of Taylor and Khan, the court determined that opening
statements would continue. A report from the UN News Service says Chief Prosecutor Stephen Rapp and trial attorney
Mohamed Bangura presented the charges against Taylor: ‘The witnesses we will call and the documents we will present
will prove the accused is responsible for the development and execution of a plan that caused death and destruction in
Sierra Leone,’ they said. ‘The plan, formulated by the accused and others, was to take over political and physical control
of Sierra Leone in order to exploit its abundant natural resources and establish a friendly or subordinate government
there to facilitate this exploitation.’ Taylor is facing 11 counts of war crimes, crimes against humanity and other serious
violations of international humanitarian law, including mass murder, mutilations, rape, sexual slavery and the use of child
soldiers, and for his role in the decade-long civil war that engulfed Sierra Leone. The Jurist report says the court was
then adjourned until June 25. The trial is expected to last 18 months.
Full report on the Jurist site
Full report from the UN News Service
Taylor’s family has raised concerns about the proceedings being held in a foreign land. Telma Taylor-Saye, on
behalf of the family, said the accused was being prosecuted by two political entities, the Security Council of the UN and
the Special Court for Sierra Leone. In a report in The Enquirer the family said they were not sure he would ever be given
a fair trial when precedents had been set during pre-trial proceedings, which indicated the outcome would be determined,
not by law, but by instructions from powerful countries determined to bring a guilty verdict against the defendant. They
blamed the Liberian government for not doing anything to ensure Taylor’s rights were upheld, and added, ‘regardless of
the political differences Taylor and the present government may have had, the latter is guilty of complicity in the
diabolical conspiracy that is being hatched and executed to exterminate the former Liberian leader’.
Full report in The Enquirer
UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon welcomed the start of the trial. In the UN News Service Report he thanked
all states for their contributions towards the work of the SCSL and urged they continue their support until the Special
Court can complete its mandate. ‘This is an important day for the international community, contributing to the fight
against impunity and the strengthening of the rule of law, not only in West Africa, but in the world as a whole,’ Ban said.
A year ago the UN Security Council authorised the staging of Taylor's trial at The Hague, citing reasons of security and
expediency. Although the trial is being held at the premises of the International Criminal Court it will remain under the
exclusive jurisdiction of the SCSL. The Jurist site report notes that Human Rights Watch has urged international donors
to increase their contributions to the SCSL, echoing a call by Rapp who has warned that the tribunal would be forced to
release Taylor if it ran out of resources. Unlike other international criminal tribunals, the SCSL relies solely on donations.
Full report on the Jurist site
Full report from the UN News Service
But while the international importance of the trial seems clear, its significance in helping Sierra Leone
recover from years of war is less so. Certainly it matters little to Mustafa Mansaray. He is simply concerned with how
he will survive in a country in which 70% of people live on less than $2 a day, according to the 2006 Human Development
Report. Not that he didn’t suffer, says a report on the allAfrica.com site. The 1991 civil war claimed the life of his
pregnant daughter. He lost his hands. But it wasn't the pain of having his arms chopped off that made him cry – rather,
hearing the screams of 50 people burning in a locked house behind him. ‘The court is not a solution, it will not address
the problems that led to the war,’ says Alex Macavorey, who works with refugees. Many people valued the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission for investigating the war’s root causes – marginalisation of the youth and women, corruption,
and lack of access to justice –- and for proposing solutions. But there is frustration at the government's failure to
implement most of the proposals. Many feel the potential for conflict will remain as long as factors that underpinned the
war go unaddressed. ‘We have relative peace,’ explains Macavorey. ‘But we don't have absolute peace.’
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Thisday (Nigeria)
Sunday, 10 June 2007
Rights Groups Launch Website On Taylor's Trial
A new website, www.CharlesTaylorTrial.org, has been launched to provide news and expert
analysis, updated daily on the war crimes trial of former Liberian president Charles Ghankay
Taylor.
The website, according to James A. Goldston, executive director of the Open Society Justice
Initiative (OSJI), in a statement will feature daily updates from the courtroom, as well as analysis,
background information, the trial calendar and other resources.
The site is a joint project of the OSJI and the International Senior Lawyers Project (ISLP).
Taylor, who is charged with 11 counts of war crimes, crimes against humanity, and serious
violations of international law related to the civil conflicts in Sierra Leone, will be tried by the
Special Court for Sierra Leone.
His trial, which will begin on June 4 and is expected to last 18 months, will be held in The Hague
at the request of the Special Court, due to concerns about political destabilisation were it held in
West Africa.
Said Goldstone: "CharlesTaylorTrial.org will be an important source of information on the trial,
especially for people in West Africa".
He also noted that "it is critical that those who were most directly affected by Taylor's actions can
follow developments in the courtroom".
A rotating crew of international lawyers will provide CharlesTaylorTrial.org with daily blog
reports covering courtroom events, while international justice experts contribute periodic essays
and analysis.
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The Trial of Charles Taylor website
Friday, 8 June 2007
http://charlestaylortrial.org

DAY 1 — QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
Posted by trialmonitor1 on June 8th, 2007
Monday, June 4 was the first day of Charles Taylor’s trial by the Special Court for Sierra Leone. It
was a day that many people had looked forward to for a long time—but no one could have
predicted it would turn out as it did.
The trial got off to a confusing start when Taylor refused to appear in court and fired his lawyer,
Karim Khan. Khan then got into a heated exchange with SCSL Judge Julia Sebutinde before
surprising the packed gallery by gathering his belongings and marching out of the room.
Below, one of our legal analysts explains what happened and why:
WHY DIDN’T THE SPECIAL COURT MAKE TAYLOR APPEAR IN COURT ON MONDAY?
Charles Taylor might be sitting in a prison cell in The Hague, but the Special Court does not have the
power to compel Taylor to appear in court. Under the rules which govern the conduct of the Court’s
operations – the Special Court’s Rules of Procedure and Evidence (RPE) — Taylor can waive his right to
attend trial. Rule 60 says:
(A) An accused may not be tried in his absence, unless:

1. the accused has made his initial appearance, has been afforded the right to appear at his
own trial, but refuses so to do; or

2. the accused, having made his initial appearance, is at large and refuses to appear in court.
Given Taylor had previously appeared before the court to plead not guilty to the charges against him – and
had also attended status and pre-trial conferences (wearing his sunglasses at the last one in May 2007) —
Judge Sebutinde recognized on Monday that Taylor had waived his right to appear.
In the past, the Special Court has ruled that “in the interests of justice trial proceedings will not be
interrupted by accused persons who refuse to attend court.” We’ll talk more about this below.
WHY DID TAYLOR’S LAWYER WALK OUT, AND WHY DID THE TRIAL CONTINUE?
Karim Khan’s decision to walk out of the courtroom last Monday directly violated a court order issued by
Judge Sebutinde to stay and represent Taylor for the day. When faced with a choice between his duty to
the court, and the duty to his client, Khan opted for Taylor – even with the knowledge that he might be
slapped with a contempt charge. The trial could continue because the Special Court’s rules allow for the
judges to ask another lawyer (apart from Taylor’s assigned one, or “counsel of his choice”) to represent
Taylor in his absence, given he’d waived the right to appear.
The atmosphere inside the courtroom, as Khan and Judge Sebutinde argued over whether Khan was
required to stay, was tense during a high-drama day. Khan argued that since Taylor had sacked him, he
could not continue to act as Taylor’s counsel. He referred to two articles in the code of conduct that
governed his work as a defense counsel.

22

Article 18(A)(i) of the Code of Professional Conduct for Counsel with the Right of Audience Before the
Special Court for Sierra Leone (May 2006) says that a “Defense Counsel shall not represent a client if
Defense Counsel’s representation is terminated by the client.”
Khan recognized the caveat to this – Article 18(D) of the same code. This Article says that “if Defense
Counsel’s representation is to be terminated or withdrawn, unless otherwise ordered by a Chamber, such
termination or withdrawal will not take effect until a replacement Defense Counsel is engaged by the client
or assigned by the Principal Defender, or the client has notified the Registrar in writing of his intention to
conduct his own defense.”
Taylor, it seemed, had covered all the bases. Khan told the court that, in a letter written by Taylor which
had been given to the Acting Registrar, Herman von Hebel, earlier that morning, Taylor planned to
represent himself.
Judge Sebutinde wasn’t convinced. She didn’t think the letter had been properly filed and the Acting
Registrar hadn’t had a chance to read it. After scolding Khan to put on his headphones so he could hear
her, she said that a court order requiring Khan, as assigned counsel, to stay to represent Taylor for the day
overrode his obligations under the Code of Conduct. With exasperation in her voice, Judge Sebutinde
said: “Mr. Khan. I don’t know how to say this so you understand. You are mandated to represent the
accused for today.”
She pointed to Rule 45(D) of the Court’s RPE, which she drew on to underpin her order to override “any
attempt by you to stand down, or Mr. Taylor’s efforts to disable you.” This rule says that:
“Any request for replacement of an assigned counsel shall be made to the Principal Defender. Under
exceptional circumstances, the request may be made to a Chamber upon good cause being shown and
after having been satisfied that the request is not designed to delay the proceedings.”
Khan disagreed, saying his duty to Taylor was a “non-negotiable primary duty” and wanted to respond to
the Judge’s order requiring him to stay for the day to represent Taylor despite being terminated by his
client. Judge Sebutinde’s calm voice oddly highlighted the growing tension between the bench and the
defense counsel. “You are verging on contempt as you keep arguing after we have handed down an
order….If you will take your seat, sanity will return to this court,” she said. Khan responded that he thought
sanity had never left the court, he refused to sit down (despite an interjection by Judge Richard Lussick,
reinforcing his colleague’s instructions to sit down), and once the Prosecutor, Steve Rapp, started his
opening statement, Khan collected his books and notes, bowed to the bench, apologized for the disruption,
and walked out.
Judge Sebutinde didn’t follow through with her threat to level contempt charges on Khan. Under Rule
77(A)(iii) of the SCSL’s RPE, “The Special Court, in the exercise of its inherent power, may punish for
contempt any person who knowingly and willfully interferes with its administration of justice, including any
person who: (iii) without just excuse fails to comply with an order to attend before, or produce documents
before, a Chamber.”
It is not clear why Judge Sebutinde did not carry through with the contempt charge. She must have, on
reflection, given Khan the benefit of a “just excuse”.
After Khan left the courtroom, Judge Sebutinde assigned Charles Jalloh, a representative of the SCSL’s
Principal Defender’s office, to represent Taylor for the day. Given Taylor had waived his right to appear in
court, the trial could continue because under Rule 60(B), a judge or the trial chamber has the power to
direct counsel (and the language of the rule does not necessarily require the judge to direct the counsel of
the accused’s choice) to represent Taylor in his absence, and to continue the trial.
The Special Court’s RPE Rule 60(B) – which follows immediately after the clause we noted earlier
referring to non-appearance – says that if an accused refuses to appear:
“….the accused may be represented by counsel of his choice, or as directed by a Judge or Trial
Chamber. The matter may be permitted to proceed if the Judge or Trial Chamber is satisfied that
the accused has, expressly or impliedly, waived his right to be present.”
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So last Monday, even though Taylor did not show up, and his lawyer walked out, the Special Court had the
power to direct the duty counsel to represent Taylor to ensure that the trial could continue without undue
delay.
HAS THE SPECIAL COURT DEALT WITH SITUATIONS LIKE THIS BEFORE?
Yes. In fact, what happened Monday was almost identical to what happened three years ago when Sierra
Leone’s former Interior Minister, former Deputy Defense Minister and leader of the Civil Defense Force
(CDF), Sam Hinga Norman, refused to appear on the opening day of his own trial (June 3, 2004).
In that case, Hinga Norman (who died in custody in February this year) failed to come back into court after
the Prosecutor’s opening statement. During lunch, Hinga Norman gave a letter to the court which was
addressed to the Principal Defender. It said:
“this is to inform you that I have as indicated this morning before the start of the Trial in the case against
me, finally decided to:
APPEAR FOR MYSELF
REPRESENT MYSELF
DEFEND MYSELF
Effective today (3/6/04) and to state further, that any representation by any Counsel on my behalf does not
repeat not carry my consent nor have it.”
The court then had to rule on Hinga Norman’s application to represent himself in court. When the court
handed down its decision on June 8, 2004, it referred to Article 17 of the Special Court’s Statute, and Rule
26 bis of the Court’s RPE.
Article 17 provides for an accused to “defend him or herself in person or through legal assistance”. The
Trial Chamber held that this right to self-represent was not absolute, but a qualified one which must only
be exercised with the assistance of counsel. It drew on Article 17(4)(d) to back up this reasoning (which
states that the accused has the right to have “legal assistance assigned to him or her, in any case where
the interests of justice so require”). Given Hinga Norman had been in detention for 15 months, the Trial
Chamber reasoned that the “interests of justice” required that Hinga Norman be tried “without undue delay”
(a right accorded to him under Article 17(4)(c)).
The Chamber noted that the trial had to be fair and expeditious (under the RPE’s Rule 26 bis), and though
this required “full respect for the rights of the accused”, those rights did not include an absolute right to
self-representation.
The judges, in that case, said that:
“As a matter of law, it is our duty as a chamber at all times, to protect the integrity of the proceedings
before us and to ensure that the administration of justice is not brought into disrepute. This we can achieve
by ensuring, amongst other measures, that persons who are accused and indicted for serious matters
such as these, are properly represented by counsel as this safeguard is very vital in ensuring that the
overall interests of justice are observed and the rule of law upheld.”
The Chamber ordered that self-representation by Hinga Norman was allowed, but it could “only be
exercised with the assistance of counsel to be assigned to the trial and in whatever capacity they are
assigned or designated, stand-by or otherwise.”
In a decision two weeks later, on June 23, 2004, the Trial Chamber also ruled on the additional resources
needed by Hinga Norman to prepare his defense. It decided that extra resources should be given and held
that:
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•

Four stand-by counsel to assist Hinga Norman was sufficient legal assistance.

•

The Principal Defender’s Office should provide Hinga Norman with any investigative resources
required for his defense.
A computer, printer, stationery desk, stationery and phone be set up in Hinga Norman’s cell.

•

This was not the end of the matter, though. A few months later, Hinga Norman again refused to show up at
trial. One of Hinga Norman’s stand-by counsel read out a letter to the court on September 20, 2004, which
set out Hinga Norman’s decision not to appear until certain legal conditions had been met, including
among them the removal of a protective order so that witnesses who were not sexually assaulted could
testify in public.
The court was not amused. In a ruling handed down by Judge Pierre Boutet on October 1, 2004, it stated
that:
“The Trial Chamber considers that any deliberate absence from the trial proceedings will certainly
undermine the integrity of the trial and will certainly not be in the interests of justice. The Trial Chamber
considers that the exercise of the right to self-representation should not become an obstacle to the
achievement of a fair trial. As stated by the trial chamber of the ICTY in the Milosevic case: “The right to
represent oneself must therefore yield when it is necessary to ensure the trial is fair.”
As a result, the court revoked Hinga Norman’s right to self representation, continued the trial in Hinga
Norman’s absence, and ordered that he be represented by court-appointed counsel.
Similarities between the Hinga Norman and Taylor trial strategies are striking so far. Taylor’s letter to the
court, parts of which Karim Khan read out to the court on Monday, was similar in effect to Hinga Norman’s.
It effectively combined elements of both refusals to appear by Hinga Norman. The letter that was partially
read out by Khan in court:
(1) terminated Khan as counsel;
(2) said that Taylor would represent himself, and stated that
(3) Taylor could not continue to participate in the trial until he had adequate facilities to prepare a
defense to the case against him. (Under Article 17(4)(b), one of the rights afforded to accused before the
court is “adequate time and facilities for the preparation of his or her defence”).
In effect, Taylor had combined Hinga Norman’s initial decision to fire his lawyers and self-represent, and
also the second decision not to participate until certain legal conditions were met (in Taylor’s case, the
provision of adequate facilities to prepare his defense; and the opportunity to speak in person to the
Principal Defender about a confidential issue). The main difference between the two cases is in the
content of the legal demands made by each defendant. Taylor’s argument went directly to the fair trial
rights to which he is explicitly entitled under the SCSL Statute. Hinga Norman’s focussed on prosecutorial
decisions and protective measures designed to safeguard the identities of witnesses.
On Monday, the Court validated Taylor’s arguments that his request to see the Principal Defender in
person was a “reasonable one” and that adequate facilities should be assured for the defense. These
issues, according to Judge Sebutinde, went to the ability of the court to ensure Taylor’s fair trial rights were
respected. She ordered that the Special Court’s Registry immediately organize the Principal Defender’s
travel to The Hague to speak with Taylor, and that “without delay” adequate facilities must be provided to
Taylor.

WHEN IS THE NEXT DAY IN COURT FOR THE TAYLOR TRIAL?
The Taylor trial is set to resume on June 25 at 9am (Hague time). We’ll be blogging directly from The
Hague then.
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United Nations Mission in Liberia (UNMIL)
UNMIL Public Information Office Media Summary 11 June 2007
[The media summaries and press clips do not necessarily represent the views of UNMIL.]

International Clips on Liberia

International Justice on Trial
The New York Times.

[Editorial].

10/06/2007.

The trial of Charles Taylor, former president of Liberia, is looking like the trial of Slobodan
Milosevic, former leader of Yugoslavia, and that is too bad. Mr. Taylor, the first African
leader to be tried in an international court for crimes against humanity, refused to show up
at the opening of his trial in The Hague. He fired his lawyer and dismissed the proceedings
as a charade. Before that, his lawyer argued that his witnesses were afraid to testify, or
could not testify because of United Nations bans on their travel. And so, most likely, it will
continue, with Mr. Taylor, like Mr. Milosevic, trying to deflect attention from his crimes by
casting doubts on the validity and efficacy of international justice.

Ugandan rebels fear fate of Liberia's Taylor
GULU, Uganda, June 11 (Reuters) - The trial of former Liberian president and warlord
Charles Taylor is likely to hinder efforts to coax Ugandan rebels out of their jungle hideouts
to peace talks, experts said on Monday. Taylor boycotted the start of proceedings last week
at the International Criminal Court (ICC) in The Hague, where he faces charges of instigating
murder, rape and mutilation when he backed a guerrilla group in neighbouring Sierra Leone.
Analysts say the prospect of a similar trial may make other African warlords, who like
Uganda's Lords Resistance Army (LRA) rebels are the target of arrest warrants for horrific
crimes, less likely to swap military fatigues for civilian clothes.

International Clips on West Africa

More Funds Needed for UN-Backed Court in Sierra Leone,
Official Says
New York, Jun 11, 2007 (UN News Service/All Africa Global Media via COMTEX) -- Deputy
Secretary-General Asha-Rose Migiro joined officials from the United Nations-backed Special
Court for Sierra Leone today in appealing for an additional $60 million to complete the
Court's work by the end of 2009. "It is imperative that the international community
continues to generously support the Special Court, ensuring that it has both the human and
financial resources to conclude its mandate," Ms. Migiro told the 15-member Security
Council, as it met to consider the Court's work.

Sierra Leone Tribunal - Taylor Trial Drama
The Hague, Jun 11, 2007 (Institute for War & Peace Reporting/All Africa Global Media via
COMTEX) -- The first-ever war crimes trial hosted at the International Criminal Court, ICC,
got off to a dramatic start on Monday, June 4, when former Liberian president Charles Taylor
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refused to attend the first day and dismissed his lawyer. There was also a fiery confrontation
between Karim Khan, Taylor's lawyer, and presiding judge Julia Sebutinde, which ended with
the British lawyer defying the judge and walking out of court.

Burkina Faso president to seek to boost ICoast peace talks
ABIDJAN, June 11, 2007 (AFP) - Burkina Faso's President Blaise Compaore meets Tuesday
with leaders from Ivory Coast's factions in a bid to boost the peace process. The meeting in
Yamoussoukro will be Compaore's first trip to Ivory Coast since 2000 and marks the change
of attitude since 2002 when a newspaper close to Ivorian President Laurent Gbagbo accused
him of fomenting the civil strife that ended with the country split between the rebel-held
north and the government-controlled south. The two countries also have in common an
ethnic identity and an estimated three million Burkinabes live in Ivory Coast, one of the
reasons why Compaore has every interest in seeing a lasting settlement in his neighbour.

Local Media – Newspaper

General Auditing Commission Appraises Draft 2007/2008 Budget
(New Democrat, Public Agenda, Heritage and The News)

•
•

In its analysis of the 2007/2008 draft fiscal budget, the General Auditing Commission
said the budget does not meet the minimal test of completeness and fair disclosure,
meaning more money could be generated than presented in the Budget.
The Commission recommended a review of the draft fiscal budget on the basis that it
lacks “substantive information” and should therefore not be approved by the National
Legislature.

AFL Gets New Command Officer as President Honors Outgoing Chief
(Daily Observer, The Inquirer and The News)

•
•

President Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf on Friday inducted a new Command Officer-in Charge
of the restructured Armed Forces of Liberia (AFL), Major General Suraj Alao
Abdurrahman.
At the same time, the President conferred the “Honour of Distinguished Service” on
Lieutenant General Luka Yusuf, a Nigerian Army Officer seconded as Chief of Staff of
the AFL in 2006 for his outstanding contribution to the new army during his tour of
duty. The Honour of Distinguished Service is the highest distinction Liberia confers on
a soldier for bravery and courage.

Setback for Emergency Power
(New Democrat)

•

[sic:] The second phase of the Government’s Emergency Power Project (EPP) has hit
a snag because, the Government, up to date, has not come up with an estimated
US$1.9 million, this paper has learned.

Government to Monitor and Intercept Phone Calls
(Liberian Express)

•

[sic:] The Government of President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf is seeking legislation to
monitor and intercept all mobile phone calls throughout the country. The power to
monitor all public and private phone calls is contained in the new 2006
Telecommunication Act currently being debated at the National Legislature. The Act
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when passed into law will empower the Justice Minister to demand mobile phone
service providers to allow direct government’s access to pone calls as well as monitor
and intercept all network or telecommunications services or related information
without reverting to court.
Local Media – Radio Veritas (News monitored yesterday at 6:45 pm)

Auditor General Morlu wants National Budget Return to Executive
(Also reported on ELBS and Star Radio)

Nigerian General Receives High Honour in Liberia
(Also reported on ELBS and Star Radio)

Diamond Sampling Plant Commissioned In Gbarpolu County
• The Liberian Government has commissioned a diamond sampling plant installed
jointly by the Mano River Resources and the Trans-Check group of South Africa in
Weasua, Gbarpolu County.
• Speaking at the commissioning ceremony, Deputy Land Mines and Energy
Minister, Kpandel Fayiah warned the citizens against illicit
mining and said anyone found in such act would be dealt with drastically.
Mittal Steel Launches Activities in Grand Bassa Next Month
• In an interview, Grand Bassa County Superintendent, Julia Duncan- Cassell says
Mittal Steel will officially launch its activities in the county next month.
• Mrs. Duncan-Cassell said the citizens are exploring means by which the citizens can
work with the company to enhance development in the county.

****

Complete versions of the UNMIL International Press Clips, UNMIL Daily Liberian Radio Summary and UNMIL Liberian
Newspapers Summary are posted each day on the UNMIL Bulletin Board. If you are unable to access the UNMIL Bulletin Board
or would like further information on the content of the summaries, please contact Mr. Weah Karpeh at karpeh@un.org.
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Reuters
Monday, 11 June 2007
Ugandan rebels fear fate of Liberia's Taylor
By Tim Cocks
GULU, Uganda, June 11 (Reuters) - The trial of former Liberian president and warlord Charles
Taylor is likely to hinder efforts to coax Ugandan rebels out of their jungle hideouts to peace
talks, experts said on Monday.
Taylor boycotted the start of proceedings last week at a special tribunal in The Hague, where he
faces charges of instigating murder, rape and mutilation when he backed a guerrilla group in
neighbouring Sierra Leone.
Analysts say the prospect of a similar trial may make other African warlords, who like Uganda's
Lords Resistance Army (LRA) rebels are the target of arrest warrants for horrific crimes, less
likely to swap military fatigues for civilian clothes.
"The Taylor trial has made the LRA very cautious to come out. They are bargaining hard to get
their indictments lifted," said Paul Omach, politics lecturer at Kampala's Makerere University.
The LRA's four top commanders are wanted by the International Criminal Court (ICC), also in
The Hague, for crimes including murdering civilians and abducting thousands of children as
recruits during a two-decade rebellion. They have vowed not to make peace unless the
indictments are scrapped.
"We are going to stay where we are, in the bush, until we have an agreement to keep the ICC
away," LRA deputy commander Vincent Otti told Reuters by satellite phone from an undisclosed
location in the dense jungles of Democratic Republic of Congo.
For 20 years, his fighters have spread fear across northern Uganda and parts of southern Sudan,
massacring civilians and mutilating survivors by slicing off lips, noses or ears.
Uganda's government, which asked the ICC to issue arrest warrants in 2005, has offered the LRA
amnesty, but only after they sign a final deal. That means the LRA will have to trust them -- and
analysts say Taylor's fate sets an ominous precedent.
"BREACH OF TRUST"
Taylor stepped down in 2003 under a deal with the Nigerian government as rebels seeking to oust
him besieged the Liberian capital Monrovia. Nigeria offered him sanctuary, but later bowed to
international pressure and handed him over to prosecutors.
"However you look at it, the arrest of Taylor was a breach of trust by the Nigerian government.
How can the LRA be sure the same won't happen to them?" asked Levi Ochieng, a Kampalabased researcher on conflicts in the Great Lakes region.
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Taylor's trial is presided over by Ugandan Judge Julia Sebutinde. Many peace campaigners in
northern Uganda, weary of a war that has killed tens of thousands and forced 1.7 million people
into refugee camps, want a softer landing for the LRA.
"We are convincing them they cannot be betrayed if they do the right thing. If they come out of
the bush, they should be pardoned," said Norbert Mao, chairman of Gulu district, at the epicentre
of the conflict.
Mao proposes the LRA undergo a traditional "Mato Oput" reconciliation ritual, where the victims
effectively forgive the perpetrator after he admits his crime.
But the ICC and some human rights groups are sceptical of that approach, saying a credible
judicial process must dish out harsh punishments for such serious offences.
Analysts say a compromise may be possible -- building on months of stop-start peace talks in
southern Sudan's capital Juba where the LRA leaders are represented by negotiators.
"If the parties in Juba are serious about striking a deal, they must create a genuine accountability
mechanism," said Phil Clark, research fellow at the Ulster University's Transitional Justice
Institute.
"The LRA commanders will want assurances that they won't serve full sentences for their crimes,
so there will have to be plea-bargaining."
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The Times (UK)
Tuesday, 12 June 2007
Hunting down war criminals
The chief prosecutor of the International Criminal Court has the butchers of Darfur in his sights
Frances Gibb
The scenes may have been chaotic but last week’s opening of the trial against Charles Taylor, the
warlord indicted on 11 counts of
war crimes and crimes against
humanity in both Liberia and Sierra
Leone, marks a key moment. The
trial, which Taylor refused to
attend, is the first in which an
international forum has held a
former African president
accountable for his conduct while
in office.
By coincidence, also last week the chief prosecutor for the International Criminal Court (ICC)
told the United Nations Security Council that Ahmad Harun and Ali Kushayb, alleged Darfur war
criminals, must be arrested. Luis Moreno Ocampo urged the council: “We count on every state to
execute an arrest should either of these individuals enter their territory.” Harun is the Sudanese
minister responsible for providing humanitarian assistance to more than four million people in
Darfur, while Kushayb is a leader of the Janjawid. Together, they are charged with 51 counts of
war crimes and crimes against humanity. In April a panel of three judges at the ICC issued
warrants for their arrest.
The pair systematically pursued civilians; Harun organised a system for recruiting, funding and
arming the Janjawid to supplement the Sudanese armed forces and then incited them to commit
murder, rape and other crimes against the civilian population, the prosecutor argues. The situation
in Darfur, he says, “remains alarming”.
The investigation by the office of Moreno Ocampo is the third involving long-running conflicts:
the others are those in northern Uganda and the Democratic Republic of Congo. Each involves
thousands of killings, as well as “large-scale sexual violence and abductions” and together they
have resulted in the displacement, he says, of “more than five million people”.
But the Darfur investigation could lead to the first prosecution by the court since it was set up in
2002, involving a member of an African state. The trial of Taylor is taking place in the ICC’s own
court in The Hague, but it is not an ICC case: the trial, being held at a safer venue than Sierre
Leone, is being conducted by the UN Special Court for Sierra Leone, set up to deal with the
crimes arising from that country’s civil war. Moreno Ocampo says: “The Rome Treaty that set up
the court is not just about accountability – bringing people to justice for these massive crimes. It
is setting up a global legal system. And it is a back-up, a court of last resort where a state can’t or
won’t act. We are exporting the idea around the world that if someone commits genocide, they
can be prosecuted for it. That’s why it’s so important. It’s developing a framework, a legal
constraint.”
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The task has been enormous. The prosecutor, who was elected by all parties to the Rome treaty in
2003, was referred the case by the UN Security Council. “That’s important. It connects a peace
and security system with a justice system.” Moreno Ocampo runs the investigation himself. He
has no powers to indict – the evidence goes to a panel of ICC judges who decide if charges should
be brought. After 20 months the files went to the panel in February. Both men are in Darfur:
Kushayb is thought to be in detention but with little prospect of a trial. The prosecutor’s office
collected statements from some 100 witnesses after screening 600 over 70 visits in 17 countries.
More than 200,000 refugees have fled to other countries. It was important to trace those who had
fled, the prosecutor says: “We have a legal duty to protect witnesses and had no chance of doing
that in Darfur.”
Moreno Ocampo, 54, has an outstanding track record: between 1984 and 1992 he was a
prosecutor in his homeland of Argentina, where he was involved in precedent-setting
prosecutions of top military commanders for mass killings and other human rights abuses. He was
the assistant prosecutor in the junta trial against army commanders, including three former heads
of state – the first case against commanders responsible for mass killings since Nuremberg. Then,
in 1992, he set up his private law firm specialising in corruption control for large firms and in
criminal and human rights law. His work included acting for the victims in the extradition of the
former Nazi officer Erich Priebke to Italy, the trial of the chief of the Chilean secret police and
several cases involving political bribery, journalists’ protection and freedom of expression.
In his present role, he emphasises that not all cases will result in a trial hearing. He recently ruled
out an investigation into alleged abuses in Iraq, which is not a state party to the treaty; nor did
allegations meet the criteria in the Rome treaty; crimes of aggression (the legality of the conflict)
falls outside the remit of the ICC and other evidence did not amount to war crimes against
humanity. But even if, he says, atrocities are halted, as in Rwanda, then “that is a result: for me
it’s the idea that justice can help to prevent crime, even if it does not come to trial”.
In his update to the UN Security Council last week, Moreno Ocampo urged every state to ensure
pressure on Sudan to arrest and refer the pair to the ICC. Meanwhile, “indiscriminate and
disproportionate” air strikes by the Government there continue. It appears that “parties to the
conflict continue to violate international humanitarian law. Those bearing the greatest
responsibility must be brought to justice.”
Like Iraq, Sudan is also not signed up to the ICC, but it is a member of the UN Security Council.
Moreno Ocampo is hopeful of cooperation. “For the first time we have the UN Security Council
and the ICC working together – the first time a new global legal system is tested. It will be a huge
step – a legal revolution.”
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