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CharlesTaylorTrial.org (The Hague)
Liberia: Taylor Says UN Report on Diamonds and Guns was Biased Against Him; CIA helped his
Rebel Group
Alpha Sesay
Charles Taylor today said that a 2001 United Nations expert report, which accused him of providing military and
financial support to Sierra Leonean rebels in exchange for diamonds, contained an expert who was unfairly biased
against Mr. Taylor. He also claimed that his rebel group which launched a civil war in Liberia in 1989 got support
and equipment from the CIA.
In describing the 2001 United Nations Panel of Experts Report on Gun Running and Diamond Smuggling in Sierra
Leone, Mr. Taylor said that he raised alarms when he found out who was appointed as the reporting experts. When
Ian Smillie–who in a prior report had accused Mr. Taylor of involvement in diamond-for-arms trade in Sierra
Leone– was named an expert, Mr. Taylor wrote a letter to the UN Secretary General questioning Mr. Smillie's
appointment. These concerns, Mr. Taylor said, were ignored by the UN and Mr. Smillie remained on the panel.
Mr. Smillie has already testified as an Expert Witness for the Special Court for Sierra Leone's prosecution against
Mr. Taylor. "I had concerns about people who had made allegations against Liberia being on the panel. You have
already prejudiced the report by doing that," Mr. Taylor said.
Mr. Taylor accused Great Britain and the United States of manipulating the findings of the by putting pressure on
Mr. Smillie, who was their own nominee on the panel.
"Britain and America are bringing the pressure. We know that the pressure is coming on Smillie because of the
interest," Mr. Taylor said. "I am confronted with these people who have already made those allegations even before
the panel report is out."
It was no surprise therefore, Mr. Taylor said, that when the Panel of Expert Report came out, he was accused of
active involvement in the provision of financial and military support to the rebels in return for diamonds. Mr.
Taylor said that while these allegations were made against him, Britain and the United States failed to provide any
"tangible evidence" of his involvement in Sierra Leone.
The prosecution has alleged that Mr. Taylor was involved in trading diamonds for arms with Revolutionary United
Front (RUF) rebels in Sierra Leone. Several prosecution witnesses have testified that RUF rebel commanders took
diamonds to Mr. Taylor and in return, he supplied arms and ammunition for use by the RUF rebels. He presently
stands accused of bearing responsibility for crimes committed by RUF rebels in Sierra Leone. Mr. Taylor has
denied all the allegations against him.
Mr. Taylor's defense counsel, Courtenay Griffiths, also today read portions of the book "Intervention in Africa"
written by former United States Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs, Herman Cohen. In this book, a
whole chapter is dedicated to the conflict in Liberia from the late 1980s to the 1990s. Mr. Cohen states in the book
that the United States government, through its Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), provided support to Mr. Taylor's
National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL) rebel group. In his response, Mr. Taylor confirmed that his NPFL indeed
received assistance from the United States.
"We were given some very high power technical radios by the embassy [United States], by the CIA at the time, that
we used for rapid communications, that we could call almost any where in the world and get to anybody that we
wanted to get to on the ground," Mr. Taylor said.
He explained that the assistance from the United States government was given to the NPFL as a deal to protect
United States facilities in Liberia. Mr. Taylor also accused the United States of providing similar support to other
rebel groups in Liberia.
Mr. Taylor's testimony continues tomorrow.
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The Analyst (Liberia)
Friday, 21 August 2009
Charles Taylor: I Did Not Act Alone
By Alpha Sesay
Charles Taylor did not use his personal influence or control over Sierra Leone’s rebel force to choose a new leader
when its head commander was arrested in 2000, Mr. Taylor told the Special Court for Sierra Leone judges.
Instead, West African leaders worked together to appoint a new rebel leader with whom they could negotiate in
order to bring peace to Sierra Leone, he said.
In May 2000, Revolutionary United Front (RUF) leader Foday Sankoh was arrested and detained by the
government of Sierra Leone after the rebel group abducted over 500 United Nations peacekeepers and held them as
hostages.
Mr. Taylor said he was able to negotiate the release of the UN peacekeepers after meeting with the RUF’s most
senior commander at the time, Issa Sesay. Mr. Taylor said that the next concern was to determine who to negotiate
with on behalf of the RUF so that peace would return to Sierra Leone.
“After the release of the UN hostages, we were concerned about who was in charge of the RUF in Sierra Leone,”
Mr. Taylor said.
Mr. Taylor said that at a July 26, 2000 meeting in Liberia, six Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS) leaders asked Mr. Sesay to take over the leadership of the RUF since Mr. Sankoh was no longer in a
position to run the rebel movement.
Mr. Sesay, according to Mr. Taylor, told the West African leaders that he needed to get the approval of Mr. Sankoh,
who was imprisoned in Sierra Leone. He said that Nigerian president, Olusegun Obasanjo, and Malian president,
Alpha Oumar Konare, traveled together to Sierra Leone and met with Mr. Sankoh in his prison cell. They obtained
a letter from him which approved Mr. Sesay as the RUF’s interim leader.
Referencing the release of the UN hostages, Mr. Taylor responded to prosecution allegations that the rebels listened
to Mr. Taylor because of his individual and personal influence over the RUF. Denying this allegation, Mr. Taylor
said “No, I am doing this with ECOWAS and everybody, not because of any individual influence.”
The prosecution has led evidence that when Mr. Sankoh gave his approval to Mr. Sesay’s leadership of the RUF, he
told Mr. Sesay to take instructions from Mr. Taylor, and ordered Mr. Sesay not to disarm his rebel forces in Sierra
Leone. A number of prosecution witnesses also testified that it was Mr. Taylor who changed the leadership of the
RUF. Mr. Taylor dismissed this allegation as “total nonsense.”
Mr. Taylor said that the “circumstances surrounding Issa Sesay’s appointment was public knowlege.” Mr. Taylor
said that ECOWAS leaders, including Sierra Leonean president Ahmed Tejan Kabbah saw Mr. Sesay as the most
ideal person to work with in order to bring peace to Sierra Leone. “We saw him to be a very good fellow,” Mr.
Taylor said.
“Some credit is due to him for getting on with the process of Lome [The peace agreement between the government
of Sierra Leone and the RUF was signed in the Togolese capital Lome in June 1999].”
Mr. Taylor also today accused the United Kingdom and the United States as the two key states responsible for
wrongly accusing him of supporting the RUF rebels in the Sierra Leonean conflict. He dismissed these allegations
as “false” and “without proof.”
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Ligali
Sunday, 23 August 2009
Recommendations to the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Liberia
Nubiart Diary - Liberian TRC (Pt 1)
Dear all,
In relation to my PhD research, I have just completed a comprehensive field research in Liberia, with focus on contemporary
American imperialism and neo-colonialism.
Liberia is an outstanding case for such a study since it is the oldest neo-colonial system in Africa, and has been exposed to US
covert operations in the past thirty years.
The Truth and Reconciliation Commission in Liberia asked me to write some recommendations, based on my research, which I
would like to share with you.
My research, supports finding number 20 [19] in the preliminary report of the TRC, which states that:
"External State Actors in Africa, North America and Europe, participated, supported aided, abetted, conspired and instigated
violence, war and regime change against constituted authorities in Liberia and against the people of Liberia for political,
economic and foreign policy advantages or gains."
My main recommendation is to establish a “Special Commission for the Investigation of the Role of External State Actors in
the Liberian Conflict from 1979 to till 2003”,
The mandate of the Commission shall be to investigate the role of external state actors in the Liberian conflict and to look into
the possibility of taking those state actors that bear the greatest responsibility for the Liberian conflict to an appropriate
international court.
The aim shall be to prevent these state actors from committing future war crimes against the Liberian people and against other
people in the West African region.
Since the United States of America has refused to submit to the International Criminal Court (ICC), the Commission shall
investigate the possibility of using the International Court of Justice (ICJ) for a potential case against the United States of
America.
Furthermore, it is recommended not to establish a national war crimes court, because much indicates that such a court will
destabilise the Liberian state, rather than it will reconcile and unify the people. A national war crimes court may be used by
external powers to pursue political and economic interests in Liberia, under the guise of human rights and justice.
I have attached the full paper to this mail. It is a public document, which was submitted to the TRC in mid July, and you are
welcome to disseminate it further.
Best wishes,
Niels Hahn
- Recommendations to the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Liberia
Monrovia / Accra / Copenhagen, June 2009
Based on comprehensive field research in Liberia, I hereby submit to the Liberian Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC)
my recommendations, with the aim of contributing to a lasting peace, justice and development for all the people of Liberia.
I have lived and worked in Liberia during some periods of the war and subsequently followed the political and economic
development of the country. Currently, I am about to complete my PhD, which focuses on the political economy of American
imperialism and neocolonialism in Africa.
I am using Liberia as a case study with specific focus on the post-conflict reconstruction process and development strategies in
historical perspectives because, as noted by a number of scholars such as Hinzen and Kappel (1980), John Stanfield (2000),
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Martin Lowenkopf (1976) and Walter Rodney (1973), Liberia constitutes the earliest example of a neo-colonial system in
Africa. This makes Liberia a significant case from where the modalities of American neocolonialism in Africa can be analysed
over a long historical period of more than one hundred and fifty years.
During my research, I have interviewed more than 130 people. My informants include people such as Liberian scholars, former
child solders, ex-combatants, former commanding generals, military advisors and political leaders from most factions of the
wars. Furthermore, I interviewed a number of former ministers and former heads of states, as well as current ministers and the
head of state.
My research, supports finding number 20 [19] in the preliminary report of the TRC, which states that:
External State Actors in Africa, North America and Europe, participated, supported aided, abetted, conspired and instigated
violence, war and regime change against constituted authorities in Liberia and against the people of Liberia for political,
economic and foreign policy advantages or gains.
My research also confirms, in line with a number of the testimonies at the TRC, that the United States of America has played a
most significant and decisive role in the destabilisation and destruction of Liberia and the Liberian people.
The peace in Liberia is still very fragile and I believe that the people of Liberia must reconcile and unite as one nation against
foreign destabilising forces, in order to secure a long-lasting peace. Here as in other areas, speaking the truth is central for
reconciliation and unification.
From my research it has appeared that some people in Liberia are reticent to speak in public about the role of the United States
in the Liberian conflict. Some people are embarrassed because they have been associated with the CIA. Other people fear that
they will be penalised by the US, in the form of denial of visa to the United States, travel ban, exclusion from consultancy
contracts with international organisations, etc.
I believe that psychological barriers such as fear and embarrassment must be broken down in order to get the truth out.
Otherwise it will not be possible to fully understand the root causes of the conflicts in Liberia. If we do not understand the
external root causes, and only look at the local conflict dynamic, then it will be difficult, if not impossible, to formulate and
implement the right policies for a future peaceful development.
Scott Ritter (2007), the US Marine Corps officer and former UN weapon inspector in Iraq, notes that one of the main problems
for securing the peace is that most people in public forums refuse to speak about the most central issue.
Metaphorically Scott Ritter described the general scenario as a group of people sitting in a room around a table, discussing
important issues in respect to war and peace. While the discussion is going on, these there is a 1600 pound gorilla jumping
around in the room, turning the tables upside down and misses up everything. But because this gorilla is the United States of
America, most people tend to look the other way and pretend that the gorilla just doesn’t exist.
As Ritter points out, ignoring the gorilla will not solve any problems. If we continue to ignore the real issues because we feel
uncomfortable with the reality, then we will continue to make distorted analysis, wrong judgements, inappropriate policies, and
continue to live in a world where stronger states can continue to commit war crimes against weaker states with impunity. In this
relation it can be argued the people ignoring the 1600 pound gorilla and refuses to speak out, becomes a part of the crimes
committed by the United States of America.
As Professor Noam Chomsky (2002) and the award winning journalist John Pilger (2002) note, the United States of America is
the most aggressive state in human history. In the past fifty years the United States has militarily attacked more than seventy
sovereign states. The overt attacks on Iraq and Afghanistan, and the frequent bombardments of Somalia are just a few
contemporary examples of American aggression. In other countries American aggression is often channeled through local
forces without an overt large-scale American military presence.
Liberia is a victim of American destabilisation and covert operations, and my recommendation to the Liberian people is to
establish a: Special Commission for the Investigation of the Role of External State Actors in the Liberian Conflict from 1979 to
till 2003.
The mandate of the Commission shall be to investigate the role of external state actors in the Liberian conflict and to look into
the possibility of taking those state actors that bear the greatest responsibility for the Liberian conflict to an appropriate
international court.
The aim shall be to prevent these state actors from committing future war crimes against the Liberian people and against other
people in the West African region.
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Since the United States of America has refused to submit to the International Criminal Court (ICC), the Commission shall
investigate the possibility of using the International Court of Justice (ICJ) for a potential case against the United States of
America.
Experience can be drawn from the case of Nicaragua against the United States in the mid 1980s, where the United States was
convicted for state terrorism in the form of unlawful use of force against Nicaragua (ICJ, 1986). Although the case did not stop
the United States from continuing to destabilise Nicaragua, it became more difficult because, internally, the people of
Nicaragua became more aware of the external manipulation of civil society groups and American propaganda, and externally,
the world public opinion turned against the US foreign policy in Nicaragua.
I will not recommend the establishing of a Liberian ‘national’ war crimes court in style with the UN backed Special Court in
Sierra Leone. This court is funded, staffed and managed by the UK and the US, and must therefore be considered as a de facto
British / American court in Sierra Leone. The perception that justice has been done is an important element in reconciliation,
but such a ‘national’ court would necessarily reflect victor’s justices rather than real justice for all.
A national war crimes court in Liberia would most likely divide more than it would unite the people of Liberia, and it could
become a powerful neocolonial instrument of the United States.
As the TRC is about to conclude its mandate, it can be expected that local civil society groups will be funded and mobilised by
western donors in order to sway public opinion in favour of such a court. These civil society groups will internally appeal to
people’s moral valuations, intellectual convictions, and emotional preferences, while western state-donors will pressure the
government through the mechanism of foreign aid.
While it must be expected that the pressure for the establishment of a national war crime court will increase significantly in the
coming year, the fundamental question must be:
Will the establishment of a national war crime court facility reconciliation and unity among the Liberian people, or will it
divide the nation along religious, ethnic and political lines in favour of the neo-colonial powers?
The Mechanisms of Neo-Colonialism
Having outlined my main recommendation to the TRC, I would like to underpin these recommendations with theory and
historical experiences in order to emphasise why it is important to establish a Special Commission for the Investigation of the
Role of External State Actors in the Liberian Conflict from 1979 to 2003, and why the establishing of a national criminal court
must be avoided.
My recommendations are based on the study of neo-colonialism, which is a complicated study because it deals with a
comprehensive system of indirect rule, the dominance by one or more strong states over weaker states, and covert operations.
Latin America has like Liberia experienced the exploitative nature of American neo-colonialism for almost two centuries. This
has generated a lot of literature that examines the processes and mechanisms of neo-colonialism, which in Latin America is
better known as dependencismo (Sklar, 1986).
It was African state-leaders such as Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana, Ahmed Sékou Touré of Guinea, Julius Nyerere of Tanzania
and Gamal Abdul Nasser of Egypt who paid significant attention to the issue of neo-colonialism in Africa. In 1961 the third
All-African Peoples Conference held in Cairo adopted the “Resolution of Neo-colonialism” (AAPC, 1961) as a key document
for the formation of the Organisation of African Unity (OAU), which subsequently should lead to a rapid unification of Africa
as a bastion against neo-colonialism (Nkrumah, 1963).
In this resolution neo-colonialism is defined as “the survival of the colonial system in spite of formal recognition of political
independence in emerging countries which become the victims of an indirect and subtle form of domination”. It is exerted by:
“imposing unequal economic, military and technical conventions; by creating puppet governments following false elections”.
When these mechanisms “appear insufficient to hamper the combativity and determination of popular liberation movements”
other approaches may be applied such as “military interventions guided by the United Nations, balkanisation or systematic
division of the political forces”.
As we know today, Africa did not unite, but was further divided into the Casablanca Group and the Monrovia Group. This
created the environment for neo-colonialism to grow stronger across the African continent.
In 1964, Ghana’s first president Kwame Nkrumah published his book ‘Neo-colonialism – The Last Stage of Imperialism’,
which was the first comprehensive analysis of the neo-colonial system in Africa. In this book Nkrumah notes that Imperialism
has grown more sophisticated and more dangerous. It has become more sophisticated because the neo-colonial powers have
developed a comprehensive propaganda machinery, which moulds the minds of the people in the neo-colonies. It is more
dangerous because it is difficult to hold the powerful states that exercise neo-colonialism responsible for their criminal actions.
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According to Nkrumah the essence of neo-colonialism is that the State which is subject to neo-colonialism “has all the outward
trappings of international sovereignty”. But in reality “its economic system and thus its political policy is directed from
outside”.
The aim of the neo-colonial powers is to ensure that the government in the neo-colonial state complies and conforms to the
wishes of the neo-colonial power. The main interests of the neo-colonial power is to secure access to markets, cheap labour and
natural resources, and to use the government in the neo-colonial state to advance the interests of the neo-colonial power in
neighbouring states, as well as to vote in favour of the neo-colonial power in international forums, such as the ECOWAS, AU
and the UN.
Classical Realism in International Relation theory defines power as “the control over people’s minds and actions” and anything
that can be used to establish such control will be applied (Morgenthau, 2006). In this relation control of the media and the
curriculum of primary education is central in order to mould the minds of the people (Carr, 2003).
When the government in the neo-colonial state seeks to change the status quo of the neo-colonial relationship and move the
nation towards political and economic independence, the neo-colonial power will use any means to put pressure on the
government to maintain the neo-colonial relationship. Since many governments in Africa seek to release their country from the
neo-colonial grip, the neo-colonial power seeks to maintain the status quo through a combination of a number of mechanisms.
Some of these mechanisms are the following:
1) Aid Dependency: which makes the neo-colonial state dependent on financial support from the neo-colonial master, in order
to make the state system to function at a minimum and to secure foreign investments. Fiscal austerity and a small budget for
salaries, ensures that underpaid staff is forced to charge ‘indirect fees’ in order to sustain their own livelihood. This creates a
culture of corruption and makes the public sector ineffective. When the government of the neo-colonial state does not comply
and conform to the wishes of the neo-colonial power, the foreign aid will be reduced, which will weaken the state further.
Instead, so-called “humanitarian aid” will be giving to regions where opposition to the government is strong.
2) Military Protection: in order to make the neo-colonised state dependent on the neo-colonial power. This includes the
presence of foreign military bases or the right of the neo-colonial power to use national infrastructure for military purposes.
Liberia, Ivory Coast and Gabon are prime examples of such arrangements.
3) Privatisation of Public Assets: which transfer public owned enterprises into the hands of private families. Globally these
families control the major means of production. As David Harvey notes, privatisation is a form of accumulation by
dispossession, which has taken its most aggressive form under the neo-liberal regime, better known in Africa as Structural
Adjustments Programmes (SAP) and Poverty Reduction Strategies Papers (PRSP). Therefore most major enterprises in Africa
are now owned and controlled by foreign companies in the same way as under the system of direct colonisation.
4) Liberalisation of the Markets: in order to ensure that foreign produced goods can be sold at the local markets in neo-colonial
state. Most imported agricultural products sold on the African markets are subsidised by the neo-colonial powers. This makes it
difficult, if not impossible, for local producers to compete with foreign imported agriculture products. As a result the people in
the neo-colonial states have become depended on imported food. Food dependence gives the neo-colonial power an enormous
control of the populations in the neo-colonial state. Therefore any government in a neo-colonial state that seeks a high degree
of food self-sufficiency must expect that the neo-colonial power will destabilise the government. An outstanding example is the
removal of Tolbert and his government in 1980.
5) Deregulation and a Flexible Labour Market: in order to ensure an optimal business environment for foreign capital. This
includes low taxation, access to cheap labour and natural resources.
6) Decentralisation: in order to weaken the central state through the mechanism of “balkanisation”. This is a powerful
instrument because it receives popular support from the people in the regions, because they believe that it will foster regional
development and promote people’s participation and democracy. However, a decentralised neo-colonial state is easier to
control indirectly than a centralised state structure that seeks independence from the neo-colonial powers. Kwame Nkrumah
pointed to Nigeria as an example where Britain decentralised the government structures before independence, in order to divide
and rule after the official independence. Machiavelli (1515) warned about decentralised state structures in his famous work
‘The Prince’. A decentralised state system is similar to a kingdom that is divided into regions ruled by barons. This statestructure is dangerous because an external power can “easily enter there by gaining over some baron of the kingdom, for one
always finds malcontents and such as desire a change. Such men, for the reasons given, can open the way into the state” (ibid:
17).
7) Promotion of Civil and Political Rights and Liberal Democracy: seeks to establish the basis for which the neo-colonial
power can ensure an environment where political parties can flourish. Because people in the neo-colonial state are deprived of
their socio-economic rights, such as free education and access to the highest obtainable health care, which they are entitled to in
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accordance to the International Covenant of Economic Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR, article 12 and 13), large
population groups in Africa are illiterate and struggle for daily survival. Therefore it is fairly easy for the neo-colonial power to
manipulate elections through the control of the media and financial means. Votes can be bought cheaply, but the reality is that
the general population remains as a modern reserve army of labour, whom Marx (1887) notes, are “kept in misery in order to
be always at the disposal of capital” and ready to migrate to wherever their labour power may be requested.
8) International Non-Government Organisations (INGOs): that are Non-Governmental by name only, while in reality prolonged
arms of the neo-colonial governments that are funding them. Since the exploitative nature of neo-colonialism leaves the
majority population in a state of calamity, some basic social services must be delivered to mitigate the social condition.
However, instead of financing basic services by taxing the foreign corporations operating within the neo-colonial states and the
local wealthy elite, basic services are delivered not by the state, but by foreign ‘N’GOs. Since the state is not delivering the
basic services to its people, many people in Africa becomes more attached to the foreign ‘N’GOs and their logos, than to the
national government and the national symbols. This further weakens the power of the state, based on the principle of
Machiavelli (1515) that people will be devoted to those that brings good. “Well ordered states…have taken every care…to keep
the people satisfied and contented, for this is one of the most important objects a [state] can have” (ibid: 90). Therefore a state
that is not delivering basic services to the people will be a weak state, because the citizens will not be faithful to the state, but to
the ‘N’GOs. If the national ruling elite does not comply and conform to the wishes of the neo-colonial power, the country can
be destabilised by setting free, what Frantz Fanon describes in his work ‘The Wretched of the Earth’, the revolutionary capital
embedded in the people. This can be done by reducing the funding to the ‘N’GOs operating in pro-government regions while
increasing flow of resources to the regions where the opposition to the government is strong. In this way the neo-colonial
powers can exert a high of control of the people’s minds and actions through International ‘N’GO’s and local Civil Society
Organisations. Workshops conducted by foreign expatriates in combination with funding can mobilise civil society to
formulate and get laws passed by the legislative power, demonstrate against the government and put public pressure for a
regime change.
9) If the government in the neo-colonial state cannot be removed through popular pressure and the electoral mechanisms, the
neo-colonial power will seek to remove the government by force. This can take place in form of military coups, assassination,
covert operations, and ultimately war by proxy through a third neighbouring country, followed up by an external military
intervention under the guidance of the UN or regional auxiliary forces, funded by the neo-colonial powers.
From the hearing at the TRC it has become clear that Liberia is well familiar with all these mechanism of neo-colonialism.
However, since neo-colonialism is well disguised by positive rhetoric of liberty, human rights and democracy it can be difficult
to understand the mechanisms applied to facilitate the political and economic interests of the neo-colonial power.
When it comes to covert military operations it becomes even more difficult to understand the processes and mechanisms, since
the public has limited access to the written documentation on such operations.
However, outspoken key people and declassified documents do give us an opportunity to look into some of the modalities of
covert operations that have destabilised the African continent for more than half a century.
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