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INTRODUCTION

Introduction

Tongo in time of war

On one of the last days of January 1994, the peoplae smafl but important diamond
mining town of Tongo, in the Eastern part of Sidremne, were alarmed by gunshots coming
from the outskirts. It did not take long for themdiscover that their town was under attack
by a rebel movement named the Revolutionary Unkezht of Sierra Leone (henceforth
RUF).

Three years before, on "23arch 1991, the RUfentered Sierra Leone from the border
with war-torn neighbouring Liberia, seeking to dixeow - as it proclaimed - the one-party
All People’s Congress (henceforth APC) regime @sitent Momoh. During the first months
of the insurgency the rebel forces increased rgpttlrough a mixture of voluntary
recruitment and forcible induction of predominatglyung people, many of whom were, in
fact, under 18 years of age, the internationaliyead minimum age to bear arms. The intake
included in particular young people who had droppetl of school or who had left their
villages to survive on a day-to-day basis in theaarinformal sector, or through small-scale
illicit mining. The RUF — reinforced by more expanced combatants (Special Forces) from
Charles Taylor’'s rebel movement in Liberia — so@mgd a reputation for cruelty and war
crimes, respecting neither the lives nor propeitycigilians. An army loyal to the APC
government hit back, reinforced by anti-Taylor Libe fighters, many of whom were from
the Armed Forces of Liberia, driven as refugeee Bierra Leone after the collapse of the
regime of President Samuel Doe of Liberia. By thd ef 1993 the RUF was considered a
spent force, with a few remaining fighters holed inpforested enclaves on the Sierra
Leone/Liberian border.

But only a month after its supposed defeat in Ddm¥ni993, the RUF launched a large
attack on Tongo. The RUF was able to control Tofogdwo days; two days of destruction,
looting, killing and voluntary and forced recruitmeAfterwards it retreated and established a
new base-camp in the village of Peyeima, aboutilbdnletres east of Tongo. In line with a
new forest-based guerrilla strategy, the movemesdited hiding places in the surrounding
bush, so-callego-bushesHere it was safe from air attacks from the Alpégs jof Nigerian
peace keepers operating as part of the Economicn@omy of West Africa Monitoring
Group (henceforth ECOMOG) in Liberia, now also @geld to the war in Sierra Leone, and
beyond the reach of the Sierra Leonean army operatith heavy ground equipment. Over
the next two years Sierra Leone’s sixth army biattatovered the Tongo area, allowing some
of the displaced civilians to return to continueithmining activities. During this whole
period the RUF launched pin-prick attacks on Toagd its outskirts on an often weekly
basis, but never executed a full scale attack.

In 1996 the relationship between the army and tlaen#&ors - a civil defence force
employing initiated hunters and used by a new guwent installed after elections in
February 1996 as a proxy force against the rebadseriorated. Clashes between the two took
place in Tongo and other places. To prevent arthdurconflict the army was ordered by the
government to withdraw its battalion from Tongauing the defence of the mining town to
the Kamajors and about 75 government special trdmdsnging to the main army but

! The indigeous population of Tongo is not more tadaw thousand. However, the town is throughoertytbar
- but mainly during the low farming season - crodideith miners coming from all over Sierra Leonesiba
increasing the town’s population ten times or more.
% In 1995 the RUF published it aims in a boolebtpaths to Democracy. Towards a New Sierra Ledihe
title of this thesis alludes to the title of thightication.
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retrained in counter-insurgency by a South Afriganivate security group with links to
diamond mining in Sierra Leone, Executive Outcoiimreniceforth EO).

A successful military coup against the democragime in May 1997 by disgruntled and
sidelined army troops resulted in a junta goverrtmieto which the RUF was invited on a
power sharing basis. For three months the Kamajers able to prevent the junta forces and
rebel collaborators taking control in Tongo, buttba 14" of August they had to retreat to the
nearby Panguma area (headquarters of Lower Bandbaeédom, the chiefdom in which
Tongo is located). By the end of 1997, Chief Hirdarman, the overt “leader” of the
secretive Kamajors, announced a general attackemnenegade soldiers and the RUF, code-
named “Black December”. So five months after theireat the Kamajors recaptured the
town and repelled the renegade soldiers from tha i#ra quick but decisive attack.

It was however not the last time that Tongo andditanond fields changed hands. In
February/March 1998 the junta forces were driveinobthe capital Freetown and other major
towns by forces loyal to the elected government dowing the second half of 1998 regrouped
junta forces and allied RUF units started a natidewoffensive, characterised by extreme
brutality and vengeful atrocities. By the end oéttlyear an ECOMOG battalion withdrew
from nearby Kono — another major diamond miningadacethe north - with its equipment and
thousands of civilians in its slipstream, passihgpiigh Tongo as it retreated. Civilians
residing in Tongo understood the message and dtéotdeave, with rebel forces only 7
kilometres to the north. Early in January 1999 Tmorell into the hands of the RUF once
more. The Kamajors took position in Panguma andhye@iehun, a forested hill overlooking
Tongo from the south, on which sat a Kamajor basepcnot unlike the jo-bushes created by
the RUF, and fighting continued during the follogzimonths.

After the Lomé peace-accord between the reinsta@uocratic government and the
army/RUF junta forces was signed in July 1999, ldisgd civilians started once again to
return to Tongo. However, the diamond area wakustder thede factocontrol of the RUF,
which made it obligatory for every miner to workawlays a week for the RUF. The RUF
behaved and considered itself as the “governmentie territories under its control; disputes
and offenses were brought to the RUF Military Rolitthese involved RUF fighters, or to
the RUF G5 (civil-military liaison) office when dlians were involved.

UN peace keeping forces replaced ECOMOG in Aprd®@and — attempting to force the
pace of disarmament agreed under Lomé — found #legessin various confrontations. A
British military intervention in May 2000 stabilidethe situation, and allowed the United
Nations Mission in Sierra Leone (henceforth UNAMSBta fully deploy. But it was only by
the end of 2001 (after further demobilization agreats with the RUF, signed in Abuja,
Nigeria in November 2000, had been fulfilled in ttest of country during 2001) that the
United Nations peacekeeping forces entered Tongb established themselves. Tongo,
together with the RUF stronghold of Kailahun digtriwas the last place where disarmament
took place. It was not until disarmament was comepl€later in 2002) that the government
and chiefdom authorities returned.

In seeking to research the war and its aftermatim fthe neglected perspective of the RUF -
one of the aims of the present thesis - it wasr¢lest Tongo would be a good place to work,
despite security concerns. Other studies have bleee of ex-combatants disarmed and
reintegrated at an earlier period (cf. Peters &Rids 1998a, 1998b, Shepler 2005). As the
thesis of Susan Shepler, based on field work fioenperiod 1999-2001, makes clear, war is a
resource over which many vested interests strugghes includes peace makers and
humanitarian agencies as well as political interestd the armed groups themselves. The
plain issues of conflict soon become encrusteduttiptex layers of claim and counter-claim,
myth and misinterpretation. Shepler shows thatiemdét among the claimants contributing to
this post-war fog we should number the ex-combatdimemselves. They quickly become
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adept — she argues — at understanding and refielbtink the needs and perspectives of the
agencies assisting them. The advantage of the foguBongo, and neighbouring Kailahun
District, for the work | here report is that conadlits allowed me to work with former fighters
of the RUF very soon after they entered the mukpbnd misty world of post-war
reconstruction. Even as | worked, many became ratiteeent in expressing views, partly
because they had begun to sense what adaptateymsvtiuld need to make to post-conflict
Sierra Leone, a much different place from what thag intended it to be, but also because of
their fear of indictment by the Special Court on’MZaimes in Sierra Leone. Their fear was
strengthened partly through a campaign of misin&dirom during 2003 apparently mounted
by government-licensed agents of alluvial diamondimg offering ex-combatants low-wage
work in return for political protection. It would gourse be naive to take what informants say
at face value without cross-checking evidence. Bhoat | claim in regard to the material
presented in this thesis is that in many casea# eollected as close to the effective end of
the war as possible, and that it tells a signifilgadifferent story to the stories emanating
from ex-combatants more deeply embedded withirptst-war world.

--- PICTURE ---
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Three explanations of the conflict

From this point onwards | must engage with highdntcoversial issues. The RUF was from
the outset denied what the British Prime MinistersM'hatcher, in relation to the lIrish
Republican Army in Northern Ireland, termed “theyg&n of publicity”. The RUF was a by-
product of radical student agitation in the 19704 4980s. Some of the radical agitators were
driven into exile and went to Ghana.. From here es@hthe exiles tried to recruit extra
followers from Freetown to join them in their ingency training in the camps in Bengazi,
Libya (Abdullah 1997). Others were educated on WNotarships, and some later went to
work for that organization, or took overseas acadguosts, particularly in North America
(Richards 2005a). These people were quickly anctrstandably embarrassed by what their
violent step-child — the RUF — had become, and ehogleny it a core of rationality, perhaps
to protect their own ongoing Pan-Africanist pobticprojects or the interests of the
international agencies for which they worked in tctwiting to a peace process under the
rubric of “African solutions to African problemsBuccaneer capitalists, mainly interested in
Sierra Leone’s rich mining resources, were quiclsé@e on arguments about a mysterious
and mindless rebel movement without legitimate tiwali grievances and interested only in
butchery. With help from well-placed allies in tBdtish government a consortium of private
security operators and mining companies beganayp a@h increasingly important part in the
war in Sierra Leone. The RUF claimed to be fightgmyernment corruption and wanted
accountability for the country’s mineral resourcé@be ex-Marxist radicals and buccaneer
capitalists found common cause — the RUF was méstlileviolent and the only language it
would understand was peace enforcement. A promsgage negotiation — Abidjan 1996 —
was squandered, as Executive Outcdhsesabout imposing the preferred military solutithn
was not in the interest of its mining partners &véntheir activities scrutinised by a rough-
and-ready RUF admitted to politics and power-sttatimough a negotiated settlement. This
much is apparent from the account of the Execuiuecomes operations in Sierra Leone by a
journalist friend of the company, who claims therier South African Defence Force officers
in charge of EO in Sierra Leone did everythinghait power to make the elected president -
Ahmad Tejan-Kabbah - abandon his peace agreemdétitgshe RUF (Hooper 2002). Future
historians may judge that much of the storm of eghent violence can be traced to these
breaches. My focus however will be on documentilgtwRUF cadres say about the war and
their part in it, and in trying to establish a ical context to help the reader form sensible
judgements about the likely value of this inforroatil then discuss three broad explanations
of the war and will make clear that one of theselaxations — war as a result of the
collapsing patrimonial state - makes best senstheoimaterial my informants provided. In
addition to this model, | will argue that in theseaof Sierra Leone state collapse intertwined
with and accelerated a crisis in rural areas affgotoung people through abuse of customary
law by ruling landholding elites.

There can be no doubt that the conflict in Siéreane has challenged both scholars and
international observers to come up with new exglana. The conflict stands in the literature

% Executive Outcomes (EO) was a South African ledcerary group hired by the National Provisionalifyl
Council — the military government ruling the coynfrom 1992 to early 1996 - and was paid in casti an
diamond concessions. EO continued to operate utdeKabbah government, but was sent home after the
signing of the Abidjan Peace accord signed on Nde¥n1996. It disbanded in 1998. A successor @nrsi
Leone — the British company Sandline — became eiteldrén controversy over whether or not it broke an
international arms embargo, with or without Unitéshgdom (UK) government agreement, and disbanded in
2004, stating on its web site that this was duéatd of support for private security options indpes like
Africa”.
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as one of the prime instances of so-called “new wa. beyond the established explanatory
paradigms developed since Clausewitz (1832) imalitee mainly focused upon inter-state
war. The extreme violence against civilians, thghimumber of youths and children actively
taking part in the conflict, the shifting alliancegtween the factions and the unexpected
coherence of the RUF during the decade long canflire just some of the features that have
challenged the more simplistic or confidently ammmed explanations. In every case, the
same sets of facts can be - and have been - tak&upport opposite interpretations. As we
see from the above case of Tongo the RUF recruitethly among a social and economic
underclass of people such as poorly-paid diamoggeus, which might suggest that it tried to
address underclass grievances. But the same rebedment, in being keen to attack the
diamond producing areas of Sierra Leone, might hisege been driven mainly by economic
incentives. The atrocious behaviour of the RUF, and its latkupport among the peasantry,
the traditional allies of left-wing guerrillas, nfiysuggest we are dealing with movement
populated by criminal elements, more drawn to sadikan to ideologically motivated
actions. | will simply summarise in bald terms theee main and rival sets of theories for the
purpose of establishing the context.

Riley and Sesay state that in explaining the etnfh Sierra Leone: ‘there is a basic
division between those who blame the central sitgeagents and politics, and those who
focus upon the rebels, their backers and ruraksptiRiley & Sesay 1995:121). Of the three
explanations about the conflict dominant in theri@ie_eonean discourse about the war,
summarised below, the first two focus on the rebats$ the third focuses on the state.

1) New Barbarist or “the apocalyptic view®

With the ending of the Cold War the African contihevitnessed a proliferation of mainly
intra-state conflicts. This was contrary to a gah&xpectation that after the collapse of
communism the world would focus on global developtneesulting in peace. In search of an
explanation, some scholars and journalists remingdedf the old Malthusian theory of
overpopulation and/or diminishing natural resourdéeey argued that what was happening in
the 1990s “at the ends of the eaftlVas social breakdown caused by the environmental
collapse of an overpopulated continent.

Robert Kaplan was perhaps the best-known protagohtkis neo-Malthusian theory. Two
of his most influential publications (Kaplan 19941896) take the conflict in Sierra Leone as
a key illustration of his argument. Kaplan (1996scribes how the Sierra Leone battlefield is
ruled by a pre-modern chaos, not dissimilar tobilefields of late feudal Europe before the
Treaty of Westphalia in 1648. The concept of aamasitate has lost its meaning in Africa, and
weak governments no longer maintain a monopoly ditany violence. Kaplan refers to an
article of Mark Danner ithe New Yorke(1993) about a massacre in El Salvador, after hwvhic
he introduces the idea that many of the intra-stat#licts during and after the Cold War
should not be understood in ideological terms. dpgalling violence is better understood as
a reversion to ‘underlying primitivisms that arertpaf these cultures’. In another
“observation” Kaplan is clear about the Malthusiaats of this primitivistt ‘Despite all the

* Whether or not the RUF was mainly interested ianeeic gain, the desire for profit obviously motise
Executive Outcomes

® A term introduced by Paul Richards.

® A term used by Thandika Mkandawire.

" Robert D. Kaplan wrote an influential book call€de ends of the earth, a journey at the dawn of2ttie
century(Kaplan 1996) which starts in Sierra Leone, Libexnd Ivory Coast. The Kaplan 1996 book | refanto
this thesis is the Dutch translation of it. Unforditely | have not been able to get my hands omothgnal
English version.

® On page 68 he claims explicitly that Thomas MaidtHthe philosopher of demographic doom thinkingjuid
explain much about what is happening in West Afrigat now.
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fighting that has been going on, the populatio®iefra Leone increased with a percentage of
2.6 to 3.9 annually. (...) Before independence, ntbam 30 years ago, 60% of the country
was covered by food-rich rainforest, now it is orBypercent.” (Kaplan, 1996:5dny
translation) The weaknesses of the Malthusian argument areughbly explored in Richards
(1996) and will be discussed in chapter 6. Kaplnved a moment in which the American
super power wished to focus on its internal higiit®logy revolution (“it's the economy,
stupid”). It did not wish, or know how, to intervenn the conflicts in Liberia and Sierra
Leone, despite the anxious demands of African-Aca@s with roots in West Africa.

2) Greed, not Grievance
As the war unfolded diamonds became more and moeataal concern, both to the RUF and
to the so-called peace enforcers (ECOMOG and Exec@utcomes). Analysts began to
wonder whether diamonds had always been the maiivation for the conflict. The view is
widely held by popular opinion, especially in thaptal (for most of the war far from the
fighting). Smillie et al. (2000), for example, insist that the crisis inr&d_eone is a product
of a criminal conspiracy seeking to control readilyploitable alluvial diamond resources.
The ambassador of Sierra Leone to the UN commeiitad ‘the conflict was not about
ideology, tribal or regional differences. It hadtimag to do with the so-called problem of
marginalized youths, or (...) an uprising by rurabpagainst the urban elite. The root of the
conflict was and remained diamonds.” (Mcintyre, @gni& Addo, 2002:12).

Paul Collier, a professor in Oxford, who for a ¢éirheaded the World Bank’s research
department, wrote an article in 2001 under the tiiconomic Causes of Civil Conflict and
Their Implications for Policy”. He argues that:

Based on empirical patterns globally over the kfi®65-99 (...) the risk of civil war
has been systematically related to a few economilitions, such as dependence
upon primary commodity exports and low national ome. Conversely, and
astonishingly, objective measures of social grieearsuch as inequality, a lack of
democracy, and ethnic and religious divisions, Haae no systematic effect on risk. |
argue that this is because civil wars occur wheteelr organisations are financially
viable. (Collier 2001:143).

He continues to argue that, although many rebellsastate that grievance was the reason to
take up arms, their “revealed preference” — whaipfee gradually reveal about their true
motivation through their patterns of behaviour e\sh that often it is greed, not grievance that
truly explains their motivations. The case of Siekeone comes in when Collier gives his
ultimate illustration of a rebel movement motivat®dgreed, not grievance:

The rebel [RUF] organisation produced the usuahiitof grievances, and its very
scale suggested it had a widespread support. Sieoae is, however, a major
exporter of diamonds, and there was considerabtieege that the rebel organisation
was involved in this business on a large scaleingupeace negotiations the rebel
leader [Foday Sankoh] was offered and accepteditigepresidency of the country.
This, we might imagine, would be a good basis fddrassing rebel grievances.
However, the offer was not sufficient to persuduk rebel leader to accept the peace
settlement. He had one further demand, which onoeeded to, produced a
(temporary) settlement. His demand was to be theister of mining. (Collier
2001:146).
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Collier is, in fact, carried away by his argume®&nkoh only ever asked for (and received, as
a result of the Lome negotiations 1999) the chamsh#g of a newly formed national minerals
authority (demanded by the RUF to ensure transpgrenmining deals by the government).
This post had attached to it protocol status ed@ntato vice-president. But to those
unconvinced by the economic basis of rebel movesyamid persuaded still that injustice and
grievances are a motivator to rebellions, Collg8(01:153) baldly assertdt is the key task of
the rebel organisation to make people realise ttiety are the victims of injusticénis
emphasis] The economic theory of rebellion accepts this psitpm and makes one simple
but reasonable extension: the rebel organisatiarireaulcate a subjective sefs# injustice
whether or not this is objectively justified.” Ceel's arguments have provoked sharp
responses. Although little evidence has been peavitiat economic factors are alone enough
to trigger wars there is widespread agreement dbedble conflicts are most likely where
there are the resources to keep opposed factiotiseifield. What needs to be noted here,
however, is that the evidence in Sierra Leone ghllsiambiguous. The war was fought for
several years without major diamond income (see @ispter 6). But to the wider public the
conflict in Sierra Leone is cited and regardedt, i§ known at all, as one of the best examples
of a conflict motivated by greed, not grievance.

3) State collapse and a pent up rebellion of youth

The Sierra Leonean Truth and Reconciliation Comiamsegecently (2004) presented its 1,500
pages final report in which it concludes that ‘iasvyears of bad governance, endemic
corruption and the denial of basic human rights titaated the deplorable conditions that
made conflict inevitable,” (TRC, 2004:10) and ttibe exploitation of diamonds was not the

cause of the conflict in Sierra Leone; rather isvaa element that fuelled the conflict’, (TRC,

2004:12).

Reno (1995) describes in detail the rise of a-papendence political system in Sierra
Leone, based on patrimonial principles. Accordimy Richards: ‘patrimonialism is a
systematic scaling up, at the national level, ciladeas about patron-client linkages, shaped
(in Sierra Leone) in the days of direct extractdriorest resources, about the duty of the rich
and successful to protect, support and promoter tfatlowers and friends’ (Richards
1996:34). A key argument about the war in Sierrarieeis that it is a result of the failure of
the state to honour its patrimonial promises. lasmeg numbers of very poor people fall
outside the scope of state social service provisioost notably educational provision, since
one end point of much patrimonial redistributionswhe payment of school fees (Richards
1996). Young people, socio-economically marginaljzoon proved to be a large reservoir to
be tapped by those who wanted to cause mayhemvanthimow the government.

This process of state-driven marginalisation cargd during the war. Riley and Sesay
(1995:125) state: ‘However, the hardship of IMF/NWdBank sponsored structural adjustment
since 1992 must surely have contributed to the tiroot the RUF and the breakdown of
discipline in the SLA. Simple theft by rebels, dfsated or unpaid soldiers and others has
become a way of surviving adjustment.” This — tlolapsing state failing to deliver basic
entittements - has led to moves among the very pmdind alternatives to patrimonialism.
The RUF — according to Richards (1996) — was aewiblnd unstable attempt to impose an
egalitarian system on Sierra Leone, as an altemnati a failing patrimonialism, and if the
rebellion had succeeded would have led to a regienkaps not incomparable to Cambodia
under Pol Pot.

° Note that the rebel leaders act like rationalmtsl homo economicus, in line with the greed mobet,
curiously their followers are apparently not ratbsts and sensible to subjective feelings of imges (cf.
Makandawire 2002). There is further discussiorhidf &nd the New Barbarism explanation in chapter 6.
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Bangura (1997), however, argues that the collapsiee patrimonial state was not so clear
cut as Richards (1996) or others have argued. Apragriations, he suggests, tended to
compensate loss of mineral revenues and poor waalttet prices (see also chapter 6).

Defining the problem and the solution

The dilemma is clear: events can be used to iitsstcertain explanations, but in themselves
are rarely sufficient evidence to come to a conclugbout the root causes of the war in
Sierra Leone, let alone about the nature of the RUO& the motivations of its cadres, as
becomes clear from the above. When studying tlegatiire about the conflict in Sierra
Leone, and in particular about the main protagonisbecomes clear that there is a bias:
conclusions about the nature of the war and the BRtéFdrawn from accounts of civilians
who became its victims, or are based on interpogtatand rationalizations offered by the
enemies and opponents of the RUEven a book (Abdullah 2004) reflecting the latgstvs
of Sierra Leone diaspora exiles on the war — desdrby its publisher rather boldly as the
first serious study of the war — fails to make muubre than a token effort to include
information gathered from the RUF, whether leadersin rank-and-file. Previously, lack of
opportunity could be given as the excuse. But & I@en possible to talk to the RUF in post-
conflict conditions for at least five years, andt ybere is still a dearth of material.
Accordingly, this thesis tries to address this dapfocusing on the direct experiences and
interpretations of the protagonists of war, witke@pl attention paid to the hitherto neglected
cadres of the RUF. With this newly achieved knowkedhe value of the above three
explanations is reconsidered. War is always hugetgplex and controversial, and a careful,
balanced assessment of eye-witness evidence rsaftasualty of heated propaganda battles.
The recently concluded Truth and Reconciliation $terra Leone provides a very important
body of documentation concerning the war and itdext, covering the perspectives of many
participants, not least the victims. Even so, ibife suspected that many ex-combatants held
back in their accounts. In addition to the widesgreand exaggerated fears of eventual
prosecution by the Special Court for War Crimes Kaflsall 2005) the culture of most rural
protagonists strongly emphasises the importanseatecy, as an aspect of social cohesion. It
is normative not to speak out of turn or volunieéosrmation unless it is directly demanded.
Debate will continue about how effective the TROgess has been in accounting for the
war. Meanwhile, the present thesis takes a difterdow-key, anthropological - approach in
which rapport was patiently built with rank-andeficadres over a long period, using a
methodology in which the researcher specificallytraeed with participants some actual
operations as a stimulus to their memory and testeoaccuracy of some of their claims. An
illustrative example of this approach was the visitthe former RUF headquarters, the
“Zogoda”, together with some ex-rebels. After arjmy of several hours, following
insignificant bushpaths, we reached the now overgrtormer base, abandoned since 1996.
Without the guidance of the ex-combatants only Hatfayed items such as a car-battery and
typewriter indicated that there was once humarvisigthere. The former RUF combatants,
however, were able to point out the location of paeade ground, the still visible pits which
were used as latrines, and where their shelters lweated, including the hut of rebel leader
Foday Sankof! The aim of focusing on those who actively parti¢gal in the conflict is

1% For instance on the accounts of the Sierra Leonaginal intellectuals who refused to support théFRn its
early days. Abdullah (1997) uses these sources.

' While walking back from the Zogoda one of the dfRcommanders was listening to the BBC “Focus on
Africa” on his portable radio. Sierra Leone wastl@ news again: ex-RUF leader Foday Sankoh, impeidat
that time, was taken to an undisclosed locationrtdergo treatment for his bad health. This newsgked all
kind of conspiracy theories from the side of thenfer RUF combatants boiling down to the point ttiee
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primarily ethnographic — the material is intendedad understanding of how war was
experienced by its protagonists. An experientiaspective — it will be argued — is important
to attempts to comprehend the war and how to gagadhst its recurrence. One may assume
that it is simple common sense to try and hear ftbenRUF cadres themselves. And yet
during the war, and even now, very little room bagn given to secure unbiased accounts
from RUF combatants themselves about what theyepard as the root causes of the war and
why they took up arms. In fact, little attentiorsh@een paid to experiences and interpretations
of combatants in general, whether they were RUFEEDr SLA"™ fighters. Apparently, the
atrocious character of the war, in combination wéih increasingly dominant discourse
labelling the conflict as one fought over diamorateated an environment where any attempt
to listen to and to extend empathetic - as distirmih sympathetic! - understanding to the
perpetrators ran the danger of being dismissednaattampt to justify inhuman acts. The
purpose of focusing on ex-combatants here is ntite the voiceless a voice”, but to gain a
better understanding of why so many young peopte/gut to be vulnerable to militia
conscription in general and more specifically hdwe RUF was able to create an armed
movement which did not fall apart over more thadezade. Listening to the voices and
analyses of those who participated in the conflitd asking what they perceived as the root
causes of the war and their reasons for taking ipaittis to make a useful contribution to
explanations of the war. And even where these aralynd motivations very clearly lack
credibility as factual accounts, they still havdueain teaching us something about the way
rebel leaders and/or rebel group dynamics inculCailier’'s subjective sense of injustice.
Nothing is added to my chances of dealing witheaemy by refusing to study how he or she
thinks. This desire to understand the varying waysvhich the enemies thought is the
leitmotiv of the present thesi&nd the methodology is simplicity itself — go thetesten,
report, examine critically, and then try to undanst. Some years ago Richards (1986) argued
that to understand farmers in Africa it was bedligten in a context that made most sense —
i.e. in farm fields while farming. | have adaptdu tsame simple approach to the study of
young warriors (many of whom were farmers by backgd) in Sierra Leone. As part of the
process of listening | spent many hours revisitiith them the bush paths and battle sites of
their war, to make clearer the often confusingistol had been told, still drenched in the raw
emotions of combat. This thesis is the accountludtv heard and learnt on those visits.

Chapter overview

The case for focusing on those who actively paréitad in the conflict is presented in chapter
1. This chapter will offer extensive interview madkr Ex-combatants respond to two main
questions; 1) ‘what did you believe caused the am@ 2) ‘for what reasons did you take up
arms?’ Perhaps not unexpectedly, it becomes cledrit asked to those who voluntarily

decided to take up arms, the answers to the twstigms often overlap, but not always. Many
fighters, however, and especially in the RUF, wasducted and forced to join the movement,
against their will. Those who were abducted oftee glifferent answers to the two questions,
bringing out the aspect of being forced to takeaups; perhaps surprisingly, however, this is
not always so. Some abductees having become widomyerts to the RUF, arguably a

government had poisoned Sankoh to prevent him liegethe secrets of war and in particular detaflsleged
cooperation between the SLPP (today the democpatity of government) and the RUF, when the latter
launched its attack on Sierra Leone in 1991. S&ieera Leoneans are adamant that Sankoh was once a
member of the SLPP, and that big men in the paerewuietly backing him to overthrow the APC.

12 CDF: Civil Defence Force

13 SLA: Sierra Leone Army
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manifestation of what psychologists call Stockh@yndrome, where hostages bond with the
captors, as in the famous case of the heiress Ratiyst, captured by the Californian urban
guerrilla group, the Symbionese Liberation ArflyHowever, it is striking that both
categories - volunteers and forcibly conscriptedore or less state the same causes as being
responsible for the outbreak of the war. All thereneemarkable is it that the causes brought
forward do not differ greatly according to rank nkeand-file or commander), factional
affiliation (CDF, RUF, SLA), ethnic background, age of ex-combatants. The root causes of
the war, according to the ex-combatants, must batéadl in the lack of education and jobs,
and the failure or unwillingness of a ruling elitdoremost at village level - to help and
include, rather than exploit and exclude, the widhke and needy, in particular the young.
This neglect resulted in a large reservoir of youypepple, who saw themselves as
marginalized and excluded, and who were readysawarno other alternative than - to take up
arms.

Are theseafter the eventationalisations, self-justifications or a caseollective delusion?

If so, it will be a challenge to explanation, sinfm¥mer enemies give similar analyses.
Alternatively, might these local explanations pdmwalid factors in feeding the conflict? The
thesis will review evidence concerning the histofyural society, and the role of the state in
shaping that history, to determine whether and atwextent such processes of exclusion
took place, and whether the combatants sampldusritiesis can be placed — by background
— in the social fraction so formed. This contextaiadlysis is the main task undertaken in the
following chapter (chapter)2which examines evidence concerning the socw@ltigal and
economic exclusion of a segment of rural youth. pbktical economy of rural Sierra Leone
from the colonial period — from the abolition ofrdestic servitude in 1928 in particular - is
dominated by unresolved tensions between land+hgléiites and dislocated peasants or
“strangers”. In this regard Sierra Leone does nfferdfrom a pattern detected by Trevor
Getz’'s recent analysis of post-slavery rural sgcigt Ghana and Senegal, in which
emancipation, under colonial tutelage, was largelytrolled by chiefly and merchant elites to
their own advantage (Getz 2004).

Children from ex-slave backgrounds lacked secune,|@roperty and marriage rights at
emancipation, and many remained the pawns andicl@ma chiefly and gerontocratic rural
elite. Those who bucked the trend did so by leavimgir chiefdoms of birth, thereby
becoming strangers in neighbouring chiefdoms. Mamyked as labourers in the alluvial
diamond fields, for example, but subject to violeantrols by the sponsors of mining activity
which often received state protection. Their dreahdinding a fortune were just that —
dreams — and a circulatory migratory system emerligedvhich periods spent digging
diamonds for a pittance rotated with periods sperhe villages farming. Those who were
unwilling to return to chiefly authority floated ithe countryside, labouring and engaging at
times in petty crime. This was a poverty and maalifiyn that reproduced itself across
generations. The children of farm workers and diathdiggers could only hope to escape the
background of their parents by securing a bettecatibn. A modern state — however poor —
Is supposed to make basic provision for all citzen the basis of equality, including basic
education, basic health care and equality befoeelélw. The neo-patrimonial one-party
regime in power from 1967 to 1991 in effect harpiigvided these basic entitlements outside

* The Symbionese Liberation Army, a radical Left @ldck power movement, ‘made their first move on 6
November 1973 when they murdered Oakland, Califomiperintendent of schools Dr. Marcus Foster. They
characterized Dr. Foster's plan to introduce idieation cards into Oakland schools as "fascisthically, Dr.
Foster had opposed the use of identification cardds schools, and his plan was a watered dowsimerof
similar plans that had been proposed by othersFbster, who was black, was popular on the left ianthe
black community, and his murder was consideredumtesproductive, pointless action by just aboutrgvedy;
thus, they garnered no support, just media attentiovw.en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Symbionese_Liberation_Arm
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the capital and main towns, except in parts ofrthgh from which it drew most political
support. The border zone with Liberia was a hotbedpposition to the regime, and was
systematically starved of social services for laaffeneration or more. Chiefly elites and land
owners had some alternatives. They could send ¢tmeirchildren to gain schooling in towns.
The foot-loose rural poor, however, lost out ehgirdPost-slavery conditions of social
dependency and vagrancy reproduced themselvessagemerations. A rural underclass —
ripe for militia recruitment — was born.

Post-war it is clear that ex-combatants and cindio a large extent agrebdout the root
causes of the war. As will become clear, theseasaare real and an integral part of the Sierra
Leone’s history and society. This is enough of sidto formulate the main hypothesis of the
thesis:the RUF is to be considered an extremely violemblteof marginalized young rural
Sierra Leoneans, triggered by weaknesses in apsilig neo-patrimonial one-party state.

Before taking an in-depth look at the evidence rib&der may need an overview of the
conflict. Chapter 3ries to provide the necessary detail on the hystd the war in Sierra
Leone. Some of these events are further illuminategersonal memories and commentary
of ex-combatants and civilians interviewed for ttesis. Many of these comments would be
unlikely to make it into an official history of thear, since they are often of a micro-
sociological kind, concerned with highly specifizdalocalised grievances. But it is important
to have some understanding of this kind of evidesoge in the end it often accounts for
violent occurrences at the level of the individual the small group. A chronology of
important events during the war is given in Annex |

To address the above hypothesis, knowledge abeutwdn itself is not enough. A good
insight into the RUF — its organization, beliefslaperations - is also necessary. But here we
encounter a problem; the RUF has become a by-wmréxtreme violence, and was widely
shunned. As mentioned, it was denied the “oxygeputdlicity”. It made only a handful of
formal submissions concerning its aims and beli@fsl those few statements were generally
treated with contempt and ridicule, in particular $bme Sierra Leonean scholars. Thus —
apart from its internationally diffused image asanstrosity — the movement is known, if at
all, mainly through the claims and characterizaion those who opposed it. In particular —
since for long periods RUF captives were routiretgcuted rather than interrogated - very
little is known about the background and motivasiani its fighters and how its camps and
areas under its control were organised during #ukee phases of the war. Chapteaihs to
address this deficit. Here we look into the worfdtlee RUF, its strategies for bonding its
conscripts, the organisation of its base-camps, idaws, rules and political ideas. It
becomes clear that the RUF prevented its abduajbtefs to desert by more than only the
threat of violence. During the phase of bush-car(i#94-1997) the RUF assumed a
particular form and mentality, and structured it§\aties according to certain organisational
modalities associated with egalitarian principlesemded to challenge the post-slavery
clientelism dominating the social world beyond thesh camps. The evidence serves both to
confirm and to modify to some extent the broad tiremided speculations about the
movement developed by Richards (1996). Chapterlldwake clear that the RUF was better
organised and more disciplined, and had strictesrand regulations, than its opponents were
prepared to allow. This then poses a challenge xjglas the atrocious behaviour of
movement cadres, especially from 1996 when the mew¢ did not take part in the
democratic political process as a result of thecgdielections before peace”, as the UN and
other agencies struggled to control the Abidjancpgarocess. (This challenge is taken up in
chapter 6.)

According to evidence presented in chapter 4 oniefpolicy objectives pursued by the
RUF, or some sections of its leadership in the pusts the necessity to promote agriculture
as the nub of rural reform in Sierra Leone. Somehdef was a product of necessity. The
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movement’s forces needed to be fed. But there ideace that in some respects some RUF
members — both rank-and-file and high ranking cdamria - were sincere in their
commitment to agrarian issues. This may come asmlete surprise to those who consider
the RUF an urban based and oriented movement, ¢gnoge who believe the RUF was
predominately interested in diamonds. But if indéeid the case that the majority of RUF
combatants hailed from a rural under-class withlkntead, property and marriage rights, this
commitment to agrarian issues is less than sumgrisThe evidence for the movement’s
commitment to particular kinds of agrarian develeptmwill be examined in closer detail in
chapter 5 Evidence that agrarian commitments were to a edegincere, and not just
opportunist, can be garnered from a closer studgeokral groups of RUF ex-combatants
who opted to implemented agricultural projects wstpwar Sierra Leone as part of their
Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration (émth DDR) entitlements. Both the
collective organisational set-up of these projectd the fact that the ex-combatants continue
to consider these projects as a prolongation of Rk#= struggle by other means seem
important and telling findings. A degree of sucg¢dsar years after the fighting ended — in a
country littered with the wreckage of failed agttoual development projects — gives some
cause to re-think the nature of the movement, beitoexploded into chaotic violence after
the rather controversial failure of the Abidjan pearocess.

In chapter Gattention is paid specifically to the hypothedish® RUF as the outcome of a
youthful rural underclass going to war. Some basiecks are instituted. In the first place,
were the members of the RUF predominately yound, did they mainly come from rural
areas? One widely accepted argument is that the RasFmainly from an urban “lumpen”
background. A recent study - a carefully managedelscale quantitative analysis of ex-
combatants by background and motivation by Humgheed Weinstein (2004) - challenges
the urban lumpen myth. Most RUF cadres were rurddackground, and from the poorest
classes. The present chapter probes this findinpely by considering evidence that the
organisational structure of the RUF reflected orgmtional modalities already existing in
rural Sierra Leone among young people, and corsideidence suggesting that it offered
specifically to replace the mechanisms of socicreatic and political exclusion experienced
by its cadres. This material will make clear whg fredominantly marginalized rural young
people abducted by the RUF actually found its papgnes attractive, once inside the
movement. This attractiveness was not necessasjgctively rational, and in some respects
the movement can be understood as a kind of Canf&>ent on reversing societal disdain.
Although | will concede room for disagreement orwhtm interpret some of the material
presented in the chapter, what seems beyond detiuwt the isolated bush camps of the RUF
offered an alternative society to the conscriptentied on meritocratic rather than
gerontocratic or patrimonial principles, and tha toss of these camps to mercenary-assisted
operations by government forces in breach of céesegreements plunged the movement
into a fatally unstable paranoia. Loss of the campdermined ideological leaders, and a
group of unstable fighters assumed control. Theptanaconcludes by reverting to a
discussion of the “greed, not grievance” and “neblarism” theses, pointing to some of
their limitations. Most data presented in this thgmint instead to a rural crisis created by
unresolved tensions between land-holding elitesdisidcated peasants or “strangers”. This

!5 The cargo cult is founded on a familiar, and papubit of fallacious reasoningrost hoc ergo propter hoc
The residents of Papua, Yaliwan, Vanuatu and offi@ces noticed that when the colonial occupierdt bui
wharves and airstrips, the wharves and airstrip® weon visited by ships and airplanes which dedidecargos
of goods. They concluded that the ships and aigglarrived as a consequence of the building ofutarves
and airstrips, so they built their own wharves andtrips in the expectation of receiving their oeargoes.’
(John FitzGerald 1996 )

' Which is not to suggest that the RUF did not wioléthe cease-fire. A number of incidents during theriod
have to be attributed to the RUF.
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crisis was reinforced and triggered by a collapgiatzimonial state, resulting in the exclusion
and marginalisation of rural youth.

Chapter 7begins with a description of the disarmament, dahsation and reintegration
process for ex-combatants in Sierra Leone. Somesfia the DDR programme are discussed.
The general argument is that the Sierra Leonearef@aowent in general and the National
Committee for Disarmament, Demobilisation and Regration (henceforth NCDDR)
specifically - under which more than 70,000 combtstalisarmed and received reintegration
support, mainly through skills training and tootskt failed to acknowledge and address the
more general rural crisis for young people in Sidrteone and thus also failed the tens of
thousands of ex-combatants who fell under NCDDR&ponsibility. At issue are land tenure
rules and customary laws which continue to deteenttre marginalisation of poor young
rural people. In the absence of recognition of gra@an crisis affecting young people in rural
Sierra Leone, the NCDDR failed to provide suffigiagricultural packages to meet the ex-
combatant demand. The programme emphasised, insdeehge of often urban-oriented
skills-training packages - notably computer trajninbut not to a high enough standard to
ensure effective employment. Implementing agenasiese sometimes weak or corrupt, and
inappropriate, and poorly delivered programmesifemraited. In addition, due to the specific
design of the DDR programme, those who resettlethenmore remote rural areas were the
most vulnerable to organisational failures and maadfices of the NCDDR staff. The chapter
concludes by outlining an alternative reintegratitrajectory, sensitive to agrarian
opportunities, and perhaps relevant to the everatgrechallenge of ex-combatant
demobilization in neighbouring Liberia. One generahclusion is developed — that rather
than re-integrate ex-combatants into a failing Irecziety - a whole new approach, targeting
the entire rural youth underclass, is now needd2R Bhould be followed by youth-oriented
agrarian transformation.

Chapter 8describes three reintegration trajectories tcsitate how ex-combatants - and
youth in general - struggle with the same issues lgd to their initial marginalisation and
exclusion. The first case study, that of two vi#agin rural Sierra Leone, describes the
relationship between elders and youth after regatht. It becomes clear that some kind of
“youth emancipation” seems to have taken placeedthers cannot rely on their “customary”
authority to exploit youths as before the war. Vhieconcerns resettling ex-combatants, as is
the case in the second village, this youth ematioipa or better, “wartime generated values”
— has/have developed to such an extent that dnesmes beyond the capacity of either the
more traditional villagers or the ex-combatantsot@rcome this friction. The second case
study describes the tensions between a returnimthtdding group and its attempts to restore
patrimonial rule and a large group of “strangensti young people with distant kinship ties,
in this case RUF ex-combatants, who find it diffi¢do subject themselves to the “traditional”
group. These tensions are played out against thkgb@und of Tongo, the mining town
described in the preamble, with housing a centwakcern. The last case considers some, at
least, partial answer to the problem of lack ofsjoddnd the undue control over labour
exercised by patrimonial elders. It describes #&rasting urban economic niche for those ex-
combatants who were unwilling to return to theirattcommunities. Some make their living
by riding a motorbike as a local taxi. What makas tdevelopment so interesting - besides
the fact that it is a new development - is thatlthe riders have organised themselves in a
union drawing some of its organisational set-upnfithe modalities of the abandoned armed
factions. All the cases described show the diweraitd complexity of the reintegration
process. Whether reintegration of ex-combatant&iénra Leone is a success or a failure will
depend not on specific programmes but on whetleegémeral conditions making poor young
rural people (girls, as well as boys) vulnerablenibtia recruitment can be reversed.
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Chapter 1

Voices from the battlefield: ex-combatant views omoot causes of the war
and their reasons for participation

The ex-combatants

If scholars cannot agree about the root causdseodvar in Sierra Leone, a different approach
Is to pay more attention to those who experientedconflict at first hand as combatants.
This chapter presents ex-combatant answers toignegiout causes of the war and why they
took up arms. Ex-combatants tend to be ignored patential source, being considered too
unreliable, too politicised, too traumatised orthe case of ex-child soldiers, just too young.
But over the last decade various academic stuches lappeared in which the agency of
young fighters in “new wars” is taken seriouslyislinow recognised that these studies throw
considerable light on the dynamics of the conflicisquestion (cf. Peters & Richards,
1998a,b; Veale, 2003; Brett & Specht, 2004; Abdul@04; Peters, 2004).

The format of this chapter is straightforward. Angple of informants is examined by
faction (RUF, government army and civil defencecés) and their answers to the basic
questions “what caused the war?” and “why did yaketpart” are examined. The key to this
kind of work is opportunity. The pattern of wardsmplex, and intervals in the fighting over
several years (1996, 1997, and 2001) followed kdefnitive peace (2002 and onwards)
opened up possibilities to work with various growbslemobilised or demobilising fighters.
My approach is qualitative and contextual. A mabeck on information was knowledge of
the informant through patiently built rapport. lltaved a number of informants over several
years (sometimes back and forth between fightind) periods of peace). In one case one
informant made telephone contact with me on a eedodisis and sent pictures to me taken
with his small camera, something which he contintedlo so during periods of active
combat with AFRC/RUF units in 1999. The naturelsf work precluded a random sampling
approach. It is important, therefore, to note thkéstence of a major and well-designed
quantitative study of ex-combatants passing thrabghformal demobilization process 2000-
2002, by Humphreys & Weinstein (2004). This studgnples over 1000 ex-combatants from
all factions, and provides a useful check on sor¢he conclusions | have drawn from
detailed interview work with a much smaller grotyy interviews (60 in all) were conducted
in both urban and rural settings, geographicallseag over the country. The three major
factions, the RUF, the CDF and the SLA/AFRC (sesptér 3) are represented. Furthermore,
both male and female ex-fighters were interview€areful attention was paid to the
inclusion of ordinary rank-and-file as well as coamders, and those who were forcibly
conscripted as well as those who joined voluntafilye extracts presented in this chapter are
drawn from more extensive interviews with ex-conabéd from all factions in the Sierra
Leonean conflict (for further discussion of methaged in identifying and interviewing ex-
combatants see chapter 4).

In the material presented here interviewed ex-@iariis are categorised by their factional
affiliation, and every interview fragment startstiwia brief introduction highlighting key
points the interviewee makes. Basic backgroundrin&ion about each interviewee is also
supplied.

RUF ex-combatants

The Revolutionary United Front of Sierra Leone (RWRs the main protagonist of the war
in Sierra Leone. Led by Foday Sankoh, the moveraratdred Sierra Leone from Liberia in
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March 1991, aiming (so it said) to overthrow theg@ssive one-party regime of President
Momoh’s All People’s Congress (APC). It was notiuearly 2002 that the peace returned to
the country. By that time the RUF had lost the viath militarily, and forfeited any political
support it might once have enjoyed. Denying thé éidocal support was one of the tactics
used by the RUF’s many political opponents. Bugeiéms that there was much more initial
sympathy with the movement than these opponentddmaadily allow. A common - if
guarded - reaction among many non-elite Sierra eaos, still sometimes expressed today is
that “but for the needless atrocities committedthy Liberians’ | too would have joined
them willingly”.

The first interviewee is female (a young womar28fat the time of the interview in 2001),
and she was one who joined the RUF shortly aftentered the country. When the rebels
penetrated the eastern part of the country, warctdtl the local economy and small scale
business activities - a common income generatinityigcfor many males and females -
started to decline. So petty traders, like the miothf interviewee, saw their income drop.
School fees for their children could no longer Herded. Out of school with nothing else to
do, the interviewee became vulnerable to militiasawiption. The RUF’s agenda of jobs for
all and free education became attractive to hersarnshe decided to join the RUBluntarily
as she is keen to stress. In fact, as she telthere were about 20 other young people of her
village who also decided to join the rebels’ ram&intarily.

- |l am 23 years of age and | was born in Kailahurtrdis | was born in a village, a big
village. But during the war the whole village wasgited down. Only a few houses are
still there.(...)Before the war | stayed with my mother. My mothas doing business
[petty trade]and | helped her sometimes. There was no timeatp ghmes. | went to
school but | stopped in Form Offitae beginning of secondary schoolhere was no
money left to go to school because the businessyahother was destroyed because
of the war. That was the time the war came to Kaita At that time the situation
became more difficult for us. The RUF came anddsiseto join them. Because | was
not doing anything and there was no person looldaftigr me | decided to join them
and take up arms to fight. (...) | joined the relmisposely because of the difficulties
we were having. We were suffering too much. The RE$ encouraging us to help
them in their fight so that later we could enjopraper life. (...) ... there were about
20 young boys and girls in my village. Seven @nd 13 boys, who joined the RUF
willingly, without any force. (...) The main reaspghe RUF said it was fighting for]
was the lack of job facilities and lack of encowragent for the youth. These were the
reasons why the RUF were fighti{@.eters 2004)

The next interviewee (interviewed in 2001) is adeolmale (aged 37), born in Kailahun
district. He is in effect a conscript. As with maathers from the early days of the war, he
joined the rebels not completely voluntarily, betither was he completely forced. He was
working in the illicit mining sector, with his owiittle gang of youths digging for him while
simultaneously working as a taxi-driver. When thbels entered his area he wasihg up
and down with them for some timbéfore he affiliated to the movemenAfter some time
they told me that it was better to join them andgreed because there was no other
alternative” In this extract he tells about the reasons th#-Rjave for its struggle, and then
explains about his and other younger people’s restim taking up arms.
- They[the RUF] told us that they are fighting to overthrow the G\overnment
because they exploited the people and were takintpeamoney to Europe to build
mighty houses or buy luxurious cars and forgetttgut the youth. We, the young

" The Special Forces of the RUF were Liberian fighteloan from Charles Taylor's National Patridiont of
Liberia (NPFL). These forces behaved with particblatality against the population of eastern Sidreone.
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people do suffer a lot in this country. Greed aetlishness was another factor which
made the rebel war come to Sierra Leone. Nobodywiléing to help the young men,
especially the politicians have no sympathy forytoeng men. When the ministers or
the paramount chiefs want to pay a visit to anlage they ask us to contribute rice
and money, instead of bringing development to ileege. That too really inspired us
to fight even more. (...) Actually we were fightiog dwareness and also to have
justice in the country. For example, if | have wgoyou | will apologise to you, | will
ask you to forgive me and not to go and summonong® tto the chiefs. We fought
against bribery and corruption in the country. (We [the RUF] were fighting for
righteousness and justicfQ.: So if you were president of Sierra Leone, wivauld
you do to prevent the war starting agaitil]become the president | will make all the
youth to be engaged in skill training to avdide] idleness that will create confusion
or make people commit crimes. If you do that far ylouth they will not be any
problem in this country. The young men should m®e@rmged by providing them with
jobs. | think that will make the country stablel liave my tools | will not go round
town just being idle. | will survive through my diea

The following account comes from a RUF commandeo yadned the RUF voluntarily after
he heard the RUF explain its agenda. This commanterviewed in 2003 and born in Daru
in 1959, attended the Bunumbu Teachers Collegetr@mrdworked as a teacher in one of the
towns in Kailahun district. Bunumbu was a ruralrtiag college close to the Liberian border.
UNESCO programmes in the 1970s and 80s encouragetalistic, self-reliant approach to
village education, somewhat inspired by the idefaseformers such as Paolo Freire. The
college later supplied some of the key ideologueshe RUF. Its contribution to student
radicalisation in Sierra Leone has been negleatedebates about the lack of ideological
content in the RUF, dominated by Freetown-basedahdntellectuals (cf. Rashid 1997,
Richards 2001). Both at Bunumbu and later in vélagaching he experienced at first hand
what it meant to have a government (APC) which fittlid or no attention to rural education,
especially in Kailahun District, seen as a hotbedrii-APC agitation. About the causes of
the war he is clear: lack of support by the eldershe youth.

- | went to Pendembu to start my work as a teachleat Was in 1986. But | was not
paid in time. In fact, | did not like the teachibhgcause the pay was so poor, if it came
at all. (...) That governmeiithe APC government]. if you criticized them they just
sent these APC youths to you with their “batonk&it sticks. Instead of encouraging
you they threatened you. (...) | joingtle RUF]voluntarily. That was on April 15
1991. It was when Pendembu was captured by the RPén entering they explained
the causes what made them to fight. They also iegaldaheir different laws, like that
you were not allowed to steal, rape and travelliwghout their permission. After a
week | joined because their ideology made senseetdViost of the examples they give
about corruption and misbehaviour of the governmerll, | was experiencing that
myself. | was a victim of that myself. They did feote me to join, it was my own
choice. (...) The root caugef the war]was that the elders ignored the youth, both in
educational field as well as in the social fieldheTRUF was a youth movement. It was
only because we lacked a good propaganda machatetltle tide turned against us.
The old politicians were our targets.

A last and brief extract (from an interview in 20@®mes from an older RUF conscript, but
this time a female, who became an education officethe RUF. Born in 1958 she first
worked for the Ministry of Education and knew abmgide corrupt practices of the pre-war
government as far as education was concerned.
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- [Q.: How was the educational system during the AdRYs?]It was not good. To
attend a school you had to pay high school feesl. the teachers were not paid in
time. Sometimes it was delayed for many monthbesostarted to strike.During the
APC days a poor man did not have any rights. If gouo court as a poor man the
rich man will always win. That was what causedwze. Siaka Steverfthe country’s
President]said that everybody should go back[tiee bush]to start brushing rather
than going to school.

SLA/AFRC ex-combatants

The Republic of Sierra Leone Military Force (RSLMK)der APC President Momoh started to
fight the RUF when it entered the country in 19%Inior officers staged a coup in 1992 and
deposed Momoh, but continued fighting the RUF.986.a democratic government took control
of the country, but not trusting the loyalty of thamy, it sidelined the soldiers. In 1997 the
sidelined army staged another successful couphlautitne invited the RUF to share the power.
The new leaders called themselves the Armed Formslutionary Council (henceforth
AFRC). The AFRC termed its combined SLA/RUF fordbe “people’s army” - a term
borrowed from Museveni’'s Libyan-supported rebellionUganda, via the Libyan-supported
RUF (see also chapter 6). Driven out of Freetowiigerian-led ECOMOG peace enforcers in
February/March 1998, most of the army units redette government control after the 1999
Lomé peace accords. RUF units remained intact ppdsed to the government. The corrupted
RSLMF was disbanded in 1998, and a new army forfioed 1999, with international, British-
led, training inputs. In general | refer to the gament official forces as Sierra Leone Army
(SLA). Where there is need to refer specificallyhe pre-1997 army | term it the RSLMF (its
correct acronym) and identify the post-1999 armytlres new Sierra Leone Armed Forces
(SLAF, the correct post-war acronym).

The first extract comes from an interview in 198ith an ex-combatant belonging to the
army. He is a young man (in fact a former childdso) first recruited as a RSLMF irregular,
after losing contact with his family in a RUF raidthe south of the country. He speaks with
feeling about the lack of opportunity for young pkoin the country. Asked about who was
most to blame for the war, he blames Foday Sanleatdr of the rebels against whom he
fought) lesghan APC ex-president Momoh, since Momoh coulcelended the war in its early
stages, when Sankoh was still weak. But he wasd@ard indecisive, giving no clear direction
to his troops, and the crisis snowballed. Doesr&ikeone have a future now? Somehow he
doubts it. This is because the authorities payttemigon to the children. Other countries know
that children are the future, but here there isaspect for the young. Nobody listens to children.
The older generation think onlyl twvas born before you so | know everything, youwkno
nothing”. But this is not right. The world is changing. Ttigldren know things their parents
have not experienced and do not understand. Novidhéres more obvious than the war itself in
which combat has opened the eyes of the very yauagpects of human existence of which an
older generation of civilians is blissfully or wilfy unaware. (Peters & Richards 1998b).

- I'm sixteen years old. (...) | was born in M. J. the south of Sierra LeonfQ.: Who
bears the fault of the starting of this war?Well, | can blame Foday Sankoh, but
Momoh is the modtesponsible] Because when the war started, he told the people
that the war will stop in ninety days, and he didid it. (...) At that time hESankoh]
was not so strong and everything would have beeshied by now. ByMomoh] was
afraid...he didn't give direction to the soldieysu know. Until the soldiers decided to
come to the town...andhen] he ran away. So all this comes from his days. And
during his days there was too much personality, koow, "favour-want-person”. If
you are fortunate that your relative is a ministgou can do anything you like and
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nobody will[query]you.[Q.: What do you think about the future of Siereohe?]The
future of Sierra Leone? | don't really know whdre future is going, because it is just
somehow bad, now. | have not seen any improveBeocause one things for] sure,
we don't respect kids, we don't respect childrenother countries, the top will know
that after them the children will be next. But hdrey don't really know that. They just
work in their own interest, and not in the interestthe children, you know. So | don't
really know how the future can be good. Becausigeiy are working in the interest of
the children and try to make the children goodhihk the future will be good. But if
they don't care about the children, it means theréuis just dropping. So | think Sierra
Leone is indigent. Everybody just has to fighttf@mselves, you know. (...) They don't
listen to children in Sierra Leone...if you wantstay something to your father or your
mother, they can say "no, don't say anything to Invgas born before you were, so |
know everything." But that is not really correctuymight be born before me, but | can
see something you cannot. They don't realise thttis country. So what they feel like
doing when they are bigger...they think that evng that they think about is the best.
And we cannot think about something that is goteyTdon't even count children, to
know what children are really about, you knfReters & Richards 1998b).

The following extract derives from an interview duoieted in 2001 with a former child soldier
who joined the army at the age 12 or 13. He fiosight under the RSLMF and later became
part of the “people’s army”, the AFRC/RUF juntades. The war brought an end to his
education and due to the increasingly difficulicainstances at home he started to affiliate
with the soldiers in the nearby barracks, a histootyy unfamiliar to many other early under-
age irregular recruits. Now demobilised he is gtriémk that only an opportunity to continue
his education will prevent him from not joining themy again. Even if he did not want to
join, as soon as the war reaches his new placegidenhe knows he must join, both due to
the pressure of his former army colleagues anddtept himself from possibility of revenge
by the civilians. Civilian revenge — especially mga child soldiers - is a major under-
explored factor in the dynamics of the Sierra Leovea. The issue was first raised by
Amnesty International (1992) and is discussed lph&ids (1996).
- |l was born in Kailahun district. At Daru, close tioe barracks. The village was called
K. (...) I am 21 years of age. (...) THeyy parentsjwere farmers. They had a rice
farm. But as soon as the war started it became ddfigult to make a farm. But we
were still trying to make a farm during the war. g 1991 when the war started
there was no farming and schooling going on in part, the Kailahun district. There
was no education going on there. That led to owgraeation. During 1991 and 1992
we were doing nothing. There was no education lhbetet was fighting everywhere.
We were just close to the barracks. You could scage the fighting. And that led me
to be with them, gradually | was getting involvedthat. | started being with them,
doing work for them. By that time | was a small.doyas around them getting water
for them[the soldiersfand such. That is how the interaction started. Xioow, at that
time it was very difficult to stay with my peodlecause the life was very hard. So |
came to the soldiers and presented myself and rmehels with them. The barracks
were very close to my place, not even a mile afvay[Q.: Would you go back to the
soldiers if the situation goes bad again for yod8i mean going back to join them.
Well, why not, because presently I am not well dde. Although sh¢his foster-
mother]is trying [to pay], it is difficult to pay my school fees, becausis ibecoming
too expensive. And because there is nothing efsedao do here. My mother is not
here, my brothers are not here. My father is de&&mlwho can take care of mgQ.:
Are you saying that if you drop out of school, yoight go back to the soldiers¥gs,
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I will go back to them. That is the only thing. ight find another job. But if there is a

war situation it is more advantageous to go bacthwsoldiers because if the soldiers
know that you have been with them before, wheninesr would come back, they
would go to you first. But even more importantthié people hear that you were a
member of a group before, they deal with you. Reapt so illiterate, even after you

have left a group they would still consider youb&sng a rebel. So you have to join
them again. So then it would be very hard for therharm you. You can get rid of

them instead of them getting rid of you.

The following young ex-soldier, interviewed in 2Q00ias a more or less similar story: the war
caused his education to stop after which he bedanadved with the soldiers in the barracks.
Resentful about the situation the rebels created,ater clearly indicating that he and the
soldiers were fighting against the RUF and not etécrcollaborating with them, he
nevertheless expresses his understanding of whgnaay young people, with disrupted
education and without jobs, decided to join theetghovement. His analysis of the political
situation in Sierra Leone also begins to sound lfamiwhat Sierra Leone is lacking is a good
educational system and technical development. Tdersein general, and more specifically
the politicians, do not care about the young peofitey send their own children to expensive
overseas schools but forget about the majorithefypung people.

[Q.: Why did you actually become a soldieM®Ell, it is obvious. Before the war we
were attending school, right. But as soon as the evéered Sierra Leone everything
went berserk, everything was destroyed. (...) Thasen education, that made us to
join. And the rebels had destroyed everything, W@t another reason for us to join.
It was only unfortunately that the whole situatisent berserk and the soldiers fought
together with the rebelgduring the days of the AFRC juntabut before that time
these guygthe soldiers]were really fighting against the rebels. From tharsng
point, they suffered a lot. (...) [Bierra Leonelis suffering because of the lack of
technological development. We have all types adwees, but we lack technology.
That is because the educational system is very, ploeryouths are not encouraged to
be educated. If we are educated and used to thiéfseedt technological aspects,
Sierra Leone as a very small country will be imgayv(...) I[would] like to see
overseas countries if | have the opportunity. Ba ¥now, our forefathers did that:
for instance, if you see a minister, he will nohkdis money here, he will do it in the
overseas countries. He will send his children ® ¢lerseas countries to be educated.
And we do not know why they are doing that. I®dduse of the poor situation of the
country? (...) We are lacking job facilities here.efd are a lot of educated people
here, but there are no jobs. (...) Thighe elders]are not really encouraging the
youth. There is no job facility. You will see ededayouths without jobs, just moving
around. If at the end of the day that particulargmn hears about some rebels, he can
join them, just to survive. That is why most okéhguys decided to join the rebels,
because they were not having jobs. Some were estljdauit they decided to join the
rebels instead of sitting dowfto] waste their time. That is why most of the youths
joined the rebels. That is the major reason. Beeaafdack of jobs. (...) Most of them
[who joined the RUF}wvere not forced. Some were forced but most of thera not
forced. Some were just saying, let us find thesplpeand join them. Because their
major theme was to change the government, andydtera. Because that system was
a rotten system, that was their major theme. Bezahe country is lacking job
facilities and the government is not trying to emage the youth, so let us try to
remove the system. It is a rotten syst@heters 2004)
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The final extract in this RSLMF/SLA/AFRC seriesw#th a 24-year old ex-soldier 24, at the
time of the interview in 2001, who first joined thermy, and later — a year after
demobilisation in 1996 - joined the Kamajors (C@d-jight against the AFRC/RUF junta.

- At 1991 when my dad passed away | was alone. Natadycome, let me help you”.
So | decided to join the SURSLMF] at Kenema because there their training base
was. (...) ...by then a young man could be a seriotsshament for any young man
who was not a soldier. They used to humiliate ubtarmolest us even up to the point
where they killed some of us. So you do not havaltamative other than to join
them. And we also wanted to defend our motherlandin 1994 the RUF overrun us,
so here it became a rebel territory. (...) In 199hew the soldiers overthrew Pa
Kabbah[President Ahmad Tejan-Kabbah, elected 199@ly called upon all the ex-
soldiers to join them, but we did not do it becatisy[had] already mingled with the
RUF. They were Killing innocent lives and destropedate properties so | did not
join them. So we went into the bush to join the &ars. (...)[Q.: What made the war
come to Sierra Leone®was due to the joblessness. We, the youth wléxdoy then.
The APC government never provided any supportiferyputh, but instead exploited
the country’s wealth. They went to Europe to bbiddises, forgetting about the youth.
That is why so many youths joined hands togethdigtd and overthrow the APC
government from power. (...) ...if the youth is nosgatl, there will be a problem in
the future. And it can easily create another new wweSierra Leone(...) ..I will join
them[the combatantsfo fight if there is no encouragement from the gowent or
any leader who is in power. (.[Q.: How do the elders consider the youth?] They
levy high fines on the youth if you are send t@gob and you refuse. Up till now the
chiefs are pressuring us. They can summon you ansboner as you appear, they
start to fine you making you to pay a lot of moriBgters 2004)

CDF/Kamajor ex-combatants

Specialist hunters, typically found one or two taager village in the more forested parts of
the Liberian border region before the war, and famwith local terrain, began to help the
army as scouts from the early days of the war. @uée ineffectiveness of an army without
counter-insurgency training in protecting civiliaaad villages from raids by forest-based
rebel guerrillas, traditional hunters started tgamise themselves for village civil defence,
from c. 1992-3 (cf. Muana 1997) and were in therydallowing increasingly deployed
beyond their village and chiefdom of birth. Thesenters are known in Mende, the main
language of the south and east_as kamajokamasoi[sing.], kamajoisia[pl.], a word
generally Anglicised for the benefit of foreign joalists, fascinated by the phenomenon, as
“kamajors”. In 1996, the newly elected democratiweynment, probably with advice from
South African counter-insurgency specialists wagkiar Executive Outcomes (cf. Fithen &
Richards 2005), began to formalise and expand @news hunter units into a national Civil
Defence Force (CDF). One or two hunters per villdges not make a national civil defence
force. The key development in 1996 was the intrédncof mass initiation according to the
rites of the hunter craft. Most “kamajors” had pably never shot a large animal in their life.
They were mainly village farmers or unemployed uarlyauth without better prospects who
were able to borrow money to pay for initiation.dther words, the CDF is not a traditional
village institution, but a modern militia, usingdiitional initiation, formed during the war to
counter threats from both the RUF and a disloyalegament army. The CDF was strongly
backed by the government, even though the Presidented any ability to control or
command the CDF and its special units, includingnier RSLMF soldiers loyal to the new
regime, trained and supported for counter-insurgenerations by Executive Outcomes.
Later, after EO was required to leave Sierra Lebgepressure from the International

20



CHAPTER1 VOICES FROM THEBATTLEFIELD

Monetary Fund (IMF) and parties to the Abidjan Re&rocess, a British private defence
contractor, Sandline International, took over fr&® and provided training and support to
the CDF and special army units. The CDF had th@aumf the majority of civilians in the
south and east of the country, and in some partheohorth, where hybrid units emerged,
based on local hunter idioms but sometimes indidig Mende initiators from the south.
From its start in 1992 the kamajor movement, ltter CDF, had been fervently opposed to
the RUF.

The first extract from the interview series comgrivoices of Civil Defence Forces/Kamajor
ex-combatants provides a most telling political lgsia of the war. Here is a young man,
eighteen at the time of the interview (1996) whoktap combat when he was sixteen because
his schooling had been halted by RUF attacks onoKaéie is bitter against the RUF for
disrupting village life and his education. Falleghters are not even buried because they are
"the enemy". And yet he understands the RUF and thieg are fighting for with remarkable
insight. First he concludes the RUF cadres are, tiknself, students or would-be educated
youngsters, from the letters they leave behindheillages they attack outlining their aims
and beliefs, and that their bitterness stems froporaupt patrimonial system that fails to
deliver education and jobs except to a favoured ¥st he is also aware that the movement's
major strategic mistake was to import violent methof destabilization from Liberia (see
chapter 3) and target them on the poorest of tha, pastead of aiming directly at the
oppressive one-party regime.

- The time | started to go to school | was just age br six. | thank the Almighty,
because | was brilliant in school. But then the a@proached. But | said when this
situation is normal | will go back to school. Theason why | took part in the war was
because there was no education in our headquarter}[in the future I will like to be
educated...Because of the too much illiteracy, the way owotloers in Sierra Leone
don't know their rights. Because when you are eacayou know your right$Q.:
What are the reasons this war started and confhiesll, according to my own view,
[it started and continuedjecause when the rebels caught some of our bsotned
sisters they took them along with them and toldntlige reason why they are fighting.
Because of the past government, the APC governmiemtway the government
maltreated people. No freedom of speech. Whenmphasize on your rights, they take
you to court or jail you. And the same bad thinghveducation. Most of the rebels are
students, the majority are studeri®.: How do you know?They write on paper that
they drop. After an attack, they write a messagedmp it. These are the reasons why
they are fighting, they say. The government dogarétany encouragement to people to
get land or to go to school. When you come fronr families, but with talent to be
educated, there is no financial support. The govenmt doesn't give a helping hand.
They are only bothered about themselves. This leasetison this government made the
war to come, according to my own view. When[téleel] people attacked a place, the
paper, the document they leave at that place, wisencome and read the document,
this [gives] thdir] reason to fight(...) The other reason is assistance. If Mister A
happens to be in the head-offitep position] and you, Mister Z, you don't know him,
there is no political influence between you and.h8o when you come with your
problem to him, he will not assist you. Only if yame the man wh@wishes?]by him,
whether his son, his brother's son, or his brotheglation or his wife's sister's relation,
or his relatives. But for you as a low man, when gome to that person, to that official
in that place, he will not give you any assistari8Because he doesn't know you. This
made the war to comfQ.: But are these good reasons to fight@g. But if the rebels
had come peacefully, if they hadn't stolen our edmdn't burnt our villages...if they
hadn't done anything that harmed us...but if thag inly gone to the government with
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blood...If they had come trustfullin a trusting way?}o the government, come and
attended to the governmelghanged it?] we surelwould] have been glad. Because,
according to their view they are fighting for theights. That was the reason why the
war came, the reason why | was against them. Theyighting for their rights, but
during their fight for their rights, they go to tivdlages. They go tfpersonsjwho don't
know anything about the government. They go ahftli@m] and stea[their] property.
That was the reason why | was against them. Bheifebelghad comejdown herdto
Freetown]to this people...because these are the people wdaied the war...if the
rebels would have come to them, plenty of Sieramé&ans would have supported them.
But because they went afattacked]the poor, that's why | was against them. Because
when you consider the rebels the way they thinkiigdeem] in the provinces, it is that
they are just armed bandits. They are just thie{lesters & Richards 1998a:200)

The second CDF ex-combatant presented here wadrbaremall village in Kenema district,
being 36 years of age at the time of the inter\(2001). He joined the CDF voluntarily after
his village was attacked by the RUF. Fighting sih®65 he is now demobilised and has some
clear suggestions about how to get those still urmgdms (in 2001) out of the bush and
disarmed: specifically, make sure NCDBReeps its promises. He is equally straight about
the causes of the war, which he locates in the tvaychiefs were maltreating young people
and fining them for minor offences. He is quite fident about the future of Sierra Leone
where all these kind of malpractices will not besgible anymore because of democracy.
Awareness and democracy, he believes, are amongptite changes the war brought to the
country.

- It was early morning around 6 am. The rebels came attacked the village. So we
moved from the village and left all our propertieshind but after some days we
returned to the village to find out if the few tpgnwe left behind were still there.
However, everything was looted and that is the seashy we are struggling up to
this point. This happened in 1995. (...) | deciftedoin the CDF]out of my own free
will. It was because we were tired of running frtme rebels so we started to chase
them from their territories. Nobody forced me tmjthe Kamajor society. (...) The
reason for tha{the war]was that most of the young men and women wererisigff
and also our chiefs and some elderly men were deirgng to our young men and
women in this village. If such things are happenimghis village some young men
will prefer to go and join the RUF, either to takevenge or to protect themselves.
That is why some joined the RUF. Some young p¢umipkd because of the greed that
existed before the war. (..[A way to change the country for the better fef
instance, if we notice that you as a chief will gicbribes or are doing bad, we will
have to kick you out of power because now we halerecratic government and we
have to fight for our rights. We cannot run awagnfrany chief anymore because this
is a democracy; we have to stand up for our rightrtake sure that it will not be
misused again. If you do wrong to us we will taka Yo the paramount chief or the
resident minister or even to the president. (..helffails to comply with us, we will go
on strike. And if you, as a bad chief, will sendangwhere to brush some land or do
some other work, we will refuse. If we refuse asrcevice, you may summon us to the
highest authority but then we will explain what ylwave done to us. (..The good

'8 DDR: Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegratibine programme designed to assist combatant®in th
transition from fighter to civilian. The Abidjan pee accord (1996) included a DDR programme for the
combatants of the various factions. However, stheeaccord did not hold, no substantial numbergbiters
disarmed. The Lomé peace accord of 1999 includeeaDDR programme under which in the end more than
70,000 combatants disarmed and reintegrated. lpteh@ these programmes are discussed in mord.detai
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effect of the war is that we will fight for our htg now because we are a democracy
now.

The next extract comes from an interviewee borRrgetown but he considers a small town
in Kenema district as his hometown. Now 24 yearage (upon interview in 2001) he joined
the CDF in 1998, foremost among his reasons beimgtape from the continued harassment
of the armed factions. On the causes of the was bkear: lack of employment opportunities
for young people made some starting to use druter;, which they left for the bush and
joined the RUF. His solution is equally straightfiard: to prevent another war the young
people should be encouraged by education and jobs.

- There was a lot of pressure in the country, morecsgally for the civilians.
Whenever you met the RUF, the SLA or the Kamajoeg, will harass you. That made
me to decide to join the Kamajors. ([l did not join the SLA becausd]wanted to
defend my motherland and the soldiers have convénemselves to the RUF by then.
(...) Well[the reasons for the war was thdtlere were no jobs for the youth and some
became drug addicts. So they preferred to go tdotish. (...) if they refuse to address
the needs of the youth, there will be a tendencgriother war(...) The youth should
be given their rights, such as work or the posgjbdf learning a skill or trade.

The next CDF interviewee was born in Kailahun aras\82 years old when interviewed
(2001). What makes his case interesting is thawvae forced to run away from his village
after he was found guilty by the village chief dfat he claims was a minor offence against a
customary law. Vagrants from petty and trumped ages seem to be a recurrent feature of
the Sierra Leone countryside. It was often theslaws who proved most vulnerable to RUF
conscription. But the dice turned the other wag RIUJF launched an attack on his uncle’s
village where he was taking refuge and he thendeéecio join the CDF to defend his people.
One can imagine that if he had experienced haestinrent by government soldiers, or had no
relative willing to lodge him, he might just as Whhve joined the RUF. This interviewee
once more locates the cause of the war as higtslefainemployment for Sierra Leonean
youth. In particular he mentions tbeegmen deii and those living away from their families
as being among those more likely to join the RUF.

- Well, my father died a long time ago. After thagrthwas nobody who would be
responsible for me and so | left school. My mothes still alive however, with my
little sister. So | stayed with them to take caféeh@m. There was nobody else there
for them. That made the war to come; the eldersewert really helping us. They
cannot help any young person. Even if you have amlyor problems, they can
exaggerate it, taking it to the district chief atiten, you as a young man, cannot
handle the case anymore and have to run aBayat some stage there was a case
brought to the chief and | was accused. So | raayaand hid. | went to my uncle in
another village. By then it was the time that ther wtarted. My uncle had a large
family. The rebels came and killed my uncle saodl tewetake care of both families now.
The rebels continued to attack the people in thage, innocent people. Then | heard
about the Kamajor society, so | decided to joinnthénstead of the RUF, so that |
would be able to defend my people. | took armgytd &nd since that time | have been
fighting up to now. But it was the bad governmenthat time that made so many
young men to join the fighting. There were no jab&n if you were educated, there
was no job for you. And some could not finish tleeiucation, so they had to work
hard first before they were able to go back to stlagain. So these boys without jobs,
we call them _dregmafpl. dregman defflp moving around every day to look out for

' bregmen denjKrio]: people who survive by “dregging”, thatjicking up any kind of irregular work.
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work, joined the fighting. They joined the RUF.dswin the village doing agriculture.
But those who were not doing farmwork joined thd=RRk soon as they heard about
the RUF they joined. They think that the farmwarkedious. This is the specific way
SO0 many young people joined the fightitg.) Some young men joined the RUF
because of lack of jobs or because they droppeafogthool. If they heard about the
RUF, they can join them because if you have a guncan get money or you can get
women. One, two or even three women. But for the €vas different. The CDF
was voluntary work. You join it to defend your deopf you feel any sympathy for
your people you join the CDF. The CDF cannot foyoe to join. It was because the
RUF was killing innocent people, | joined the C)Peters 2004)

In the above accounts we have heard yo8iggra Leoneans complaining frequently about
lack of jobs and the way the elders maltreat yautishis last extract the interviewee once
more cites the root causes of the conflict as #uk lof jobs, and the greediness and the
corruption of a chiefly rural elite, originally eroywered under colonial rule, but this time
what is striking is that the interviewee is no len@ youth himself. This ex-CDF fighter was
born in Kailahun district and was already 50 yeddswhen interviewed in 2001.

- |l was a farmer. | had a cocoa farm and a coffeenfaBut what me made to take up
arms was when the rebels came in they startedlltailians. So | called upon my
friends and said that we had to protect ourseles) The war came because of
joblessness and greediness. And some people wetpspending money on their
girlfriends rather than their employees. There was honesty. The APC was not
honest.(...) The paramount chiefs were not honest because iAB@ government is
corrupt, the chiefs will get involved in that.) The[local] chiefs were also not honest
because they did not tell the truth. If there isage, the one who did wrong and will
lose can easily bribe the chief and so becomesniheer. These are some of the
grievances which made the war to come. (...) Stdl game chiefs and paramount
chiefs are in place, but they can be changed ifdheis rightly enforced upon them. |
will believe in the government for that becausan see the examples. They brought
education to this country. (...) The future needs améy and work. Nobody can
convince us then to fight anymore. The elders didtake care of the youth. That
made the war to come. If you were having it riginy turned it to wrong.

Discussion

The above accounts show remarkable similaritied,itais difficult to distinguish between the
analyses and motivations of ex-RUF, ex-SLA/AFRCegrCDF/Kamajor fighters without
prior knowledge of their status. In these extraasng or old, persons of relatively high or
low rank, and men and women all agree to a lar¢genéxipon the same causes of the war, and
reasons for participation, namely political coriaptand lack of education and jobs. One
thing that seems clear, therefore, is that deggitenging to opposing factions, ex-combatants
share a similar understanding of the war and theivaton of all fighters in joining
(obviously, where revenge is stated as a reasqairip the fighters in question accuse the
opposite faction). Perhaps this shared understgrafithe war comes less as a surprise if one
takes into account one of the findings of the quainte study by Humphreys & Weinstein
(2004) which abundantly confirms that the fighterfsthe RUF and CDF were hardly
distinguishable in terms of rural background, lawess to education and pre-war poverty (as
proxied by housing quality). In other words, therwas in the main fought by the rural poor.
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The convergence of quantitative and qualitativedlewe is one way of replying to a
familiar critique that the criminal “dregs” of sety would invariably want to cover up their
activities under a veneer of post-war rational@ati Collier (2001) makes the point
forcefully, backed by Mkandawire (2002). Both qumstthe methodological validity of
testimony such as that given above:

In a situation where individuals commit terriblences, the need for rationalisation is
enormous, so that one cannot takedkhgostexplanations of individuals as evidence
of the preferences for the sequence of their reagoA retrospective account of what
drove them to commit the crimes is likely to bef-selrving. And the motives and
opportunities for concealing what one did and whye airtually unlimited.
(Mkandawire 2002:186).

How far can we take the testimony of fighters 3&sip? In chapter 4, where much interview
material of RUF ex-combatants is presented, seveeathods are used to guard against the
danger of post-hoc rationalization. But as a “stdrit might be interesting to recall some
statements in the above interviews fragments, &siipn the “likely self-serving” character
of retrospective accounts. For instance, the ifitstrviewee — the female ex-RUF combatant —
could have easily adapted herself to the “victinscdurse by stating that she was abducted
and subsequently forced to join the RUF with alldbnsequences. Instead she is keen to state
that she joined the rebels purposélyAnd what sort of act of concealment is it for ex-
combatant to state that hwifl go back to them”(the soldiers) if he is not better cared for
than he is at the moment, as the SLA/AFRC ex-chdchbatant stated. And what is the
benefit to the ex-CDF fighter to state that he us@ads the reasons why the rebels - his
enemies who disrupted his highly valued educaticaeter — were fighting and tHaost of

the rebels are students, the majority are students’short, a critic of Mkandawire’s stripe
will need to show that the statements whose objégt/he so doubts actually do serve a self-
serving purpose.

It is true that one encounters serious methodoébgionstraints when basing explanations
solely on interview material, especially when allowingesalf the freedom to pick out only
those anecdotes which underscore a particular @ergp. But the analyses put forward in
this thesis try to avoid those errors, both by gdiased on 1) extensive interviews with a
wide variety of subjects, both ex-combatants andians; 2) historical analysis of the socio-
economic situation of young people in Sierra Ledogrovide an objective context for many
of the claims interviewees make, and 3) cross-eefeg to quantitative data, collected by
several research teams. The next chapter offers istorical analysis of the Sierra Leonean
state and rural society, to examine whether clahexclusion and marginalization, so widely
asserted by ex-combatants as responsible forghadicament might in fact be true.
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Chapter 2:

The socio-economic crisis of rural youth

Humphreys & Weinstein (2004) make clear that a mitgjef ex-combatants in the Sierra
Leone civil war (more than 80 per cent) were fromuial background. This is seemingly at
variance with the urban “lumpen” thesis of Abduli@d®97) and others, which states that the
RUF rebellion was implemented by a group of peapith urban underclass backgrounds.
The root causes of the conflict in Sierra Leonegesgted by rural ex-combatants can be
divided into two kinds. One group of reasons cdesy$ issues playing out on the local level:
complaints about a general unwillingness of sertoriselp their juniors, the injustice meted
out by local courts controlled by corrupt eldersd ashiefs, and the control these elders
exercised over productive and reproductive mear) as land and labour, and the resources
necessary for marriage. The other group of reaptays out at national or state-level. Here,
the focus is on the state’s failure to provide asit@e education for all, lack of job
opportunities and desire for a democratic systeneptace an unfair and divisive clientelism.

This chapter offers a historical analysis, to exsmivhether indeed Sierra Leone was a
patrimonial state, and why this system failed teettbe expectations of many of its subjects.
Attention is also paid to the social system in rar@as, to test if and how customary courts
were manipulated to extract the labour and findmaans of a rural underclass. However, to
separate the local and national in this way isoimes extent artificial. The national (the state
or government) and local levels have always intecwith influences exercised in both
directions.

The making and collapse of the state in Sierra Lean

Slaves and ex-slaves

Rather little is yet known about the early histofySierra Leone. According to Opala (1996)
this early history can be best understood in teohsvaves of in-migration. Linguistic
analysis suggests that — of present day indigeathusc groups - the Limba were among the
first to enter Sierra Leone, and that the Mandexkipg groups, including the Mende, Loko,
Koranko, Yalunka, Susu, Kono and Vai, were amomglaéter arrivals, entering the region of
modern Sierra Leone within the last six hundredyd®pala 1996). Before the Portuguese
“discovered” Sierra Leone in 1462 the indigenouspbe on the coast of Sierra Leone already
had important trade links with the inland peopled @hrough them with the peoples of the
early empires of the Western Sudan, Ghana and (Balah 1986). Trade items included
ivory, gold, slaves and kola nuts.

With the arrival of the Portuguese on the coastw era started. Long-distance trade routes
no longer ran exclusively to and from the Saheia®gbut new networks started to develop,
first with Europe and later with the newly discosgrAmericas. Among this trade with the
Europeans, the trade in slaves - as plantation everk quickly became important and
lucrative. In 1518 the Spanish shipped their fagtich of slaves directly from West Africa to
the Americas and by the end of the seventeentlugenearly 2 million West African slaves
had arrived in America and the Caribbean (Buah 1986wever, the peak of the Triangular
Trade — sugar, tobacco, rice and cotton from theedgas to Europe; metal goods, cloth,
firearms and alcohol from Europe to Africa and sifrom Africa to the Americas — was yet
to come. The total number of slaves from West Afrto the New World has provoked
controversy. Not counting deaths caused by raidimg) collection the most widely accepted
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estimate is about 11 million, but some put therégas high as 15-20 million. Either way, the
Atlantic trade had a major impact on demographyhwitthe region, exacerbating labour
shortages in agriculture, for example, and pertmpge importantly, having a major impact
on the evolution of political institutions. Slavirdyd not lend itself to the kinds of political
development associated with free trade in Europerdiher tended to consolidate the power
of chiefs and armed merchants.

In the early 18 century several European countries made it illégaitheir nationals to
own, sell or buy slaves. However, it was only ir848hat slavery was abolished in the British
West Indies?” If this spelt a definitive end for British intetssother countries continued to
trade slaves across the Atlantic, meaning thabath over a hundred thousand slaves were
set free by British navy ships operating in Westidsin waters, perhaps a million others
reached the Americas and the Caribbean duringatig-mid 19" century* (Buah 1986).

The origins of Sierra Leone, as a colony, are daymwith the ending of the slave trade. In
the 1780s, a group of black former soldiers ofEnglish army in North America and various
domestic slaves set free when the courts in Gre#iB forbade slavery on British sail,
petitioned the British government to be allowededssettle in Africa. They arrived in 1787 on
the Sierra Leone peninsula, and founded a settlethab was later to become Freetown.
Supported by people such as Thomas Clarkson, Gler8harp and William Wilberforce,
and the Society for the Abolition of the Slave Teathore groups of ex-slaves were re-settled
in this newly created settlement on the Sierra kep@aninsula. In 1792, the Nova Scotians -
former slaves who had fought for the British durihg@ American Revolution — joined the
colony, and in 1800 the Maroons - escaped slavagylin the mountains of Jamaica - also
settled in Sierra Leone. The largest groups ré@sgtih Freetown were Recaptives, i.e. those
taken off slave ships captured by the British Naftgr 1807 (Opala 1986). The recaptives
were Africans from other parts of the continentptaaed but not yet institutionalised by
slavery. They became the dominant group amongdheHighly diverse sets of people just
mentioned who formed what was to become the Kriaroanity of Freetown and environs.

From Crown Colony to a Protectorate
In the year 1808 the settlement for freed slavethempeninsula of today’s Sierra Leone was
declared a Colony of the British Crown. Freetowedme the capital. British administrators
worked closely together with the increasingly ededaKrio community, who considered
themselves as “British Africans” and felt superior the indigenous population. Modern
education became the key to African advancemeidt,aasmall higher education institution,
Fourah Bay College, and several secondary schibolsjshed in Freetown from the early-
mid 19" century. From mid-century, wealthier Krio merchéamilies sent their children to
Britain for higher education, in, for example, n@de and law. This history — linking modern
education and social recognition in a colonial wonhcreasingly riven by racism — is
important to understanding why state failure inergctimes has been seen by many young
people as a dereliction of the duty of the statedacate its young talent, and why militia
membership is seen by some young people as a Kialteonative modern education, rather
than the “mindless violence” perceived by outsidefsKaplan 1996).

The Freetown colony only slowly expanded into theerior in the 19 century. The
foremost interest of the Crown Colony’s administnatwas with trade with the hinterland.

2 In the Dutch West Indies and Suriname slavery atadished as late as 1863.

2L For instance, the Galinhas, a coastal strip haifb@tween Freetown and Monrovia, was boosted aave s
port by the abolition of the British slave tradece it was far enough away from Freetown and naatyols
were infrequent. A rough estimation gives the tomanber of slaves exported from this area as ar@@n@d00
between the year 1816 and 1846 (Jones 1983).
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Treaties were made with up-country kiffgso protect the trade routes and to enhance
Britain’s role as peacemaker in local disputes (©A886). As an effect:

Almost unnoticed, the colonial preoccupation wikteading influence had begun to
restructure indigenous society. Chiefs built theithority with British aid but in a
manner that denied colonial rulers direct conffbleir positions as mediators for alien
rulers, while pursuing their own political objeds and economic opportunities,
fundamentally shaped the ways in which colonial imstrators were able to exercise
and extend British authority. (Reno, 1995: 35)

In 1896 the British declared a protectorate overtimterland (up to the boundaries of present
day Sierra Leone, more or less). This was donenfattiple reasons: 1) to bypass the
Freetown African community and the sometimes opastic interior chiefs, 2) to halt a
period of about 15 years of interior chaos causethlsuccession of captains or freebooters
whose constant plundering and slave-raiding afteat@en the coast and the Colony
[Freetown] borders’ [Fenton 1948:1]), and 3) to dlde to make claims on territory (in
opposition to the French) during Europe’s “Scramfae Africa”. As a reaction to a tax
introduced in 1896 by the British to support thevlyecreated protectorate and to develop a
railway network, an indigenous rebellion startecbwn as the “Hut Tax War”. Although
chiefs were entitled to keep a share of the tatuin of their role as revenue agent, some
chiefs refused to participate ‘in what they perediio be the demeaning exercise of tax
collection for a higher political authority’ (Ren&995:37). Fear that the Protectorate
Ordinance would extend Freetown law into the iterand thus deprive the chiefs of their
domestic slaves, was also a factor. It took theidBritwo months before the rebellion was
suppressed. Rebellious chiefs were executed. ButBtlitish soon found they lacked the
manpower to rule the interior, and sought replacerokiefs. These new chiefs — ruling at the
pleasure of the British, with certain traditionahdt is pre-Protectorate) prerogatives
guaranteed — were to become key players in theoetiondevelopment of the protectorate,
since they were the ones who exercised real atyhover the indigenous population, e.g.
through British-backed chiefdom courts dispensiagstomary” justice.

The British pulled back from a full implementatioh Freetown law in the newly created
Protectorate, arguing - after the chiefly rebelliothat modern (that is British inspired)
institutions were not yet appropriate for a sogi@ltimitive terrain, and created instead a
system of “indirect rule” for the new interior dists. Under this system the powers of the
most important chiefs were increased (Keen 2008}. dfganisational and administrative
purposes they divided the protectorate into manwlisfichiefdoms” each governed by a
“paramount chief”. In some cases the British brakethe existing large interior kingdoms
(Abraham 1975), in some cases they created lamjes*Li These paramount chiefs ruled for
life and, after their death, were succeeded bytamahember of a “ruling hous®&” approved
by a “tribal authority” comprising local elders. fduermore, the British imposed a system of
native administration involving local officials duas treasury and court clerks (Opala 1996).

Clearly, all these institutions lacked democrédiendation, although there were checks and
balances. Nor were they really fully equivalenpte-Protectorate institutions, in which war
could be used to settle some of the worst imbakaoel grievances. The theory of Indirect

22 Jones (1983:13) suggests that the word “king”as neally appropriate in this context. “Overlord’ould
better describe the position of these rulers.

23 Adam Jones describes the cases of Kpaka, Perisadasi, Soro and Gbema as geographical divisions in
precolonial times; ‘but that each should have glsirfparamount chief” was a twentieth century inaten,
designed primarily to meet the problems of taxexlbn.’ (Jones 1983:13)

24 One belongs to a ruling house if a descenderitefitst paramount chief who signed a treaty wlii British.
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Rule - as expounded by Lord Lugard, for Nigeria,dgample - argued that the British were
preserving “natural”, and thus effective local ingtons. This ignored the fact that the power
base of these societies had utterly changed. Whetgted the British they could impose or
maintain an autocratic chief. All forms of politlaampetition at local level were henceforth
subject to British over-lordship. This maintainegéape at the expense of institutional
adaptation, and thus helped lay the foundationghtater failure of the state in rural aréas
But to return to 1900, volunteers for the positminchief, to be supplied by the ruling
families, were hard to find under newly imposedtiBh rule, and matters only changed, as
Fenton (1948) claims, when the government gredtgngthened the position of chiefs by
allowing themthe right to labouy i.e. community labour, little distinguishable some
aspects from domestic slavery, and other suppdherProtectorate Native Law Ordinance of
1905.A two-class societwas thus formed and institutionalised, made upulihg families -
in which children of chiefs were exempted commurétyour, and sent away for schooling
instead (Richardst al 2004a:3) notably to Bo School, founded in 19Q6cfaldren of chiefs,
an institution reproducing some of the features afassic British private boarding school -
and commoners, upon whom the burdens of unpaiditdioo community purposes fell.

Political parties emerge

Most of the measures taken by the colonial adnmatish were aimed at increasing profits
from trade, and this became an even more parantomcern after the discovery of diamonds
in Sierra Leone. From the first finds in Kono, i82¥, the diamond sector struggled with
illicit mining and smuggling practices, thus denyitme colonial administration much needed
revenues. lllicit diamond-mining activities offeredcellent opportunities for unscrupulous
state agents to fill their own pockets and setrtbein agenda. According to Reno (1995) the
control of resources is the foundation of politipalwer and influence in Sierra Leone. lllicit
mining activities and (ironically) the measureset@R to combat these practices contributed
in the end to the growth of what Reno calls thed®iw State”: i.e. the construction by rulers
of a parallel political authority to manage therdand sector (and other major national assets)
in the wake of the near total decay of formal stagéitutions (Reno 1995:1).

Government funds were not only used to buy sam@ér but also to buy electoral support
(Reno 1995). This became even more important inptreod leading up to independence.
Two political fronts in the diamond area can beidgiished: the Sierra Leone People’s Party
(henceforth SLPP) supported by the chiefs of diashmich chiefdoms who were supported by
the Colonial Administrators, and the more radiegjional Kono party, the Kono Progressive
Movement (henceforth KPM), with a support base agnlabourers and chiefs of chiefdoms
with no or limited diamond deposits. Sierra Leoangd independence on April 27th 1961.
The SLPP won electoral power. Its basis of suppaas among the chiefs and interior
merchant elites, and they were able to build supboough the resources at their command.
But they failed to win a base of broad popular suppmong the urban masses and labouring
classes in the interior. Sir Milton Margai becarhe first Prime Minister of Sierra Leone.
When he died in 1964 his younger half-brother, Alld#argai, took over the power but soon
people started to grumble that government corraptias increasing. The SLPP also became

%5 One could argue that the war of 1991 only endeenithe British once more imposed a kind of militaner-
lordship in 2000. British soldiers arrived in Seeireone in May 2000, at first only to protect thésrnational
airport. In August they were engaged in a hostageirig operation, after the AFRC splintergroup “tNest
Side Boys” captured several British intelligencéicgfrs. This was considered a strong signal byréimeaining
armed factions that any peace accord violationddvprovoke British military action.

% One measurement to buy the chiefs’ cooperationoimbating illicit mining was to give them access to
government funds. The so-called MADA (Mining Area\2lopment Administration) programme was such an
attempt, running in the 1950’s (Reno 1995, Zackligfits 1995)
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increasingly a party of Mende-speaking groups & sbuth and east of the country (Opala
1996).

The local Kono Progressive Movement stood oppdsetie SLPP in the 1957 and 1962
local elections and sought a more egalitarian $peweh no special powers for chiefs (Reno
1995) and, contrary to the SLPP, was able to wen dhpport of the masses. In the 1962
election the KPM allied itself with two other opposn parties under the name of Sierra
Leone Peoples Independent Movement (SLPIM). Onthede parties was the All People’s
Congress (APC) of trade unionist Siaka Probyn $tevé\ narrow electoral victory for
Stevens in 1967 led to confusion in the countrySBBP elements clung to power. Samuel
Hinga Norman, then a young army officer, but ldéader of the Kamajor movement, played
a key role in trying to deny Stevens victory. Susstee interventions by certain factions in a
divided army finally led, a year later, to the ailkition of an APC government led by Stevens
as Prime Minister and later as President, aftehifh ® Republican status. The APC ruled
Sierra Leone from 1968 until 1992. Under Stevend, las appointed successor, former army
chief Joseph Saidu Momoh, the “Shadow State” geenormous proportions. A necessary
ingredient for this expansion was the diamond itrgusLebanese diamond dealers,
increasingly important in this and other businesbesame the ideal partners of the APC.
Before, they already equipped and supported theepauniners involved in illicit activities
and protected them where necessary against the St and the security forces of the
Sierra Leone Selection Trust, a De Béessibsidiary, and as such could raise a large stippor
base. But more importantly, the Lebanese tradere W ideal partners for Shadow State
activities, whether under SLPP or APC governaniceeslong-settled Lebanese were denied
political rights, not being allowed to become Seleonean citizens, even though many were
born in the country. Paying off politicians and adistrators was the best and most common
guarantee for protecting their commercial interetihis political game was invented by the
Lebanese it soon became common currency amongoaeigri commercial interests in Sierra
Leone?® Politicians expected to be treated by everyorta@swere treated by the Lebanese.

Patrimonial politics take shape
Soon after Sierra Leone became independent, adoathVestminster parliamentary model,
democratic principles began to erode. The 1967tietethas been mentioned above. The
Governor General declared Siaka Stevens the righitfuner but before he could take office a
military coup was staged, only to be followed byotwer coup a few hours later which
brought into power a military government that rufed one year (Opala 1996). Stevens was
finally handed his - presumed - election victoryemhanother military coup was staged in
1968 by army non-commissioned ranks. With Steveosn in Moyamba in the South but
claiming Limba ethnic roots and supported more dantly in the North, and (as a former
labour organisation leader) among unionised labibwypuld be hard to say that democracy
was “restored”. Two years after his accession twgrothe SLPP was the only political
opposition party allowed in Sierra Leone. During tt973 elections opponents of the APC
were prevented from casting their vote. When in4l@bomb exploded at a house of an APC
minister several opposition leaders were accused,@anged the following year (Valeton
1981).

Siaka Stevens considered political security muohenimportant than democratic liberties,
and used the informal diamond network to safegimsdoolitical position. Reno (1995:80)

" The South African based De Beers diamond compamged by the Oppenheimer family, has for most ef th
20" century maintained a near monopoly on worldwiderdind winning and marketing.

%8 According to a town chief in the diamond rich Torgrea:The mining was better during the APC days. If
you had the right connections nobody would botloer. YBut the APC regime was very bad as far as déhrca
was concerned and oppressed the people.’
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writes that ‘compared to colonial or SLPP elite @aomodations, the new ruling alliance
made unusually heavy demands on state resourdasytoollaborator’s loyalties’. Richards
refers to this system of government as patrimanalia system involving the redistribution of
‘national resources as markspdrsonalfavour to followers who respond with loyalty taeth
leader rather than to the institution the lead@resents.’” (Richards 1996:34). The ultimate
leader of the Sierra Leone patrimonial system wees Rresident. The increasingly short
duration of ministerial tenure, in combination witlhequently publicised corruption
investigations threatening sanctions against telyhl, clearly shows that the president was
the gatekeeper of any political career, and thgaltg was the paramount political virtue
(Reno 1995).

Stevens’ preoccupation with his political secudathd preventing any competitor using state
resources seriously affected the building of strosigite institutions. Through the
“nationalisation” of the mining industry - the negwtreated National Diamond Mining
Company (NDMC) would now control the mining andlisgl of diamonds — Stevens
increased his control over the mining sector. Ghigf exchange for a place on the board of
the NDMC or access to NDMC resources, cooperatéd the government in attempting to
increase the resources from the diamond sectolaéiaito elites under State House control
(Reno 1995). Patrimonial economic politics alsoyeth out at the local level, where
“strangers” - that is migrant labourers, not Lelsmbusinessmen - were involved in illicit
diamond mining under the protection of the localdewner. Since these local landowners,
often the chiefs or Paramount Chiefs, could alwtygaten illicit diamond miners with
prosecution by State officials, the diamond-landmgrclass exercised extra informal social
control (Reno 2003).

APC oppression

Stevens reformed the army and the police to erleyadty from both forces. Military officers
with a Mende background were removed and replagddnertherners - Temnes, Korankos
or Yalunkas - the traditional supporters of the ARC1971, the army staged a coup led by
Brigade Commander John Bangura, a Temne, butlédfaStevens immediately received
support from Guinea in the form of 200 soldiers vglkoved as personal bodyguards. After the
Guinean soldiers left in 1973, Stevens asked thiga@lgovernment to help train a special
APC militia. This militia was named the InternalcBaty Unit (ISU) and was much feared by
the population.

In 1977 Sierra Leonean students protested intgm@gglinst Siaka Stevens’ government, but
could not prevent the move towards a one partg skdter a dubious referendum in 1978, the
APC became the only political party allowed in tbeuntry. Siaka Stevens was now an
autocratic leader subject to few if any democreliecks. To consolidate the one-party state in
the interior, Stevens replaced Paramount Chiefsithosiastic about the APC with other
more malleable chiefs, not always belonging to eallg-recognised ruling house, thus
alienating traditional elite support, especially time south and east of the country. The
widespread use of the notorious ISU forces (lapmctl Security Department, SSD) by the
APC to brutalise people and suppress student psatesated widespread resentment.

An economic tragedy
In 1975 the NDMC output was 731,000 cafatén 1985 it was only 74,000 carats (Reno
1995:107). At the same time a priviteiamond economy was created around Stevens. In

295 carats make one gramme.

%0 Before diamond mining was in the hands of theestdtrough the NDMC. Now Stevens allowed private
mining operations under the “Cooperative Contraati)” (CCM). Due to high financial administraticand
register costs few if any small scale miners wéle # register under the CCM scheme (Reno:1995).
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further attempts to consolidate his political cohtStevens came increasingly to depend on
certain Lebanese businessmen. As Opala (1996) keiarthe early 1980s, virtually all of
the country’s major exports came under the comtfal single [Afro-Lebanese] businessman,
an associate of Stevens, as foreign companiedpuilie’

In 1979 the IMF negotiated an economic stabilaratplan, including demands on the
Sierra Leone government to limit state spendings Theant in particular reducing civil
service expenditure. Minor government jobs werengportant means of securing loyalty to
the state system. However, Siaka Stevens also gdatonhost the Organisation of African
Unity conference in 1980. This yearly conferencan-opportunity for the host country to
impress visiting presidents - left Sierra Leonewath other host countries previously, with
huge debts, and almost useless infrastruéfutith total costs amounting to US$ 200
million, equal to the country’s entire foreign eatlye reserves, the government sharply cut
its budget for development and social programmesolts of the staple food, rice, rose
sharply. The country had a vested interest in degatself in food deficit, although actually,
large amounts of locally-grown rice were smuggledGuinea. Food imports allowed the
president to buy loyalty of junior cadres throudiowing an interest in family welfare.
Stevens gave exclusive import authorization tofthimer state-owned enterprises, in which
Stevens often had a share, and in 1984 Sierra Liegy@ted almost three times as much rice
as it did in 1978. Domestic production dropped ntbes 30%. Stevens made the government
purchase imported rice at the high informal-marké from former state-owned enterprises.
These enterprises, in which Stevens had a big Hamdyht cheap imported rice with foreign
exchange raised by diamond-mining operations (R&%5). He then distributed subsidized
rice directly from State House to the military, wety forces and police officers. Increasingly,
allocation of imported rice replaced the paymensalfries - already delayed for months on
average anyway - of civil servants. Politiciansd an particular the ones most loyal to
Stevens, received vouchers to buy large quan{®i@8 bags of 100kg) of rice at a fraction of
the market value. By 1986, the subsidized pricedragped as low as one-fortieth of market
value (Reno 1995). The imported bag of white rieedme “political food”, and not only for
the nearly 40,000 civil servants who received tlsalary in the form of rice bags. Diamond
miners were also provided with cheap imported biggheir sponsors. Many of the sponsors
of mining operations, including civil servants amémbers of the police or armed forces, had
easy access to imported rice, and lacked the kmg®leor modalities to make time-
consuming purchases of locally produced rice. Tinal mreas stagnated, where mining profits
and the demands of miners for locally-produced fiought otherwise have been a stimulus to
agrarian transformation.

In 1985 Stevens handed over the power to Majore@¢rJoseph Saidu Momoh. Momoh
announced a “New Order” but soon it became cleatr government corruption and shadow
state practices continued as before. According @noR‘in real terms, 1985/86 domestic
revenue collection stood at 18% percent of 197#(8es’ and that ‘officials’ own estimates
indicate that by the mid-1980s, 70 percent of gficets left the country through non-formal
channels.” (Reno 1995:151). In a subsequent asahgsiadds that ‘at the outset of the war in
1991, social spending was just fifteen per centhef level a decade previously.” (Reno,
2003:76), a figure which refutes Bangura’s critiass of Richards’ arguments about
patrimonial failure (Bangura 1997, Richards 1996).

To access IMF loans Momoh agreed to a Structudpigtment Programme, but failed to
keep to its provisions. By late 1987 the countryswapproaching default, and Momoh

31 Neighbouring Liberia constructed a large hotel t#loAfrica” and bungalows to host this conferende.
special fly-over was constructed to guarantee theosh journey for the presidential cars from thpitzd to the
hotel. For many years Hotel Africa was in the haofda Dutch arms and timber dealer, sanctionedbyunited
Nations in 2000.

32



CHAPTER 2 THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC CRISIS OFRURAL YOUTH

declared a state of economic emergency. This pravee the final blow for the country, and
electricity blackouts, petrol shortage and delagaging civil servants’ salaries for months on
end became the harsh reality. The state was fantef bankrupt.

The patrimonial system collapses

According to Reno the success and strength of dtenmonial network of Stevens and his
successor become clear by the fact that ‘despgboakingly rapid economic decline and
falling standards of living, the country remainedmune from coups or popular uprisings
which some outside observers had long predictedh(R1995:148). However, with 1) the
collapse of prices for raw materials on the inteomal market, 2) the decline of another
system of patronage, viz. aid support from Cold Weals and 3) the withdrawal of large
foreign companies due to high levels of corruptaord depleted deposits of minerals, the
financial resources needed to keep the patrimasiete functioning shrank sharply. The
patrimonial regime, in order to survive, had to a® between its immediate patrimonial
demands - supplying cheap imported rice to itsntdidike the army and the police - and its
longer-term needs for survival, such as providigsjand educational opportunities for loyal
subject (Richards 1996). Obviously, Momoh, a form@mmander of the army, did not want
to upset the security forces and run the risk obap or uprising. But his choice to prioritise
his personal short-term security came at a high dd®e educational sector, the health sector
and other social services were now deprived oetim resources they needed to survive, and
the general public — young people in particulareeame restive. One end point of much
patrimonial redistribution is the payment of schomdsts and fees (Richards 1996).
Government employees were less and less able tegheypl-fees for their own children.

Among other effects of the reduction in patrimonradistribution were increasing
problems in the justice system, where the lowesgelée of administration in rural areas
became more than usually strapped for cash, reguhivillage headman and court chairmen
“paying themselves” through arbitrary and excesdines and exactions on young people
(Richards 2005b). The customary laws were docurndehte Fenton in the 1920s (revised
1948), but his volume is slender and copies alnmapbssible to find in Sierra Leone. For
instance, the university Law School library doed possess one. Appeals - impossibly
expensive for most villagers, in any case - canniale to the magistrate’s court and
eventually to the High Court. At national level,wever, appeals are heard in a special
section in which a judge is advised by special @38 deemed to be experts in custom (i.e.
by traditional elders). There is a strong feelingpag young people in the villages that elders
make up the law to suit their own purposes.

The economic crisis also tightened the budget®aHl “big men”, previously sometimes
willing to help young people with education or jobs exchange for political loyalty.
Foolishly, President Momoh openly advertised thiemixto which political or state patronage
was now unavailable to the younger generation. speech given in the eastern district of
Kailahun he stated education to be a privilege raotda right. ‘By 1987, less than thirty per
cent of children of secondary school age wereist#ichool’ (Davies, 1996:13, cited in Keen,
2003:80). Momoh'’s speech in Kailahun was used byRWF as one of its justifications to go
to war.

The making and functioning of rural societies in Serra Leone.
Settler patterns

Buah states that ‘the original people of Sierrarieepracticed patrilineal kingship, maintained
close links with the spirits of their ancestors avete guarded by the rigid rules of religious
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societies in both their public and private liveBugh 1986: 79). This system of rule, however,
should not be compared with the systems in pladkdargreat medieval Kingdoms of Mali or
Ghana, or those of medieval Europe. Holsoe (190gyests that the traditional territorial unit
in Vai territory (the area of what was to becometseeastern Sierra Leone and south-western
Liberia) was merely a group of towns linked by kiipsand historical ties and ruled by a
landowner.

The pattern seems to have been more general ttwatignuch of Sierra Leone. Many
towns were established by “war chiefs”. Howeveg pgower and control of war chiefs was
never institutionalised, because of the religioosvgr of the ancestors represented by the
Poro (the secret society for men) and becausepiés of war were divided in such a way
that it was hard to accumulate wealth (Jones 1988)v settlements were created in areas
which were previously covered by forest.

In most villages, the patrilineal descendants oé tbutative founder(s) claim

prerogatives in respect of land use, decision-ngakimd political representations. Yet
the logic of ‘clearing’ dictates that any latecomvéno contributes substantially to a
‘foundation’ thereby establishes a permanent pléaed identity) for his or her

descendants in the village (Fanthorpe, 2001:376)

This “logic” is an imaginary generalization, howevand reflects the picture of what local
elites like to bring out. That the “logic of cleag’ was not always going to be followed is
made clearer below.

Primitive accumulation and domestic slavery
It was previously mentioned that the transatlastave trade caused trade routes into the
interior to shift, both in orientation and itemaded, and that West-African coastal regions,
including Sierra Leone, became highly involvedhe trade in persons. How was this slave
trade organised, and how did it impact on dailgif

Whether the slavelealerswere whites, mulattoes (mixed race) or Africinshe slaves
themselves were acquired by the indigenous popualapredominately chiefs and local big
men, through warfare among the different tribesthough kidnapping in ambushes, known
as panyarrying. There were, however, also legalswayacquire slaves. The similarities
between the legal ways to acquire slaves, up t06,18ad the strategies of elders to
manipulate the labour of young people today, astimesed by the interviewed young ex-
combatants are striking (and arguably not coindamlebut an element in a cultural orientation
still very much alive). Theft or debt were among thffences which, if a fine was not paid,
could lead to enslavement. Adultery was another mom accusation leading to the
enslavement of the accused. According to Jones:

Adultery, whether real of fabricated, was also offrunished by enslavement. One
chief, having received credit from slave dealersguaed seven of his wives of
adultery and threatened to subject them to an bimdealving hot palm oil: knowing
that he did not want old men, they mentioned thetnikely young men they could
think of. Chiefs encouraged their wives to entanglang men, who might then have
to pay “women damage” of as many as ten slave®£1b883:48).

Accusations of adultery were not the only way tquae slaves. Sometimes the local elite
accused someone — often traders — of “not payiogegrrrespect” to a certain chief after

2 n the Sierra Leone region white and mulatto dsapéayed a dominant role. At the Grain and Ivogasts
trade was almost exclusively in African (or occasilty mulatto) hands (Jones 1983).
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which the accused was enslaved or had to pay airfitke form of one or several slaves
(Jones 1983:48). Witchcraft accusations were atsoncon, and were the privilege of the
powerful, as becomes clear from the following exEm@hose of lesser stature found it
nearly impossible to get their right through cusaoyriaw, according to a statement of aff' 18
century captain (cited in Jones 1983:48):

Many are sentenced to Slavery, accused of WitcherafKing, or great man pretends
that he is Witched — He accused a certain partgl, a@msigns them all to slavery,
though but one of the family has been accused —NéBPoor Man is suffered to
consider himself as witched, so that it is a ceatice of the great to get slaves.

It is clear that those of minor status - youths simdngers - were the most vulnerable to being
enslaved through the enforcement of customary Adtliough theAtlantic slave trade ceased
to exist - from the middle of the tj]9:entury - this was not the end of slavery. Attfpsople
were sold as “emigrants” to work on the plantatiohthe Americas now deprived of slaves.
‘When scolded [by the British] for providing emigita, the chiefs living near Galinhas
admitted that “the mode of capture and delivery .asvexactly the same as [for] slaves”’
(Jones, 1983:86). But the main provision respoasibi the continued existence of slavery
was Britain’s unwillingness to forbidlomesticslavery. Until the British finally banned
domestic slavery in Sierra Leone - as late as Jqriiial928, after pressure from the League
of Nations - “strangers” - often refugees from dimhfelsewhere in the interior - were
sometimes sent by ruling families to staff the réenfarming outposts that became the basis
for today’s smaller and isolated villages. In locaktom, the labour of strangers was at the
command of those who provided protection over theke lacked local family connections
(Richardset al. 2004a). Or as Abraham, based on Siddle (1968)ritbes it: ‘The open
villages farmed to provide food for the war-towasid in the latter half of the nineteenth
century, were manned mostly by captives.” (Abraha@75:135).

Elite control over means of production and repraie

A central role in the social system of villages walsen by the village seniors. According to
Meillassoux (1960) the power of the elders (amdmg Gouro in central Cote d’lvoire) is
based on three factors - their knowledge of sooiatesses, their control of marriageable
womer?® (i.e. power over the means m@production rather than over means of production),
and on economic principles (that is young peoplekwor the elders). The product of youth
labour is handed over to the elders for redistidmytand the authority of the elders is thus,
according to Meillassoux, functional to the reprciitbn of a stable lineage mode of
production (1960§* Assumed in Meillassoux’s functional analysis iattiiouths eventually
become elders, or as Deluz & Godelier (1967) putail that is necessary is for each
individual [among the Gouro] to grow old in orderdnter the group of elders and to gain the
benefits of age’ (1967:86). But Murphy (1980), lhsm his work in Liberia argues that:
‘This view overlooks the fact that while young méda become old men, not all old men
become elders. Even more importantly, while somengomen do actually become lineage
elders few become powerful elders in the commur{furphy, 1980:202)Rey (1979) also

% Meillassoux distinguishes goods of prestige, saghhe bride price, which function as gifts. Thaeein the
hands of the elders but do not have any excharlge vacording to him.

% This was not an uncommon perspective on Africasiesies. According to Abbink, in an excellent oview
and introduction to the book “Vanguard or Vandalsuth, Politics and Conflict in Africa” (2005): “Tehsimple
fact is that most of Africa’s young people are nader growing up in the relatively well-integratedcieties
described in rich detail by anthropologists anddnians only one or two generations ago.... Mosthafse
societies have transformed into impoverished atetnally divided wholes, with many of them caught in
violent conflict and marginalisation.’ (Abbink, 26(2)
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disagrees with Meillassoux’s functionalism, and tia¢her unproblematic account of the

relationship between elders and youth in West Afrigillage society upon which it is based.

According to Rey, Meillassoux fails to acknowledfe unequal character of the exchange
between the youths’ labour and the elders’ managewfemarriageable kin. Elders get rich

through the labour of the youth as part of thedpdce. Moreover, all kinds of services the
youth are forced to carry out for elders, such @sraunity labour, must also be considered
exploitation of young people’s labour for the benhef the elders, sustaining a kind of class
distinction.

Continuities apparent in the i&entury conditions described by e.g. Jones (1288)
Holsoe (1974) and conditions reported by young Ir@&combatants as among their
grievances today suggest that, indeed, rural Siee@ne is characterised by strong and
intensifying class cleavages between those recediiyg the British as land-owners, and thus
their allies in colonial Indirect Rule, and the rhugreater number of “strangers” displaced by
the internal wars over which colonialism imposexdRax Britannica. Rey’s characterization
seems to accord with local conditions better thia@ functionally integrated system of
relations between the generations proposed by &dsiiux.

Let us have a closer look at marriage in ruralrr8id.eone, as an example. Social
organisation in rural Sierra Leone is structureduad agnatic lineages. Marriage plays a
crucial role in maintaining the power of these #ges, since they are generally have a
strategic character. But two basically differematggies should be distinguished. A wealthy
“stranger” - coming from another chiefdom - may first “tied” to the village through
marriage with a woman from the ruling family. Thign initiate a regularly recurring
sequence of cross-cousin marriages, allying theamhekents of the chief and the descendents
of the powerful stranger. The alliance serves dipal function — of power sharing among
the two leading families (Murphy & Bledsoe 1987 pthbly, this kind of political marriage is
practised without bride-wealth transactions. Butha other cases substantial payments are
made to the family of the woman, often in kindthe form of bride service, notably labour
on the farm of the girl’s father. The bride is invalnerable position if the marriage is not
satisfactory or the husband dies, because herdsotinay not be able to return the bride
wealth they have received, and thus are likely nooarage the woman to stay with her
husband or his family (Richaras al. 2004a). For young rural women of poor backgrounds
an early marriage is the reafftyand it is more likely that her husband will beader man
with the resources to pay bride wealth and thatytheng woman will become a second or
third wife. If she marries a young but poor manwi# find himself tied through labour
service to his wife’s family for many years. Chiétsve at times accepted many girls as wives
from poorer families, seeking patronage or prefegemnd (as noted) then encouraged these
girls to find young paramours as a way of incregdime labour power at their disposal
through the levying of fines favoman damage

These days the choice of marriage partner is asangly left to the young couple, but the
young man’s family will approach the family of tlgerl and negotiate. Marriage has an
obligatory character. Any young man who remains amimd will be vulnerable to
accusations of woman damage, which was, as notedimanon accusation used during the
days of the slave trade to acquire slaves. A yaeigdemobilised RUF fighter interviewed
by James Vincent and Paul Richards in Tongo in 20@8rates the predicament:

- |l am from B.[a village] in Nongowa Chiefdom. We have problems with ougrslth
that village. They force young men to marry theiughters as soon as we harvest our
first bunch of palm fruits. If you refuse they causore problems for you than even
being in the bush as a rebel. They charge you twtdor smiling at a girl, saying they

% Richardset al. (2004c) show that the average age is as low &yEars.
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had offered you a girl and you refused...But thddprice is not reasonable. You will
be required to do all sorts of physical jobs foe thride’s family, like brushing and
making a farm for the family, offering your eneagylabour to build houses for them,
and sharing the proceeds of your own labour, hareesbusiness, three-quarters to
them, one quarter for you, or you will lose youfenand be taken to court for breach
of contract... What most of us have done is todattoe scene...herfgn Tongo] you
can get some respite and marry a woman of your ceholn B. marriage is
synonymous to slavery. Most of the young men wbldlcontribute to development
are forced to leave the village... this is one ofrdesons why B. has one of the worst
roads in Sierra Leone... because most the young roeawgy. (Richardset al.
2004a:6)

Young women have little opportunity to escape eanrriage and village life, but young
men can. They go to the urban areas, or as likelgining areas such as Tongo. As a result
they deplete the village of labour that might otfiee be used for community purposes, such
as repairing feeder roads and small bridges. Thdreh of the village elite are often excused
such demands. Or at times they are excused byntstamces — they are away being schooled
in one or other of the urban centres. This schgatmght typically be paid for by a plantation
laid through the bride service or fines for womamage of young men similar to the one just
quoted. This makes the burden of community actienehigher for those who stay behind
and thus more likely that they too will “exit” th@llage. And it also explains why the young
man just quoted considers that marriage perpetlabesir exploitation akin to slavery. The
resentments of the RUF centred on lack of educaltiopportunity are thus not just a matter
of lack of provision by the state, but also a seethresentment at a class system through
which the schooling of the children of land ownargl chiefs is paid for by the sweated
labour of young commoners expended in earningitjie to reproduce.

Neither citizens nor subjects: the political mar@imation of youth

According to Mamdani (1996) (summarised by Fantbprfa tiny minority of Europeans and
Westernized Africans enjoyed the full prerogatiwdscitizenship, while the majority of
Africans only obtained rights as subjects of tipalefined ‘native authorities’ (Fanthorpe,
2001:368). Fanthorpe then takes a closer lookiatstiatus of subjects and wonders why, if
indeed the root of the violence of the RUF hasdddoked for in the “lumpen” background
of its fighters (as [Ibrahim] Abdullah argues) thg®ung people could not ‘rediscover moral
community in long-established rural enclaves’ (Ranpe, 2001:371). His answer is that
young Sierra Leoneans are neither citizen nor stbgad that this process of political and
moral exclusion started long before the outbreakth# civil war, when the ‘extreme
localization of criteria of identity and belongin(Fanthorpe 2001:372) present in rural areas
was confronted with the native administration o€ tBritish, resulting in exclusionary
tendencies through which people were dendedfactocitizenship’.

British administration thus changed the functiofladjic of clearing” (as Fanthorpe views
it), i.e. the process of slow incorporation of neettlers through marriage and community
contribution. Reno, referring to Dorjahn & Fyfe @8, is somewhat more forthright in seeing
marginality in the pre-colonial setting, as welltesng a product of British intervention:

The discovery of alluvial diamonds occurred in éon@l context that distinguished
between recently arrived immigrants and “nativeistiiefdoms. Colonial ordinances
accentuated the precarious elements of the cusyoswrial standing of settlers,
forcing them into a more vulnerable and permanesitahger” category, which
reinforced their need to seek protection from al®@trongman. Previously, land use
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rights theoretically were subject to review eachryey local chiefs and headmen, but
strangers often married into local lineages anduged their patron’s power over
them. (Reno, 2003:48/49)

Debate will probably continue about the extent tuol pre-colonial rural social formations
were sustainably adapted to local agrarian circant&s, or represented a process of
intensifying class cleavatfe However, there is less argument that a processppbsition
between land-owning elites and commoners, ofterouwdkide origin, became entrenched
during the colonial period, and that this laid thesis for the kinds of violent oppositions
surfacing during the civil war. The process of cwéb occupation either triggered or
consolidated a two class society: the categorieBeaf people and slaves were substituted,
from 1928, by the categories of natives and stremde a situation in which strangers are, in
effect, denied citizenship in their own land itnist hard to see how large numbers of young
people felt themselves to be alienated from thendtuilding project:

According to the latest estimates, 55 percent efr§iLeone’s population is under the
age of 20. In recent times, the populations obligedttach itself to rural settlement in
order to obtain a tax receipt, a vote, and othaslpges of citizenship has often far
exceeded that which is actually resident, and ewdicadly supportable, at any given
time. The young and those of low inherited statusvitably find themselves in
attenuating orders of precedence in access to theg#eges. Sierra Leone may
therefore represent a case in which alarming nusnbepeople have become neither
‘citizen’ nor ‘subject’. (Fanthorpe 2001:385)

For some time, the prospects of becoming educdfered young Sierra Leoneans the belief
that there was an alternative route to achievetiaeni status — through the promises of
meritocracy. Being “brilliant” at school, as one EDvolunteer put it, would suffic&.
However, as a result of the economic crisis of#880s this route to global recognition and
success — a beacon for many for almost the ensteris of the country — was finally revealed
to be a false hop&.With the collapse of rural primary and secondatyaation in the wake

of the IMF “restructuring” even the lowest rungstbe ladder became inaccessible, and most
especially to the children of strangers, lackingnphtions, and only tentatively in control of
their own labour power. Perhaps the last hope wdsetome a miner, in the pay of one or
other of the stop-at-nothing lords of the diamoietti.

% The disadvantage of those interested in “lineageles” as an historical formation, rather than as an
“articulation” under colonialism and developmenttigat it is so hard to get evidence on whetherrinte
generational cycles reproduced true to type, oumcdated growing contradictions and material clegga But
work by Adam Jones (1983) shows that historiansisalate data which suggest that class antagonsens
present prior to the colonial era.

%" Formal education has long been highly valued @rriLeone. Fourah Bay College, the first univgriivel
institution in Western Africa, was founded in S#ilteone in 1827, as a centre for Bible translatiad the
training of a local clergy. In the 1870s it becaameaffiliate of Durham University in England, majirielping
prepare young Freetown citizens for entry to thefgesions. Typically the young FBC graduate in Itie
nineteenth or early twentieth centuries might asporfurther training in law or medicine in DurhaBdinburgh
or London, family finances permitting. Professiongérseas education, economic power and politifhlénce
have long been interconnected in Freetown’s Krimmmnity. Sierra Leone has a disproportionate nunatber
professionals serving in international institutipfts an African country of its size.

8 'Wright (in Skelt, 1997:22) reports that most dnén dropped out before completing primary sch@i¢éen,
2003:79).
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Survival strategies for marginalized youth

With the drying up of patrimonial funds, the chédrand youth in the rural areas were among
the first to drop out of school. At times the schdoopped out of the child — buildings
collapsed and were not repaired, or teachers ambehemselves, hustling for a living or
seeking long unpaid back wages. Out of schooletlmgtions were left: 1) remain in the
village and involve oneself in (semi-subsistencgyicalture and (for a boy) labour
indebtedness, and (for a girl) early, and ofternr+oddigatory marriage, 2) leave the village,
sometimes temporarily, to try one’s luck in theradél mining areas. where the boys laboured
and the girls would provide sexual or domestic ises/or 3) leave for Freetown, and hope to
find some kind of unskilled work in the urban infaal sector.

1) Village life and farming

Living in a village in Sierra Leone almost equadsny a farmer. Those who do other trades,
such as the local carpenter, blacksmith or teacterlikely also having farni§,especially if
the village is small. Most farming in Sierra Ledeef semi-subsistence type, combined with
some cash-crop production to raise some money fedicmes, school fees or consumer
goods.

During the 1980’s the agricultural sector was sted and remained overwhelmingly
subsistence oriented. This had more to do with ramagement (failures of top-down
agricultural research and development) and polithegglect (massive import of rice, little
attention to rural infrastructure, etc.) than itlhia do with supposed intrinsic agronomic and
environmental limitations. The Green Revolution @ypf intervention which has been so
effective in many parts of Asia, in producing maoiee per hectare, is more problematic in
Sierra Leone, and more broadly in Africa, sinceséhgype of interventions were developed
for agronomic situations where labour was relagivabundant® and land scarce. Sierra
Leone is characterised by the opposite positiorch&ids 1986). Mechanised farming is
equally limited as it is unsuitable for most langhditions in Sierra Leone, and very poor
farmers lack capital or credit to acquire machisesother ways to overcome labour shortages
were found'*

There are several points during the farming yeagmtihe farm household is unable to
cope on its own. Non-household labour is most itgmdrin the case of brushing,
ploughing and harvesting. These activities reqaitieer casual hired labour, or more
commonly, the assistance of a work group (Richat€i86:69).

There are several organisational arrangementsdicome the seasonal labour bottleneck for
peasants. Richards (1986:70) distinguished fouggyy work groups among the Mende:

Teé? is the simplest kind of labour group. It is anoimhal arrangement among
neighbours or kin to join together to work on tlaenis of members according to a
rota.

%1t is not uncommon to find pupils attending schisothe morning and working on the teacher's famihe
afternoon.

“°0n a local scale, land was not always as aburataist sometimes assumed, due to increased alierwdtiand
by the diamond mining sector, and increasing pdjmulaand soil erosion. According to Keen: ‘Land uen
disputes had become endemic in Mendeland, and usurelly arbitrated by chiefs. Younger sons typicall
received the most distant land, or sometimes noa#’ #Keen, 2003:79).

“! Hence, the preoccupation of landholding elitetigdabour through clientelism, bride-wealth tractsans or
court cases.

*2The names are in Mende.
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- Bemkx is a special purpose work group. It is a co-opegain which the members
agree to work together for a fixed number of ddsembers in need of money may
decide to sell one or more of their turns for csthe highest bidder. In addition, it is
common for members oft@mle to agree that they will work a set number of diays
general hire.

- Gboto: this is a special type diemke for youths from about 10 to 15 years old,

reflecting elders’ control over the labour of degents. Each member is nominated to
the group by the head of his household.

- Mbele is a work party organised specifically to harvese. Women work alongside
men in anbele The earnings are divided equally among the mesnber

So there are several arrangements made arouncedueat labour. Of particular interests is
the GpOrO . ‘[This group] is organised by an elder who acdtsaamanager, supervising the
work and negotiating hire contracts... work closesheaay with a session in which
punishments are handed out for lateness and lazinéhis combination of discipline and
music - the group is accompanied by a three-piessohing band - is said to ensure that a

Gboto will achieve more in one day than any similar grodespite the youthfulness of the
workers’ (Richards 1986:71,72).

Another type of group is the€Dmbi, a general purpose work group. Although much ef th

work it is doing is the same as the above grouisspiigin lies in the non-agricultural
purposesserved by working together on a farm, for instateceupport a dance society or to
fulfil bride service for members. ‘The group is &gply egalitarian, laying much stress on
‘self help’. This is clearly seen in the attemptitwolve as many members as possible in
‘official’ positions. ... Shorter working hours (fror8.00 a.m. to 4.00 p.m.) is a further
manifestation of egalitarianism, the group sayimgeffect, ‘we can be trusted to do a full

day’s work without all the hocus pocus needed m ¢hse ofGporO and mbelé (Richards,

1986:73). Disputes among members are solved by ammagreement, even if this takes
much time. Interestingly, a work group can have s@ggressive element in it, resulting from
stiff competition when the group temporarily isidied in two halves.

What preceeds the issue lodbw to organise labour, wai§ labour was available in the
village at all. Shortages of labour became worser alluvial diamond mining expanded in
1950s. Many young people migrated to the diamosttidis to try their luck, leaving small
farming communities bereft of strong young labosiréran der Laan, 1965). Ever since,
mining has posed a constant threat to rural labwaiability. Communities reacted to this by
“tying” the labour of young men through “forcinghém into early marriage or by means of
court-cases, as already discussed. But what wasdatl as a pull factor by the community,
was experienced by the youth as the opposite -asea factor pushing them out of the
villages. Whether pull or push, vulnerability tofawourable decisions (including court
decisions) of their seniors and labour exploitatiorough community labour demartdsnd
bride service, results in the impossibility of makia decent living out of farming without
reaching a more senior status in the village hetnarSo it is not the activity of farming as
such which most young people despise, although it iskbeeaking, but the attached
implications for agency.

3 Ironically, development agencies working througlorhmunity-driven processes” demand that communities
contribute labour to aid projects — with the iddainzreasing “community ownership”. Again, it istefn the
youths who have to provide this community labour.
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2) Mining

Since the discovery of diamonds in Kono in the [B820s, this sector has attracted large
numbers of youthful labourers, mainly of a ruraigor. Due to the specific nature of the
deposits (predominately alluvial), mining requiliégde investment - a spade, bucket and sieve
will suffice for the simplest kind of river terracgorkings - but much labour. During the
1950s the mining population may have been as hsgB52000 in Kono and 75,000 for the
whole country (Reno 2003), but total number of supprorkers is much larger. Many more
young people are engaged in the diamond fieldsaetimg the demand for services such as
entertainment, sex and drugs, cooked food, itemgetlly trade and repairing of equipment
(Richards 1996).

Part of the labour force is involved in mining arseasonal basis. Part-time diggers have
their farms in the villages, for wet-season subsist when mining is at low ebb. During
months of absence, farm plots are left under tihe gha wife (if married), parent or sibling.
Others, e.g. those who have dropped out of scldw, are unable to find a proper job after
completing school, or who are on the run to es@apearly marriage or unpayable fines, are
involved in mining on a more long-term basis. Withily wages presently as low as two cups
of rice, or one cup of rice and 500 Leones (abott$0.25), a day, they are locked in place
with only one way to escape - find a big diamontates have become increasingly small
since the best deposits are already over-workeekbausted. Quite often old sites already
“washed” (searched) years ago are dug up againeirnope of recovering neglected stones.
Living conditions in the larger diamond areas atgemely bad, and poor housing facilities
combine with lack of clean drinking water and oets of water-born disea§&ésmalaria or
Lassa fever. As termed by Richards (1996), thevaldiamond fields are theural slumsof
Sierra Leone.

Small-scale alluvial diamond mining in Sierra Leas either authorised (the tributor holds
a government licence) or illicit (Zack-Williams 199 Along the Liberian border, where the
war started, a significant amount of mining iscilli because it takes place in extensive
government forest reserves, for which no licence ba granted (Richards 1996). These
reserves are largely inaccessible to the (motondjoauthorities and mined by those brave
enough to take a chance, and with enough laboedd-load the gear and supplies to remote
spots. Alluvial mining can be organised in sevevalys (Fithen 1999) but commonly the
crew is a group of no more than fifteen young mdless than five is probably the most
common size). They dig for diamonds in shallow pitalluvial or colluvial deposits, on river
terraces or in dried up riverbeds. Sometimes puanpsheeded, or small dams will be built.
The work is organised by the leader of the groupswally a more experienced diamond
digger — who is responsible for providing food anddical needs for his work&rsbut who
also takes part in the backbreaking work if it is énly operation. If a diamond is found, it
will be sold to the leader, often at a local anghhy disadvantageous prié&after which the
money is shared equally among the miners. Many meiose their earnings to start small-
scale mining operations themselves, hiring diggansl, so becoming leaders themselves. But

4 During the rainy-season the abandoned pits filnith water.

> Sometimes in small-scale mining operations theensifring their own food and equipment. But they stil
select a leader among themselves. If the workemsider their leader incapable, they can vote onthérehe
should be replaced and subsequently select a real@ridrom among themselves.

6 Miners have some idea of realistic prices whemmitcernes the smaller and more common stonestii@ssl
carat). With a large diamond, miners have littlperience in judging a fair price and can easilycheated.
Value increases exponentially rather than linealbh increase in carats and quality.
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alluvial diamond mining is nothing less than adogt*’ Leaders frequently run out of money
and become ordinary diggers once again.

While the work is backbreaking, the pay poor aivih¢) conditions deplorable, many
youths at least experience some social freedomhénniining areas (see ex-combatant’s
account above). Some create their own communiteber different from the imaginary
“moral community in long-established rural encldve$ which Fanthorpe writes. Reno
(1995) observes that even before the war:

Some unemployed youths organize “alternative sesetin the wooded hills
surrounding Kono’s diamond-mining area. Named aftepular films (e.g. “Delta
Force” or “Terminator”), societies protect membaHhicit activities, raid politicians’
private plots, and occasionally sell protectiostaaller dealers. (Reno, 1995:126)

Richards (1996) similarlydescribes pre-war encounters with such an “altematociety”
formed by renegades in the Gola Forest along therlan border. Dropped out of school or
driven out of their communities by fines impossitdepay, members of these groups aspired
to create a new regime, free of elder’'s controlteléhey could mine independently of even
the ‘enterprising chiefs and headmen [who] founat tiney could extract informal “license
fees” and “fines” from young men in return for peotion for their IDM?® activities.” (Reno,
2003:49). It seems likely that prior knowledge loége kinds of off-limits social alternatives
made the RUF comprehensible, as a movement, tbyaméhs from the Liberian border zone
inducted into the movement by force.

3) Urban life

A last possibility for those who want or are fordedeave their villages is to go to the urban
centres. But Sierra Leonean towns, and the capit&reetown, lack the advantages of the
diamond fields — i.e. easy employment opportunitieésding work and housing in the towns
is much more difficult, in particular for those kaeg kin or patrons willing to assist. For a
lucky few it might be possible to become an appcenio one of the many skilled craftsmen,
although these places generally have to be purdh&sany case, the life of the apprentice is
arduous. The apprenticeship system in Sierra Lesrless about learning to become an
independent craftsman and more about providinghazour for a master. Apprenticeships
could easily take six, seven, eight years or mioréact they will lastuntil the apprentice has
been able to accumulate enough money to start tiere own business.

The unlucky ones are doomed to survive by theis @nd are known, in Krio, aegman
[dregman dempl.]. They involve themselves in all sorts of onary manual labour such as
carrying loads and cleaning markets. Many surviveugh a network of peers who help in
finding employment and acting as a substitute féanaily left behind. Others group together
in what can be considered street gangs. Leadeyathy already experienced in the dregman
life - are calledora [big brother] while the newcomers dpel ed[bald head] and “greens”.
Survival strategies include petty crime (cf. PEAQ2P

*”When the sand is removed and the diamond-richegjia\brought up, it is divided into three pilesapile is
for the miners, one for the master who providespgent and fuel for the pumps that drain the wétem the
pits, and one pile is for the landowner. The pées allocated by means of a lottery. In the Koreaahe gravel
is divided into two piles since mostly the landowaéso provide the equipment. According to Fith#899) the
two-pile system was an adaptation to the uncei¢si@f war.

“8 IDM: lllicit Diamond Mining
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Discussion

The general drift of the account above is thatpghbhtical and economic situation in Sierra
Leone deteriorated rapidly before the war. Econogrisis caused a collapse of social
services, such as education and medical care,imkisg economic opportunities, and this
collapse was experienced particular harshly by Irya@uths. The crisis in collapsed
expectations is perhaps as important for youth mg actual deterioration in material
conditions; extreme poverty is no new feature mlthes of most young people in rural Sierra
Leone. Furthermore, attention has been directe@ tallage level social system which
distinguished between natives and strangers, Wehdtter category especially vulnerable to
exploitation by rural elites/landlords. Typicallgbout one third of the total population of a
Sierra Leonean village is classed as stranger.r8erechanisms have been discussed that
enabled rural land owning “big men” to exploit thebour of vulnerable young people,
especially those from dependent lineages and impshesl “stranger” households.

It is important to realise that marriage and léawls make sense not as quasi-property law,
but as surrogates for a "hidden" law of labour nganaent. Getz (2004), as mentioned, has
shown that for colonial coastal West Africa coasta¢rchant elites and interior rulers
colluded with the British and French to slow dovine fpace of emancipation. Above it has
been argued that customary law is, in effect, dualization of various states of domestic
dependency, amounting at the most extremeetdactodomestic slavery. In the absence of
deep agrarian transformation - based on either imggtutional reform or agro-technical
transformation - the labour of most young peopieaims exploited under the lineage mode of
production.

More specifically for the Sierra Leonean case, care say that the colonial state devised a
Faustian bargain; namely the leveraging of respggowerful ruling elites for national laws
to British standards (to regulate commerce andeptdtade) in return for British tolerance of
local customs preserving the coercive labour mgels of rural elites. In understanding the
local customs the British protected it is cent@lréalise the importance of having enough
hands to work the land. Bledsoe (1980) suggestedheept of "wealth in people”. Wealth
resides not in having land as such but in havitiguers to work the land. Customs relating
to marriage are key, since food farming in Sierreoe remains based on gendered
cooperation in the near total absence of animaisawhines (cf. Richards 1986). The politics
of wealth-in-people, i.e. "ownership" of wives actdldren, is sustained by customs (foremost
marriage customs) that are legally binding, andasagl by the customary court system via
serious sanctions, including steep fines, forcedua, imprisonment in local lock ups, stocks
or beatings, etc. The social order this systemodpred was once a real order, however
unjust it may have seemed, but as the state gokewefrom Stevens onwards) the
administration of justice also weakened, as has legued above. The problem with
customary justice today is less its systematicuiest than that an incalculable arbitrariness
has taken over. Today, there are only two custortzavyofficers to supervise all customary
courts in the provinces. One such officer coverth [Bouthern and Eastern Province, and he
doubles as the government counsel, so supervisionn-existent. Nor are there any records,
and those that existed finally disappeared in tlae. Wany local courts are thus, in effect,
unauthorised, and make up the law as they go albngy are money-making ventures for
chiefs and other minor local officials whose saarare no longer paid by the state.

This collapse into arbitrariness implies that naae systems - as bedrock for rural society -
cease to "compute" in terms of inter-generatiomatiprocity”, which has indeed been the
case. This computation - remembering debts of oblggation over long periods - is central
to the West African forest zone village culture &ideast Meillassoux’s version of it). When
the Mende tailor, Kisimi Kamara, invented a writisigstem, in Pujehun District around 1920,
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one of its major local usages was to keep recofdbriole service and bride wealth
transactions. When Richards asked a young man toriPon 2003 what he thought would
keep the war from returning he answered "the retdrkikaku' - the local writing system
(Richards, pers. comm.). This collapse into arbitess happened most in the Liberian border
zone (Kailahun and Pujehun). President Stevensaivagl to send his thugs there to restore
order®® A feature of the already weakened state poweidrr&Leone in the Stevens era was
that sustained attempts at assertion were mairdysted on the diamond districts (Reno
1995), and areas elsewhere were kept quiet by loo@dsquick bursts of thuggery or
patrimonial redistribution, until IMF-induced baniatcy loomed. In effect, the story of the
post-colonial polity is one of steady decline iatstpower to regulate custom, but this did not
imply the kind of freedom anarchists desire. Custonpower simply became decentred (i.e.
localised), while remaining "the only game in townThis generality of localised
patrimonialism is the answer to why young peoplendbeasily walk away from their village
to escape kangaroo courts and labour obligatioaguRrly they try to, but only get as far as
the next village or chiefdom, where they find semikangaroo courts waiting to ensnare
them. By moving they lose what few localised rigtitiey might have been able to claim
under British-reformed indirect rule, i.e. theirquestioned lineage-based land rights. Once
they are "off base" they are then dependent onnfgnthemselves a patron (known in Mende
as hotakee lit. "stranger-father”) to gain land, marriagertpar, and access to local labour
sharing institutions® This system of strangerhood is general throughbat upper West
African forests Incomers need to "know" the mystical dangers efléimd, but even more so
they need to belong to labour-sharing groups. Glaefl lineage elders (as major landowners)
take good care to act as patrons of all such grolips only other option is to subsist as
vagrants/fugitives from justice, but even this reeg the protection of a different kind of
patron-protector such as a diamond gang masteimaal boss or a warlord.

The reality in Sierra Leone is of a set of loosatgrlocking patrimonial cones, manifesting
as factions within ministries, legal system, arnmgl goolice, altogether very different to the
model of a Weberian statéThe system is rooted in 19th century realitiesrahlam (1978)
discusses Mende government and politics under @llonle and uses the term “personal-
amorphous” pre-colonial polities to refer to thystem. These were non-territorial entities. A
chief might simply move his retinue from A to B abégin again. But the international
system of states from 1960 forced Sierra Leonestabe (externally) as if it was a Weberian
(territorial) state. It has however remained in gnagspects a "personal-amorphous polity”,
resisting bureaucratisation, i.e. the comprehenaivé generalised linkages Weber saw as
basic to state instrumental rationality (CollinsMakowsky 1993) and favouring personal
linkages between ruler and ruled. According to el (1978), patrimonialism and
personalised dependency work well on the margimg,especially when you take account of
situational factors, such as a national compradide dusily expatriating wealth from
diamonds. The political classes in Sierra Leonelamdly be accused of building locally for
the future. When the personal-amorphous politylifinbareaks down, it spews out a large
group of marginalized and excluded young peopleserare our future conscripts.

“9 Several truck loads of SSD personnel are repatéve simply disappeared in the 1977 electionaitaun,

and attempts to stamp State House control ovehBajBistrict resulted in the Ndogboyosoi conflagratin the
1980s.

Y For some detailed statistics on the percentagtsténgers” in Gola Forest villages, see Rich4i®96).

*L|n Cote d'Ivoire it is known as thatorat

%2 Customary law is an example of such a quasi-inaéget patrimonial cone: cases can be taken on hppea
from chiefdom courts to magistrates courts up &figh court, but through a separate section, iictwadvisors

to the judge are not lawyers but "specialists ist@mary law". In other words, bigger traditionadlels review

the actions of smaller such elders - thus them®isingle system comprising the law-of-the-land.
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It can be agreed that the two sets of circumstdescribed in this chapter — collapse of a
neo-patrimonial state and marginalization of thealrypoor - are among important but not
sufficient causes of war. There are ‘cases of pe#laof putatively patron-clientelistic states
that have not led to violence’ according to Mkanntaw(2002:185, cf. Bratton & van de
Walle 1998). Socio-economic crisis among rural fisuis in itself no automatic recipe for
war, since there are numerous countries on thecadricontinent where youths have
experienced equally harsh socio-economic conditiomshout armed conflict resulting.
However, it can also be argued that the two setsrofimstances described are particularly
pernicious where they interact. In that case alfighplosive mix is created, where rebellion
of an extremely destructive nature is a possiblieaue. In Sierra Leone, it resulted in a
decade long war, tens of thousands of deXtlmd the displacement (internally or to
neighbouring countries) of over half the population

%31t is extremely difficult to estimate the numbéroasualties in the Sierra Leonean conflict. Muelpehds on
the system of counting: does one only count dicasualties, in other words those who have beeedkbly the
violence or does one also count those who have akiea result of the indirect impact of the violendee to
hunger or the lack of medical care?
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Cha

pter 3

Conflict in Sierra Leone and recruits to the war

An overview””

The beginning
In March 1991 a small group of about
hundred guerrilla fighters entered east
Sierra Leone from Liberia. The majority
the group were Sierra Leoneans.

Leoneans who had received guerrilla train

T
vanguard can be divided into two; Sierf

Stories

Notes

) It is possible that the first fighter to enter
eBierra Leone was not a Sierra Leonean at all
obut an under-age Liberian commander,
hreamed Nixon Gaye, with his fellow
d.iberians, posted to Sankoh’'s forces by
irGharles Taylor, perhaps glad to be rid of the

in Libya in 1987/88 and those who werpsychotic Gaye (see Richards 2005b).
recruited in Liberia just before the incursiohe following interview fragment with a
Some had fighting experience in the wan RUF cadre hints at this alternative history:
Liberia (Abdullah 1997) and a good numbeéBefore the war some Liberian rebels were
had urban backgrounds, or had previoughading with the Sierra Leonean army,

lived in an urban centre.

Besides Sierra Leoneans, the inil
insurgents included some Liberian fighte
Special Forces who were on loan fr(
Charles Taylor’s National Patriotic Front
Liberia (NPFL) (a) and a few mercenarie
from Burkina Faso. The guerrilla forc
called themselves the Revolutionary Unil
Front of Sierra Leone. The proclaimed a
was to overthrow President, Major Gene
[retd.], Joseph Saidu Momoh of the A
People’s Congress, whose previous lea
and president, Siaka Stevens, had decl
Sierra Leone a one-party state in 1978.
The ranks of the guerrilla forces swell

because by that time Liberia was already in a
iavar. But some of the Sierra Leonean guys
rsheated the rebels, so these rebels entered
piierra Leone and the conflict started. Of
ofourse the RUF all the way planned to attack
»Sierra Leone, but according to my
efformation they wanted to wait a few months
ddnger. But this incident speeded up the
invhole thing.’
ral
Al{b) According to an informant;whenever
:deru had fired 10 bullets you had to drop the
ageah, open your zipper and pee on the gun to
cool it down before you could use it again.’
ed

rapidly due to a mixture of coerced anft) A Colonel in the Sierra Leone Army

voluntary recruitment among primary a
secondary school pupils in the Sie
Leone/Liberia border region, and schc
drop-outs working as “san-san boys”
small-scale alluvial diamond mining

eastern Sierra LeoheSome joined the RU
because they saw it as a Mende uprlSi
against the Temne-dominated APC pa
But as we have seen in chapter 1, many @
youths considered it a good opportunity
escape from the political, social a
economic marginalisation of youth at

** A chronology of the war is given in Annex I.
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ndtated that the failed attempt to take Daru and
rihe bridge over the Moa (in the course of
povhich  the notorious RUF commando
ilRambo” was killed) was a turning point in
rthe behaviour of the RUFThe RUF started
Fas a revolutionary force and was supported
ngy the civilians but later, when the advance
riwas blocked, the RUF started to accuse
ticasilians of leaking information, and then
they turned against them. The failure to
ndapture Daru resulted in a massacre.’
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CHAPTER 3 CONFLICT IN SIERRA LEONE AND RECRUITS TO THE WAR

national as well as a village level in Siefr@) A Kamajor commander, who supported
Leone (eg. Peters & Richards 1998a/the army in fighting the rebels from its early
Peters 2004). stages, reflects on this specific periothe'
The Sierra Leonean army was ill-prepared fiost three years the army was fighting for the
challenge the incursion. With a total of hoountry but by the end of ‘93 | was told that
more than 3,000 troops and out-datedere was a one month ceasefire: whenever a
weaponry (b), with most senior officersrebel passed we had to let him go. By that
residing in Freetown, the government forcésne we had just captured Pendembu,
lost ground rapidly. The RUF only met itailahun, Weidu, Koindu and other places.
first serious resistance when it tried to takehis operation was called “operation desert
the eastern town of Dafg), the home of the storm”. It was confusing: there was an attack
3" army battalion. Lacking support fronton Nomo Faama Chiefdom, the next day
Freetown and with insufficient logisticsthere was an attack close to Bunumbu. The
front-line army officers realized they wer@ext day at Wiema and after that at Tongo.
fighting the battle virtually alone, andAnd the rebels were disorganised by that
changed tactics. In response to the threat thye!

the RUF's youthful combatants, armypometimes army trucks went to the rebel
officers at the front started to recruit angkrritory. The army people said that if a
train youths as fighters and persopatilitary man comes out of the war without

bodyguards, tapping into the same pool
local patron-less war-zone youngsters as
RUF (Richards 1996). These young fighte
loyal to their recruiting commander and w
no official army number, were referred to
irregulars or “border guards”.

During the first year of the war the RU
gradually came to control much of the
Eastern part of Sierra Leone and increasir]
became a threat to the diamond mining a
in Kono.

Youth in power
A new phase in the conflict started in Ap
1992 when Captain Valentine Stras
became the new Head of State afte
successful military coup. Allegedly t
protest about poor payment and lack
logistical support to fight the rebels, a gro
of young officers from the East of ti
country came down to Freetown. Presid
Momoh fled at the first sight of protestir
soldiers, and the protesters were more or
given the president’s seat. Together W
other young soldiers — Strasser was 27 at
time of the coup — mostly from Dal
battalion, he established the Natio
Provisional Ruling Council (NPRC). Th
removed the RUF’s proclaimed reason
fighting — to overthrow the APC governme

afhy benefit, he is not a real military man. The
teny liked the power and felt that the NPRC
re/as not supporting them properly. The
tKamajors collaborated with the army with

dwroken hearts but they had no choice.

ffe) An ex-RUF commander, asked about this
fgparticular attack, denies any set uy/e had
igiudied the movement of the soldiers and
rdagew that around Christmas time, when the
attack took place, many of the higher ranking
soldiers there to protect the place and
weapons, had left for Freetown for
ritelebrations. That explains how we were able
sy take these armisAccording to Lansana

r Gberie (2000) many of the army rank and
dile, or volunteers, also abandoned their
pbsitions and went to Freetown to watch a
umajor football tournament.

ne

efif An RUF commander argues that the
\guccessful recovery of the RUF after 1993
lé=xl nothing to do with secret support from
ithe army but reflected the RUF’s change in
thetics: Our success by then can be fully
texplained by our change in tactics. We
natarted to fight a guerrilla war which was
svery successful. Another reason is that we
fivad no other option than to continue fighting.
nihat also give the people zeal to fight

b of

— but also threatened to deprive the RUR
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its main source of recruits,

recruiting in the capital and provincial tow
among unemployed youth, street child
and petty criminals. Having access to t
vast reservoir of young people, the NP
was able to expand the army from a pre-
figure of 3,000-4,000 to a 1993-94 total

around 15,000-20,000 (Fithen & Richar
2005). Many of these new recruits recei\

only limited military training and lacked th
army discipline. Some of these newfou
recruits later became known, to civilians,
sobels- soldiers by day, rebels by night.

However, the expanded army succeede
driving back the RUF which, by the time
the coup, had been able to take over mos
the country’s eastern region. The RUF g
its routes of retreat into Liberia blocked
hostile ULIMOY forces and decided
withdraw into the Gola Forest on ti
Liberian/Sierra Leonean border at the eng
1993 to regroup, abandoning the s
amount of heavy military equipment
possessed. Much speculation has gone
whether or not the NPRC allowed the nea
defeated RUF to regroup, since it declare
cease-fire by the end of 1993 on the brink

name
marginalized and excluded youths. T
NPRC'’s youthful leaders were successfl

lyg) According to an ex-RUF informant after
hee near defeat at the end of 1993, the RUF
Illgadership held a crucial meeting at Pumpudu
ng1 Kailahun to decide on its new strategy.
reépankoh and his group, after their retreat
hikrough the Gola Forest, held Nomo-Faama
RIOr a week, set an ambush for Tom Nyuma
van hot pursuit) and retreated into the Gola
dforest, where the cadres built their fibstfa
dshelter) for Sankoh, before establishing the
eftbgoda, the main RUF camp where Sankoh
gesided most of the time. His lieutenants —
n8amuel Bockarie, Issa Sesay, Mohamed
darawalie, Dennis Mingo and Morris Kallon
— were ordered to set up other forest bases,
dviz. Camp Burkina at Ngiyema in Kailahun
ofTarawalie], Peyeima Camp adjacent to
stTaingo Field [Bockarie], Camp Bokor in the
akangari Hills [Kallon], and a camp on the
bxidge of the Malal Hills in Northern Province
dMingo]. Tarawalie was ordered to leave
n€amp Burkina to found Camp Bokor and
| thlen the Malal Hills base, before becoming
\a@bmmander of the Zogoda. After the sacking
ibf the Zogoda, RUF survivors made their way
ithoough the Gola Forest to the safety of Camp
wrBurkina in northern Kailahun.

da

¢ @f) The extent to which the role of the army

victory (d). Shortly after the RUF was abldecame increasingly blurred from 1994 and

to capture suspiciously easily a lar
guantity of weapons at Nomo Faarfe, a
strong base of NPRC hard fighter Lt. Tg
Nyuma. Some argued that an end to the
would not be advantageous to the NP
regime. Peace would have denied sg
military commanders involved in looting af
illegal activities the opportunity to continu
and would definitely increase pressure
democratic elections.

From the second half of 1994, the R
started a new campaign, no longer limit
itself to the eastern part of the coun(fy.
Jungle camps were establish@] all over
the country and fighters used the narr
bush paths to launch quick hit-and-n
attacks before disappearing into the for
For example, in November 1994, Kabala
town in the far North of the country wg
attacked and two British Voluntary Servi
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oenwards, is illustrated by the following
statements:I‘joined in 1990 but left the army
rm ‘95 because it became too much mixed up.
Wéou meet your brother one day and the next
Ray he will be threatening you at a
rakeckpoint. One time | remember that about
1®00 soldiers from Tekdthe barracks near
eMakeni] went “missing". And a lot of the
féwoting was done by the civilians themselves.
When an attack took place they all ran away
UBut the first to return took the property of the
nothers and later everybody accused the
rebels.’ (ex-RSLMF soldier).

Another statement was given by a former
oadministrator of SIEROMCO  mines
UWEBIEROMCO: Sierra Leone Ore and Metal
e€tompany, a subsidiary of Alu-Suisse, mining
,muxite in the Mokaniji Hills in the South of
ashe country, and attacked in mid-January
c&995):‘The attack on SIEROMCO Mines was
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Overseas aid workers were captured.| énset up. We heard from civilians on the run

January 1995 the town of Kambia

attacked, in the far West of the countrhe

abat the RUF was about to plan an attack on
mines but the army guaranteed

(Riley & Sesay 1995). Isolated from societBIEROMCO that the rebels would not attack.
at large, the RUF was further cut off frgm few days later the army loaded their heavy

the vast reservoir of potential youth
conscripts. The RUF not only changed
military tactics but was also faced with t
need to raid villages in search of fog
medicines and, above all, new conscripts.
Meanwhile there was an increasing probl
of loyalty in the army: after the 1992 co
many of the army officers loyal to the AR
were replaced by NPRC loyalists. HoweyV,
a considerable part remained in function,
which many were sent, as a punishment
frontline positions. Increasingly the
commanders started to involve themsely
together with their own loyalists (youthf
irregulars without an army number),

clandestine operations and deals with
RUF. A possible way for a commander
operate was to pack his boys off to ar
where there were still signs of RUF activi
ostensibly to defend outlying villages but
reality to fend for themselves from the ri
local pickings of cocoa, coffee and diamor
(h) (Richards 1996).

In 1995 the NPRC started to recr
mercenaries to become more effective
combating the RUF. First a mercenary fo

uequipment on to their trucks, left the town
ind went to Bo. We were now without

hprotection and shortly after the rebels
Ddhttacked.’
e A RUF ex-combatant recalls a

uponfrontation with government-hired
@nercenaries at about that timanve were
gistening to a radio message, to announce
pfomotions. Then we were called out of the
,hhase, and then ordered back in. Two jets
seame to bombard. But we knew the air raid
asas not the thing, that ground forces would
ucome, so we were ready. They told us they
ifGurkhas] are coming. We began to fight
teeriously. It was not an ambush. (...) There
twas one white man. He had compass,
eaamera, gun. He was hit, and then killed. We
\dragged his body back to camp. We saw he
ihad a tattoo on his arm. They cut the arm off,

cto show the tattoo to identify the person, to

@sove to the government that he had been
killed. We buried Tarawal[RSLMF Major,
udide-de-camp to NPRC Chairman Valentine
Btrasser].After that attack the commanders
rakecided to move tH&alal Hills] camp. After

of ex-Ghurkhas led by an American Vietnanone week the jets came to bombard but we

veteran, later trained in counter-insurgency
the Rhodesian Army [Col. Robe
Mackenzie] was hired. During their fir
major operation they were attacked, with h
losses, including the death of Mackengje
and the survivors were withdrawn shor
afterwards and replaced by South-Afrig
private security firm Executive Outcom
(Peters & Richards 1998a). In exchange
mining concession reported to be valueg
US$ 30 million (Richards 1996) Execulti
Outcomes started to train and support
army and Kamajor units.

The Kamajors
As early as 1991/92, government forg
started to make use of local game-hunter

ad left the camp site by ther{Peters &
rRichards 1998a:206)

St

di) According to a Kamajor leader who was
present from the beginningApril the 5"
tI$991 was the beginning of the Kamajors.
ahhen they started to work as hunters,
egigilantes and volunteers for the army. Major
fbowei of the army asked the chiefdom
athorities to present some local hunters to
ydelp them in their fight. Lower Bambara
tiefdom presented 515 Kamajors, all with a
single barrel gun. Then the army took us to
Pendembu, Daru and Pujehun because Lower
Bambara itself was not under attack. | was
rébe leader of those 515 men. Later Dodo
s@isiefdom did the same. The military did not

scouts during their patrol§). But already

give us training so we used our bush tactics
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during the first year there were voices rai
that the role of these scouts should be n
formalised. Dr. Alfa Lavalie, a histor
lecturer at Fourah Bay, was in favour of s
a more formalised role and allegec
travelled to England to collect funds amqg
the Sierra Leone diaspora to realise his id
Lavalie later died at Mano junction from t
effects of a landmine, allegedly planted

sed copied the army methods. If you as a
\drenter can go to the bush and kill an animal,

ywhat is next!?

Ich
lIgk) Many of the young Kamajors were pupils

ngnd students before they joined. Considerable

easmbers had seen their education disrupted
hdue to RUF attacks on schools. The principal

gf a secondary school in Kenema refers to an

nalmost direct link between the closure of
the development of the local hunterschools and the recruitment of young
involving themselves in the war, was Samukklmajors: This school was open up to 1997.
Hinga Norman, a former army captain notdefore the school closed, those who were fed
for his role in resisting the election victory jofip with school or who were not able to pay
Siaka Stevens in 1968, and later regent chibé fees sometimes joined. But after the
of Jaiama Bongor Chiefdom, Bo Distri¢ctschool closed more joined. Most of the
Norman started to organise local hunters students joined the CDF.

his chiefdom around 1992/93. Later he w&ut it is because of the war that the youths
appointed deputy defence minister in tHeve realised the value of education, since
post-1996 democratic government (thduring the war educated people were better
president held the defence portfolio) gnaff.’

visible leader of the Kamajors and Civil

Defence Force. () An ex-Kamajor leader explains the link
During the first two years of the war théetween the (Paramount) Chief and the
local hunters clearly had a supporting role initiator: ‘Up to ‘95 the chief hunter was the
military operations. But from 1993 onwarddeader for the chiefdom. The role of the
in response to continued RUF attacks and th@&amount chief was to make sure that his
inadequate protection offered by the rapidBubjects provided food for the local hunters.
expanded but increasingly badly disciplined/ithout the paramount chief there would be
army, local communities started to organjze local hunters. And it was the army who
citizen civil-defence groups to take thwent to the paramount chief to ask for

the army to kill him. Another key figure i

protection of their villages into their ow
hands.

In late 1993/early 1994 the RUF enter
Bonthe District in the South of the count
Alleged victims of RUF violence prayed
the graveyards of ancient warriors where
esoteric knowledge was revealed to then
how to become invincible. Thes
“enlightened” people started to initiate othg
in this secret knowledge, in fact establish
a society, and started to fight against
rebels. Soon these local fighters, protec
by charms and “bullet-proof” jackets, dro
the RUF out of Bonthe district. The NPR
regime took notice of this and started
make use of these and other such fight
bringing them to other places for fightir
and getting them to initiate more voluntee

rhunters. The local hunters are loyal to the
Paramount Chief and the chiefdom. The
eddaramount Chief gives a green card to the
ryChief Hunter for his activities.’

at

tikm) ‘Most of the local hunters working for

1 thie army were not highly educated but their
s@&ompetence was important. Experience was
erghat mattered so they were mainly older
mgen. No senior post was given to someone
tihelow the age of twenty. Those young people
tdd not have a better understanding of things
vand can just act on their own. But during the
X@me of the Kamajors[after ‘95] young
tducated people were accepted, because the
egevernment now supported us and needed
1gpeople who were able to organise and divide
rthe support given to us and to make reports.

The first major initiation shift took place i

50

nNow the younger and educated people moved



CHAPTER 3 CONFLICT IN SIERRA LEONE AND RECRUITS TO THE WAR

the displaced camps around Bo, filled mainlg, mainly in the administrative positions. But
with people from Pujehun District in then the battlefront it was still experience that
south. Obviously, these were fertile grounad®unted. For higheffield] positions it was
for the recruitment of (young) peop{k) to | experience and age that counted. Age brings
fight against the rebels and claim theresponsibility.’(former Kamajor commander)
abandoned land back. Particularly for this

last reason, recruitment was strongly) Indeed, to consider the Kamajor
supported and stimulated by the chiefs, winmovement as a completely spontaneous
were also among the displaced populatioprising against the RUF without any
residing in the camps. Daily matters insidaolitical agenda, is not correct. According to

the camps were still taken care of by
chiefs and the elders, as would normally
the case in the villages.

Drawing its organizational modalities fro

the guild of specialist hunters known in t
south and east &amajoi(Mende) and in th¢

north as tamaboro (Koranko) or kapra
(Temne), these Ilocal defence
consisted of a leader or initiatorkami, and
a small group of apprentic€y. According

to Muana (1997), the Kamajor moveme
Contr

retained its guild organization.
among the Kamajors was very rigid and

various codes of conduct were often obey
even in absence of the leader. This is pa

due to the strong belief of a Kamajor tha
he would break the code, he would lose
magical  bullet-proof  protection
subsequently die in combat. So strong
this belief that other Kamajors would n
come close to the spell-breaker out of fea
also losing their protection. Some of t
“laws” stated that it was forbidden to touck
woman or something a woman Ww
touchind. Furthermore it was forbidden

steal, use abusive language, kill innoc
civilians or touch dirty items.

Other factors also contributed to t
disciplined behaviour of the Kamajors. T
rebel forces mainly consisted of young m
and women (of which many were und
age), but the Kamajor movement was m
more age balanced, including both you
and older fightergm). And although coming
from rural communities like many of th
RUF conscripts and army irregulars, most
the younger Kamajor fighters were n
alienated from their villages and differs
greatly from the RUF and NPRC recruits
that they were still largely under the cont

forg

ar

tee former CDF administrator:There is an
hmdeniable triangular relationship between
the Sierra Leone People’s Party, the Kamajor
ivil defence force and traditional authorities
hen chiefdom level and downwards. The
> Kamajors are fighting for the return of
people to their villages but indirectly they are
rdighting for the restoration of traditional
authorities. The APC had no respect for the
chiefdoms, they created new ruling houses
2nthich had never signed any treaty with the
oBritish. The chiefs were the big minds behind
tike movement, using these young people for
d@teir own ends - their re-installation. Chiefs
rdgmetimes paid the initiation fees. Others
I forrowed money from Lebanese merchants,
aying it back later by starting to dig
ddiamonds.

vas

ofo) A long serving army officer reflects on

I thfe deteriorating collaboration between the
h€DF and the armyNew CDF recruits were

1 laeneficial to the initiators as they had to
asontribute 5 gallons of palm-oil and Le
[8B0.000[30 to 15 US$Jto be initiated. These
eybuths were used by the initiators to create
their own groups of fighters. Hinga Norman
hwoo used them to pave his way to a higher
hposition. He knew that the Kamajor bullet-
groof did not work. In the beginning only few
cpeople could join the Kamajor movement. But
ug¥hen it became politicalised, when money
rgame in, their numbers grew and they were
) set up against the soldiers.’

e

@) A former RUF commander recalls the
atituation when the government breached the
cdeasefire: When Foday Sankoh was about to
igo for peace talks in Abidjan, he told us that
rdle would not return to the Zogoda. He said
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of the village or town chief who played a k
role in their recruitmenfn). Candidates wer
screened at village level by the village ch
later taken to the town chief and regi
chief. In the end they were presented to
Paramount Chief.

ethat there were some politicians who were
enot genuine about the peace-talks and would
gfy to frustrate the whole process. So he
oadvised us to leave the camp, but we could
thet believe it.

However, he proved The

to be right.

Still, the combined forces of the army anidamajors were continuing their operations

increasing numbers of Kamajors were

able to prevent the RUF from getting clg
to the capital city, Freetown, in early 199
This inability was partly due to the fact th

the cooperation between the army and
Kamajors became increasingly problem
As mentioned, the Kamajor movement
partly a reaction to incapability or someti
unwillingness of the army to prote
civiians. Now, the Kamajor moveme

nathile there was a ceasefire. Because we had
s strict order from the Pa that we were not
)@llowed to shoot at any soldier, we had to
aketreat. We could not properly defend the
thlace.’

i&. young villager (of nearby Sendumei) took
gert in this attack as a Kamajot:joined the
dsamajors in 1996 in Kenema. The day we
tvere going to attack the Zogoda, we moved
from Kenema to Blama and afterwards to

became increasingly successful in protecti@pandawo where we met our first resistance.
civilians and their villages, and increasinglylany Kamajors were moving together, also
went on the offensive. This in effect boostddom other areas. But we all moved as one
confidence among the Kamajors and thligoup. Not all men had a gun and many, like
civilians and they started to openly confrombe, just followed them to see their home area
soldiers, for instance at checkpoints wheagain. Others carried food for them. If you
soldiers demanded tokens from the pasgwwgre born in this chiefdom, you had to join
civilians. One of the biggest clashes betwedte Kamajors, by force. The Paramount
the SLA and the Kamajors took place | &hief, through taxing the people, paid for
Kenema in September 1996, at Kpetengaur initiation.

checkpoint, with tens of deatf). It was a joint attack by the Kamajors and
Not able to take the capital and claim totabldiers but the Kamajors were in the
victory, but strong enough not to be defeateaajority. When we flushed the rebels out of
by the combined power of the military forcethe Zogoda we met many bafdlats] and
and the rapidly expanding Kamajor militiammany properties. According to the chief it
peace negotiations between the RUF pamés the ICRC[Red Cross]helicopter that
government were started. A provisiondirought a looted generator to the Zogdta
ceasefire was agreed upon in January 19960se Kamajors from elsewhere took these
In February 1996 the first democratiproperties. We were afraid of those Kamajors
elections in decades were held and Captéecause they were carrying real arms. Then
Julius Maada Bio (who was installed after those Kamajors forced people to carry the
palace coup the previous month) saw himsglfods away from the Zogoda. They also

handing over power to Ahmad Tej
Kabbah of the Sierra Leone People’s Pz
(SLPP). The SLPP was from its early da
the party supported by the chiefs and m
of the Mende population of the south 3
east. So it was not an incomprehens
move on the part of the newly elect
government to sideline the army, whg
loyalty was uncertain, and to depe
increasingly on the Kamajor movement

national defence. Meanwhile th
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nattacked Camp Lion, which is close to the
afypgoda.’

AY'S

uGlp) A former RUF commanderLater they
ndetained him[Sankoh] in Nigeria. So then
bi¢her people inside the movement wanted to
ebdecome the new leaders of the RUF. People
dike Deen Jalloh, Philip Palmer, Faya Musa
nand Dr. Barrie. They all stayed in Abidjan.
fdBut they should rather have come to us so
néhat we could hold a people’s congress.
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government’s policy was to continue pea
negotiations with the RUF.

While the 1996 peace negotiatio
continued, key RUF bases were attackeg
Kamajor militias, with the support ¢
mercenaries of the South African-bag
security-cum-mining company Executi
Outcomegqp). The government argued that
was not in control of the Kamajor moveme
and thus unable to stop it breaching the c¢
fire. In November 1996 the Abidjan Ped
Accord was signed between the Sie
Leonean government and the Revolution
United Front of Sierra Leone. Officially th
war was over but mutual suspicion betwe
the former enemies resulted in neither
them disarming or demobilizing the
fighters to any significant extéht In
February 1997 Sankoh was arrested

detained in Nigeria on weapon charges. |
ideological leadership of the RUF tried
take control over the movement but W
arrested by the battle field commander :
deputy leader of the RUF, Sam Bockdre

And another coup

In May 1997 a third coup took place by
army, disgruntled at being sidelined by f{
government(r). Most of the demobilize
(child) combatants joined their form
comrades and re-enlisted. The new regi

1d&aut Maskita[Bockarie] never allowed that.
When Steven Umah, Abdul Mansarey and
nsaya James wanted to hold peace
bggotiations, we set up an ambush. They were
freluctant to cross the river from Guinea to
exur territory in Sierra Leone, but we
vapplauded and praised them so that they
teally thought we welcomed them. When they
prdame over we had our meeting but we never
r@skeased them because they were betraying
dbe movement. Maskita told the government
rthat their plans were not going through. That
aitye RUF was still loyal to the Pa.’

e

2ér) An ex-child combatant who joined under
tie NPRC and later fought with the AFRC
iexplains what, according to him and his
colleagues, were the reasons for the coup:
aNDt to criticise him but during the Kabbah
Fgevernment, nothing went to the soldiers. He
tand the people were giving the soldiers all
agpes of offending names. And he, the
atesident, was embracing these Kamajors.
He was praising them which made the
soldiers frustrated. These types of grievances
were living among the soldiers which made
hinem to overthrow the government in the end.
hehey cut down their normal pay. You had to
dwait for a month for a bag of rice and if you
epvere entitled to two bags of rice they cut
numwn the quota to one bag of rice. | think that

the Armed Forces Revolutionary Coun
(AFRC) headed by Major Johnny-Pg

cit was announced by Abacha, when he was
wgtill alive: ‘Tejan Kabbah, you are making a

Koroma, invited the RUF to join the militarymistake, you are decreasing their quota. Do
junta (s). For more than eight months thaot do that’. But his advice was not listened
AFRC and the RUF were in control pfo. There were so many people around him
Freetown and some major towns in Sigrgiving different advicé"”

Leone. Meanwhile the Kamajor movement,

now referred to as the Civil Defence Forcés) The two following accounts are from an
in an attempt by government to deflect fromx-RUF commander and an ex-child soldier
the Mende-dominated character of thaf the NPRC. They both recall the moment
militia, led the resistance against the jupt@hen the RUF and the army met and started
forces from the rural areas. However,| iheir collaboration:On that day[the day of
started to face serious problems witthe coup]there was a joined attack of the
authority and ordét. The main initiators of CDF and SLA on Giehun. Then we heard on
the movement, previously residing in thEocus on Africa of the BBC that a coup had
towns of Bo and Kenema, and supervisirigken place and that new leaders invited us to
the initiation process of new recruits, werein. At first we could not believe it, but we
forced to leave their bases. As a result, |thenitored the VHF frequency of the army, so
intake, screening and actual initiatipwe understood that it was really true. Then a
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process became increasingly ad hoc, V
most of its former checks and balang
dislocated(t). Some of the minor Kamajo

vithdio message from the military headquarters
c@s Freetown came saying that Johnny Paul
'dKoroma] wanted to talk to us. So we

fighters themselves started to recruit nesstablished direct radio contact between

fighters and initiated them, quite often as
money making practice, since the n
recruits had to pay the initiator, usually
sum equivalent to US$ 16-20 (IRIN 199
The Kamajors also had lost their major,

sometimes problematic, ally, the army.

they were forced quickly to compensate
this with new, hastily recruited, manpower
In February 1998 the West-Africs
peacekeeping force ECOMO(, together
with Kamajor fighters and a few hundr
loyal government soldiers, launched
successful attack aimed at driving the ju
out of the capital.

The 1996 elected Kabbah governm
resumed power in Freetown in March 19
Although some 5,000 AFRC troops h
surrendered, many AFRC soldiers, and n
RUF units, did not, and retreated to ar
where the civil-defence movement was at
weakest. Contrary to claims by the ney
installed government that the rebels w
now on their last legs, the RUF started
regroup and expand. Major towns were ta
over by the RUF and, by the end of 19
AFRC and rebel fighters had infiltrated t
capital. On January 6, 1999 a damag
battle for Freetown started. More than t
weeks of street fighting resulted in 5,0(
6,000 people being killed, countless oth
being mutilated by cutlass blows a
hundreds of houses being destroyed.

AFRC and the RUF were pushed back i
the hinterland and many civilians we
forced to join them, retreating to carry loa
and/or joining as new recruits. Again

became clear that a military victory was I

possible for either side.

Towards final peace

New peace negotiations started in May 14
in the Togolese capital Lomé. After tv

months of talks a peace accord was si
offering the rebels a blanket amnesty,

s Johnny Paul and Sam Bockarie. J.P. stated
ethat he would stop the attack and that we just
had to monitor this frequency. Later he let us
Dlisten to a radio cassette with the voice of
bibday Sankoh saying that we must join with
Jbe military and that we had to accept JP as
faur leader. So later we decided to meet each
other at Pendembu, but we were all afraid of
ireach other.(ex-RUF commander).

An ex-soldier tells the story from the army
edide ;. ‘After they had overthrown the
@overnment, they called upon the rebels to
ntame. All of us were living together in the
barracks. We called upon them and they
epame out from the busk...) Ah, they were
D8uffering. When they came from the bush
atheir physical appearance was really rough,
dst me tell you that. It was only after they
paame out of the bush that they started to
ithange. They were just like bush-animals,
viwhen they came from the bush, they were like
eamimals. (...) Their condition was really
thanged. Even the dresdekthes]they were
kbiaving were not in a normal condition.’

D8,

né) Not only the authority of the Kamajor
ilgaders  deteriorated, but also their
moommitment and loyalty. The following
Gtatement by the Speaker (the chief's second
ens command) in the village of Makali shows
ndot only how the RUF ranks swelled rapidly
Ttwvards 1999 but also puts the supposed
ntoyalty of the CDF fighters in perspective:
reéhe RUF just put an ultimatum: if the
d&amajors would not surrender they would
iburn down the whole town. So the Paramount
n@hief asked the Kamajors to surrender. The
Kamajor leader even became the second-in-
command here in Makali under RUF
control.’

D99

@u) A high ranking ex-RUF commander tells
nalolout the split between Sankoh and Bockarie:
h&he movement started to split after the Lomé

RUF leader Foday Sankoh a status equalpeace-accord. Morris Kallon and Gibril
that of vice-president, and the deployment Massaquoi informed the Pa that Maskita,

54



CHAPTER 3 CONFLICT IN SIERRA LEONE AND RECRUITS TO THE WAR

a UN peacekeeping force to Sierra Leo
Disarmament and demobilization,
outlined in the peace accord, started to
shape, but painfully slowly. The RUF
second-in-command, Sam ‘Maskit
Bockarie, unwilling to disarm(u), fled to
Liberia with a group of die-hard fighte(s).
After a dispute between UN militar
observers and RUF commanders over
return of disarmed combatants to the R
the RUF seized about 500 U
peacekeepefs Protests by demonstratio
cum-mob of civiian men and women
front of Sankoh'’s residence in May 2000 |
to gunshots, deaths in the crowd, and
subsequent flight of the former rebel lead
before his capture a few days later. W
Sankoh in custody and tensions rising,
UN expanded its peacekeeping force fr
9,250 to 13,000 and later to about 17,5
thus becoming the largé4tiN mission in the
world. RUF commander Issa Sesay tc
over command. Meanwhile spec
commando forces from the British arn
showed their readiness to fight in a hostg
freeing' operation in September 20
against a splinter group of the former AFF
called the West Side Boys. To prevent
prospect of annihilation, the RUF had f¢
options other than to continue t
disarmament process.

After the signing of another ceasefire (i
Abuja accords) on 16lovember 2000, th
Disarmament, Demobilization ar
Reintegration (DDR) process finally
commenced in May 2001. But it was only
the end of 2001 that disarmament starte
RUF strongholds such as Kailahun, Kqg
and Kenema Districts. President Kabk
declared the war at an end in January 2(
This was followed shortly afterwards |
general elections which this time brough
clear victory for the SLPP. The reintegrati
process of ex-combatants into civilian |

neho had a Kissi/Mende background wanted
a® take over the movement. They said that
aBam Bockarie wanted the power. So that is
'she reason why they started to attack Maskita.
a(...) When Foday Sankoh was in Freetown he
gave all military power to his second man
Sam Bockarie, saying that he himself was
ynow a politician and not a fighter anymore.
tBg that time | was in K., as a Brigade
JEommander. Then Foday Sankoh gave out the
Nmessage that we had to disarm but | felt that
nwas an order only to be given by Bockarie
ilbecause it concerned military matters and
eflankoh clearly stated that Bockarie was in
tbkarge of military matters. Maskita was
ageluctant to disarm wondering what would
itrecome of us after the war, having fought for
tineore than ten years.’

om

0®) A communications officer of the RUF
who was handling radio communications
dletween Sankoh and Bockarie recalls their
atonversations:l‘was operating the radio that
ngday [the day Sankoh was releasedihen
geankoh came over the radio we connected the
DPadio to a speaker, so that everybody could
RBear him. Everybody was happy: “the war
tlon don, the pappy don canfjthe war is
2wver, the father (Foday Sankoh) has came]
hBut later there were serious arguments
between Sam Bockarie and Foday Sankoh.
heankoh said: “I am free” but Bockarie said:
£“You are in the hands of the enemy”. Sankoh
caid that he could not come down to
Kailahun because if he did that the people
atould say that he would be planning another
o virar X

no

ah
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y
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continued (having just started over the

northern formerly rebel-controlled parts
the country). The reintegration process,
commissioned by the National Commiss
on DDR, finished by the end of Decemtk

of
as

on

er

2003.
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' The name “vanguard” has since then been used aRfgcombatants to refer to a person who was artiuang
initial insurgents.

" ‘In areas where chiefs became more dependent otiofficial” clandestine economy [often upstream
kimberlite concessions] before the war, youth, ety IDM gangs, were more likely to collaboratélwRUF

in the 1990s, and outside armed youth gangs (sacarmy units) also mined with more impunity. Local
authorities further down river [with tighter conltraver IDM gangs] were more successful in channglijouth
violence into home guard units to defend commusiiieno, 2003:52). Many illicit miners in upstredtono
were perhaps even more eager to join the RUF sinaaid 1990, the army launched Operation Clean §we
and the Operation Clear All, forcing as many a®80,miners out of the area’ (Reno, 2003:57).

"In the east and south of the country, people wedered by the RUF to cut palm leaves, the symbohe
Mende-dominated Sierra Leone People’s Party, tomdée their villages and towns.

Y The United Liberian Movement for Democracy (ULIM®3as established in Sierra Leone by political rekg
who had fled Charles Taylor's NPFL. It started $sist the Sierra Leonean government forces fightiegRUF
(the ally of the NPFL) and later entered Liberidigint Taylor’s forces directly.

v According to an ex-Kamajor fighter it sometimeskadim months without seeing a woman. This law also
resulted in nice photo opportunities for the intgional press because the Kamajors developed thi¢ dia
sitting - in full tradition costume - on the rodftaxi’s to prevent contact with female passengers.

"' Several RUF units continued to attack civilians@arching for food. ‘For their part, RUF fightérad been
attacked by Kamajors, even after the Abidjan agesrghiKeen, 2003:85).

Y Later on, some of the laws were relaxed, becautimiied the effectiveness of some of the operwtjo
according to a CDF administrator: ‘Out of fear byeaking the laws, Kamajors on patrol meeting aandbned
village with food, did not touch it, rather prefiag to be hungry than lose their protection. Beedosd was so
scarce during the time the Kamajors were driverkliato the bush, 1997/98 it was decided that Kansajeere
allowed to take abandoned food, but were not altbteesteal it or carry it away to sell it later.’

Y ECOMOG: Economic Community of West African Stafdsnitoring Group. ECOMOG, dominated by
Nigerian contingents, already had troops in Siéaane before the war started. President Momoh efARC
had offered ECOMOG Sierra Leone’s Internationalpait to base Alpha-jets bombarding Charles Taylor's
NPFL in Liberia. One reason for Taylor to suppti RUF was “to let them taste the bitterness of’ \aad
punish Momoh for supporting ECOMOG.

" These were held hostage close to Makali, Tonkaiirict and Kuiva, Kailahun district.

* The UN mission was not only large but also expensiosts have been estimated at US$ 3-4 billionth§A
2003).

X' The hostages were intelligence officers of theigriand Sierra Leonean army.

¥ This actually took place in February 1994. It isgible that they were absorbed by the RUF or their own
RUF-style camp in the Kangari Hills in order to eatheir “share” of the rich pickings of the war ¢Rards
1996).

xiii An ICRC helicopter airlifted Foday Sankoh frothe village of Menima close to the Zogoda to attéme
Abidjan peace-talks.

¥ The IMF pressured for a reduction in security siieq once the Abidjan peace was signed (Novemb®r 30
1996).
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Chapter 4

The world of the RUF

About the interview material

Former fighters of the Revolutionary United Frorthe main protagonists of the war in Sierra
Leone — have hardly been heard to date. Duringwhe (1991-2002) interviews were
conducted with demobilised combatants of otheridast (cf. Peters & Richards 1998a,
1998b) but it proved nearly impossible to talk wRiUF fighters. Only a few managed to
escape. One or two were then accessed (see onéngerstiew in Peters & Richards 1998a).
But most prisoners were killed by the army or the-government Civil Defence Forc®s.
When the war was declared over in January 2002sadoeall parts of the country and to all
groups opened up. It was then possible to make@opive selection of various categories of
ex-RUF combatants - low and high ranks, voluntesrd conscripts, combatants with the
RUF from the beginning and those who came in onltha end, etc. Hereafter, interview
material conducted among former RUF combatantsesemted® The purpose is twofold: to
contribute to a general understanding of how thd-Rjderrilla was organised, operated and
developed. A second objective is to find ways tplax these data.

Most data presented in this chapter were collechaihg fieldwork undertaken in two
periods - November/December 2001 (see also Pe®®4) 2and November 2002 to October
2003. Interviews were conducted in districts wittheavy RUF presence during the war,
namely Kenema, Kailahun, Bombali and Tonkolili digs. Specific locations will not be
revealed, but these included (remote) villages,llsamal larger towns and mining areas. Nor
will identities be revealed, for obvious reasonsuidertook to guarantee anonymity).
However, to help the reader distinguish differemices | have labelled the different
informants by letter, e.g. Commander A, Child Cotah& B, etc. The sample presented in
this chapter comprises six RUF commanders, fouk-aa-file RUF fighters (including two
females), three RUF child combatants, two RUF defikcluding one female), two RUF
signals officers, one RUF dispenser, one RUF eduwelt officer (a female), one RUF

% paul Richards and colleagues were able briefljnterview a number of RUF prisoners held in Bo and
Kenema in 1996, as part of a World Bank-funded ystpeparing for demobilization to follow the Abidja
peace, but the report (Richards al. 1997) was buried, probably because it contradiestimates of RUF
strength offered by Executive Outcomes as patt@if justification for seeking to attack the RUFdenguise of
peace negotiations. Richards was told categoridajlygovernment ministers that “there would be nagee
process with the RUF”, since security advice “frarternational sources” indicated the military salat (cf.
Hooper 2002) was the only safe way to end the Raul Richards, personal com.).

*¢ Mkandawire (2002:186) argues against any explandiased on testimonies by individuals engagedan w
as used by Keen (1998) and Richards (1995, 1998pdderts ‘Often conclusion is reached withoutattgmpt

at process tracing to determine if the participantthe rebellion made choices in the manner degitty the
model. In absence of such evidence, anecdotestgiigbd facts are often marshalled to clinch thguanent.
Methodologically, this is not satisfactory. Firfby every anecdote pointing in one direction, arotban be
found pointing in the opposite direction. Which edetes one deems credible will ultimately dependoe’s
predisposition. Second, one needs to know in advdhe independent evidence of the preferences ef th
individuals in question. (...) A retrospective accbof what drove them to commit the crimes is likébybe
self-serving.” Below | will describe some waysn@et or overcome these objections. Incidentallyaidlawire
offers his own rather strong model of rebel wacamtemporary Africa without (apparently) applying bwn
methodological strictures to the data set he engploy
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military police, one RUF abductee/civilian and #hnr&FRC/RUF child combatarts RUF
material is contextualised by accounts from ex-catafts of opposing factions and from
civilians who lived under RUF control during therwa
Informants were located by various means. Agenfaetitating the reintegration process
of ex-combatants were sometimes willing to bring m& contact with former RUF
combatants who participated in their programmebe3twere introduced to me by ex-RUF
combatants with whom | had already built up rappiégioreover, after some months | started
to notice the little signs indicating that someaonight have had a RUF past, for instance in
terms of the language he or she u¥ethis enabled me to identify some informants inljgub
places, among the taxi-motorbike riders or in painebars, for instance.
| tried in several ways to get frank responsemtoquestions. The most important ways
were:
- to build up good rapport, often over a lengthy peri
- minimising the investigation of more sensitive tgisuch as asking about killings or
rape cases the informant was involved in, to rediioentives to fabrication
- using internal triangulation, by interviewing exncbatants of different ranks (high
and low) or incorporated through different recrgtmhstrategies (voluntary or forced)
- judging the frankness of an informant by his/heiléingness to accept objective facts
about the war, (e.g. if someone denied that the Rt carried out atrocities, for
example, | would take this as a warning to treatitfiormation with scepticism)
- not interviewing informants with realistic reasdiesfear prosecution by the Special
Court
- offering the assurance of complete anonymity
- to cover given topics in multiple ways, includirgpeat interviewing, and visiting sites
of operations with informants (e.g. the site of themer Zogoda, to verify or revisit
accounts already provided concerning camps anddbstruction).

The interview material is ordered by themes andthemes. | use three main thematic
headings: 1) strategies of bonding, 2) the worldhef RUF bush camps and 3) the political
agenda of the RUF. Interpretation of the matesidft mainly to the next chapter.

During my fieldwork the Truth and Reconciliation @mission and the Special Court were
active in Sierra Leone. This definitely affected,a negative manner, the willingness of ex-
combatants, and in particular RUF ex-combatantsaltoabout the war and their role in it.
Clearly, for most, the preferred strategy was tepka low profile, despite the fact that the
overwhelming majority ought to have nothing to fé@m these institutions - the TRC was
voluntary rather than a judicial process, and thect&l Court was mandated only to try the
25 or so people with greatest responsibility fa war. Once they knew me well enough, and
that | was aware of their past, most of former RtdEres actually proved eager to tell their
side of the story about the RUF and the war.

" A distinction is made between different ranks/dsitamong the RUF. The persons interviewed in each
category have been given a letter to distinguisimtifrom each other. Since these interviews aregbart’bank”
(see annex II) containing interviews with aboutffdner RUF combatants, not all “letters” come fordvaere.

*8 Those RUF fighters who had received ideologicaintng still used words as “the masses”, “liberatior
when referring to the RUF; “the movement”.
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Strategies of bonding

Conscription

Recruitment of new manpower is essential to anyrrdlze force at war. In general the
literature makes a distinction betwedorced recruitmentand voluntarily recruitment
Sometimescoerced recruitmenis added to the list, to take account of more lsulorms of
forced recruitment: peer or family pressure. Buatecomes clear from statements below is
that what the outsider or abductee considers foreediitment is not necessarily considered
to be so by the abductdt.Perhaps even more remarkably, the RUF somehow gedna
successfully to convey to some forced conscri@sttieir capture was an act of rescue:

- In many cases the civilians wanted to come withves. know, if we occupy a village
or town, some people manage to flee, others stapmtheAfter we leave that town, the
civilians who stayed behind at the first stage weant to come with us, because they
are afraid that if the other civilians return withe soldiers or the Kamajors, they will
be accused dibeing] rebel collaborators, so they might be kil&dBut yes, forced
recruitment took place. | myself was forcibly ratzd in '93. Or let me say, | was
captured by them and then, looking upon my sitnatiod the past situation, | judged
it better to join. You know, if it is a revolutigou have to force the people. You know
what they are saying; you even have to force petopi® to heave(RUF commander
F).

- Some of the civilians who stayed in the RUF cangesddd to join the movement as
combatants. Some prisoners of war also decidedoito after we explained our
ideology. Then, if we attacked a village or towme,agsembled some civilians who had
to carry the captured items to the base. Theseamaat release afterwards because
of security reasons. So they join us to go to teekand receive training there. (...) It
was not by force. We captured the civilians anah tla¢er we started to sensitise them
and after that they joined us. But if you do nonht® join us you will stay with the
RUF as a civilian. What helped us was that the peoere afraid to go back to the
SLA-controlled aredRUF commander C).

The above statements bring forward two interesisgyes. Firstly, the RUF used, and
probably also manipulated, the fear of the popoilationcerning likely retaliation by soldiers
and Kamajors to recruit manpower. Secondly, ingyes of the loyal RUF cadres, it was not
a crime to abduct people, nor was it surprisinth®oRUF that the abductees experienced it as
forcible recruitment; they were not yet sensitismull their eyes were not yet opened.
Considerable numbers of captured soldiers were helthe various RUF bases. Foday
Sankoh, himself a former soldier, gave the ordertadcill them because he was convinced
that one day these soldiers would understand ¢meness of the cause the RUF was fighting
for and would join the movement (Peters & Richad®98a: 206).

Loyalty through punishment and rewards
The majority of RUF conscripts, however, were réedi and stayed with the movement
against their will — or so the accounts seem tdynpo one immediately has to question the

¥ |In Sierra Leone, with its histories of enslaveméee Jones 1983), colonial forced labour and eatbr
membership of secret societies, abduction may ditbendifferent from other forms of conscriptioRichards
2002a).

60 Outram (1997:361), writing on Liberia, refers toegort by the Catholic Church of Maryland Courit994,
when noting that: ‘A report of an NPFL attack oeéHo, Maryland County, in October 1994, held byltRE€
[Liberia Peace Council, an armed faction], statest after taking the town the NPFL murdered cindia
targeting church and medical personnel and anypsrsuspected of aiding or supporting the LPCnafterely
on the grounds that they had remained in the tohitevit was under LPC control.’
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social coherence of such a group, and its effecéige in carrying out cooperative activities,
such as fighting.

Every rebel movement with high numbers of abducteest find ways to increase group
coherence and prevent desertion. It will have yddrmaintain the loyalty of loyal conscripts,
turn potentially unwilling or disloyal conscriptsto loyal fighters, and, at minimum, make sure
that those who remain disloyal follow orders andhdo run away’ There are several ways to
achieve this. One is to steer behaviour throughbtioes of punishment and reward. Punishment,
often of a retributive nature, whenever a law igsken or not followed, is a common way to
compel obedience. Accounts of ex-fighters, as aelkivilian abductees, show that the RUF
made use of violent punishmefifsAnd it is clear that it was not only the civilianader RUF
control who were subject to these punishments. Righters were also punished - or
“disciplined”, as some refer to it. This disciplimdten took the form of being judged by
commanders or peers via a “people’s colitt™:

- They[the RUF]make a difference between the punishments of laking and high
ranking fighters. If you do something wrong, thditistiy Police will investigate the
matter and if guilty they will refer you to the coander. Then he will put you to
‘people’s court’. You will get a defender appointédyou are guilty, in the morning
you will be brought in front of the mass paradd.tAé¢ fighters then decide upon your
punishment: to be 500 times flogged, to be senthiae months of labour on the
swamp, to spend some time in the training-basedamlagain about the ideology, etc.
The difference between the low ranking and the hégiking [cadres]is that the low
ranking will not be sent back to his former basé twa different area. The high
ranking [cadre],however, will get a more severe punishment, bechesdould know
better. He is then demoted from colonel to sergdaninstancd RUF commander E).
[interview conducted at the former Zogoda junglmpa

- If you were found guilty of stealing you were kill&lo rebel was above the law. (...)
In fact, they had stronger laws than the governnf@RRC child combatant A).

Even Foday Sankoh, the RUF’s leader, was not cdeiplabove the law:

- | remember one time during the morning parade thditen the PgSankoh]asked if
anybody had something to say, a small boy stepp®&difd and asked permission to
speak. So the Pa gave the permission. The smalbboysed the Pa of forgetting
about the Small Boys Unit because whenever the i@sdprepared, the Small Boys
Unit was the last to get. And were they not alse tio the revolution and fighting for
it, the boy said. So the Pa admitted that he wasngyrand from that time the Small
Boys Unit was treated equally. (...) Another exampés when the commanders
complained to the Pa that he was always dealing aity problem personally. Why
should he not let a problem be handled by the camderain whose group the problem
occurred in the first place? They were the commenadevertheless. So from that
time, whenever there was a problem you shouldrgbth your commander and let

®> The RUF acknowledged this problem: ‘We have letratvalue of treating captives and prisoners afwith
utmost civility. Our ranks keep swelling daily. Vlave no need to conscript by force. Forced cononis an
inferior method which tends to pose security riskhie long run. Those forcibly conscripted, whesytmanage
to escape, lead enemy troops back to locationsatefamiliar with. Experience and honesty haventme best
teacher.” (RUF 1995:4). Again, the bias of the abdiuin perceiving what is voluntary and what isckd
recruitment becomes clear.

%2 See also Aukje ter Horst (2005)

%3 A “People’s Court” or “People’s Tribunal” reflecBreen Book influences. These terms were also popul
among the Mass Awareness and Participation stushenviement during the 1980s. According to Abdullah
(1997:55): ‘A ‘people’s tribunal’ adjudicated betsre students; it served as a check on anti-soctad\beur. It
was a popular union government based on an imagipaople’s power’.’
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him try to solve ifRUF commander E). [interview conducted at the fermdogoda
jungle camp]

- Foday Sankoh was never punished but he was advWsadexample, during the
struggle he liked to have different women, stativag it was wartime and not normal
time. But he was counselled by his commandersondbtlike that and so he left it
(RUF signals officer B).

There is, however, a paradox concerning the useunofshment. Authority (to use power)
starts to erode when it is used excessively. Ma@eahe more punishment is used the less
likely it becomes that subjects will become or dtajal, and they have all the more reason to
look for an opportunity to escape. Few groups caimnéld together by threat and fear alone.
The RUF did not see any significant breakawaysl timéi very end of the war, so we should
suspect that more than discipline and punishmddtihtogether. This introduces the topic of
reward structures within the RUF.

Rewarding behaviour in line with the ideology atemands of the RUF would have been
as effective in assuring the obedience of the éightas punishment. Two straightforward
ways to reward someone is with power or goods. MRbDY¥ conscripts, whether forcibly or
voluntarily conscripted, belonged to the most maatized groups in society — viz. rural
youths with limited perspectives, not seldom driven of their village by the autocratic rule
of elders. The RUF offered them a gun, and throtngt, the power to command people,
including the local elders who had sometimes hat@tl them in the first place. Another
attractive incentive was the supposed opportunitytake whatever they wanted when
fighting. But similar to excessive use of punishisemxcessive use of rewards is also not
without danger. Its effectiveness as a means tp@mple to do what is ordered will erode the
more it is used.

A closer consideration of these two positive innass is required. Indeed, when carrying a
weapon a fighter had power over non-armed peopleatcording to informants, this power
was regulated and limited by rules and regulaticasd by orders from seniors. Ex-
combatants stated that - even at the warfrontvag unlikely that a fighter could do, or take,
whatever he or she wanted, unless a specific gaealvas given:

- Raping was not allowed. Some who did were fijes@cuted] If they catch you in the
battlefront raping, they will bring you to courtnédther rule was that loot should be
handed over to the commandésStealing was also not allowg¢RBUF fighter B).

- It was not allowed, for instance, to have more tR@OO00Leones [at the time about
$20] in your pocket. Every time a commander will meet with more money, it will
be a problem for you. They made this law becausg kinow that as soon you have
money you will get different ideas and differem¢mions(RUF Clerk A).

The system of punishments and rewards may havedsed loyalty among already loyal
fighters and made the disloyal fighters and cimiainder control think twice. However, other
aspects also contributed to the loyalty of thetBgh

Loyalty through isolation
Away from their families, the company of comradessrms became to some extent a family
substitute for the young and sometimes ultra-ydigigers. In particular during the bush-camp

® Humphreys & Weinstein state that, having intengevever 1,000 ex-combatants from all factions agions
of Sierra Leone; ‘Overall, 50% of respondents $hat valuable goods were sent out of the unit gt ky the
commander. RUF combatants reported in larger nusnfmer 70%) that valuable goods were shared \mith t
commander, kept by the commander, or sent outeofittit.” (2004:27). This is very different from tpeture of
wild, anarchic criminal behaviour painted (or asedjrby many commentators.
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period (1994-1997) of the RUF, the movement waa targe extent isolated from the world
beyond the camps. And this outside world repregedéath and suffering, mainly inflicted by
RUF cadres themselves, in what was to become -dufféling prophecy. For long, desertion
was not even an option for many of those willingeszape from the RUF; if one was ready to
give up one’s “new family” and dared to cross namdand to go to a place that in the minds of
the abductees did not function anymore, one wasylilo be killed by enemy soldiers as a rebel
infiltrator. According to combatants from all sickee ruthless treatment of rebel suspects by the
army during the first years of the war helped th#Ro prevent desertion among their ranks:

- It was in 1993 that the rebels captured my brothédren the soldiers came to our
village. They accused my father that he had giverstn to the rebels. To punish him
for that they killed him. That was the reason fa to join the rebels. At that time, if
you only were giving water to the rebels, the sliwould kill yo&® (RUF Female
fighter E).

- There was no cooperation between the SLA and thE &tdil the junta period
[1997T°. Everybody coming from RUF territory was a suspé€ailonel in the Sierra
Leonean Army).

- The counter-insurgency of the Sierra Leone army quaie ruthless, straight from the
beginning,[and thismade those RUF fighters and civilians forcibly sonipted and
who were looking out for an opportunity to escapehesitate about their escape
plans. If summary execution was waiting after acessful desertion attempt, it was
probably a better deal to stay in the movement adapt to it as well as possible
(CDF administrator).

To make it even harder for those who wanted topestiae letters “RUFWere brandet on

the skin of anybody who tried to escape once, ailkd. And the merciless attitude of the
soldiers was not the only threat for those who éschped successfully. Even upon reaching
the home area escapees were far from safe:

- The reason for theifthe RUF conscriptsloyalty was that when you are away from
your brothers or family during the war for a lonigne, they will consider you as their
enemy, especially if the people hear that you af#k No sooner you come to your
hometown they will kill you. So that was why warfrihe RUF stayed together to
continue fighting till we were getting pea@UF commander B).

- [After having escaped from the RUF, an arniglitenant stopped a vehicle and sent me
down to Port Loko. There | sent a message to myenoPeople came from..] to
collect me. But one military man stopped me, seiibme naked and said | was a rebel
spy, threatening to kill me. Once you have becorttush creature” people run away
from you(RUF abductee A) (Peters & Richards 1998a:207).

The attitudes of communities played a considerable in the creation of a large pool of
socio-economically excluded and marginalized youtti®do were easily recruited by the
fighting forces in general, and by the RUF in pautar. But these attitudes also sustained a
high mental barrier in the minds of those willirgescape, and a real barrier for those who
eventually succeeded in escaping and returnecetodbmmunities of birth. If the attitudes of

% Extrajudicial killing by soldiers of rebel suspgavas reported as common in the early stages ofvtire
(Amnesty International, 1992; 1995).

® This contradicts widely-believed stories abouteestve cooperation between RUF and army units én th
earlier stages of the war. It is relevant to nbsg both parties claim that there was no coopara@m the other
hand, it still seems likely that particular miljarommanders with an APC background, sent to thetlfne as a
kind of punishment by the NPRC, had a vested istdarelink up with RUF commanders, who were ablégbt
their enemy (the NPRC) from the inside (see alserk2003).

®7 Skin scarification is a common practice in thergesocieties. It is also a reminder of practicedar slavery.
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the army and the communities towards rebel or susgdeebel deserters had been less hostile
and deadly, beyond doubt many more RUF fightersldvbave deserted.

Loyalty to the leader
Was Foday Sankoh a dangerously mad person oramahtnd skilful rebel leader? Many of
the early and youthful recruits — in particularonsidered him a father; his popular name was
“pappy” or “the pa”. Sankoh remained the undisputeater, even during long periods of
absence when he was imprisoned in Nigeria and datén Freetowri® But while he was with
the RUF in the bush, it is also true that many RidRscripts never set eyes on him. Most
times during 1994-95 he was residing at the RUlEdbheadquarters, the “Zogoda”, from
where, every morning he announced instructions @muinotions to the other camps by
captured SSB radio-sets:
- Every morning all the camps were contacted by #ukgor from the main base. The Pa
greeted everybody and asked if there were anyutegjies. Then he gave new orders
(RUF commander E).
- At 7 am we opened the transmission and we closd® gm. We sent information
around about the situation in the country. We ugelCodan SSB type of radio set.
Every base had such a radio and there were alwagsoperators and their securities.
Also if a group went on a patrol they took a sethwihem. So there was
communication going on in the frontline. You hadsend information about the
success or failure of every operatiofi..) We had about 50 to 100 different
frequencies. The code words were changed everyhmdhe new code words were
written on a paper which had to be collected bydbperator or his securities by foot
at the assembly place.(..lfy your own sets breaks down, you had to walk ® th
nearest set to announce it on the radio. You sayybur call sign has broken down.
As long as it was not in the air yet all the messabad to be carried by pap®r.
(RUF signals officer A)
- Foday Sankoh was a good leader. If you are abtotdrol 10,000 men you are good.
He ate together with his boys and respected alscsthaller boys. He encouraged the
youth. He did not say: “I was born before you”, 6¥ou do not know how to
approach me”, if he did not want to hear the tr@®JF commander G).

The loyalty of the RUF conscripts towards Fodaykeairhas been underestimated by outside

observers. Many conscripts were recruited whilk sinors and it is part of Sierra Leonean

culture that children and youth pay respect to @sniAlthough many conscripts had bad

experiences with elders, Foday Sankoh was, acaptdithe statements of these conscripts, a

highly charismatic person willing to listen to evitie smallest RUF fighter:

- It [the reason to stay with the RUF for more than years] was because of the

ideology Foday Sankoh gave to us. That was whaemamkt of us to stay to the end.
The way he talks to groups, to children, old pe@wid women. He was like a father.
He talked with everybody. Civilians from farawaylcbrecord their complaints on a
tape and these tapes were brought to the Zogodaewie listened to it, so he knew
what was happenind...) Whenever Foday Sankoh visited people, he sent hisay

® mprisonment was less undermining of Sankoh’séesitip as those who locked him up probably had thope
In prison, without communication, Sankoh could take any wrong or tactically disastrous decisiomhslevat

the same he was probably perceived by his followengerforming a great sacrifice.

% According to Hooper, Executive Outcomes’ radio rapars were not impressed by the RUF security
measures. An EO intelligence officer states thaik8ha would: ‘cackle for hours on the air. Theirldish word
codes were easily unravelled, and they helped usdigtaining a punctual radio schedule, cominghenair at
0700, 1300 and 1600. Despite numerous hidingstiegutom their poor comsec [communications seglirit
they never learned and persisted in their dailgiees of verbal diarrhoea.’ (Hooper, 2002:234)
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bodyguards and put himself at the same level a<ithians, so that they were not
afraid. (...) One day Foday Sankoh came and asked us about ehtment and

training. He was the one who gave us the zeal gbt fby explaining about the
corruption in the country. So we all saw that itsa@rrect(RUF signals officer B).

Loyalty through socialisation

Whether someone joined the RUF voluntarily or vawction, once part of the movement
there was no way out of it. Desertion was a darigegroup coherence as well as life-
threatening to the ones staying behind. The ontpopeft was to adapt to the situation:

- Well, we[the interviewee and her female friendgre both conscripted in 1991 by
force. You know, if you escaped and met the saldiley would kill you. So you join
just to be with the movement. But the movementbolag because we survivédUF
female fighter D).

Two possibilities were open, and to some exterit tefthe person to choose; one could
remain a RUF civilian or become a RUF fighter:

- Those who were forcibly conscripted were well gedrdbut after some time they
changed and were willing to stay with the RUF beeaaf the food and loot that was
available in the camps. To become a loyal fighbtaytwill encourage you by giving
you a high position and they will convince youhs good cause they are fighting for
(RUF clerk A).

- We have different ways to test if yj@s an abducteedre genuingand allowed to
become a fighter] And besides, the RUF was not only about fight¥¥e had
carpenters, teachers, nurses and doctors, etc. &denyou are not fit for the fighting
but there are other things to RUF commander F).

The proclaimed principles of the RUF, and its noeniatic and a-gerontocratic system, stood
in contrast with life outside the camps, and wearveat all unattractive to these marginalized
youths. The movement made attempts to win overabuctees who were considered
valuable to the movement:

- To liberate a person is one thing, but to liber&is mind is more difficult. In our
revolution we liberated the person first. Then weught the person to our controlled
area where we were safe. Then the PRO, that iPtifséic Relations Officer, starts to
talk with the person and tries to win his mifRlUF commander E).

So it seems clear that it was, in the end, a mixisofation, explanation or perhaps
indoctrination, reward and punishment which indud®dF conscripts to adapt to the
situation.

To what extent RUF combatants were fully socidlisg the movement, and to what extent
this is still apparent, even after demobilisatibacomes apparent in the following statement
of an ex-SLA soldier:

- The RUF ex-combatants are still moving around ghttigroups. Your commander is
the best person to keep a secret after all. Undstmthe civilian mask there is still the
‘Wolf’ [slang for the rebelsThey left the job but not the structure. With iKeamnajors
it is different; they are the civilians. Ex-SLA d&iefs think back about the army
whenever they meet a fellow soldier. Then thetieissfriendship. But at the same time
they have contact with the civilians. But the reln say: ‘do not bother about him,
he is just a civilian.” They still look down on iians.
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The world of the RUF bush camps

The bush camps

As a result of near defeat at the end of 1993,Rbé# retreated into the Gola forest and
changed its military tactics from a conventionapeyof warfare (based on controlling
territory) into a forest guerrilla insurgency, bdsen ambush tactics, and pin-prick raids
intended to sow confusion and undermine morale:

- After the period in the Gola forest the RUF startedmove out of this forest and
established other bases. But this time it decidedontinue making the bases in the
bush, rather than in the village. The bush was éilsafe haven to the RURUF clerk
A).

The movement started to build a string of foresebeamps (see chapter 3) in difficult and
inaccessible terrain. What did these camps loa?liKhe RUF clerk above elaborates on his
first visit to the “Zogoda”, the main camp of th&Rin the Kambui South Forest Reserve:

- Yes, | went there in 1995. The place is big butwiiunot see it from the air, thinking
that it is just bush, seeing only trees and rodikse houses in the camps have plastic
or zinc roofs but these are covered with grasstsd you cannot see it from air.
Before you reach the camp you have to cross seveeight checkpoints. The
checkpoints are manned with both big men and somliliren. The security is very
tight. The guards will interrogate you and if yoasaver wrongly they will kill straight
away. They have radio sets, so they check witlsdhemanders in the camp and with
the commanders outside if you were indeed ordesezbine to the camp. It is not a
camp where people go in and out all the time; daly people will enter the camp.
(...) The people in the camp are heavily armed, heitatmosphere was relaxed. But
as for the rest it is just like a village, some jplecare cooking, others are dancing or
just talking. Well, it is not completely like alage, because all the looted goods are
in the camp. And it was cleaner than in a village. we had generators running all
the time and we could watch television. There waedical facilities. We had
captured a good doctor from the Rutile area. Thesze also medicines. These were
brought by civilian traders, although they couldt remter the camp, so they had to
leave items behind at the checkpoint. There wast @fl trading going on with the
civilians. All the food and medical care was fréeclbarge. There was a church and a
mosque in the Zogoda and everybody either had totogmne or the other,
compulsorily. There was also a school in the cawp. had some teachers teaching
there, but not all of the children went to schddhink about 30% of the children who
were in the camp went there. It was mainly thedcan of the commanders and such.
(...) They were teaching the same things that theg lgarning in ordinary schools,
but they also learned about the RUF ideology arel idasons why the RUF was
fighting (RUF clerk A).

Several interesting issues are raised. The extyetghlt security measures to prevent both the
infiltration of enemies and the desertion of itsnofighters are noteworthy. Trading went on
between civilian territory and the RUF camps, lvatérs were not allowed to go inside the
camp. Another interesting issue brought up is the fnedical care. A dispenser captured in
1991 tells his story, and more about the medicstiesy of the RUF:

- | was captured in Kailahun. During the wartime, time beginning, | was the only
senior medical person in the movement, from 1991). There was no way to cross
over to the government side, even if you wantadbteo. The government would Kill
you. (...)[But] They[the RUF]explained the cause they were fighting for and $ wa
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convinced. The RUF never paid me for my work. Bey provided free drugs to me so
that | could treat the people free of charge. Aheytgave me food to live from. (...)
whenever we ran out of drugs | told them, so thaytcould look out for new drugs
(RUF dispenser A).

Many interviewees refer to the existence of schaolhe RUF camps and indicate that the
RUF tried to run schools in the areas under thmitrol™®:

- There was no difference in the curriculum. But ednools were often located in the
bush, we called it “jo-bush” to protect them frometbomber jefNigerian Air Force
Alpha Jets] (...) We got ifthe school materialifom everywhere. | remember one time
the RUF bought a lot of materials in Nigeria. ThEElRgovernment did not pay the
teachers, but they gave them food and salt. | nsagle that in the aregKailahun
district] where | was responsible for education, it was cdsgry. We also introduced
adult educatiolRUF educational officer A).

- There was a hospital, a church, a mosque and adchbere were teachers, doctors
and Imams. They were all thegfRUF fighter B).

- There was an adult literacy school and primary a®tondary schools. All free of
charge. And there was a hospital and a church, Jln@gle United Christian Church”
and a mosquéRUF commander F). [interview conducted at the farziogoda jungle
camp]

- | have been to five different camps. One of thewh &aschool. The rebels were
convincing civilian teachers to teach in the camp.the school materials were free
(RUF child combatant D).

Not all camps had schools; it seems likely thabsthwere found only in the main camps
and areas under the control of the RUF for a lamg.t And even where there were schools,
not all children or adults attended. But where ¢hgere schools, the pupils were not required
to pay school fees, nor did they have to pay fer-thkely limited - school materiafd. These
are points of some significance, as evidence conugthe way the RUF saw itself contesting
the breakdown of wider society — a society in whikbk poor were increasingly excluded
from education.

Let us move deeper inside the RUF camps. Whatifeéidniside the camps look like for the
conscripts?

- We woke up around six in the morning and by 6.&0ydody should be ready for the
morning parade. During the parade, the fFapday Sankohjvould address us if there
were any problems in general. After that he woudttwaks the individual problems. At
7.30 you could go for washing up till 8.00. Themvéas time to do the duty to which
you were appointed.The water for drinking and washing, we gdtpm the little
stream that was running here. Before anybody whsvald to touch the water in the
morning we all had to kneel down alongside theastréo gather the fallen leaves and
sticks out of the water, so that the water wouldpoee. (...) It was centralised

" “The way to end exploitation and oppression, econaanid social injustice, ignorance, backwardness and
superstition is to make education available to-dhoth the young and old, male and female, and tiso
disabled. We need to create a new educationalreytstat is more purposeful, dynamic and relevaniciviwill

take into consideration the demands of the preseientific and technological world and value ofeash,
critical thinking and creativity.(RUF 1995:12).

I Humphreys & Weinstein (2004:26) state that: ‘Fany RUF members, the prospects of future educdtiona
opportunities — in some cases scholarships abreeele- prominent enticements. Indeed, even thouglsuthvey

did not list education as one of the possible rasps to this question, 10% of respondents — inotudi’% of
RUF respondents — indicated that promises of educatas a prominent incentive.’
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cooking. There was one meal every RYF commander F). [interview conducted at
the former Zogoda jungle camp]

- Normally, the people woke up around six o’clocksFihey all went for prayers. After
that they gathered at the parade ground. There xegotsed, the ideology of the RUF
was explained and we were given advice. We wedethait we had to keep a close
watch on the civilians in the camp. That we shaulake a report of any strange
person moving around. And that whenever problenssiroed we should report it to
the commander. After that we were assigned tordiifeasks. Some had to prepare
food and others had to take a patrol around. Betr¢hwas a lot of time to listen to the
radio, like the BBC World Service, or read a magaziSome watched a video - these
Nigerian films. (...) The commanders would discugsviten there was a negative
report about the RUF on the raderjd most times said that it was not correct oryonl
half of the truth(RUF clerk A).

Most camps were located in inaccessible terraif, aveay from motorable roads. Because of
the danger of attacks by Nigerian jet bombers atel the hired Bulgarian Mi-24 helicopter
gunship of Executive Outcomes, the camps were ddcdeep inside areas of tropical rain
forest or thick (closed canopy) bush. The villagéssest to the camps were emptied, but
civilians remained in the next outermost circlevifages, and here some RUF cadres were
stationed:

- Every time a town was captured we gathered the Ipempd made them select two
persons among themselves who were then appointe@ddasnistrators [town
commanders]for that specific town. That was the G5 office (MWhenever we
captured a place most of the civilians were driwevay because the more civilians
were in the occupied area the more there was damfeznemy infiltration(RUF
commander C).

- We had contact with the civilians in the surrourgdinllages, where also some of our
fighters were based. If there was any suspiciougement the civilians had to come to
report to us. In case of a problem - if we had tovenour camp - the civilians
sometimes asked us if they could join us. Becdwesewere afraid of the CDF and
SLA if they were caught residing in a former reteetitory. (...) In every village there
was a G5 commander who had to inform the headgusaméenever a civilian had
run away. But the civilians in the surrounding agkes did not know the exact location
of the[forest] base. If a civilian who stayed in the base wouwld away - which we
could find out during the morning roll-call - evérydy had to leave the camp so that
we could lay an ambush for the soldiers. The sddeould find the base deserted,
but on the way back we would attack thgF commander EJinterview conducted
in a village on the track to the former Zogoda jencamp]

- We had created a border around our camps whereetegre no civilians. But the
Kamajors by-passed this dead-zone and they evgrasged our bases to go to the
“p.c. grounds” [the peaceful grounds]Then they attacked the civilians who were
staying with the RUF. They burned the houses dowhamputated civilians. After
that the Kamajors told their government that thesd hkilled rebeld? (RUF
commander G)

2 Later this commander argued as folloasiputations were carried out by cutlassess and#raajors are the
ones who carry cutlasses (= machetes), not weRIHE. RUF amputations are an undeniable fact. However,
this is not to say that other factions did not atafgi The AFRC amputated on a large scale duriicaitd 99.
Civilians living in rebel territory were consideredbel supporters by the Kamajors and were subségue
targeted. Nor do we really know who first startbd practice (indeed it may have precedents in purésts
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Meritocratic principles

We have already seen above (see section on “loyaftyugh punishment and rewards”)
examples of the rules that were supposed to guitfe ¢@mbatants. Some RUF combatants have
already hinted why rules were not always followlegt. us now have a closer look at these rules,
and what opportunities existed to evade them.

According to ex-fighters the RUF had stringent damnd rules on drug use, looting and
raping. There was a Code of Conduct which had tdebent by heart’ and there was a
people’s court to try violators. Moreover, any property obtained in the war froat lio be
handed over to the RUF “government”, and fighteesaevnot allowed to possess money
above Le 20,000 (approximately $US10-20, dependdmg date). The simplicity and
transparency of these rules is in stark contragteasometimes diffuse and complex rules and
regulations in the villages. Village authoritiesreveonsidered to be highly manipulative in
their implementation of local (and largely undocumeel) customary laws, and this was how
they disadvantaged young people (see also chapt@h@ straightforwardness of life inside
the RUF — and clear rules about what was allowet vainat was not — must have seemed
quite attractive to some rural young people alieddtom rural institutions.

Another fundamental difference between the woflthe RUF and the wider society was
that the latter was rife with patrimonial partigléand nepotism. Many conscripts — as rural
youngsters from the commoner class - found therasedt the end of the patrimonial chain.
In the RUF promotion took place on merit; performaat the warfront determined seniority
in the movement. However, although in principleaadr system, it resulted in a movement
preoccupied with the military success, at the egpeat regard for civic merits:

- Promotion was given according to your performancéhie front; if you captured a lot
you were promote(RUF signal unit B).

- Well, it is not so much through your educationadlifications whether you become a
commander or not. It depends on the way you fi§btne people are hard hearted,
they do not fear any attack or even to kill someddeme people know how to
organise a situation in the frontline. Some othepple know how to arrange things
and talk to people. Those were the different wayget promotion. | was very strong
in the frontline and | do not fear anybody, so thats how | gained the commander
titte (RUF commander A).

So it was possible for under-age fighters to heldtrvely high positions in the movement:

- The RUF promotes by ability, so some have realiyeph. (...) Small boys can be
promoted above you. Some were my juniors at scWoaimall boy can order you
"fuck you, go get water for me”. He is your superi®RUF fighter A) (Peters &
Richards, 1998a:205).

- | demobilised together with my commander. He waga commander. But he could
punish me if | had no permission to go out. Nownl leving with my commander and
his mother,[but] they are no family of mine. The mother of the conden is
responsible for him. She is also in Kenema. My canaer is 18 years of agRkUF
child combatant E, age 16 years).

against run-away slaves in the™&entury). Richards (2005b:399) was told by one Ri#ffnan leader that she
joined the movement when the army amputated hdrdmasas a rebel suspect in 1991.

" RUF commander E summed up the codes as folloyw&hou shall not take the liberty of women. Which
means that you are not allowed to have forced saapme a woman. Il) Thou shall not loot. Ill) Thehall not
take a needle or thread of the masses. V) Pagverything you damage. V) Thou shall not destropsr The
rest | forgot..... oh wait. VI) Anything you borroawymust return it..’

™ In the frontline the commander was allowed to suamiyexecute someone who did not follow a command.
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The strict laws in the camps — some interviewegt® shat even the smoking of cigarettes was
not allowed at some stage, perhaps for securigorea— seemed just too much for those who
did not join the movement out of complete conviatia its proclaimed agenda. Whenever
Foday Sankoh was not aroufidgnd more particularly when they were at the watfraway
from the base, fighters frequently involved themsslin things that were forbidden in the
bush camps. According to a female clerk of the muoa:

- Well, for the boys that can go at the front linffethiey kill innocent people, when the
commander come ifsic] he has to bring in his report, so if you are catjgind you
killed a civilian, or burned them up in a houseuywill be killed. But some of those
boys, when they have done these acts, they wijamback in the combat camp. They
will prefer to stay at the front line just fightin®f course, they know that when they
will be judged, and be killed...so they will netian back to the rear. They are always
at the front fighting[Female clerk A) (radio interview by Porteous, 1988nscribed
in Richard§2005a]).

- Some who did bad continued to stay in the frontidermally, after 72 hours the
people who are laying in an ambush are replacedhieynext shift. But some did not
want to go back to the base so they said: “lef mi & go te iya”[leave me alone,
friend, I will remain here]So they never came back. Only if you were abtapbdure
a large amount of weapons or goods the commandetle base will forgive you.
They will not punish you but will still talk to y¢e warn you] RUF signal officer B).

And so the operational system of the RUF resulteddme of its most ruthless fighters
remaining for longer periods at the frontline urswsed. This could certainly account for
the major differences between RUF accounts of tbgement, and insistence by non-RUF
commentators that the reality was anarchic violeraen leaving aside vested political
interests on the government side in denying theem@nt coherence. But informants were
insistent that these “wicked fighters” at the florg never completely broke away from the
movement to create their own splinter factions. Heglcome they were back in base camp
might depend on who controlled the camp in quest®ome of the forward and more
vulnerable camps (e.g. Malal Hills, Kangari HillsdaCamp For-for [4-4?]) may have had
more use for “wicked fighters” in times of greaffidulty (e.g. when under threat from
Executive Outcomes or Kamajors). This might accdanthe perception among civilians in
the major centres of population that the RUF wasavement totally out of control. But
fighters insist that control among the platoonsngobn a mission was strong and that
potential breakaways had nowhere to go:

- Whenever a platoon is going on patrol or a misside a food-searching mission,
they get strict orders what they can do and whal/tare not allowed to do. Every
small group has one, two or sometimes even thredigrence Officers among them.
But the others in the group do not know who isleEven the 10 himself might not
know about another IO in the group. It is the tdek IOs] to make a report of
everything that happens during the mission. So Borae they excuse themselves,
saying that they are going to make toilet in thetjuand then they quickly write down
a report. If the platoon commander does not foltbe orders, these 10s will report
him to the main commander. Then he will get a gunent. All platoons, however,
always return to the base, even if they did somgtiurong. Up to ‘98 | never heard
of small groups of RUF fighters just roaming aroufdhere was a strict control on

> Abdullah also recognises the importance of thedeataying with his fighters by starting his deion the
origins of the RUF (Abdullah 1997) with a quoterfrduseveni: ‘With my presence in the camp, however,
were able to suppress most of their [the rank defrfegative tendencies and attitudes.’
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this. But from '97 when we joined the AFRC all gsnbecame freefi.e. less
controlled](RUF commander E).

Age

A system of promotion based on success in the linenfavoured young combatants. No
longer was it necessary to be educated, to havediiecontacts, or to be of a respectable age
to rise on the social ladder. This was an attracteature to young people in Sierra Leone.
Any analysis of the RUF must take into account élement of age. Although difficult to
ascertain ages with any accuracy, it seems reaotabuggest that at least two-thirds of the
RUF cadres was below the age of 25. Unpublished filotage - shot by International Alert
negotiator, Addai-Seboh - of the crowd addresseBdnlay Sankoh in 1995 at the moment of
release of the international hostages suggestsatmaajority of the combatants in training
were below 18° Many explain the atrocities committed by the RUF aaproduct of its
youthful composition:

- The atrocities of the RUF took place because tlaglythese very young commanders.
Like this guy “Peleto”, he was a minister among tR&F, but he was neither
responsible nor mature. If there was any maturityhe RUF, the war would not have
taken so long or would have created so much deastrucYou are not a mature
person if someone tells you the truth and know the truth but still you do another
thing (CDF commander).

Also some former RUF cadres follow this line:
- You know, Iss§Sesay]was immature. (...) If you are mature you have aagenvay
of solving problems in a responsible way and youeha certain way of talking to
people. And the man was not educgiRdF commander E).

It might be suspected that - rather than betrayireg post-war ambience, in which (with
strong British and UN support for the Kabbah goweent) patrimonial business-as-normal
had already resumed, with emphasis on age and tamhelalevel as key determinants of
social rank (cf. Richards 1996) — this last comnrefiects a feeling present among several
ex-commanders that Issa “sold out” the movementwieecame to command the RUF.

Children and youth made good and loyal combatamts]east because they were able to
adapt more easily to the world of the RUF - thehbcemps. The ultra-young abductees were
incompletely socialised by the surrounding socistythe RUF could work on them more as a
blank slate. The older, but still youthful constsipfound it sometimes harder to adapt to the
bush life of the RUF. But many were already familidth living in environments, such as
rural mining or lumber camps, where traditionalhauities were distant, and youthful peers
their main reference. According to informants, loyavas also forthcoming because the RUF
had an agenda that was relevant to young peoptyding most notably its attempts to
provide free education and jobs. And because thE Rak a (military) meritocracy it offered
young and marginalized people perhaps their onlgnch to become “someone in life”.
Traditional gerontocratic and patriarchal principleere despised:

® Humphreys & Weinstein (2004:20) state that: ‘42#RtF combatants described themselves as students —
this fits with the younger age profile of RUF fighs.’

" So the previous statement of the commander whoalvdscted, but then judged the RUF agenda reld¢want
his own situation, is probably not a unique casemphreys & Weinstein (2004:25) find that: ‘87% ot/R
combatants reported being abducted into the factiod only 9% suggest that they joined because they
supported the group’s political goals.” But even ‘@wmbatants from the RUF saw themselves fighting
corruption, expressing dissatisfaction with the ggovnent, and seeking an end to autocratic rule. Gg¥fers,

on the other hand, reported fighting to defend rtteimmunities and to bring peace to Sierra Leone.’
(Humphreys & Weinstein 2004:26).
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- The specific plan of the RUF was to kill the olshg@®tion and bring up a whole new
generation of young people under the doctrine efRiUF. Everybody above a certain
age, from 40 and above, seemed suspect, and weregatine prime targets of RUF
actions. The old generation was held responsihi¢hfe bad situation of Sierra Leone
before the war. The old generation was politicaltyrupt or so the RUF believed.
Presently, the youths are taken more seriouslyaedthe older generation, have to
share the power with them. If not, another groupetfels will stand ugCivilian in
Tongo).

- During the war the young people did not have argpeet for the elders. The moment
they hold a gun they do not have respect anymasefdtunately this has changed
again. This change was because of the effort by[Klabbah] government and us
(Village elders in Mandu Chiefdom).

Terror
Terror committed by armed factions is seldom justence for the sake of it. Revolutionary
terror has many functions (Thornton 1964). War terdor are also matters of performance
where people make power by using violence and rtexsoexpressive resources (Richards
1996:xxii, 2005b, 2006a). Performance is a costetffe way for a guerrilla movement to
compensate the lack of weapons and manpower.rilived examples were, for instance, the
attacks on important towns such as Bo and KenemerevRUF fighters carried painted
wooden guns. CDF fighters tell the difference bemvdRUF and AFRC fighters by the
number of bullets they fire during an attack: readsg soldiers shoot one at a time, but RUF
fighters shoot heavily, not because they have sayrballets, but to frighten the enemy and
give them the impression that there are many rab&lag part in the attack. That this fierce
reputation could also work to the RUF’s disadvaategexplained by the following comment
of a town chief:
- The problem with the RUF was that they felt thaytishould be fierce, otherwise
people would not join them. That is why they fedtytwere legitimised to use force.
But people will join you when they are convincedulthe right cause of your fight;
look at the Kamajors, for example.

Possibly the image of the RUF fighters as seveung disers might have also been exploited
purposely by the RUF as a terror tactic. In Siéeane those who use drugs are regarded as
troublemakers and people try to avoid them. Itleaicthat whether or not RUF combatants
were under the influence of drugs during an attéod,civilian population was highly afraid
of these “drug-users”. An ordinary villager, whodhaved in RUF territory for several years,
is sceptical about the question it was the drugsrttade the rebels behave so badly:

- Just because they had these guns they became wicked not because of the drugs.

Acts of purported cannibalism were highly effectinefrightening local populations and the
enemy. Whether such acts are in fact real is a mgsue (cf. Richards 2000). Dressing up
in women’s cloths, wearing wigs or bras, or not svea any cloths at all (cf. a group of
Liberian fighters known as the “butt naked briggdecause of their preferred [lack of] any
battle dress whatsoever) are all examples of woondéear inducing performance. To what
extent this expresses a genuine belief in myspoabers, as Ellis (1999) argues, must be
debated elsewhere (cf. Hoffman 2005, Richards 20Q0arly, many Kamajor fighters
seemed to be completely convinced by the magicalep® obtained through initiation. But
the following three statements by ex-RUF cadregessigtheir movement was made of more
sceptical metal:
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- You know, the RUF already used magic in 1991. Bem twe decided to abandon it
the same year. You know why? Because we had top caanalties in the frontline.
So we called upon these “kamo’s”, who so-callediated us, to get this bulletproof,
to put their best protection on themselves. Atat tve shofat] them. All but two of
them died. So we abandoned it. We are mathemasicva® need to have proRUF
commander C).

- It was by the end of '93 that jEoday Sankohktarted to teach us more about the
guerrilla tactics. The hit and run operations. Haught us how you could scare the
enemy, even if you did not have a weapon. He alsbtlsat we should dress up in a
fearful way so to intimidate the enemy. You know,were not fighting with any
special powers or magic. We were realistic. We deamed how to spit fire with
kerosene, to scare and intimidate people when & dak(RUF signals officer B).

- We also had our native protectifto boost our morale when going into battlgiven
by a particular person; the herbalist. (...) But e ttime Sankoh was in Zogdtln
'95 he condemned the thing. He condemned all stipens At that time everything
changedRUF commander E).

So it may be that the RUF was a “realistic” foregecting magic as a way to build confidence
among its fighters and to boost the group. Magitatection was obtained though rites, and
according to Durkheim (Collins & Malowsky 1993) ast strengthen groups. But rites to
obtain magical power are not the only rites posstbl boost confidence and strengthen the
group. Durkheim proposes, viz. “effervescence”ataount for group-induced passions. He
defines this as “the stimulating and invigoratirifeet on society” apparent in an “assembly
that becomes worked up”, in which “we become capablfeelings and conduct of which we
are incapable when left to our individual resoutd@urkheim 1995 [1912], p. 211-212),
adding that “effervescence” is as liable to gereefatoody terror” as “selfless heroism” (p.
218).” Durkheim’s point is that collective effervemce entrains emotions and focuses on
common ends. This seems to be within the capadtallohumans, and precedes the
meanings, that is collective representations, teerlaustains. In the specific case of what
Durkheim terms the piacular rite (cf. Richards 28)06i.e. rites that punish a group to placate
the spirit of a departed person — Durkheim suggtss the content of belief is purely
epiphenomenal. Effervescence and emotional focusery be generated through acting
together, and acting repeatedly. The magic is agfie merely an add-on that helps explain
the effect. Not all rites need magic or God. Somes it is enough to behave in a deliberate,
coordinated, repetitive manner. The following agdoaf a RUF commander describes the
“effervescence” generated in an RUF ritual to pregdar battle, where repetitive, dance-like
action, assisted by alcohol, takes the group oustelf and on to a different plane:

- We start with dressing upvhen preparing for the battleyVe put out our trousers in
our boots, put on a red T-shirt and put red piesksloth around the head. Some of us
use charcoal to blacken their face. The whole nlggfore the attack we are singing
and dancing and drinking. We use our own voice,amamplifier set. (...)We sing
songs]Like G.l. Morale[interviewee sings the song|Ve also sing the RUF anthem.
That one is the last one that we sing before wéogbe battlefront. The dancing we
do is like parading, but not like the official pal@ We dance outside. (.[As far as
the drinking] The Pega-pacR is on the table. While you are dancing you cam fiaise
it. There is also poyo and omole. That one, theplgetm the movemerjthe RUF]
make it themselves with water, sugar and yeastimi¥et and then let it stand for 21

8 According to this former commander “Zogoda” meéinsKrio) “zo go dai” i.e. any Zo (traditional hesa)
will die.
" pega-pack is the (brand) name for small quanii@i@sc or 30cc) of liquor, contained in a plasiégb
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days. We boil it in a big drum that is connectecdtother drum through a pipe. (...)
Some people can smoke marihuana. But you have itosdoretly because if they see
you they will arrest you. Alcohol is not a problémwever, also not if you are about
to go to the battlefront. So you move in the nighe. At that time the morale is very
high. The commander comes to you to make promfgemotion, if the mission is

successful. He can promise to give some goodsshr(BaJF commander E).

- ...after the prayers, they have to pick in thesgshioom the strike force to go at the
front there, after the prayer, but when they gallsethey are out of control, now, you
see...because when they go they see these wirsemahhuana...so they got out of
control, and even at times they won’t obey theimowmnders.(Female clerk A)
(Interview by Porteous, ¢.1998, transcription ichRird§2005a]).

A rather strange turn of phrase by a civilian wiked under RUF control for most of the war,
seems to confirm the above description:
The rebels just lived like human beings but whexy there going to fight they dressed
like animals. Then they wore special cloths andeshio be able to walk in the bush.
They used the gunpowder as morale booesallowing it], but not much of any
other drug. Only marihuana was available most tiraed the gunpowddrbefore the
battle]}

The RUF ideology and political agenda

“Drastic fundamental change”

Did the RUF have any political intentions - an ibgy and agenda - or was it a lumpen
organization with only criminal motivation? This @gtion has caused heated debate (see
below). The dominant view is that the RUF wasditthore than a criminal conspiracy. But as
already noted, politicians in Sierra Leone, andesalin the international community, have
striven to deny the movement voice or credibility; fairly clear political reasons of their
own. Academic researchers have paid attentiongavér, but have been slow to enquire into
the movement itself. Thus there is some intrinsterest in listening to accounts from within
the movement about what its cadres believed they \ighting for. However much these
accounts need, eventually, to be placed in a futl@ical context it makes little sense to cavil
at the few accounts that have attempted to maksesainthe movement through contact with
its cadres without attempting to come up with rettata. This is a basic objection to
Mkandawire’s (2002) attempted critique of Keen @Pand Richards (1995, 1998); if he has
better information he should present it.

Many RUF ex-combatants, and in particular ones \Jdioed the movement early, as
vanguards or junior commanders between 1991 an8, tadieved, and still belie¥&in what
they deem to be the ideals and principles of th& RU reporting these notions it should not
be presumed | consider them well-founded. The afdyn to be made here is that these
beliefs are sincerely, and not cynically, held. iWesumption is to be made that | consider the
movement justified in the actions it took. Howevan, attempt will be made to show that the

8 During the 2002 general elections the RUFP recejust under 2% of the votes. A small number in one
respect, but it still represents tens of thousawfdgotes. If indeed the elections were fair, arimational
observers stated, many of these votes must havedast by true believers in the RUFP, most likbky junior
commanders. During many hours of interviewing aagisdspent together with ex-RUF commanders (who had
no political reason to defend the RUF since they were not hgldiny political or public position) their
continued belief in the RUF and its genuine int@mi impressed me. An illustrative example of thaswhat
during the middle of 2003 an ex-commander woreRtig-P T-shirt while we visited a public space infB& a
small town which had been CDF territory since 1996.
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critigue the RUF offered of aspects of pre-war i@idteonean society was more than a
phantasy. It is a bitter irony of the situationttih@any impoverished Sierra Leoneans agree
with this analysis, if not with rebel methods (ttie interview with the young Kamajor in
Chapter 1). Pre-war Sierra Leone was characterimegbolitical oppression, a collapsing
patrimonial system of rule, nepotism and corruptiplus continuing economic decline, a
breakdown in the functioning of the educational &edlth sectors, and a general neglect of
the countrysid® in favour of urban centres. Sierra Leone much eeed reform of its
institutions and values, but the armed revolutibrihe RUF mainly brought an end to the
suffering of the people by killing them. A youngwio chief in the diamond rich area of
Tongo, quoted before, summarises thus:
- The RUF had a political agenda and they were digiypinot after the diamonds. But
their problem was that they had already scarredrgvedy before they were able to
explain their agenda to the people.

So what were the political ideas and ideology & RUF according to its fighters and
commanders?:

- They started to explain to us about their ideolagput the land, the peace, unity and
justice. The RUF really believed in themselvest thay were there to whip out the
rotten system, which was the governm@uF rank-and-file fighter B).

- They fought for free education, free medical sgpliree transportation and justice.
In the camp the medical treatment was free, evethfise who were not going to the
frontline, because they can still contribute to thevementRUF Child soldier D).

- After a week | joined because their ideology magtess to me. Most of the examples
they give about corruption and misbehaviour of thevernment, well, | was
experiencing that myself. | was a victim of thaseffy They did not force me to join, it
was my own choice. (...) And there were other bob&s were influential on the
movement, like the Green Book of Muammar Ghaddafi another book about the
guerrilla war in Nicaragua. On these books we based ideology. The ideology of
the RUF was based on socialism: the governmerftepeople by the people. If the
RUF would have succeeded there would have beeroplgd® court and the judge
would not be there because of qualification butdnse of his experien&é(...) In the
RUF controlled area everything was exposed to #apfe. The land was free for the
people, there was free education and we made coairtabour compulsory to make
sure the civilians were to make farfiiswe only took food for ourselves and a few
personal belongings. Agriculture is important. ¢tfuyare able to feed your people you
are the richest nation on ear(RUF commander C).

Cadres regularly emphasised that the RUF triedveodccording to its principles of justice,
aiming to implement the agenda of free access rid nd free medical and educational

81 Many of the houses in the RUF territory had gtiféiriticizing APC, NPRC or SLPP politics. For ewple,
on a house in A., Mandu chiefdom, it was writtéime“politicians have separated the land into twatpaut we
are born citizens of our country. We will fighttte last.”

8 Formal qualification is no guarantee of expertis@ country where the educational system is rididiéth
corruption and nepotism. A public opinion surveyrigal out with British funding after the war fourldat the
Ministries of Education and Agriculture were widgdgrceived as among the most corrupt institutionthe
country.

8 There are some strong points of comparison betweeiRUF and the Khmer Rouge of Cambodia, both in
regard to ideas about agrarian labour as a wagfofming a corrupted and recalcitrant populatiord & the
paranoid fear of civilian betrayal that lay behgrievous atrocities (a paranoia perhaps triggesethé threat of
being bombed into oblivion in the forest).
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services. Influenced by the Green B&b&nd other radical writing3the movement espoused
a simple populist revolutionary agenda, principétigused on land, education, health and an
end to corruption. Almost all cadres who joined idgrthe first three years of the war
received ideological training:

- You know what a revolution is!? It is drastic funtiental change. There are two types
of revolutions. The armed revolution and the nomed revolution. If the government
does not realise what the problems and needs ahteses are, when the upper class
oppress the lower class, then it is time for a hetron. And if the government only
understands the language of arms then only an arregdlution can change the
situation(RUF commander F).

Three youthful ex-government soldiers who first gbti against the RUF and later
collaborated with junta forces gave some intergstiomments on the ideology of the RUF,
especially persuasive for coming from an enemygsative:

- They were fighting for free education, free medieallities, etc. Free opportunities
were not something being possible in this natiocabhse of the corrupt politicians.
(....) I will believe the rebels more than the governmémicause they make these
points about free education and free medical faedi (...) If the rebels are in power
there will be free education and free medical féies (AFRC child combatant A).

- According to thenfthe RUF] because at thgtime] we made friends witthem] and
interviewed them, the reason that made them td &ighinst the government of Sierra
Leone, is due to the situation of the country. §kiwere not going on nornjsf] and
not as it was expected to happen. They said tleagtivernment was not doing its job.
They talked about changes that were needed inineaigas, like for instance the
educational area. The education was very poor. Thatle them to fight against the
governmen{AFRC child combatant B).

- We are having problems in Sierra Leone. That is sdhynany joined the rebelut]
the main reason why these guys did not succeedaamsise of this excessive killing.
That is the reason. But these guys should haveesded. There were these arrogant
guys, those British guyiSandline?, perhaps EQZhat made some of them to Kkill
innocent people, but if they were not there... Kioow, some of the educated people
were in favour of the rebels, those who were neirftpjobs. But it is because of that
killing that they did not succeed. You are attegdichool and at the end of the day
you do not have a job. That means you are justimg$ime and monefAFRC child
combatant C).

Although some evidence has been presented indicttat the RUF had a political agenda, it
is clear that if, indeed the RUF wanted to changeesy, it failed hopelessly, and both
civiians and combatants bore the brunt. The exkaiants cite several reasons for this
failure. Much depended on the phases of the waharfirst and second phase ideology in the
RUF was emphasised, and atrocities were at a &igntfy lower levef® compared to post-
Abidjan accord phases (cf. Richards 2006a). Mugiedded on the specific area-commander

8 One of my key-informants showed me a copy of ac§etonference proceeding@ower and Authority:
collected readings on the second anniversary ofGheen Book (Benghazi, 1982) which he had carried with
him like a sacred text or talisman during his RWfang in the bush. He showed little evidence ofriavead the
turgid academic papers it mainly contained, ineigdin offering by a Sierra Leone student radical.

8 Another cadre presented a copy of a biographyiof K Sung which he carried with him while in theidh.
This, however, had been studied. In fact the infortrhad marked relevant passages concerning theligue
struggle against the Japanese, for their obvidesanace to the position of the RUF. This copy wias ahown
on another occasion to Richards, who also comnmntiese markings (Richards 2005b).

8 Cf. PHR (2003).
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in charge. Some were committed to the movement,obtlwers clearly harboured private
agendas, and the RUF did not put into place a sysidilter out this latter group. According
to some RUF informants it was in fact worse thas gtatement implies; by promoting on
military success — according to a belief in merndoy - the RUF ended up promoting the
commanders with pathological leanings and preparedundertake killing without
compunction. After Executive Outcomes and the CDé&ttered the forest camps in 1996,
trapping the civilian War Council in Abidjan, theowement fell — operationally — into the
hands of these reckless killers.

The erosion of its ideology

This interpretation is supported by some of thdangtions ex-RUF fighters themselves give
for the increasingly widespread atrocities comrditbyy the movement. It is important, in
assessing the information they supply (in ordemiet the objections of e.g. Mkandawire
[2002]), to note that the comments betoken abtlityeflect on the whole situation and to
exercise self-criticism. All ranks (both commandearsl ordinary fighters), in fact, seem to
make clear distinctions between different phasaketonflict in assessing what went wrong.
Phase | (1991/93):

- At first they[the fighters]really tried to do the good thing, giving suppliescivilians
and trying to protect them. Later they became Bdte movement changed because
they did not promote people because they were éellidaut because they were
ruthless in the fighting. Foday Sankoh was not weedlicated and he promoted all
these illiterate persons such as “Maskita” and GesteSesa§’. You know, the
illiterate people do not like educated people baeathey feel that the literate people
can work on their minds, can spin it. (....) Thesalsboys were not able to plan in a
right way. (...) During the first years of the waetteal RUF still believed in the good
cause. They did not like this indiscriminate kdlinf people, like the Burkina Faso
rebel$? liked. But most of the RUF fighters joined becaofehe opportunity of
looting and because they did not want to work hailte leaders however made these
rules to stop this uncontrolled looting and whemexau break this law you were sent
to the firing squad. They also gathered all the enats which were looted, just to
prevent that the junior boys and men would stathink about something else instead
of the revolutio(RUF clerk A).

- We expected the war to be quick. Compare Sierra¢.¢o Liberia®® Sierra Leone is
smaller. But it was the special forces from Libewho sabotaged the war straight
from the beginning. These Liberians sold us toetfiemy and committed atrocities. In

87 This specific promotion policy of Foday Sankohelik had major consequences. Foday Sankoh worket har
to become the undisputed leader of the RUF, cdimgoboth its military and ideological wings, andnsidered
non-educated people a lesser threat to his posémthis cadre states. However, Sankoh did naimeahimself

to be separated from the movement which happenesh Wwh was imprisoned from 1997 till mid '99 andiaga
from 2000 until his death. As a result of Sankobremotion politics, a battlefield commander, Sank&te
became the new leader and not someone with moodogieal or political inclination. Note that in Lésia the
opposite happened with Taylor's NPFL; here the NBbBlattlefield commander, Prince Johnson, leftNiRL,

to create the Independent NPFL, leaving Taylorpblitical and military leader of his rebel groupsituation

not dissimilar to what finally happened in Decemb889with the breakaway of Bockarie from the RUF.

8 As mentioned (chapter 3), among the initial insmtg there were, besides Sierra Leoneans, somedribe
Special Forces and a few Burkinabe rebels.

8 Charles Taylor's NPFL was able to control 95% dfdria’s territory in just a few months time aftier
launched its insurgency. That this played a rolamsxample to the RUF is confirmed by several E<R
commanders. A town chief with good contacts amdmgRUF also brings forward this poiMthen the RUF
entered Sierra Leone they were supported by Bubdnand Liberian fighters and they were the ones who
focused so much on a military victory. Their idess\wo conquer the whole country in six months.rAlfiat they
would gain the full support of the people anywayit svas not a problem to force some people now.
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92, going on to 93, the Special Forces left, drieem by the RURRUF commander
G).

- There were many Liberians among them, coming fram[8imba County, North-
eastern Liberia]You can hear from their accent that they are tidres and not Sierra
Leoneans. These Liberians were brutal and wereliketthe Sierra Leoneans. They
taught the captives bad things. If it would haverbenly Sierra Leoneans that entered
the country, it would have been betfBUF child combatant G).

Phase Il (1994/96):

- We were driven back to the jungle, which was ourstvperiod. You know, in a
revolutionary war you are cut off of all civilianfé, to some extent. But now the real
guerrilla war started®® We did not have any food or supplies and werdysoédying
on ambushes. We built our houses with zinc, dedperforest. (...) The CDF was
tribalistic and it committed more atrocities. Jthe attack onthe Zogoda we lost so
much manpower. You know, January 6 was our revéhgée CDF did not make any
prisoners of war, the RUF never hung tyres arouadgbes’ necKat least one rebel
suspect was lynched by “necklassing” before the Cawrts in Freetown in the days
leading up to the January"6attack] and set them on fire. The CDF practised
cannibalism, eating human beings. The CDF also aaipd people, and beheaded
them(RUF commander C).

- There were many lawgn the RUF] It was not allowed to gossip for instance. On
raping there was the death penalty. (...) And thezeevwnore rules such as not eating
the rations of another man, no stealing, no adyltero harassment of civilians. (...)
But during operations there was more freedom. Fghtwere allowed to rape and
loot if they had no orders saying the contrary. Biside the territory strict rules were
active’? (RUF military police A).

- The civilians played a double role. They were gdm¢he RUF and from there to the
SLA and then to the CDF. So that is how the RURimecsuspicious. Many civilians
used the factions for taking revenge on each otbepld quarrels and grudges. So
the enemy of the RUF was not only the CDF or th&, But the whole society. Many
of the earlier atrocities of the RUF can be expénby this double role of the
civilians. And the RUF motto as far as justice wascerned is: “when you do bad,
we kill you, and when we have killed you, you néler do bad again{RUF clerk
A).

Phase IIl (1997/98):

- The amputations started in 96-97. It was diffi@ién for someone in the movement to
ask questions about this because they would imtedgiaccuse you of turning
against them; why else would you ask these queagfidgF Military Police A).

- You know, there is the town ideology and the bdsblogy. The soldiers have the
town ideology; that is that they are used to moradlydifferent kind of items and
enjoying themselves at the beach or at the varotwiss. But the bush ideology of the

% Up to the end of 1993 the RUF was organised mem@mnaarmy to control terrain than as a guerrill@doAnd

as an occupying army it was less interested in, fandd it less necessary to build up relations viitbal
populations. This sealed the fate of the RUF, geshaven only a few months after the beginning sf it
incursion, since it then retreated into the forgigihout having won hearts and minds.

%1 January 6, 1999, the first and only attack on teree, during which massive destruction took place ap to
5000-6000 people died.

2 The outer world - territory beyond RUF lines -\irhich raping and looting was allowed seemed to have
served as a kind of emergency valve to let thenstefh which was built up by the rigid rules and uégions in

the inner world; the camp or villages under moveneentrol (cf. Richards 1996/98 — Postscript).

78



CHAPTER4 THE WORLD OF THERUF

RUF is quite different. We are not exposed totadke different items. We do not have
a club or a beach. We do not even have money, beaaoney can corrupt the mind.
As soon as someone promises you money you stiihkodifferently. So because of
these two different ideologies it was not easyddkwogether with the AFRC. Some of
the civilians who supported us were not happy ® & working together with the
AFRC. They said that we had to go back to the lbmshcontinue the struggle. (...) It
turned out bad for the movement that we had joithed AFRC. All our rules and
regulations were just eroding during the AFRC tiams later they stabbed us in the
back(RUF commander E).

The phrase “some of the civilians who supported said.that we had to go back to the bush”
is perhaps worthy of special note. The issue ofctvheivilians - including among the
international diaspora — might have actually sufgmbrthe RUF is today a taboo topic.
Certainly, there seems to have been real civiliepufar support in parts of Kailahun and
Pujehun Districts from the earliest days of the.vigoth are heartlands of the Sierra Leone
People’s Party, the present government. Presidemdh believed — in April 1991 — that he
was fighting an SLPP-inspired uprising by the Mema®ple of the south and east. One
reason he might have thought this is that althoSginkoh came from the north (from
Tonkolili District) he was, in fact, in the 1960snpown for his links to groups opposed to
Siaka Stevens and the APC, and is said by somau® leld membership in the SLPP at that
time.

Phase IV (1998/2001):

- The ones who joined the RUF later on do not hageRUF ideology. Thedenes]are
not interested in farminfas an aspect of an ideological agen®s§ call them “Junta
II” because they joined after the junta period. $8eRUF combatants were not
disciplined and were causing us a real “headach@/e feel that they betrayed and
sabotaged the movemdRUF commander C).

- In the beginning the revolution knew the way bterathe removal of Foday Sankoh
the commanders sabotaged the whole thing. Arowtpaths to DemocradRUF/SL
1995] we learned a lot. Everything was implemented. tBatproblem was that the
young commanders just wanted to grab, not sharel lAter on there was also no
transparency or communication. It was only the cojmmanders who got the insight.
It was a time when “children” started to take ovélre movement and misused the
funds and forgot about the civilians. But the Pagy#o the last civilian. He was not
greedy. The whole revolution went down becausegmdrance and illiteracy. The
fighters could not agree to choose an educatedgmeas their new leader after Foday
Sankoh left. Foday Sankoh did not like to kill sbatuy(educational officer A).

After a bad start the RUF was never able to reganconfidence of the rural people. In its
second phase the movement became alienated fragtysaghile in the third phase it tasted
power - and the corruptions of power - but as aojupartner in the Junta. This in effect
removed its last shreds of legitimacy, since intlbecame largely dependent upon an ally
made of army officers and civilian collaboratorsesttially loyal to the former APC regime,
the RUF’s sworn enemy. In its fourth and final phalke movement became increasingly
schizophrenic, and eventually fell victim to intahpower struggles and corruption.
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The agrarian agenda of the RUF

It is worth asking what the RUF might have becorné had succeeded in surviving its
enemies’ stratagems and overcoming some of itsooBvinternal contradictions. Had it
seized power in 1991-2, or again in 1996, wouldeithaps have plunged Sierra Leone into a
Cambodian style regime starting from Year Zero?il@nities of sectarian strangeness in both
movements have already been remarReBelief in the reformative powers of an enforced
return to agriculture seems to have been commadotio groups. An agrarian orientation is
perhaps not unexpected in the RUF, given the preadorhrural background of the majority
of its cadres, including some of those who tookaallin shaping the movement ideologically
while it was in the bush. Perhaps the clearestaidins of this agrarian orientation are to be
found in an evident preoccupation with organiziojectivist food production:

- Before 1995 the RUF used a green flag as their synilne green flag was a symbol
for the Green Revolution. We called it the GreewdRgion because we thought
agriculture so central to the revolution. It wasaath the trees and the leav¥sl
myself had a big rice farm in Mwhere he was basedjuring the time of the
revolution(RUF commander F).

About 70% of the population in Sierra Leone depemais semi-subsistence farming.
Government policies subsidised imported rice tasBaurban and mining populations and
severely undercut domestic production. AccordinRithards ‘the bag of imported white rice
is, par excellenceboth the symbol of political patronage (a sigatttihe government ‘cares’
for its employees and populace at large) and alsorteans by which sponsors in the diamond
mining business supply their diggers in the forést.)) [Furthermore, the APC] government,
through a monopoly marketing boarthmaintained price controls for the purchase ofrttaén
cash export crops, coffee and cocoa’ (Richardsg123). In its basic document (RUF/SL
1989) — in fact drafted with inputs from student$-aurah Bay College and Njala, the latter
being the country’s agricultural unversity - the Rktates that:

Cash crops production in itself does not help ia #mti-neo-colonial struggle for
genuine independence. This is because the crops fged the industries of Europe
and North America. In turn, we buy finished produat incredibly high cost. In the
end we produce what we don’t consume and consuraéwdrdon’t produce.

At first, according to ex-combatants, the movemiself as a whole was not too much
concerned about implementing its ideas about agmreu It hoped for a quick military
victory, after which it would have sufficient tinbe carry out its political programme. But this

% And there are more similarities between the KhReuge and the RUF. In his article about the Khmzugdh,
Francois Ponchaud (1989) remarks, referring toréfetionship between youths and elders in Cambabét,
‘grandparents, parents, and elders exercised neidlodty over younger members of society’ (Ponchaud
1989:162). Under the Pol Pot regime this changéthile in the past, parents played a decisive molehioosing
spouses for their children, now individuals madsrtbwn choices subject to the approval of Angkiae Khmer
Rouge core organisation] (Ponchaud 1989:166). Helades that the Khmer Rouge revolution was ‘... the
rising up of the youth against the elders and tieestors’ (Ponchaud 1989:152).

% The majority of farmers in Sierra Leone dependsemi-subsistence agriculture. Oil palm, cocoa aftee
are the most common cash crops. Food security degdangely on rice, cassava and sweet potato. Tvibeo
most common dishes in Sierra Leone are rice witlsaea leaf or rice with sweet potato leaf.

% Mkandawire (2002:195) describes the attitudes fifcAn governments as characterised by ambiguity, *
evidenced by the taxation of peasants, on the and,hand provision of subsidised inputs and weléemices,

on the other.” However, ‘Abraham and Sesay (19%3)ate that the price of rice to producers (fasmier
Sierra Leone) declined in real terms by 67 per camr the period 1976-87, making a mockery of fdrma
agricultural development initiatives in the foodprsector.’ (Richards, 1996:51fn)
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did not happen. Instead, the RUF saw itself inéngdyg surrounded by enemy forces and in
the end driven back to the far tip of Kailahun Dt Informants report that food was a
serious problem in the first two years of the sgjtagAfter 1993, when the RUF changed its
military tactics from semi-conventional to forestegrilla warfare, it also changed its tactics
to obtain food”® After 1993 the movement needed to put its ideasulgriculture into
practice since it was, in its bush-camps, isolétech the wider society. But it was also for the
first time in a position to experiment with suche@s$, since the isolated camps brought
security over a longer period, but also posed ach#&dlenges concerning food security for
fighters and RUF civilians alik&. During this period the movement's so-called Migisof
Agriculture was a former student at Njala, Fayiasslua known radical during his time as a
student. Rusticated for exam failure, he endedsupraagricultural instructor in a Kailahun
secondary school, when he joined the RUF. He wasniment in the Abidjan peace
negotiations.

Were these agrarian ideas opportunistic or not?’ieg to one RUF commander, trained
as a community development worker/teacher at Bunuirdachers’ College before the war,
and a volunteer in the movement in 1991:

- [A] central point of the revolution was the great atien on the importance of rice
farming in Sierra Leone. The RUF promoted rice fiaugn even in the frontline. It
always looked out for seed rice to take it alonbisTrice was given to the civilians
who were living in RUF territory. They had to maltes “state farm” or more
accurately put “town farm” on which they had to vikdoesides the work on their own
farms. It was a cooperative which was meant to sufgy whoever needed it. (...)We
took this idea about group action from the GreemwIBbut we adapted it to the Sierra
Leone case. The Green Book is a valuable docunsemffica. Democracy is not
good for Africa because of the poverty. Democracifrica is blunt capitalism. What
Africans need is socialism. | have read the GreeakBTo rise above poverty we need
socialism because the backbone of socialism isaljure and more specifically it is
group action(RUF Commander C).

The exact mode of operation differed from areareaaand also changed over the years,
because of changing circumstanBat it seems that every bush camp of the RUF haelat
one rice farm close by to provide food:

- Every base got its ownice] swamp. In a circle of about five miles around thsdno
civilians were living. Beyond that civilians wereihg in villages under the control of
combatants. There were tlfiece] swamps located where both the civilians and the
combatants worke(RUF fighter D).

Another fighter, based in a different area, congitims:
- During my time with the RUF we had to make riceraps. But we, the fighters, and
the civilians had separated swamps. If you hadenft among the civilians he might
help you, but you could not force h{RUF rank-and-file fighter I).

% To this extent Abdullah is right to detect soatehocelements in the RUF strategy (Abdullah, 1997:BLjt

to consider these only as * populist rhetoric’ atebigned as survival tactics to win support frdma very public

it terrorises’ (Abdullah, 1997:71) is challengedtiis thesis.

% Mkandawire refers to Mancur Olson’s work when hekes a distinction between ‘roving’ and ‘statioriary
bandits. ‘Stationary bandits are dependent on tosperity of the communities that they inhabit, amidl
therefore adopt measures that facilitate such erigp such as ensuring that law and order and ywibee
activities are maintained and expanded. (...) Rowagdits, in contrast, are constantly on the moxtaeting
resources through robbery, taxation and pillagisgtlzey move to the scene of the next confrontdtion.
Mkandawire (2000:199)
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It was a policy of the RUF to encourage rice famgnin

When | was with the RUF | made a Bigge] swamp. They gave the order that every
fighter from the rank of colonel and up must malssvamp and §vegetablelgarden.
The fighters should work on it. Civilians only wedkon it as a temporary punishment
(AFRC commander A).

When the RUF got control over M. in 1998, it wasMRo was the commander here.
The RUF made a commitfédarm here. Both the civilians and the combatarmts to
work on the farm. It was 2 times a week for thdlians here in M. and 2 times a
month for the civilians in the surrounding villageghis decision was taken by the
entire community, including the elders. (...) Thesswne[community farm before
the war]but this one, the one during the revolution, wagyér and produced more
because more attention was paid to it. Combatanist o there every day, doing the
same work as the civilians. The commander also ebdn the farm. The RUF put
more effort in agriculture than the APC regime. TREF was not involved in gold
mining, but in agriculture. Goma Gon is a villaglwse by where people mine the
gold. “Where is our gold, where is our diamond?”wbave to give account for that at
sometime. (....) Itfthe RUF community farmjim was to produce seeds for the
farmers who could then start their own farms. Thege who took farming seriously
received husk rice from this farm. And some ofas wsed to eat. There were many
different varieties, both swamp and upland r(B&JF fighter H).

Some accounts speak about voluntary participatifotivilians, and others state that it was
compulsory:

| joined the rebels in 1992 when | was capturedlevbeing in Kailahun, the place
where my mother was born. While in the RUF we nutifierent types of farms: rice,
yam, and swamp. We even made farms right insidaidai town. It was both the
combatants and the civilians who made these fafrhsre is a big common farm
which was aimed to promote the unity among us. Y&egaing there two times a
week. The civilians however cannot be forced tdhgoe because they already have
their swamps. Combatants too can have their owwmapei farms. The produce of the
communal farm is for the betterment of the wholemainity, and in particular for
those who are in need. The chief who has been ajgobby the RUF regulated the
food distribution. The food was used for visitdos, special occasions and for people
in need. The husk rice was bought from the cisli@UF fighter F).

The seed rice was obtained in various ways; it @eer obtained in the frontline by looting,
in exchange for looted properties at the bordehaarght from the villagers, or produced on
the RUF’s own farms:

Missions at the front can take between 3 days uget@ral months. There were two
types of missions: the food finding mission wherattecked villages, and the arms
finding mission when we attacked the aiRYF commander G).

Clearly, rice was needed to feed fighters and sbasin the movement. Whoever had access to
food was able to control the fighters:

Whenever we captured an area, we had to becomeesialit. If an officer wants to
control his fighters, he needs to feed his ment Ehavhat Foday Sankoh stressed all
the time. We made all types of farms and everylhadyto participate in it. If you
want to call yourself an authority, you must beeatd produce food. During the war

% More often referred to as “community” farm.
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both combatants and civilians were under your conénd both[groups]worked on
the farm (RUF commander F).

A last statement brings out some of the problemsucdl youths, such as limitations in
accessing farmland, and the shortage of resouoresdiucation of large number of (half-)
brothers and sisters in polygamous households.cldim made is that the RUF recognised
these difficulties, and thought in terms of agnasérategies to address them:

- | joined the revolution in 1991 because of the bakiness of Kailahun and because
of the oppression. We heard that a revolution waging for the total liberation. That
time, when you left Form[Secondary schoothe only thing you could do was to take
up a[farm] cutlass[But] The plantation was not enough to support educdtipnto]
university level. In particular because of this ygdmy. The RUF said that the
problem was that we had the land but that we ditlutitize it. But some guys who
joined later spoiled the movement. But the ones wimed in 91/92 were good. But
we, we organized the youths in the villages in gspwand let them make community
farms(RUF fighter D).

Food supply was, of course, a logistical necedsity guerrilla force. But there is evidence in
the statements just reviewed of two aspects tfitatthem above the level of mere logistical
opportunism. The first is the repeated emphasitherextensive involvement of RUF fighters
in actual food production, as an aspect of leadiershthis is delusory it seems a delusion
shared by many if not all of the combatants inemad. They talk a highly coordinated
opportunism, if opportunism it is. The second aspénote is the cogency of the arguments
made in favour of recognising an agrarian crisigafth in Sierra Leone. This is not a factor
that has been much discussed in the literaturejsandly now surfacing as a thread linking
conflicts in Sierra Leone, Liberia and Cote d’fiisee for example a set of studies on West
African rural youth in the journal Afrigue Contentpine edited by Jean-Pierre Chauveau
[2005]). Why choose a discourse which barely asnyakes sense to a wider audience? Just
possibly, it could actually be what the ideologuesthe RUF believed, and that their
recognition of an agrarian youth crisis is broaziiyrect.

There seems little doubt the RUF could have talea of much of its food needs through
raids on villages - and humanitarian convoys - Bpgxchanging looted items for food, as
did most factions in Liberi& This is the normal pattern for war-lords in Afriéeen 1994).
Perhaps, therefore, we ought to take RUF talk I meform and an ideology of food as the
base more seriously than the movement’s detraatousd allow.

% Qutram (1997:364) has argued that the Liberianedrfiactions operated on a “warlord” system, whigh i
predatory in regard to its environment and inte@sh short-run exploitation. The main reason fochsa
system was that none of the Liberian warlords vids 8 secure a base area for a prolonged peritichef The
RUF, in zones around its bush camps, and in péatiéo Kailahun, secured an area under its corfitnoseveral
years and had a better opportunity to implemenensastainable food supplies.
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Chapter 5

Cultivating peace: RUF ex-combatants’ involvementn post-war
agricultural projects

Introduction

The previous chapter painted a picture of how thié&-Rvas organised and for what it thought
it was fighting, both as understood by movemenaligys and by those who fought against it.
In this way we learned something of the internalrkiggs of the rebel movement: its
strategies of bonding conscripts, the daily runnwofgits bush-camps, the ideology it
proclaimed and its ideas about food productionhlast a core issue for movement survival
and as a theme with wider implications for underdiiag an agrarian crisis of youth in Sierra
Leone. The material has been supplied by a widestyaof informants; volunteers and
conscripts, higher ranks and rank-and-file, acfigiiters and civilian supporters, etc. This
variety of backgrounds brings out different aspeotsthe RUF (for instance, only
commanders probably knew much about the highestnisgtional layer of the movement).
But there are few if any openly inconsistent staets. When due allowance is made for who
is likely to have known what, the statements, tatogrether, make for a coherent account. It is
this internal coherence that provides a check tnidated stories. Fabricated or fantastical
items would draw attention to themselves as ostlieom an overall pattern (or if all was
fantasy perhaps there would be no line at all).

Circumstances gave us another, and rather diffengportunity to trace RUF belief to its
roots — namely, the chance to follow de-mobilizcedres after the war, and to study the
extent to which they maintained their motivationmsl &eliefs. To test the genuineness of
cadres’ beliefs, studying their behaviour during tonflict, while still part of the movement,
might not be the best approach. Change in socelyressing deep underlying difficulties —
and revolutionary armies are often among the fosicknowledge the point — normally takes
placeafter the armed phase of the revolutieather than during its first violent phase, when
the revolutionaries have to divert all their atientto fighting. It would thus be better to see
how the cadres, who raised their voices high aimeitmovement’s socialist-inspired ideas,
act presently. Do they in any way continue to b&ian - and aim to implement - what they
claimed as the agenda of the RUF while they weghbtifig? If elements of revolutionary
belief and action do survive, this would be all there remarkable, since the RUF did not
succeed in establishing its control over Sierranee@nd as a result, one could not claim that
any RUF inspired activity was extorted by a powierdling hierarchy, but came from the ex-
cadres themselves and from their intrinsic motoagi Either they are the victims of durable
cognitive delusions, or the overall social climatentinues to sustain their beliefs and
aspirations. Either way there is some explaininddo

One approach might have been to find out to whargxformer RUF combatants act
according to the Moral Code of Conduct of the RitHo( shall not kill, rape, loot, etc.). But
there are many other factors influencing presegtiaizhaviour, not least the awe-inspiring
threat of action by the Special Court. And morep®&erra Leone’s laws and values do not
openly diverge from the movement’s rules of conddlstis making it difficult to detect
specific RUF influences on individual belief andhbeiour. But some elements of the RUF
ideology were oriented towards societal changénerathan steering personal behaviour. In
fact, three aspects of the RUF’s ideology mighdléremselves to the kind of test we have in
mind, concerning whether at least some cadresmantio pursue the movement’s agenda
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post-war. This would not necessarily have to beagonty of former cadres. It is well known
that religions continue to order entire societidgere a silent majority follows the lead set by
a much smaller percentage who claim to be trueebets (i.e. ideologues). The test we have
to meet ought not to be more severe than thisesintics of the RUF position have asserted
rather bluntly that ‘the RUF is a bandit organigattotally berefof revolutionary credentials
or a social agenda’ (Dokubo 2000:1, my emphasif)wA need to find, therefore, is some
former RUF members who claim the movement had aolad)y and continue to manifest
commitment to it in some shape or form.

Chapter 4 has made clear what the RUF claimed sasimple, populist doctrine of
revolutionary liberation. It wanted — and to soméeat struggled to put into practice, even in
desperate, war-induced conditions - genuinely éahgcation, free medical care and collective
farming. If indeed RUF ex-combatants believed ia tightness of their movement’'s agenda
we should expect to see at least some former camtsainterested to run schools and clinics
free of charge, and create collective farms whére produce would benefit a wider
community. Whether such practices could be susta@gm®nomically is a different issue. But
currently the entire post-war economy runs on dasupport. If and where former RUF
cadres capture some small part of that support-ameasy task, because donors more or less
universally accept the argument that the RUF hadedeeming features — we would expect
to see some attempt to implement RUF ideals.

But we can probably rule out action in the field®ducation and healthcare. These are the
domain of the government and NGO’s, and having niigedefeated the RUF, the
government would hardly be likely to hand its forrraemy the kind of legitimacy it seeks to
reserve for itself as the ultimate provider of eatian and health. In any case it would be
difficult to run schools or clinics privately, arydt free of charge, since there would be no
income for essential books, stationary or dri{fsThe most obvious area where we might
expect action would be in farming. Creating farmision in some way reflect RUF ideas
about agricultural reform, such as collective faringe access to seedlings and in general
treating food production as central, is a less tiagntask for ex-combatant cadres, since
revenue needed for new inputs could be raised frenactivity itself. Land - at least for food
farming - is generally available to those who seetwork it, provided the user is prepared to
beg the landholding elite, even at the risk of saaerability to exploitation.

So do we find in post-war Sierra Leone RUF ex-caiatig in farming projects, and do
they organise this activity in a collective way?eTlact that ex-combatants are involved in
farming as such is obviously not sufficient in aietyy where the majority of the population
is farming. We also probably need to look quiteselyg at the degree of collectivisation, since
labour cooperation is a basic condition of produtin Sierra Leonean food crop agriculture
(Richards 1986). The evidence in this chapteras éhsmall but significant group of RUF ex-
fighters, specifically those who claim an ideol@idackground, have indeed gone into
farming, and that they try and organise it in wHa are collectivised above and beyond the
norms of village labour cooperation. Furthermohe, €x-combatants themselves are explicit
that their set-up directly reflects the agenda 0FRtoncerning the importance of farming and

19| do know of one educational example, however. Ruf= educational officer, cited in chapter 4, claishe
has been instrumental in transforming RUF bush @shimto non-formal education schools (under a URKFC
initiative) after the war. These schools have awatteristic that they are located at least fiveesnaway from
any formal school, and by the fact that teacheesfiamm the community and paid in kind by the comityyn
which is also responsible for the constructiontaf school building (see also Van der Heide 2004nhuBnbu

College (in Kailahun) — a hotbed of RUF activisnwas the site for an innovative pre-war teachemingi

programme funded by UNICEF and drawing on the “gedg of the oppressed” of Paolo Freire. It speaific

trained teachers for isolated rural schools, shgwiow teachers could improvise lesson materials fforest

resources. Richards (2001) is the only source ¢ Isavfar been able to locate to comment on theaet of the
Bunumbu connection in understanding the RUF.
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food security. The chapter looks at several sudiepts, but first | will briefly explain how |
located them.

At the end of 2001 | paid a one-month visit to &idreone to prepare for a longer period of
fieldwork planned for the following years. At théitne | decided to go to Kenema, the
provincial capital of the East, and close to thenfer RUF strongholds of Kailahun, Pujehun
and Kono. In fact the former RUF headquarters Zlogoda” was only about 30 km from
Kenema, along bush tracks through the Kambui Stordst reserve. A year later | returned
to Kenema and used it as a base for the variops further east. One of the fieldwork
locations became the diamond mining area of Tosgopnd in importance to the Kono fields
for alluvial mining. Not only were there large nuenb of ex-RUF fighters (since it was under
the control of the RUF up to the final disarmamdni) there was also a large International
NGO, Deutsche Gesellschaft fir Technische Zusamrheita(GTZ), active as an
Implementing Partner for the National Commission Basarmament, Demobilisation and
Reintegration (NCDDR) (more on this in chapterAt)the UNAMSIL (UN military mission)
office in Kenema | was advised to make contact wté informal spokesman of the ex-
combatants, a former RUF colonel.

During my first visit to Tongo the GTZ staff exptad their programme and the ex-
combatants’ spokesman introduced me to the oth@ombatants and the skills they were
learning. He himself had chosen agriculture, whicks offered by GTZ as a 9 months
training course. During several long conversatibasexplained the central role agriculture
played in the RUF. Did the RUF really have a spedif@nity for agriculture, | wondered, and
if so, why did the RUF fight so fiercely to contithle diamond fields such as Tongo, or was it
just a personal enthusiasm on the part of thisfameer RUF colonel?

Of the 36 persons who attended the agriculturadsela of the GTZ project 17 were
civilians. The remaining 19 were ex-combatants bfclv 13 were ex-RUF and 6 ex-CDF.
The total number of ex-combatants in the centre 3a$18 ex-RUF and 39 ex-CDF). The
numbers are small, but they show a clear trend: @9%RUF ex-combatants opted for
agriculture, against 15% of the CDF ex-combataktsording to standard accounts, the RUF
are urbanised “lumpens” and CDF fighters the I®alillage boys, still rooted in the rural
economy. The statistic contradicted what | expedtedind. Was it a reflection of the
colonel’s charisma, or did it reflect a style ointking rooted in a structure of command and
belief still in place?

A few weeks later | conducted an interview with extRUF fighter (who had chosen
building construction as part of his DDR suppom) the veranda of my house in Kenema.
Suddenly he pointed to a person who was passinth@rstreet. This’, he said, is a high
ranking RUF colonel. | will try to introduce him §@u’ We were introduced, and agreed to
meet again at his location, in the nearby smalhtofvBlama. A few days later | visited him.
Although born in the far east of the country, hd battled in Blama, on the road to Bo, after
the war, together with a few former comrades. Tdrisup of friends ran a cooperative
agricultural project as a local IP for DDR.

Some time later my promoter advised me to spencesimme in the northern part of the
country. He suggested Magburaka; | might be intece® visit a former brigade commander
of the RUF, since he had been very young when imedothe RUF. This young man was
residing at Robol Junction, near Magburaka, and foathded and implemented a DDR
funded project; again it was a large cooperativenfa

| also spent some days in the nearby town of Mak&here the ex-commander based in
Blama (and who had travelled with me to Makenih&dp me make contact with other RUF
ex-combatants) introduced me to some more of himdo comrades. Again many of these
RUF ex-combatants had joined and helped to runeadpe agricultural projects. A pattern
seemed apparent.
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Outsiders hinted that RUF fighters were “backwartid could only manage to involve
themselves in something as simple as farming. Wkfaming is far from simple in Sierra
Leone (Richards 1986). The cadres themselves teld dfifferent story — farming was part of
their belief system.

The projects

In this section | describe in more detail somehafske agricultural projects, implemented as
part of the reintegration support under the DDRgpammme. All projects are similar, in that
they have been started and/or implemented by priedtety ex-RUF combatants.

1) GTZ Tongo

The GTZ agricultural project in Tongo is a remaitkatne. As mentioned, the relatively high
number of ex-RUF combatants taking agriculturaintrey in Tongo (72% of the RUF ex-
combatants against 15% of the CDF ex-combatants)oma of my first indications that the
involvement of ex-RUF combatants “made a point”.e3é former rebels announced a
commitment to agriculture, right in the middle of activity (diamond mining) which was
supposedly the main motivation for the RUF crimicahspiracy (Smillieet al. 2000).

A closer look at the specific location of the puatjemade the commitment of the
participants even more apparent. First, the lonatigsing land in Tongo Field for agriculture
is like buying land in the centre of Frankfurt ooridon to start a dairy farm. Tongo is
synonymous with diamonds, and every single plaaofl has been dug over, time and time
again. The landscape is as full of craters as thenmlt is hard for a stranger to imagine what
“diamond fever” can do: houses have collapsed aad@mnetimes dug up by untamed mining
activities. Roads have been literally underminecdrnts and longstanding tree-crop
plantations can be destroyed overnight — despéeligtraught owner’s prayers or pleas - once
a single stone comes to light (Richards 1996)h#ré is something like a collective mind
(Douglas 1987) the collective mind in Tongo is,heiit a doubt, focused on diamonds. To
start an agricultural project and to find a landew in Tongo who is willing to provide land
for such a project requires strong determinatioth @ammindset structured in ways other than
the one that locally dominates.

Secondly, farming in such a location as the Tongwndnd fields is not without major
difficulties related to fertility and soil qualityrarming in Sierra Leone is mainly of a slash-
and-burn character with varying years of fallowngelly between 2 to 8 years). As with
many tropical soils only the top soil is fertilearfming in swamps is also practised in most
areas, often as a supplement to upland slash-amg-but needs careful levelling of the soil
to prevent too much or too little water for ricedings. The piece of land allocated to the ex-
combatants of the GTZ agricultural group had bea@mechfor diamonds several times over.
As a result the fertile top layer was mixed comgdietvith the deeper and less fertile soils and
the whole plot was pock-marked with both pits amldsp(each of several metres depth or
height)2°? Before any farming could take place the whole piad to be levelled, manually,
and then a system of irrigation channels dug.

%1 | this case the land was provided by a town clijebted before, who was not in office before tha.\Whe
man is a young chief known by the community for §@od relationship with youths and ex-combatants an
open to their problems and struggles.

1%2The land has been despoiled and irresponsiblecandipt mining magnates leave the villagers orilynthe
gift of pits and craters that breed mosquitoes,aneland cholera. Farmlands are destroyed in thatiable
quest for diamonds and gold.” (RUF 1995:7)
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The ex-combatant spokesman stat€de land we are working on is belonging to the
Paliema[Kpalima] section in Tongo. It is called the Cry Water swaoiymicknamed “Kaka”
[toilet] swamp®. Its size is 1.6 hectares. We are also negotiatmgoperate the old
mosanki®® farm of the Methodist Mission, 17 acres in sizeJanuary 2003 we started to
prepare an upland farm but soon we turned wholltheoswamp. There are 18 ex-combatants
working on this agricultural project, 9 men andefrfale ex-combatants who have registered,
and two ex-combatants who have not been officiatiystered as such.

Due to the enormous amount of labour needed fopttbyect during the first year, in which
time there could be no yield, the farming groupdegesome external start-up helipwe do
not receive any assistance in the future this adtical group will fall apart. The very least
we need is two more months of food for work, aftat we will have our first harvest. Then
we can continue because we have the land for anttleyears.

The interesting and promising aspect of this adjuical project is the fact that the
participants turn (mine-damaged) waste land intacalural land. In other words, they
reclaim land which otherwise will not be put to iagtural use. This offers them an
interesting negotiating position with landownerstiars. Rather than renting land at a high
interest or with labour obligations to the landlarderest and labour obligations can be much
lower or none at all. After 3 or 5 years of usetly farming gang the landowner will receive
the plot of land back, but now in good shape foure agricultural activities.

The RUF influence, besides the enormous dedicdtiitakes to make a farm in this area,
and in these conditions, becomes clear in the iatlg statement by the ex-combatant
spokesman for the groupresently, the real RUF ex-combatants are intecestefarming.
That will bring a better thing to Sierra Leone. Yknow, | was §Bunumbu-trained}eacher
by profession before the war but now | am doing thocatiofial] training course on
agriculture. | want to set up a poultfyarm]. During the time of the revolution the people
who worked on the farms had at least one meal a Baglay Sankoh stated that agriculture
should be the backbone of the country. It is imgarto start it all at the grass-root level:
organise the villages in group formations. Alon@ yannot reaclattain] anything, only in a
group you can produce.

2) NADA Blama

Demobilised ex-combatants could choose from twooopt if they were interested in
agriculture. One option was to receive an individeatittement and take this to one’s
preferred location, likely the village of birth, start farming again. This option was often
chosen by (older) CDF ex-combatants, who were fesrakkeady before the war and wanted
to resume. Another possibility was to opt for oiehe agricultural training courses/projects
executed by NCDDR’s Implementing Partners, suchthasGTZ project described above.
Both international NGO’s and local organisationsildoregister themselves as an IP. An
example of the second kind — a local organisatimméd to serve as an Implementing Partner
- is the Niawa Agricultural Development AssociatiNADA). Its history is as follows.

On January the 3 2002 a group of RUF commanders in the Makeni digsrmed. They
all received Le 30,000 (approximately 15 US$) angpot and a further Le 300,000 one week
later, as part of the DDR’s Transitional Safety offbance. The commanders opted for
agriculture right away, rather than choosing thdlsskraining package with monthly
allowances over a 6 months period. As a result thene each entitled to:

- 42 empty bags

193 people used to make their toilet around this swamp

194 Mosanki [Masanki?]: improved type of palm for higfeld oil and kernel production. The oil is less
favoured, locally, than the “red” oil from semi-ditrees. Masanki is a former plantation on therallivay line
close to Freetown.
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- 6 bags of rice (clean 50 kg.) given at intervals

- 1 bag of husk (seed) rice (50 kg.)

- 1 bag of fertilizer (50 kg., 15-15-15 NPK)

- 1 cutlass, 1 big hoe, 1 small hoe, 1 brushing kdifearvesting knife.

- 60 cups of groundnut seed.
In May 2002 this group met in Makeni to discusstbssibilities of setting up an agricultural
project to channel their own DDR support and bbegefits to the community. At that time it
was a strategy of NCDDR to allow top RUF commandersapply for DDR funds to
implement projects of their own devisif§. In November 2002 the NADA project was
created under the supervision of Augustine G8&the RUF’s head of security. His family
owned land in the south-eastern part of the cousrtoynd Blama, Small Bo Chiefdom, and
the family was prepared to welcome the group.

According to one of the project initiatorBhe aim of the project is to bring ex-combatants
and community people together. If your behaviouskay, the community loves you and the
community will accept you. (...) All ex-combatantsSmall-Bo Chiefdom can do their
training with NADA after they have been veriffedth NCDDR]. They can come to Blama or
base themselves in one of the villages while theyuadergoing training. Most have family
around, so lodging will not be a big problem. Pratbe there are 57 ex-combatants in the
project, 9 of them were former RUF and 48 were far@DF 1’

The initial duration of the project was 6 monthee® rice, maize, groundnuts and tools
were divided among the ex-combatants and the contynyeople. The communities
involved donated swamp-land. Fourteen villages waitbtal population of about 5000 people
were approached by the project. According to on¢heffounders of the projectio these
villages seed rice has been provided. They retarequivalent of the seedlings to us after the
harvest so we are able to continue the projébere is a demonstration site of 20 acres. The
family of Augustine Gbao owns this site. He wassibe of the owner. But every village is
having its own plot. Before a village joins thesed village meeting with the chiefs and
elders. If they like it they can register and accas area.

The project did not aim to make profits. The farsnearticipating in the project were
obliged to return the same amount of seedlings baslybeen lent to keep the project going,
but without interest. One of the initiators elakliesaon this aspect - which is in fact a standard
modality for community farming projects in Sierr@dne - and it is here that the RUF
influence becomes clearer (in the languagddlis agricultural project was chosen because
agriculture will bring a lot of development. We stibnot only import food but we should be
self sufficient or exporting. Agriculture is thedk@one of our societyn fact, this rhetoric has
a long history in Sierra Leonean society, but & baen less frequently heard in the last 20

195 According to a DDR official in MakenNCDDR first wanted to target the senior officergtie RUF, as they
wanted them to cooperate with DDR. A considerablalver of the lower ranks had already disarmed hillt s
many remained under arms because the senior raicked give the go-ahead yet. If these senior ramkse
enabled to initiate projects, there would be nochém them to return home with empty hands. Soethes a
general feeling that if for instand€ol.] Gbao, the general security officer of the RUF, ldogo back to his
own area and leave Makeni, the peace would beyegltious. Gbao’s returfhome] would be a strong signal
to the other fighters. So they designed the NADdjept in accordance with the DDR standards. Bug offithe
problems was that as a result of the desire to@eho back to his place of origin, the NADA. projeets
registered in the North while implemented in thetEa

1% The deelambstberichmaart [March] 2004, of the Ministry of Foreignfaifs, the Netherlands (a document
identifying senior RUF personnel with a view to ¢king any asylum applications) reads: ‘Gbao, Auigeast
alias Destiny. He was one of the RUF Vanguard4.998 and 1999 he was a Lt. Colonel and from 20Da2
he was a Colonel. He was during this period in ghaf security with the RUF and was referred télaad of
Security, Security Commander, Chief of Security &fdef Security Officer of the RUF amongst othef3bao
was later indicted by the Special Court.

197 Blama was and remains a CDF stronghold.
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years, under the influence of neo-liberal reforifise self-sufficiency/agrarian populist tone
of the phrase about “backbone of society” was gum@mon from national politicians in the
1960s and70s (when the APC under Stevens flirtd¢lal avsocialist agenda) but is today only
rarely voiced in such explicit terms by young pe&gixcept those with RUF background.

Another former RUF commander explained more abbatdactual farming in this area:
Swamp rice is not labour intensive. On the othandhahe advantage of upland rice is that
you can mix it with vegetablé® The swamp however has not been used during the war
Normally, 5 men can brush half an acre in one ddle area has been used every year, but if
it has been abandoned for such a long time 5 med t&o days. We only work with ROK
3.1 This variety is what we want to spread to get lenrayit of Sierra Leone.

ROK 3 is a versatile, medium-duration rice, adalgtato both upland and swamp
conditions. It was released about 1971 by Rokupe Research Station, based on pure-line
selection work by Gbey Sama Banya. It is by origifarmer selection, from Kailahun but
has, in fact, spread far and wide throughout r&iagra Leone. The informant is in fact
uttering a formulaic statement, probably pickedbypmovement leaders (e.g. Fayia Musa)
from the general developmental rhetoric of the ¥97Building a crusade for farmer
empowerment around ROK 3 suggests that the RUE @utof touch as might be expected
from a movement more than ten years fighting indbheh. Humanitarian agencies have long
since carried the variety to all areas. Doggedtiege of yesterday's development rhetoric
seems only to confirm that the informant is repepi@n “old” belief in the RUF, and not
making some opportunistic appeal reflecting curtesrds**°

Our informant continuesthe brushing by the community people is organisetthé elders.
They use their own tools. At the demonstration thitge is food for work, paid from our
budget. The harvest will be used to expand theugite® 150 acres. At the community sites the
community itself is responsible. For every 5 acbushels are provided, which equals 1.5
bags. After the harvesting 3 bushels are returned the balance is for the community,
divided by the committee. However, the communétiesnot always able to return the full
loan straight, so they can do it the next cyclet Be will monitor you to make sure that you
plant the seed rice and not eatAtgain this is standard for community-oriented egitural
development practice in Sierra Leone for many yeafisat is striking about the informant’s
account, however, is that it envisages expansiora orgional (indeed, national) scale —
implying the creation of a national farm-orientextisal movement. This is rather specifically
in keeping with the RUF’s sense of fighting a naéibstruggle, linking all areaSmall Bo is
the first area where we started this project buttngear we want to go to Pendembu, setting
it up as a cooperation. In the North the peopladw in agriculture so there is not too much
hunger, but here in the East there is not too mutérest in it. They have interesst these
minerals[diamonds] That is what we realised during our revolution.

That the lack of interest was not only limited be t'‘people of the east” but also present in
the ranks of this small group of senior ex-RUFadfs was soon to be discovered. The Sierra
Leone Special Court indicted “the chairman”, as fibvener fighters refer to him. After the
arrest of Augustine Gbao some irregularities caohé surface. The total cost of the project
had been put at Le 90 million, according to theggmbproposal. Le 29 million had already

198 sywamp rice is labour intensive, but if plantedainvell maintained swamp (that is one that has lvesh
levelled and provided with good working irrigatiamd drainage canals) labour is obviously reducquand
rice farming is an almost year round activity (ertcular if mixed with cash-crops) and the clegr{brushing)
of land left fallow for several years is labouransive.

19 ROK 3 is a 4 months rice variety, or 3 months @iidays in the nursery, if used in a swamp.

1% One might be surprised how quick certain trendshesupposed cut-off areas. In 2000 | interviewetiaf
of an offroad village in Liberia, about 250 kilomet away from the capital Monrovia. Making assupmi
about the reason of my visit, he explained to na& thany children in his village suffered from “pogtumatic
stress disorder”.
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been provided by NCDDR. The first imbursement tptdce at the start of the project, but
according to the other members of the steering ctteenGbao treated this money as his own
private affair. After his arrest it was found oiat no progress reports had been sent to
NCDDR. It was then calculated that he must havel lsdf of the money solely for his own
purposes. And before the committee could take éunrdéictions, the financial manager took the
balance of the money and ran away to Freetown.stésring committee could do little else
than inform the police and the paramount chief aloel matterNCDDR advised us to move
to the second phase of the project to prove thafptioject was worth continuing sponsoring.
Now the committee members have the right to checkdoks and discuss on how we should
use the money. Now it is a division of labour. Atthe arrest of Gbao we felt that it would be
better to distribute all the items we had in stbefore people started to claim it, saying that it
was government property anyway. The family of Gddamned the land back but we already
have the first harvest, which is in our storehoused we have an agreement to work on the
land for several years.

After the arrest of the chairman a new set-up wagsired. The former secretary-general of
the project has now become the new coordinatorhairman. There is a board of eleven
executives, 4 ex-RUF and 7 ex-CBI.Every village involved elects 4 persons to form a
local board; one chairman of youth, one woman ftbewomen’s wingRUF terminology),
one elder and one chief, who also acts as thermahairWhen plans are made by the board of
executives these go to the committee boards afiexhvihe plans come back to the executive.
Then the final plans are implemented on villagelev

In October 2003 the project was still strugglingneOof the executives and original
initiators comments on the limited success of theoaiation:NADA is not really working
here in Blama because they treat us as strangers. difficult to mobilise labour. That is
different in the north of the country where evegp&nows us. If no other NGO will support
us, we will collect the loans we have given outthte communities - these were signed
contracts - and then hold a meeting to decide enftiture. Likely F. will go to M. where he
had been a commander during the war or to Makenli lawill go to Kono or Pendembu from
where | originate and where we shall continue NAB& do not want our boys to waste time
in the[diamond]pits,[so0] let us try to bring a better thing to them.

Striking in this account is the determination tontboue with collective farming as an
antidote to diamond mining, seen as an unstablenprofitable source of employment for
rural youth - where they “waste time” - despite thwious problems encountered. In fact the
difficulties are typical for this kind of coopera# venture in Sierra Leonean conditions.
Powerful and privileged leaders raise loans fooléective venture, but cheat on the deal, to
the bitter frustration of rank-and-file. Furthamitations, as referred to by the informant, have
to do with the specific organisational set-up ofrfeng in Sierra Leone. Although collective
mobilization of labour is common (see the sectibaw different labour groups in chapter 2)
the farm itself generally belongs to a househotdeven a smaller unit, in which men and
women have separate plots of land, and keep theonme separate. Collective farming
initiatives, as forcibly introduced by the RUF dgithe war, are likely to fail in peace-time,
in particular when headed by “strangers” (as hieréhe aftermath of Gbao’s arrest). But the
desire to start again in other, more receptiveoregyiand a focal concern on preventiogr’
boys to waste time in tjdiamond]pits’ seem consistent with what informants in chapter 4
told us about the simple, populist, agrarian ageidhe RUF.

NADA seems a bit of a shambles. Clearly, NCDDR &adnterest in “inducing” key RUF
commanders to quit their safe haven of Makeni,iaatso seems likely that Augustine Gbao
jumped at this as a chance to raise capital foows use. Court proceedings might one day

1 These CDF members were taken in when the projenedo Blama.
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establish whether he can be classed as one of #mols#ious battle-front survivors who took
over the movement in the aftermath of the collapisthe Abidjan peace. But that financial
irregularity and his departure to the jurisdictiohthe court has not been followed by a
general scramble for crumbs and the entire instafibpse of the scheme seems rather
striking evidence that it appealed directly to éfdithe movement had already forged. NADA
cannot be dismissed — despite its similarity to yrsimilarly dubious cooperative agricultural
development ventures in Sierra Leone — as solebpaortunist post-war flash-in-the-pan.

BANSAL Robol Junction

Where NADA may be rated a failure, even if stilloshng some evidence of real agrarian
commitment, the following example can be considerede of a succesd? BANSAL, the
Bangladesh/Sierra Leone Cooperative Farm, is |dcatehe centre of the country, close to
Magburaka. It was established on thd' 24 August 2001. The United Nations Bangladesh
peacekeeping battalion (BANBATT) was the initiabepor® and kept up a commitment for
several years after disarmament. According toehdér and founder of the project - a former
RUF commander in control of the Magburaka areahat time of disarmament - the
relationship between him and BANBATT pre-dated attlisarmamentDuring the peace-
process | worked with thefthe UN BAN-battalion]in a smooth way. | accompanied them on
their trips so we built up a relationship? Furthermore NCDDR and a DFID funded
community rehabilitation scheme sponsored 69 exbatants who received their agricultural
training at BANSAL, and in 2003 13 sponsored ex-batants remain under training.

According to the founder, the original plan wastdtivate about 20 acres. Presently there
are 30 acres under cultivation at two differergssita large plot of rice in boliland (seasonally-
flooded land underneath the main NW-SE escarpm@sising Sierra Leone) and a plot of
free-draining upland at Robol junction (on the Keviakeni highway) where the project
office is located. On this last plot several diffier crops have been planted, both annual crops,
such as groundnuts and cassava and long-term @ugisas pineapple and mango trees. Two
further sites are planned around Makali in Tanee@am. The land is leased for a period of
25 years, for Le 100,000 (approximately 50 US$)uafly. This was negotiated with the
communities, with the assistance of the local PatarhChief.

In total 15 villages are involved in the projectadrding to the coordinatothese villages
are convinced of the need for food production. Vilagers come by turns and are informed
on the spot what to do. If there is an urgent jola éot of work to do the project manager will
write a letter to inform the village chiefs. Thenkers will receive “food for work” (...) A
part of the production will be used to put it irdoseed bank. This is important because the
communities do not have enough seedlings. Evelggeilis told to create sub-community
farms to which the seedlings are provided by treggat. Later they have to give the seedlings
back with a small interest.

The aim of the project, according to the coordinate to: involve ex-combatants and
community people in the production of food. Thishis immediate need of the people. And

112 However, it seems that the project was facingidliffies by mid 2005, at the difficult transitiomofn
sponsored to self-sustaining operation. The coatdm put forward as an “example” by some UN bodiés
smooth cooperation between former commanders andadlies was able to acquire funds from UN souraes t
further his education in Freetown, and became asingly involved in other UN development projeds. a
result less attention was paid by him to his aditcal project. (Kelsall, pers. comm.)

113 Every UN battalion had a budget to sponsor angatpsmall projects or help in the reconstructidn o
community structures. Many mosques were built wlith help of UN battalions (in particular battalioinem
Bangladesh and Pakistan).

114 According to Richardst al (2004:43), who also interviewed this ex-commantierthe bush with the RUF
he [this commander] had already learnt about psofesyounis, micro-credit and the Grameen Bank [in
Bangladesh], and the significance of self-help evafive farms.”
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because of the farm, thgyhe sponsorsjwere also prepared to finance a school and
vocational centre. (...) The staff of the projeatvigking on a voluntary basis, living here on
the project ground so that we can tackle the pnotsl@rising straightawayt is a grass-root
project and not directed from Freetown or aboveribg the revolution[the war]we also
were involved in farming on a voluntary basis.

His preoccupation with agriculture already durihg time of the war becomes clear from
the rest of his commentBuring the time of the revolution | went to Guinaad the Ivory
Coast and there | studied agriculture for about tyears. That was during the time of the '96
peace-accord. The Green Revolution will always beeatral line or theme in my life.
Agriculture is considered as a starting up anddatik capital. (...) Practical knowledge is so
important. The community people do have this kmbydebut they do not modernize.
Furthermore, there are two agronomists working with and we can ask the Ministry of
Agriculture to assist us, although if you do noyghem they will not come regularly. Our
most urgent needs are a drying floor and a storekoéfter that the project wants to involve
itself in livestock.

The BANSAL project faces to some extent the sanwblpms as NADA - it heavily
depends on the commitment of the surrounding contireanwhile the farmers in these areas
are likely to be more interested in developing rttewn farms. What made the BANSAL
project a success, nevertheless, at least whilesidiab lasted, was the fact that the
communities did not particularly dislike the founde&ho was also the commander in control
of this area during the war. Villagers stated thdtke a psychopathic predecessor his attitude
towards the civilians living under control of thaJR was reasonable. Villagers could take
problems to him, and at times obtain solutionsediress. He was in the process of building a
rudimentary administrative structure based on niwae fear and the power of the gun.

Richards interviewed this commander and membetssofjroup on three occasions, from
2002 to 2005 (see Richarad al. 2004b, Humphreys & Richards 2005 - the interview
materials are likely to be published, Richardsspeomm.). The project founder had been
trained in the RUF ideology unit, and acknowledgesl influence of Ibrahim Deen Jalloh, a
former Bunumbu College lecturer. The unit, he eixygd, had taught from revolutionary texts
including Sandinista and Cuban material and Kinsuhg, but a major influence had been
learning about the post-1973 war reconstructioBafigladesh, and understanding that this
was a key moment for that country’s agrarian tramsétion. When the BANBATT arrived
(he told Richards) ‘it was like a dream come truehadl never realised | would be talking to
people from a country we had read about in ounitngi’ His own father had been driven out
of Pujehun District by politics under the APC, anel had undertaken his own secondary
schooling in Liberia. He conceded that only a miyoof commanders had gone through
ideology training - the unit had collapsed aftex RUF camps were scattered by the CDF and
Executive Outcomes in 1996 and the Abidjan peacegss foundered — Deen Jalloh was
trapped in Abidjan and never went back to the bi$le new commanders in control of the
movement were often pathologically violent and dutgvilians through fear. When he took
over in the Magburaka area he could see the wacwasg to an end, and that this would be
the moment to apply what the movement’s ideologuad taught, using the Bangladesh
example. He decided to seize the moment of recoaftey the war to bring about agrarian
change, focusing on many of the RUF cadres, whoréhaésed) were becoming, in large
numbers, an exploited and unstable labour fordeerdiamond fields. In late 2004 the group
had hired a Njala trained extensionist, who hachhsat of the movement, and planned to
appoint an experienced administrator who had oees la leader of the RUF women’s wing
— but by mid-2005 had run into funding constraiv&en visited by Humphreys & Richards
in January 2005 the project was busy re-typingveaie paragraphs from RUF (1995). When
asked why they did not make more explicit use &f ttocumentKootpaths to Democragyt
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was explained that RUF disarmament was completeffatFootpathshad been one of their
ideological weapons in the bush. To keep to thetspi their peace agreement they had to
abandon the text as a whole, and produce sometifiegent. But the sections on agriculture
they regarded as still being valid.

RADO Makeni

RADO, the Robureh Agricultural Development Orgati@a is a Community Based
Organisation with about 300 members and operatngj2i different villages (including the
village of Robureh) in Bombali Sebora chiefdom,seldo Makeni. The project was already
active before the war but ceased to operate duhiegonflict. On May the 152002, with
HOPE Sierra Leone (a NGO) as its main sponsorpthanisation resumed business. Again,
many of the activists were ex-RUF commanders.

The support from HOPE focuses on ex-combatantshtam it provided 50 cutlasses, 50
hoes and 10 bushels of ROK 3 (as mentioned, a 3tmptus 21 days nursery rice variety)
and 10 bushels of ROK 5 (a 5 months rice varidtyglso provided cash to pay for “food for
work”. This food-for-work prevents mortgaging oftlfuture rice harvest (a prime reason for
slipping into a vicious cycle of indebtedness andguty, cf. Richards [1986]), and thus helps
the project to expand faster. Out of the 300 membbout 75 are ex-combatants. Nearly all
of these (73) belonged to the RUF, including 15&t® (2 were from the CDEJ®> Among
225 civilians there are about 200 females. It setlaisjoining this project offers considerable
potential advantage, especially to local women.

Again, there is nothing different from the many\poeis “group agriculture” projects the
area has experienced since the World Bank becative at integrated rural development in
the 1970s (Johnny, Karimu & Richards 1981). But twbatriking, in addition to the fact that
there is a largish group of RUF ex-combatants athtbart of things, is that several hundred
local women have joined. Many have already expeadrsome of the frustrations associated
with corrupt management of similar schemes. Thadstal account of the RUF neither
predicts that so many ex-combatants might be atetdwards agriculture, nor that so many
women would join such a project of their own fre@dl.wSeemingly, they are either utterly
desperate, or have some expectation that thingstrmgs time be different.

Most of the 75 ex-combatants who take part in ttogept were trained in different skills as
part of their reintegration process, such as carpemasonry, and even computer skiff8.
But not a single one had been able to find a joitn wiis training, with enough income on
which to survive. So they had turned to agricultwvlich was for some already a preferred
choice. As one ex-RUF combatant explaiAgriculture was not offered as part of the
reintegration support in Kont;’ but many of the ex-combatants preferred that émether
ex-combatant statesn this way [taking part in RADO]Jwe build up our confidence in
ourselves and we are not idle. We have to holdedves responsible for our success or our
failure. With limited financial support agricultuns the only vocation open to us. But if we
could choose again we would choose the agriculstraight away.The context of this last
remark is interesting. Because NCDDR was not aftgdagriculture in Kono (a diamond area)

115 This extremely unequal balance between RUF and @Bbers can be explained to some extent by the fac
that Makeni was the RUF capital during the lastgghaf the war. Many CDF fighters changed sideg dfie
RUF occupation. Still it is a remarkable imbalance.

1% The ex-combatants stated that agriculture waheattime of disarmament not offered as a reintegnati
opportunity, because, according to the NCDDR thenag did not have the expertise and financial me¢ans
offer it (), despite the emphasis on agricultuneniuch earlier demobilization planning (cf. Rictaeat al
1997). A similar situation is currently unfolding Liberia, though UNDP has begun to address theitef
(Richards, pers. comm.)

17 Kono is the main diamond district of Sierra Leohéhave been unable to confirm whether or not the
agricultural package was available at the reletiarg.
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theyhad missed out on crucial inputs they would haeeived had they been able to choose
agriculture straight away. Instead, they had haddarch for alternative funding for the
project. Again, this is evidence supportive of thetion that RUF cadres are actively
searching for agricultural opportunities. Explagihis motivation to embark on agriculture,
another ex-RUF fighter reasoned th&®day Sankoh told us that after the war we should
embark on agriculture for 5 years at least. Andweare all involved in farming during the
war. Even if the revolution had failed, some of its @ets could still be followed.

Presently the project cultivates about 20 acreswaEmp and upland. Because the project
involves so many civilians it has not been difftctd obtain land from the community. The
project made the main contributor of land the aham of the organisation. The land is given
to the project for 5 years without costs. Becateddnd was still cultivated up to recent times
- only recently the previous users had started ingrkn a new piece of land - it did not take
a lot of time to prepare it for production/ednesday and Saturday are the working days when
most of the members can be found here. Normaidyfrom 8 am to 4 pm, but if there is no
food available the members will only work for a feawurs. Still they consider it a duty to the
organisation and to the nation to improve the fsidation in Sierra Leone for the mass¥s,
as one of the ex-RUF programme organisers put it

Based on previous experiences with farming the gepects to harvest 10 bushels of rice
for every one bushel planted (reasonable for theféotility soils of the boliland zone around
Makeni, without fertilizer). Part of the harvestivae used as husk rice in the following year
in neighbouring villages. [Butio really improve this farming project a tractor reeeded
which normally ploughs about 12 acres in one dathe ploughing is done by manual labour
it will result in a considerable number of medicases[due to the stress associated with
trying to cut into and turn over the hard, compddteliland soils].Furthermore, if the area
will be used in the dry season for vegetables argaimp is needed to pump up the water
from the nearby river. A drying floor and a storeise will make the project fully equipped,
one of the participants explains.

A feature of this case is the failure of NCDDR tm\ade agricultural packages for ex-
combatants willing to choose farming, and the réwalale statement of an ex-combatant that
the motivation to get involved in farming after tvar stemmed from their deceased leddfr;
Foday Sankoh told them to do so.

KADA Makeni

The Kalamayrah Agricultural Development AssociatiorMakeni (KADA) is a project with
598 members, of which there are 40 ex-combatanttu@ling one female). It originated as a
NCDDR sponsored project. Presently, nine ex-conmsitand nine civilians receive support
from respectively NCDDR and a DFID-funded agencyhia form of training. The civilians,
like the ex-combatants, receive a monthly allowaat®ne (50 kg.) bag of rice and will
receive the graduation package of two bushels Qdd) of husk rice and some vegetable
seeds.

HOPE Sierra Leone caters for an additional 50 pe@rd has provided its standard
package of 50 cutlasses, 50 hoes and 10 bush&©HKf 3 and 10 bushels of ROK 5 and
“food for work”. The project is active in three Miges producing rice and vegetables.
According to the Makeni director of the NG@he ex-combatants are more serious about
agriculture than the civilians because for thisfigroup it is often the only mean of survival.
What we provide is in the first year tools, seedd #ood for work. In the second ydave
give] only food for work. From the third year on the j@@t should be self-reliant. We provide
ROK 3 and some local varieties. If the knowledgeotsavailable we provide workshops to

118 Note the revolutionary language some of these k-Rghters still use, as almost second nature.
19 sankoh died in the custody of the Special CouAtigust 2003.
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the members. Fortunately there are no problems émtvihe ex-combatants and the civilians
in the projects we sponsoAccording to one of the instigators of the projdat:February
2002 the training programme started. The trainingludes practical and theory. Practical is
about 80% of the total training, and classroom tlyegiven by an extension officer trained in
general agriculture at NjaldUniversity College] takes about 20%. This extension officer is
financed by DFIDMost “students” have previous experience in farmang some stated that
they had some theoreticalal knowledge of agricalas well.

Through the interaction and the involvement of¢benmunity, the project has been able to
obtain the land on which it operates. As mentionedthis part of the country land is
abundant (especially the difficult to cultivate itesdds). The project experienced a setback
when, due to the delay in supply of inputs, thees & need for mechanical ploughing (or
extensive food for work) to plant rice seedlingsime. So it had to hire a tractor for eight
hours of ploughing. The costs were Le 30,000/hdus the entertainment of the tractor
operators, which include cigarettes, palmwine andeal.

A closer look at the composition of members revéadsfollowing statistics: about 75% of
ex-combatants receiving training are ex-RUF. Andtlabse who are not (yet) receiving
training were former RUF fighters. According to ttaff of the project this can be explained
in the following way: 1) the RUF was in control tifis area during the latter part of the
conflict and 2) most of SLA/AFRC fighters chosegm back to the army. Moreover 3) most
CDF fighters actually changed sides, and joinedRb& when the latter took over the control
in the north. Many CDF fighters failed to qualifgrfDDR support because they had only
single barrel shot gur’

According to one of the founders of the projech@dle-aged man from Kailahun who
joined the RUF in 1991 Most of ugproject foundershre ex-RUF, and come from the east of
the country. For now, we do not want to go backehiut] only if we are able to carry this
project to our home-areapve will go], so that we do not arrive with empty hanée
continues to explain about the struggle of the “emoent” (the RUF) and its preoccupation
with agriculture:When you look at the struggle of the movementstriiw been for nothing.
In the Western world they say it was a senselesdutathe sense that came out of it is the
community mind®* But the people only want to talk about the negatispects. The RUF
agenda was that any development could only be ssfideif you can feed the people.
Therefore the communal agriculture was promotecabse people must live on a communal
level and not on an individual leveHe adds:It was the policy of the RUF to promote
farming. Agriculture makes the people self-suffitend independent from the government. A
self-reliance struggle breeds a self-reliance faggirogramme.

Discussion

There are two clear issues that come out of theeabase histories: the first is that not a few
RUF ex-combatants consider their involvement intpea agriculture to be a prolongation

and implementation of ideas gained in the RUF alboral development, and reflecting the

need for a “community mind”. Communal labour ikated to not-for-profit farming activity.

120 RUF combatants used more modern weapons

2L |n his bookFighting for the Rainforest1996) Paul Richards discusses what young Siezocméans describe
as the ‘educative’ impact of the first Rambo filfRirst Blood”. This film tells the story of John Ram a
Vietham war veteran who is unfairly maltreated ainden away by local community leaders, upon whan h
then revenges himself, using his wits and survetedtegies. ‘Theesult of social exclusion, the film seems to
say, is unconstrained violence. That violence ithardic, since it serves to wake up society atdaig the
neglected cleverness of youth.’ (Richards, 1996:58)
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The RUF here reflects a rather wider aspect ofl thiaking — the poor depend on each other
for security, but the very institutions of that sety (e.g. communal labour) are the ones that
are undermined both by the corrupt manipulation®lgés and by market forces. In that
regard there is something backward-looking andaigistabout the RUFs agrarian critique, a
feature frequently found in other agrarian populigtisings. The other interesting aspect is
that it seems that the shakers-and-movers of threrttucrop of post-war agricultural projects
tend to be those ex-combatants who were recruitg@imed during the first years of the
conflict, and underwent ideological training.

Unfortunately NCDDR does not have, or is unwillitg release, figures on how ex-
combatant’s choices for a particular DDR packagedawvided among the various factions. So
it is difficult to say to what extent ex-RUF combats are indeed relatively more likely to
choose for agriculture over a wider sample. Thereeason to suspect that — in part — the
picture painted above is somewhat artefactual. BiRghters in agriculture are likely to be
outnumbered in absolute terms by ex-CDF fighteirsyltom many were already involved in
farming before the war, and chose the individuahfag package to kick-start their activities
again. But a better test than absolute numberstrbighhat if agriculture was indeed part of
the ideological agenda of the RUF then, on thenesty of the ex-RUF fighters themselves,
those conscripted early on in the conflict (up 897) are more likely to have picked up an
agrarian agenda, and that this might be sufficyestilong to survive into a post-war world in
which the movement had fallen apart as an armeefacThis is, indeed, the claim made in
relation to the material examined above.

Many early recruits had a rural background, bwenédrad the opportunity to farm under
conditions profitable to them. Many of these firstruits were still young at the time of
conscription, probably contributing to the farmstlo¢ir parents or local elites through their
labour, perhaps prior to drifting away from, or rpihounded out of, their villages. Early
recruitment seems to be the common thread conigealithe voices reported in this chapter.
It seems clear that Foday Sankoh and some of Heagaoes in the leadership of the RUF had
a stronger ideological programme than has so fan lmeedited. This programme seems to
relate, in particular, to ideas that circulatedha milieu of Bunumbu College, in Kailahun, a
major centre of RUF support up until the end ofwa (Richards 2001). The data presented
in this chapter seem strong enough — taken together sustain a conclusion that at least
some of the early recruited cadres were shapadporitant ways by their ideological training
— and that this training - combined with their tusackgrounds - fixed their thinking upon a
simple populist and widely shared agrarian agemtardform that has survived the war,
despite all discouragements. In the institutiortgllesof thinking favoured by the RUF, it is
agriculture, and not diamonds, that remains the.bas
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Chapter 6:

Three questions about the war: the RUF as a ruralinderclass project?

Introduction

The present chapter aims to answer three quesfitnesfirst ishow far can we assume the
RUF was a product of a pre-determined culture oferice — an intrinsic African barbarism,
or violence inherent in the street culture of arbam underclassThe question was first
posed by the American journalist Robert Kaplan, énthusiastically espoused (in a street
culture variant) by a group of radical diasporaliectuals. A second questionvigether the
RUF was (secretly?) mainly motivated by “greed, goevance”, i.e. by attempts to control
the rich diamond fields of eastern and southernr&ieeone.Diamonds may have been the
major pre-occupation of the RUF’s internationallglliconnected enemies, who saw the rebel
movement as a spoke in the wheel of their own laggde mining plans, so it is not hard to
see why outsiders allege diamonds to be the mapdivation of bothparties to the war. RUF
cadres cited in this thesis - and some fighterosgg to the RUF - deny diamonds were a
major motivation for rebellion. So then we haveatswer a derivative questionhy did the
RUF focus so much attention, latterly, on attemptsontrol these lucrative diamond areas?
The third question concernghy did a movement like the RUF increase in numisers
quickly, and how, despite its violent recruitmemtimods, was it able to hold the attention of a
significant proportion of the rural youth it recteid? We will try to assess the merits of the
argument that the rapid growth of the RUF was sawehonnected to the collapse of a
system of patrimonial rule previously ensuring irgenerational social reproduction.

Before proceeding further, it may be helpful togakock of what has been presented so far.
The first chapteof this thesis introduced readers to those whe ltaken part in the conflict,
the ex-combatants. Belonging to different factiafgjifferent ranks and recruited in different
ways, they all tend, nevertheless, to give ratimaila explanations of the causes of the war,
viz. lack of education and employment opportunities tueorrupt practices at state-level
and the exploitation of young people by a gerordgticrrural elite. Although it is already
remarkable that ex-combatants of different factioose forward with the same causes, this
might be after-the-event justification common teaenbatants as a group, or a reflection of
a dominant post-war discourse on the causes afae

To test ex-combatant explanations, therefore, #o®rsd chapteundertook an historical
analysis of the processes of state and community&fton in Sierra Leone. It becomes clear
from this historical review that many issues to ethéx-combatants draw attention are indeed
an objective part of the historical record. In marar, government in Sierra Leone has long
been notorious for corruption, nepotism, patrimdisiaa and lack of democracy, with clear
negative impact on poorer young peoplée second part of the chapter brought out that
young people were not only affected by lack of ediocn and economic opportunities but
that, in particular, they faced a second kind opprdy -vulnerability to exploitation by local
seniors, through elders’ control over customary rteu land, agricultural labour and
allocation of marriage partners.

Chapter threeoffered an overview of the war. If one thing staalt, it must be the
resilience of the RUF. Once complicating factorgshsas acts of disloyalty and banditry by
dissident army units, are stripped awtmg movement’s remarkable coherence during the
years of war suggests it was more than a looseitaalof bandits and opportunist3his
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resistance to many attempts to divide or destrois iblready, to some extent, indirect
testimony to the existence of some set of beliefsas or practices holding the movement
firm, thus pouring doubt, already, on anarchic “NBarbarism” and opportunistic “Greed,

not Grievance” theories.

The heart of the thesis is chapter fodrere we take a look into the world and ideashef t
RUF. In the first part, on “strategies of bonding"is shown that the RUF made use of more
ways to recruit and include new members than ohiptbforce. There is thus need for an
adequate social theory to take accourthefprocesses through which recruits were bonded to
the wider group.The second part of this chapter describes the bpeah side of the bush
camps of the RUF. Here we glimpse a daily worldaxdial practices, and we again have need
of a social theory adequateaocount for the specific organisational evolutiofperienced by
the RUF while isolated in the budh. the third part of chapter four the RUF'’s ideolaand
political agenda are described, according to tlweaats of the ex-combatants. It is clear that
this ideology is no sophisticated intellectual ge of the historical and present-day Sierra
Leone. It has all the marks of a home-spun politgalosophy, born of the everyday
frustrations of the marginalized. So the questioentbecomes how exactly did these ideas
arise, and to whom and why did they appdalthe last part of this chapter we took a specific
look at RUF discourse and practices concerningcaljure. Why did a guerrilla movement
like the RUF apparently put effort into promotiragrhing in the territories under its control,
when it might more easily have concentrated oningidelief supplieqapparently the norm
for African guerrillas, cf. Keen [1994])? Was famgi popular propaganda, a logistical
necessity, or (as the ex-combatants claim) a defpart of RUF ideology?

Chapter fiveproceeds to subject these claims to a test oéstgcby asking what some of
the more committed - and often early recruited vemoent ideologues did after the war. The
chapter follows five communal agricultural projestgearheaded by former RUF combatants.
Although the actual practices are for the most pamdard for community-based agricultural
development, a subject with a long and dubiousohjsin Sierra Leone, the ex-combatants
continue to insist that their involvement is a prajation of the RUF’s agenda on rural
development. Where some may sense the ring of rijnde these claims, doubters will
continue to argue that this is self-justificatonyportunism. Opportunist rhetoric during the
war is followed (so they will argue) by opportunisactice afterwards.

The present chapter now attempts to address ée #@t questions. If they can be answered
satisfactorily we will then reach a point whereenexplanation will become apparent. The
chapter will, in the end, claim th#te RUF rebellion was both symptom of, and attechpte
answer to, a socio-economic crisis of rural youth.

Was the RUF a product of “lumpen” culture, and wasit “mindlessly violent”?

Radical youth culture in Sierra Leone

To understand the conflict in Sierra Leone one setal analyse the origins of the
Revolutionary United Front of Sierra Leone. An gd@reen Book activist, and tireless Pan-
Africanist political campaigner, Ibrahim Abdullatas supplied much insightful material on
the movement’s origins in his articlBush path to destruction: the origin and characbér
the Revolutionary United Front (RUF/SL(Abdullah, 1997). Treating the RUF mainly as a
military movement dominated by its ultra-youthfuements, he locates its origins in the
youth culture of Sierra Leone. Theoretically, thhe,aligns himself with a dominant North
American anthropological discourse in which cultigseen as having independent causative
power, and opposed to another analyst of the wahérds, 1996) who builds on the
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British/European analytical perspective of e.g. &ufl999), in which culture is considered
epiphenomenal (a product, not a cause, of certadslof social organization).

Organised youth militancy in Sierra Leone datesklacthe 1930s according to Abdullah
(1997), and the Youth League, inaugurated by IAT.Wallace-Johnson, a well-known
revolutionary (Marxist) Pan-Africanist. Accordin@ tAbdullah, the demise of the Youth
League in 1939 closed formal avenues for radicaltlyqgolitical agitation, although the
tradition remained alive underground throughout tmears. ‘This youth culture, which
became visible in the post-1945 period, had itsegkigy in the so-called ‘rarray-boy’
culture.” (Abdullah 1997:50). The Krio Dictionarylaims rare derives from the
mispronunciation of the English word “rare” (i.enusual) by 18 century Savoyard
entertainers advertising their shows on the streetondon, though in local usage in Sierra
Leone it tends to assimilate more to the notiofrwh-away” (i.e. vagrant, street youth). Getz
(2004) points out that the educated coastal elépsained dependent on domestic slave
labour into the early colonial period, and werestantly wary of vagrancy as an assault on
their economic position. Abdullah seems oblivioasthis ironic possibility. Culture causes
behaviour, according to his theoretical positiamg &rarray culture” causes violence. ‘It is a
male-specific oppositional sub-culture which eadéynds itself to violence’ (Abdullah
1997:50)}%

During the 1970s increasing numbers of middle-chassths started to visit the regular
abode of the “rarray-boys”, the pdie gathering place for the unemployed, often areeiotr
marijuana dealing and smoking)he visitors included university students from FduBay
College, perched on the hill immediately overlogkithe working-class districts of East
Freetown (Abdullah’s account is largely Freetowntde). Radical students found a willing
ear for their political ideas among the workingsslalenizens of the potd3ut there were also
student groups which deliberately distanced thewesefrom the violent and drug-based
culture of thepotes,or so Abdullah claim$?® These more serious-minded student activist
groups - over which Abdullah himself exercised uefice in the 1970s - were strongly
influenced by Pan-Africanism and Gaddafi's GreewlBo

The radical students - represented by revolutiostugient groups, such as the Green Book
Study Group, the Socialist Club and the Pan-Africamon (PANAFU) — were united in a
Mass Awareness and Participation (MAP) movementilé\ilie Kabbah was the student’s
union president at Fourah Bay College, relatiorisvéen the radical students and the College
administration deteriorated. According to Dokitféthe new union leadership was no longer
reactive: imbued with a growing sense of poweraiti as political force, it was prepared to
seize the initiative’ (Dokubo 2000:4-5). Forty-osieidents accused of links with Libya were
expelled from the college and some, including Xlebba, were detained for some months in
1985. Afterwards Kabba went into exile in Ghaffaafter being instructed to do so by an
official of the People’s Bureau (the name for thieylan embassy). Steps towards the making
of a more informal youth opposition ended at thegnp and the numerous study groups and
revolutionary cells took over (Abdullah 1997). Bilte Libyans (according to Abdullah)
continued to rely on Alie Kabba to shape a revohary project in Sierra Leone, and
approached him to deliver recruits for militaryimiag. Abdullah claims that Alie Kabba —
apparently a rival for his own leadership of thedsint Pan Africanist movement - had little
credibility with Fourah Bay College students (Addhl 1997).

122 1n fact rareis not male—specific; the epithet is as likelyb® applied to a young woman, in which case the
vagrancy implies a life of sexual freedom or pttositbn. Either way, it is a term of morality nataysis.

123 Others would suggest that some students founaiie roonvenient and safer to smoke and plot reaiditi
quieter locations, such as the patch of forestriuktiie College preserved as a botanical garden.

124 Dokubo repeatedly echoes Abdullah (1997) with@knawledging him.

125 Jerry Rawlings, Ghana’s military leader, enjoyéllyan support.
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The Libya and Liberia connections

PANAFU then debated over two important issues: tvrebr not the potéypes should be
recruited for the revolution and over the call fecruits by the former student leader in exile.
The majority decided against both issues, and tho$&vour - among them some of the key
figures of the later RUF - were eventually expelledm the movement. According to
Abdullah (1997:63): ‘For once PANAFU had rejectduk tidea of participating as an
organisation, the project became an individual ipnie: any man (no attempt was made to
recruit women) who felt the urge [could] acquirsungency training in the service of the
‘revolution.” This inevitably opened the way foretihecruitment of “lumpens”.’ “Lumpens” is
Abdullah’s alternative term for rare

In 1987 and 1988 not more than fifty Sierra Leoseaavelled to Libya to receive guerrilla
training in Benghazi. Foday Saybana Sankoh (origiaene Alfred Foday Sankoh), the future
leader of the RUF, was among this group. Once pocal in the RSLMF, and trained by the
British army as a signals technici#ihe was jailed in 1971 for earlier involvement incap
plot*?” against Siaka Stevens. Released from jail aftesrsgears, he worked in both Bo and
the diamond areas of the Liberian border as a hapher, and at one stage belonged to a
Green Book study club, mainly frequented by schutildren, in Bo. After time in Benghazi
three figures - Foday Sankoh, and his much yourgerutionary colleagues Abu Kanu and
Rashid Mansaray — returned to Freetown, but ladeideéd to leave the capital to look for
recruits for their armed revolution in the proviec# was on one of these trips up-country,
according to Abdullah, that they met with figuresn the rebel National Patriotic Front of
Liberia, resulting in a deal between Charles TaglbiPFL and the RUF; Foday Sankoh and
his group would help Taylor in Liberia, after whid¢te would help the RUF launch its
revolution in Sierra Leone (Abdullah 1997).

And so, in March 1991 a small group of fightersssexd the border between Liberia and
Sierra Leone, into the eastern district of Kailah&thout ten days later another group entered
Sierra Leone from Liberia in the southern distradét Pujehun. The insurgents identified
themselves as freedom fighters of the Revolutiohémiged Front of Sierra Leone (RUF/SL).
Among these initial insurgents there were the dl@davanguards; all were Sierra Leonean,
but some had trained as guerrillas in Libya andesarre recruited in Liberia. The balance of
the group was made up of Liberian Special Forceeamfrom Taylor:?®

We will return to the question of RUF violence, thdre it is sufficient to note that
Abdullah, as a major advocate of the notion thatRUF was a “lumpen” movement, grounds
his argument on a kind of class analysis — an apposbetween the educated “middle
classes” (the natural leaders of the radical movenimeSierra Leone) and the rough culture of
the streets. Sankoh and his co-conspiritors apparitked the right kind of educational
background to run a revolution. Since street caltig inherently violent (according to
Abdullah) recruiting vagrants into the RUF guaradtethat the revolution would be
chaotically rather than purposefully violent. RUiBlgnce was “mindless” not because it was
unthought, but because it was the product of uregddaminds.

126 Coincidentaly, like Saloth Sahr, alias Pol Pot.

127 He shared his cell (or at least the same bloclpditical prisoners) with Samuel Hinga Norman, fheaure
leader of the Kamajors, who was held in detentimnHis anti-APC activism (Norman, then a captairtha
army, tried to block the coming to power of Siakev@ns after the 1967 election).

128 Some ex-RUF informants put it the other way arguhd vanguards were Sierra Leoneans living in fiibe
who received military training in Sogoto base ifbéiia. The Special Forces were divided in two; ¢ha$o
were Sierra Leoneans and had received guerrillaiigain Libya in 1987/88 and those who were Liberi
fighters, on loan from Liberian rebel leader angprter of the RUF, Charles Taylor.
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Bush Paths to destruction?

Abdullah considers the Revolutionary United Franbé a project which was never supported
by radical left-wing intellectuals, run by a leasl@p willing to risk recruitment of ‘lumpen’
elements?® This doomed the “revolutionary” project to failndh Sierra Leone tasted the
bitterness of lumpen violence, motivated not byoldgy but by the greed and personal
agendas of uneducated commanders. His line is ordess endorsed by other West African
intellectuals, perhaps uneasy about challengesn‘foelow” to their own positions. These
include Yusuf Bangura (1997), Ishmail Rashid (19%harles Dokubo (2000) and Jimmy
Kandeh (2001). What these authors all have in comimohat they consider the RUF to be a
movement dominated by (urbanised) lumpen elemé&dasequently, they deny the RUF any
ideologywhatsoever, and dismiss any claims made in thattibn as thinly disguisead-hoc
propaganda. Furthermore, according to these aytth@r&ey to understanding the widespread
atrocitiescommitted by the RUF cadres lies in the the lumipgckground and culture of the
majority of cadres.

It is worth examining more closely what these atghsay about these three themes:
“lumpens”, ideology and atrocities.

1) A lumpen movement

Let us look to Abdullah’s definition of “rarray bsYy on which he bases his “lumpen”

definition: ‘Mostly unlettered, they were predomitiy second generation residents in the
city ... (...) They are known for their anti-social laeour: drugs (marijuana), petty theft, and
violence’ (Abdullah 1997:51). With the involvemeot lumpens, the revolutionary project

was doomed to fail, and nothing other than teraarld come out of it. The argument is (as
noted) cultural-determinist in form. Vagrants ang dulture violent; recruit vagrants and

violence results. Or as Dokubo (2000:14), echoihglllah, puts it: ‘Perhaps because of its
“lumpen” social base and its lack of an emancipapsogramme to garner support from other
social groups, it has largely remained a banditigation solely driven by the survivalist

needs of its predominately uneducated and alienadtite commanders.” Referring to the
work of Mao and Cabral it is argued by both Abdulend Dokubo that the RUF was never
by intention a revolutionary movement, because o and Cabral cautioned against the
recruitment of “lumpens” in revolutionary organisais. Dokubo (2000:3) states that: ‘during
the Momoh years (...) the continued and dramatic graw the number of unemployed and

disaffected youth’ (...) led to the result that ‘thdyifted from the countryside, either to

Freetown and other urban centres, or to the dianimhds of Kono. In either case, they

became socialized into a culture of violence, drags criminality.’

2) Lack of ideology

An important critique of the RUF by authors of Alldb’s persuasion is that it lacked any
ideology whatsoever, to guide its fighters and prévneedless violence and atrocitiés
Without students or intellectual support, and leg & cashiered corporal, disgruntled
economic refugees, and a hi-jacked group of setallattuals (including a doctor and a

129 Abdullah seemingly has his own (perhaps understaledl axe to grind for the way the RUF hijacked é@re
Book and Pan African ideas.

1301t is a heroic assumption to conclude that anlisfgois a guarantee against atrocity or mass aivitieaths at
the hands of insurgent or revolutionary movemeHiistory shows us rather the opposite: the stronber
ideology the more victims. The rural-autarkic idepf of the Khmer Rouge movement in Cambodia cattsed
deaths of more than one-third of the populationoM&ultural Revolution cost millions of lives. Theother of
all revolutions, the 1789 French Revolution (bwftFrench rationalism) was soaked in blood, ambdn started
to “eat its own men”. It seems that the problemhwite RUF might be not its lack of intellectualsladeology,
but that these intellectuals were blindeddy muchideology.
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training college lecturer) ‘... the RUF is a bandigg@nisation totally bereft of revolutionary
credentials or a social agenda.” (Dokubo 2000:1).

Part of the critique on lack of ideology of the Ridérives from the fact that the RUF only
produced one booklet outlining its cas@otpaths to Democracy: Towards a New Sierra
Leone, Vol. |1 The volume was edited (some would say ghostewjtby a London-based
conflict resolution group International Alert (withputs from two Ghanaians, Akyaba Addai-
Seboh and Napoleon Abdulai) and brought back fpraml to Foday Sankoh in the RUF
main base, the Zogoda. Much of it derives froire Basic Document of the Revolutionary
United Front of Sierra Leone (RUF/SL): The Secoiizbtation of Africa,an itemoriginally
drafted as a PANAFU call for a popular democratant (PDF), and subsequently redrafted
and edited by Abu Kanu and Rashid Mansaray [two RiRguards] to reflect the armed
phase of the “revolution” (Abdullah 1997).

According to Abdullah (1997) the lack of ideologwsvcovered up by some actions which
should be interpreted as no more than populistggrapda. ‘Actions such as the redistribution
of ‘food, drugs, clothes and shoes from ‘liberatgdvernment sources’ (as mentioned in
Richards 1996) (...) should be seen as populist gapda rather than influences from the
Green Book.” (Abdullah 1997:71). Quite how Abdullpinoposes to distinguish populist
propaganda and Green Book influences is uncleaokubo (2000:6), echoing Abdullah,
states that ‘if there was/is any ideology, it eealvon an ad-hoc basis as a result of their
experiences in the bush.” Presumably an evolvediad)y lacks all-important authority.

3) The widespread violence

We now return to the theme of RUF violence andtéigets. Dokubo, like Abdullah,
guestions why the violence against civilians cargoh after the departure of the Liberian
Special Forces, if indeed, as the RUF claimeBantpaths to Democragyhis violence was
mainly executed by the Special Forces. Their claithat Sierra Leonean RUF fighters also
committed atrocities against civilians right frometoutset, as would be expected from
“lumpens” under arms. ‘An explanation for the cangd violence and mutilation of innocent
civiians has to be sought in the composition a¢ thovement, its lack of discipline, its
indiscriminate use of drugs (of all sorts), and #sence of a concrete programme besides
vague populist formulations about foreigners andlrdevelopment’ (Abdullah 1997:72)s
already indicated this is cultural determinismslin the culture of lumpens to be violent, the
movement recruited lumpens, thus it was very viol&ut without definite evidence that
either the movement did in fact largely compris@pens, or clear proof that the alleged lack
of ideology is indeed the case, the argument semroslar. Furthermore, the case of the
Khmer Rouge should warn us that ideologies can vakg strange forms and result in manic
violence, irrespective of whether the leadershike IPol Pot [Saloth Sar], is Parisian
educated. There can be no doubt that the RUF beeargeviolent indeed. But the forms of
its violence suggest something more (see heredftar) the casual or convenient killing
associated with bandit organizations. The deniblsited West African radical intellectuals
seem too vehement, and fail to address a centralrie of RUF violence, that it seems to be
intended to make a political point.

Some criticism of the lumpen hypothesis
Lumpens as a moral verdict
To many, it seems that Abdullah and colleagues lastong argument, underlined by facts

and historical events; 1) the extreme violencehef RUF is beyond denial, 2) claims that
ideology guided the RUF seem hollow, taking thek la€ education of the leadership into
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account and 3) the origins of the RUF do indeednste lead back to a potemsed, drug-
taking and criminally (if accidentally radicaliseghuth culture — which, when abandoned by
intellectuals and left-wing student group, possibdgulted in an accidental and infectious
spread of the idea of rebellion to a wider undasslpopulation.

It is important to realise that the lumpen elementcentral to Abdullah’s and his
colleagues’ argument in normative ways; both theevice of the RUF and the movement’s
lack of ideology are considered logiaaltcomes of lumpen-ness and thus do not needefurth
empirical study or analysi§! Social science has — since its beginnings — skedgagainst
this kind of normativeness. We are entitled to askempirical grounds, whether the lumpen
argument is correct and sufficient to explain théFRas a social phenomenon.

We should look again at Abdullah’s definition ofrpens: ‘Mostly unlettered, they were
predominantly second generation residents in ttye.ci(...) They are known for their anti-
social behaviour: drugs (marijuana), petty thefig &iolence.” (Abdullah 1997:51). They are
often unemployed and unemployabfe/Abdullah 1997, Abdullatet al. 1997 Rashid 1997).
This is the language of the outraged householdengens are deviants; ‘known [by whom?]
for their anti-social behaviour’, and thereforeb® shunned by all right-thinking persons. But
it is not (since Durkheim) the language of soc@ésce. It was Durkheim who pointed out
that crime, like suicide, is found in every formsufciety — and also that what counts as crime
differs from society to society, according to itsrf, i.e. deviancy is normal, but what counts
as normal can only be known through empirical itigasion. Thus we need to get beyond
‘lumpens’ and ‘lumpen violence’ as terms of (mow@buse. To be unemployed is not a crime,
and rarely a choice. The large numbersunémployedyouth in Sierra Leone tell us more
about the macro-economic situation of the courtantit says anything meaningful about the
moral defect of unwillingness to involve oneselfpaid labour. To beinemployablesays
more about the failures in the educational and tioical system in Sierra Leone, and is no
proof, without further investigation, of a lack ioterest in educational or vocational training.
What other options were open to large groups ofthguwith little economic prospect in their
villages, than to leave for either urban and oringrcentres and survive by their wits? And
what other economy is able to absorb them other tha informal economy - certainly not
the small formal economy, in which jobs are theefidly guarded gold bullion of
patrimonialism. MacGaffey (1992)as shown that the so-called informal trade in anadi
African countries is considerably larger than fokrtrade. So Mcintyre, Aning & Addo

131 |n the debate between Abdullah and some of theoasitabove (Abdullalet al, 1997), published ifrica
Developmentthe debaters involve themselves in a lengthyudision about what category of young people
joined the RUF. Were these “ray-rayman dem”, “san-Boys”, ‘hjiahungbia ngorgesiddisconnected village
youth)”, “lumpens”, “savis man”, “bonga rarray maoi’ “kabudu”? No one seems to have recognisectliese
are all folk, and not analytical, categories. Hoamewmportant as folk terms are, they hide politicelgements.
If it is stated that the RUF was partly made upmrésocially disconnected village youth (‘njiahungbi
ngorgesia’), who areontemptuougmy emphasis) of rural authority and institutioasd who, therefore, saw the
war as an opportunity to settle local scores,’” (Wtah et al. 1997:172) and if we then subsequently take this
contemptuous nature as a matter of fact, the dediately reproduces the local political status gdere, we
argue that rural authority and institutions haverb&strumental in creating feelings of contempoagirural
youths which in the end lead to their social disemrion from the village, but that this then hab¢ounderstood
in terms of the institutional development of Siebeone under British indirect rule, and its subssqgupost-
colonial) transmutations. Evidence from the groisdeeded to sustain this argument.

132 |shmail Rashid is another author who favours tmapen argument. He uses it: ‘primarily, in its aud
Marxist sense, to represent that strata of theeppdhat cannot fully employ or sell its labour hase of
capitalist transformation, restructuring or retdement. (Marx and Engels 1955:20-21)" (Rashid 122723).
Mclintyre, Aning & Addo (2002:12) doubt if this daftion applies to the Sierra Leonean case and atttatet
was not capitalist transformation that took planeSierra Leone but ‘a confused economic re-enginger
process in which corruption had become a hallmémational politics.” As a consequence ‘those woskeho
were retrenched (...) were in fact honest, hardwaylpeople who formed the working class strata ofr8ie
Leone society’ (Mcintyre, Aning & Addo 2002:12).
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(2002) conclude that ‘to criminalise what sustamsst African economies in the drive to
prove a specific point is disturbing.” (Mcintyrenig & Addo 2002:15fn).

Second generation city lumpens or rural drop-outs?

But in addition to falling into the trap of offegnmoral judgements in place of evidence,
Abdullah makes an analytical mistake when he ertedps the urban lumpeorigin of the
RUF to what increasingly became in the field a proal and_ruralmovement. Ibrahim
Abdullah considers the RUF to be a project planim@tated, and put in practice by a group
of people with urban underclass backgrounds, audl tih be infected with the cultural drives
of the urban street milieu. According to him, kdgyers>® were recruited among the clients
of potes(marihuana and palmwine bars) in Eastern Freet®unhthe information gathered by
the present thesis, in relation to early recruitadres, does not back his point. Neither Alie
Kabba or Foday Sankoh were urban working classk@ahailed from a ruling family in
Magburaka. The leader of the BANSAL agriculturabjpct (discussed in the previous
chapter) is the well-educated child of a politidesident from Pujehun Districts driven into
Liberia by the oppression of Siaka Stevens. Hisstbmother”, and a former leader in the
RUF women’s wing, was once an administrative off@eBunumbu. The BANSAL second-
in-command is the first son of a northern Paramdtimef. The leader of the Tongo land
recovery group was trained in community developna¢funumbu College.

There were some urban underclass elements. B#tbidyllah’s own admission a good
number of those who originally recruited from thagsfor guerrilla training in Libya during
the late 1980sdecided to forget about the experientke revolution] (my emphasis)
(Abdullah, 1997:65) after their return to Sierraobe. An implication is that they lacked the
zeal. Continuing their urban life, to second getenamigrants, may have seemed more
appealing than several years of struggle in pdrteecountry they hardly knew. According
to Abdullah (1997:62) Foday Sankoh — future leanfethe RUF - left for Libya in August
1987 with a group of recruits from Freetownd the provincegmy emphasis). So it seems
unlikely that more than a handful of the group a$wankoh of what was to become the
senior RUF cadre (vanguards) werdan recruits (and from the pofesiwo of the original
leading triumvirate - Sankoff, Kanu*®> and Mansardy® - were (by background) from up-
country districts, and not unfamiliar with rurabigs. Again, Abdullah concedes that after
their return to Sierra Leone from their trainingipd in Libya, they decided that: ‘they should
leave Freetown and settle in the proviridgsy emphasis) (Abdullah 1997:66). Later in the
paper Abdullah suddenly shifts his ground (and givp his urban argument) when he states
that: ‘the bulk of the current RUF battle front cmanders are lumpens from theal (my
emphasis) south-east.” (Abdullah 1997:70). Abdukdhal (1997:206) distinguishes three
groups of marginal or socially disconnected youtaking up the main combatants in the
RUF, namely: 1) urban marginals, 2) socially-diguected village youth and 3) illicit miners.

The issue is clear. The RUF was from the outsethmmore than a group of disaffected
urbanites, and much more than a bunch of stresiirwais. It may be relevant to take account
of the interaction of university student radicaftsl goteidlers, if indeed unemployment is to
be assessed in moralistic terms, as Abdullah séemgnt to insist, when discussing the

133 According to Abdullah (1997:65fn): ‘The number ®ierra Leoneans who went to Libya between 1987/88
were not more than fifty. Alie Kabba [expelled stutlleader] said about two dozen went.’

134 sankoh, after his release from jail, spent sewgrats working as a photographer based in Segbwenuad
junction town in Kailahun District, close to Pendamand Bunumbu, major focuses of RUF activity frb891.
Even at the end of the war informants in SegbwestthRaul Richards (pers. comm.) that most of tHeadd
settlements as far as Bunumbu and beyond werdysRIdF terrain (cf. Richardst al. 2004b).

135 Abu Kanu was a graduate of the rural Njala UniitgiGollege.

1% Rashid Mansaray was ‘an activist from Freetown ead, who had left the country in 1986 to join MELA

in the fight against UNITA in Angola...” (Abdullah $9:62)
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origin of the conspiracy that led to RUF takinghe field. But from the moment the Bengazi-
trained radicals returned to Sierra Leone and spuesely decided to leave the capital for the
provinces in 1988, the future leadership of the R&tgely turned its back on the urban areas.
As a result the majority of the vanguards wereuiged in the small provincial towns. The
thousands of RUF fighters recruited during thet finsee years of the war — the wosusho
formed the essential backbone of the movement piekeed up in rural backwaters, or semi-
urban mining areas in Kailahun, Pujehun and Kore,dreas Richards terms “rural slums”
(Richards 2005b), and were almost exclusively rurabackground and orientation. These
became the RUF’s most loyal fighters. The few ($emellectual types (e.g. Fayia Musa)
who joined or were forcibly taken up by the movemerere before their conscription active
in the provinces, and often had radical credenbtalsiral service oriented commitments (i.e.
the movement sensed an affinity and sought therjp dbie most notable example is I.H.
Deen-Jalloh?’ a lecturer at rural teacher’s college at Bununzbuillage in rural Kailahun,
where teacher training emphasised radical selumeé as part of the curriculum. Abdullah,
Rashid and others ignore the Bunumbu connectiovritimg off the RUF as a bunch of thugs.

It seems that Abdullah and colleagues have overatd the urban factor in the RUE
and missed out the rural factor. They assume HeaRiIJF’s position vis-a-vis the peasantry
was, from the outset, oppositional. Most well-foadd Marxist/Leninist or Maoist
revolutionary projects, executed by left-wing itgetuals, would consider the peasantry
(where the working class is undeveloped) as itg alhd go all out to win them over (they
presume). It is self-evident to our authors thatRUF did not do so, and thus was no genuine
revolutionary movement. Thandika Mkandawire, foliogvthis theoretical line without much
reference to facts, offers a generalisation linkedhe RUF case. He believes that: ‘The
African rural setting is generally deeply inimidal liberation war, because peasants enjoy
direct control over their own land, and surplusregppiation takes place through the market,
rather than through an exploitative landlord cla@dkandawire 2002:181). Although it is
worth distinguishing between different categoriépeasants as far as control over land is
concerned, the point is that the African ruralisgtis not only inhabited by land-owning
peasants, but increasingly by numbers of young lpesho lack the basic modalities even to
be peasants. Marginalised by “customary” institugioexactions first begun under colonial
rule and maintained by rural elites ever sinceytbecome a class of “strangers” and
vagrants, neither citizen nor subject (cf. Fantedp01). The happy land-owning peasants of
Mkandawire’s analysis are a myth, as far as youmgl people with low educations in rural
Sierra Leone are concerned. They cannot even meebtheir own labour to work the
allegedly abundant land, since this is extractethfthem by marriage payments and court
fines for infringements of a traditional code ofhbeiour regulated by elders. They are
victims of a lineage mode of production articulatgh trading capital, as Dupré & Rey
(1972) have so cogently argued. Thus it was na@el@ous urban malaise’, as Mkandawire
(2002:208), misled by Abdullalet al., supposes, that stoked the RUF rebellion, but the
grievances of a real rural underclass of villagmlaers.

Abdullah and colleagues fail to hear the grievance the rural labouring classes upon
which the RUF built its insurgency because they paycritical attention to the analysis of
failing rural institutions (not least the institomi of so-called customary law). Instead it looks
like they are only willing to recognise a revolutaryy project when it is to be executed by a
radical, but intellectual and university-baseddiahip. Once it became clear that the various
radical student clubs backed off, and the revotuti@s still pursued by other, less educated

137 Deen Jalloh was at one stage designated the tighd RUF'’s Internal Defence Unit (i.e. in chargeRUF
internal security), but the head of BANSAL repons was also was one of the main figures in charfge o
ideological training.

138 Mkandawire (2002) generalises his analysis toratbatemporary African rebel movements.
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people lacking theoretical training, these authliississ the project as an insurgency without
any agenda and in the control of lumpen elementsfuxther attempts are made to enquire
from young people, living in villages, small towasd mining camps, who were to form the
backbone of the RUF, whether they had reasondt.rAnd no attempts are made to review
the RUF, its violence, and its own purported idggldn terms of these more provincial and
rural grievances$®

The creation and collapse of an armed egalitarian Britocracy

From the moment the three-man leadership — Sarkam, and Mansaray - left Freetown in
1988 after their return from Benghazi, the RUF Imegatake shape as a rural rather than an
urban movement. Its cadres were young people, aftemo-economically marginalized -
Because | was not doing anything and there wasemsgnm looking after me | decided to join
them and take up arms to fight. (...) | joined theete purposely because of the difficulties we
were having(female ex-RUF combatant, see chapter 1) - noogeldriven away from their
villages where their labour was exploited by a géwvoratic cultural system You will be
required to do all sorts of physical jobs for thede’s family, like brushing and making a
farm for the family, offering your energy as labdarbuild houses for them, and sharing the
proceeds of your own labour (...) or you will loseiywife and be taken to court for breach
of contract. (...) In B. marriage is synonymous twsty (ex-RUF combatant, see chapter 2).
These youths clearly felt betrayed both by locatlrelites and the stateThe root causégof
the war]was that the elders ignored the youth, both in atanal field as well as in the
social field. The RUF was a youth movem@entRUF commander, see chapter 1) - and many
felt some desire for vengeance against the edt@lisociety. This was indeed a potentially
destructive force, if mobilised without any stroggidance or vision As soon as you start to
arm people and you do not have stringent rules kwes they will turn into bandits. In
particular with the uneducated people. And abou%76f the movemerthe RUF] was
uneducatedRUF commander C).

However, the RUF, during its first years, demansiedt discipline and provided guidance
- If you were found guilty of stealing you were kill&lo rebel was above the law. (...) In fact,
they had stronger laws than the governm@&®RC child combatant A, see chapter 4) - and
had a clear (if simple-minded) ideology (free edistaand medical care for all, collective
farming, a people’s court, a system of promotioadoaon merits, etc.). This egalitarian and
meritocratic agenda inspired many recruitfthe RUF promotes by ability, so some have
really joined (RUF fighter A, see chapter 4). Moreover, margaead youths — denied
marriage partners, land, citizenship or even thetsfrof their own labour in their home
villages - were attracted by an organisationalesyisstressing the interests (and rights) of the
group (the collective) above those of the individuAlone you cannot reach anything, only
in a group you can producéex-RUF commander C, see chapter 5). Many of tres
considered themselves (or explained that they shoohsider themselves as) victims of a
hierarchical system that had become increasingliaiur{run according to patrimonial,
authoritarian and gerontocratic principlegfter a week | joined because their ideology made
sense to me. Most of the examples they give almuiption and misbehaviour of the
government, well, | was experiencing that myselftak a victim of that myse(ex-RUF
commander C, see chapter 4) - and which was sloddgrading into competitive

139 What perhaps contributed to this urban-biased \déthe RUF was the fact that Abdullah and collezgu
base their analysis on accounts of people who didain the movement, such as members of left-wing study
groups opting not to support the call for guerritaining in Bengazi. This seems to have seriobgged their
understanding of the political dynamic from whitle RUF drew its momentum.
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individualism. The marginalized cadres had expeeenfirst hand that they had nothing to
expect from the established society (ruled by refis or patrimonial politicians) nor was
there scope to progress by one’s own efforts inumtty where markets were controlled to a
large extent by a closed Lebanese community.

While the initial strict discipline and ideology the RUF was able to tame to a large extent
the potential destructive powers of its cadredsrbush camps and areas under contildie
leaders however made these rules to stop this uraimd looting [of its fighters] and
whenever you break this law you were sent to thgfsquad(RUF clerk A, see chapter 4), it
struggled to control effectively its cadres on naes in unfriendly territory Some who did
bad continued to stay in the frontlifRUF signal officer B, see chapter 4), or allowkd t
fighters misbehaveBut during operations there was more freedom. FEghtvere allowed to
rape and loot if they had no orders saying the @yt (RUF military police A) Brutal
behaviour towards the civilians was increasinglpvaéd, and perhaps even encouraged by
the leadership, in reaction to the rise of the Kansaand the counter insurgency skills they
developed as a result of support from South Afriaad British private security companies
linked to diamond mining. The RUF considered thel defence fighters and the civilians,
who supported them, as a unity, making the civdljan the eyes of the RUF, a legitimate
target -So the enemy of the RUF was not only the CDF orSth®, but the whole society.
Many of the earlier atrocities of the RUF can bglaxed by this double role of the civilians
(RUF clerk A, see chapter 4). As a result the RUEabee increasingly cut off from rural
society — a society in any case divided againgfjtsn which the natural allies of the
movement were rural underclass youth - during iishbphase (1994-1997). The peace-
negotiations culminating in the Abidjan Peace add80" November 1996) did not result in
lasting peace, but did remove the RUF ideologiealdership and undermined their role
(including Sankoh). The government attitude in peaegotiations was to separate the
leadership from the rank-and-file, it being assurtied the movement in the bush would then
wither and die (this was sometimes termed “cuttfighe head of the snake”). But it was a
dangerous game, because the movement foresaw #wbiiity, and was prepared I-
remember Sankoh saying the following: “I lead todayt | am not ruling. Tomorrow | am
not with you, so you must unite and love each ofR&F commander E)However, the
violence of the field commanders did eventuallyderthe movement from within, even if at
great cost to civilians But when Masquita started to kill people, the lietguals in the
movement shied awg)RUF commander E). Many of the RUF Base Camps aatdful
Grounds came under attack by CDF fighters, EO nmmames and Nigerian Alpha Jets in the
run-up to the signing of the peace-accord, andfthther destabilised the movement, and laid
the foundations for later horrific violencenr [the attack onlthe Zogodq1996] we lost so
much manpower. You know, Januarwés our revengéRUF commander C, see chapter 4.
The RUF’s “new society” came under attack and westrdyed. The outcome of what had
been a painstakingly slow process of convincingRhH- cadres of the possibility of a new
society was now blown to pieces. As a result thdres lost the belief in an ideology the
leadership had tried to embed in them while readisit the same time that there would be no
return to the old society which had expelletNe- sooner you come to your hometown they
will kill you. So that was why we from the RUF sthyogether to continue fighting till we
were getting peacéRUF commander B, see chapter @nce egalitarians and meritocrats,
movement cadres became fatalists in the face ofbtgality of hardened battlefront
commanders handed out to friend and foe. And adidtd, under the control of the military
wing, a new kind of destructive potential was attoute fully unleashed.

The power-sharing after the May '97 military cobpught the RUF together with a
military junta who felt equally betrayed by theitan population (for giving the CDF, rather
than the RSLMF the credit for fighting the RUF).tBany attempt to re-ignite the RUF’s
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principles among its cadres failed to communictgelfi to the disgruntled army veterans -
You know, there is the town ideology and the bdsblogy. (...) It turned out bad for the
movement that we had joined the AFRC. All our raed regulations were just eroding
during the AFRC time and later they stabbed uh@back(RUF commander E, see chapter
4).

Expelled from Freetown and other towns by ECOMO@ #re CDF in early 1998, the
RUF and AFRC were nowhere close to complete extincas EO had promised, but both
groups realised they had few options. Court-martadd public execution by firing squad on
surrendered AFRC senior officers, including a semioman officer, major Kula Samba in
charge of the army widows and orphans fund, togetith a death sentence on Foday
Sankoh for treason, had sent a very clear sigral tthat continued fighting was the only
option, and that it would in any case be more pabfe, either to gain diamonds, now the
main currency of the conflict, or to secure a ggemcard at any future negotiating table.
January 6, 1999 was the clearest sign from the ®idFSierra Leone would only experience
peace through negotiation and never through mylN&tory, and that it wanted to enter these
negotiations with Sankoh as its undisputed leader.

A neo-Durkheimian process

As Richards has argued (e.g. Richards 1999) thengand breaking of the RUF and the
behaviour of its cadres fits well patterns predictyy neo-Durkheimian cultural theory as
developed by Mary Douglas and oth&%focused on how social solidarities are created and
what can happen if they fall apart.

According to Emile Durkheim (1858-1917) societyséad on Rousseau’s “social contract”,
I.e. a rational agreement, cannot exist becauseamnts between people are only possible if
they trust each other enough to make any such mgre It is only after society has been
established that contracts are possible. Therefinere must be some source of
“precontractual solidarity”, according to Durkheimhis solidarity is created by a shared
emotional feeling, which Durkheim refers to as tlwellective conscience” (Collins &
Malowsky 1993). If we regard the RUF as a societyDurkheimian terms then it is clear
there was an emotional feeling shared by the cabtgst was a negative one - resentment at
exploitation by a gerontocratic rural elite, or Bubeir exclusion from their villages, e.g. for
challenging the authority of elders, or the widesypr tort of “woman damage” (i.e. taking a
woman without making proper payments), and overdeffailure of the state to invest in the
education of the younger non-elite, non-urban ggticer.

According to Mary Douglas’s reworking of centrégéments in Durkheimian theory once a
group has become collectively bonded there are afitpited number of ways in which it can
manage the constraints and regulations imposedrbypgcommitments. Douglas (1993)
distinguishes four distinctive patterns, or systevhlaims, that can produce a potentially
stable cultural type; the hierarchy, the sectar@n egalitarian culture, competitive
individualism and the culture of the isolate (samet also referred to as fatalist cultural
type). Notice, in contra-distinction to the approdo culture as a causal entity, espoused by
Abdullah, in his arguments about “lumpens”, Douglagproach envisages culture as the
outcome, not the cause, of bonding. Moral rules @egices for prolonging states of
commitment, not the means whereby the bonding r& fachieved. The circumstances
creating an initial sense of group identity tencdb&ocatastrophic events or moments of great
collective excitement, such as occur in ritual ég€burkheim’s key example was the French
revolution). The hierarchical village system hadleded many youngsters, or at best they
were pinned down on the lowest rungs of the sqmiditical ladder. In the small rural towns

190 On neo-Durkheimian theory see, for instance, Dasigl993), Douglas & Ney (1998) and Thompson, Ellis
& Wildavsky (1990).
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and mining areas they discovered that the patriallgrdrganised political-economy of Sierra
Leone offered rather little scope for competitimelividualism. A Mende proverb says “no
one stands by themselves — everyone is behind swhfce. is a client of someone higher up
the social order]. However, the RUF hit upon anaorgational modality that offered
something different, and worked well in terms ofuwerrilla campaign, where combat was
often a matter of small group coordination and mgmise (e.g. in ambushes) - namely
meritocratic egalitariasm. Induction into the mowsrhprovided the shocking, life-changing
experience through which an initial sense of bogduas achieved. Thereafter the movement
reproduced itself through the moral order of egahin accountability.

The modality was not entirely new. In chapter 2 ka/e seen that youths in villages
organised themselves in (egalitarian) labour gaagackle problems of labour shortage and
meet the need for cash. Those away from theirgelldy choice or by force, and involved in
mining, worked in small groups with a flat commastdicture, often shared tasks and rewards
on an egalitarian basis, and sometimes createdewiel bush-based settlements with little
or no specialist division of labour. Youth gangsnetworks in urban centres also frequently
evoked egalitarian principles (see chapter 2). &@leeno space to explore the nuances of these
youth-oriented moral modalities, except to note rtygeated desire of cadres, post-war, for
farming schemes based on notions of equal burdahsimple shares.

With the rise of the RUF young people already @ margins of society, but used to
sharing burdens to survive, found themselves vibleratapulted into a social space where
familiar egalitarian notions of labour sharing took a new, and - almost millenarian -
political significance (Richards 2005a). They wéghting a war for a new Sierra Leone, to
be based on unconditional loyalty, strict discipliand a vision of a better world based on
sharing and redistribution. Beyond the shock oftwapa new world of positive shared
emotions opened up that served to prevent cadigsirg] towards the only other untried
cultural type - social accountabilities associatetth fatalism and despair.

The RUF bush camps, as the crystallisation ofeth@emw collective feelings, were the
evidence that the rebel project was not an imptessibdeavour, even if the RUF project (like
SO0 many revolutionary projects) came at high cdstsall who were not part of it. The
relatively ease with which the movement embeddeisian of a new and better moral order
among its cadres, even though many were captuiébaced to join, seems to have reflected
the isolated location of the camps and low divistdhabour present in the rebel movement.
According to Durkheim the basis of collective cadesace is the division of labour; small—
scale societies (like the RUF) tend to have onljimentary division of labour. Everybody
does more or less the same things, being a fafiaker, herder (or in our case combatant).
Members have common experiences and share mang ideeommon. This generates a
strong collective conscience, but also harsh piesalif someone does not act in accordance
with the dictates of the collective conscience heshe will be the object of severe
(retributive) punishment, since any violation isatack on the principles of the whole group,
and thus a threat to its coherence. The individsaintegrated (in Durkheim’s term)
“mechanically”.

However, at the interface (the frontline) betwéle@ RUF and the outside world fighters
were again reminded of their marginal and exclumiprstatus, and acted extremely violently
towards a society that had, in many cases, rejettech. With the increasing role of the
Kamajors, who had detailed knowledge of what the=Ridnsidered “safe ground”, i.e. the
‘comforting bosom of our mother earth - the ford®UF/SL 1995), the RUF’s new world
came under attack. This culminated in the sackihgeveral bushcamps, including the
Zogoda, towards the end of 1996, and early in 19%& remaining cadres, without Foday
Sankoh and abandoned by an ideological wing unebswyt rejoining the movement from
peace negotiations, because of the rise to powbrusél battle field commanders, lost their
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moral compass. Unable to return to the wider spcimiany drifted into the remaining state
the Douglas scheme identifies — they became isolate

In short, the history of the RUF resulted in a ptete circuit of the grid-group space; the
cadres were excluded from the hierarchical andrgecoatic village society, denied access to
a market society based on competitive individualiswperimented with a sectarian scheme
for social cohesion, but were hounded and bombedefuthe cover of a peace process) into a
violence-drenched fatalism. From 1997 the mood ahyncadres appears to have come
dangerously close to assuming they would soonkdiethat they would destroy their enemy
first.

Discussion: answering the three key questions

At the start of this chapter three key questionsewmised, based on material and data
presented earlier. The chapter proceeded by rewgedebate about the origins and character
of the RUF, and explored an alternative explanatimked to the neo-Durkheimian model
earlier advocated by Richards (1996, 1999, cf.dft&k Richards 2005). This provides a basis
to attempt answers to the three questions posibe atutset.

Lumpen neo-barbarians — did uncouth cultures cause?
Does culture drive violence? Abdullah’s varianttbe cultural determinist hypothesis — the
lumpen thesis — has already been extensively examand found deficient. But he and
fellow Sierra Leonean Diaspora exiles are not thly ones to have favoured the idea that
cultures have intrinsic properties, and exerciskefrendent determinative effect upon human
actions. An earlier version of Abdullah’s argumerdibout the excesses of lumpen or ghetto
youth — was expounded by the influential Americamrpalist, Robert Kaplan. His approach
has been dubbed “new barbarism”. Whenever an autsldes not understand the social,
political and economic dimensions of a conflictist liable to be labeled “chaotic” or
“senseless”. Abraham (1975) identifies a reactiprtdionial administrators to the nineteenth
century wars in Mendeland comparable to the wayldappproaches the RUF war a century
later. The typical move of the culturalist explaoatis to suggest ‘that there is something
fundamentally wrong with...culture — and that sensel®iolence is an undisavowable
excrescence of [African] culture.” (Mkandawire 20023).

Richards (1996), in criticising Kaplan’s line, sh®what the “New Barbarism” thesis is
fundamentally flawed, reflecting a certain view doamt among global urban elites at that
time. He argues that:

there is no run-away environmental crisis in Siémane. Young people caught up in
the dispute specifically point to political failere@s a cause of the war, and deny the
relevance of Malthusian factors. [Furthermore] tloerifying acts of brutality against
defenceless civilians (...) cannot in any way be rate prove a reversion to some
kind of essential African savagery. Terrorsigpposedo unsettle its victims. (...) ...
they [these brutal acts] are devilishly well-calted. (...) Kaplan’s view, endorsing a
view widespread among capital city elites and plainatic circles at the time of his
visit (...) that the rebel movement had been desttoged the violence was
exclusively the work of bandits and military spéntgroups, is now known to be
incorrect. (Richards 1996:xvi).
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Above, it has been suggested that the extremendelef the RUF cadres — including the
cutting off of hands of childréfi" — is best accounted for as a reaction to the asimgly
effective threat posed by a mercenary-backed @eilence Force. Granted the RUF was
largely made up of young people only weakly — tisabeing marginalised and exploited -
incorporated in rural society the violence candsedras the most marginalized in rural society
turning against the very society which had firstleded them, once that society had begun to
sponsor the main threat to the RUF’s existenceghEtmore, the RUF operated according to a
system where, unintentionally, those who behavedwbrst could remain in a position to
continue to do so, at the frontline, and sometireesn to secure promotion for military
success, if, atrocities aside, their mission wagga a success. This last aspect fitted a wider
development, where the power in the RUF shiftedeiasingly from the ideological to the
military wing, for both internal and external reaso The key to the RUF collapse into
extreme violence, therefore, is how the movemeweldped, and how others reacted to it. No
culture is_inherentlyarbaric, or violence prone.

Greed, not Grievance — was it all about diamonds?

For some diamonds and the war in Sierra Leonermeparable. According to David Keen
(2003:67), problems in the diamond sector in Sidreane 1) provided amcentive for
violence, as shown by the great interest of thaouar faction fighters in illicit mining
activities, 2)fundedthe violence, since (for instance) the RUF useddiaenonds to buy
weapons, 3juelledthe war, as a result &fustration over unequal benefits from the diamond
sector and 4) undermined legitimate governmentgestax revenues were so low, and
diamonds saeasy to smuggle. But does this make greed the aafuge conflict in Sierra
Leone? One question is whether it is “greed” ofé\gance” when have-nots want a piece of
the cake in a context where for decades, the keneffinatural resources ended up in the
hands of just a few privileged ones. Or as Kees fiutlt is not unlikely that greed (and the
willingness to use violence to acquire resourcssitself the result of grievances.” (Keen,
2003:69).

Mkandawire brings forward two points of criticisto bear on the greed explanation,
criticising Collier and Hoeffler's (1999) ‘lootinmodel of rebellion’ which claims that rebels
start off as ordinary robbet& who attain the status of rebels driven by econsrofescale,
when he states that: ‘no known rebel movement mcAfpossesses these features of a crime
syndicate that has grown into a rebel movement Igitop the logic of economies of scale.
And, in any case, the model definitely does naiteeto Angola and Sierra Leone, which the
authors cite explicitly.” (Mkandawire, 2002:187)né secondly he states that although the
Collier & Hoeffler (2001) study ‘merely addressasues of the probability of war and the

141 Bangura criticise Richards on this point: ‘Theting-off of hands to prevent adult villagers fromting may
be a rational RUF strategy, as Richards insistaufgh in fact it was what those doing it at the tivere reported
as claiming] but one would have to stretch ratitpab its limits to explain the logic behind thedsion to
subject to the same treatment 9 and 10-year-olds ddhnot vote.” (Bangura, 1997:123). The RUF mijita
police, quoted in chapter 4, claims that the antpmria started in 96/97. This is not fully in accavih the facts
(some definitely occurred in the run-up to the &teg i.e. in late 1995/early 1996, though how mafiyhese
incidents are to be attributed to army renegadesiétear). However, it is possible he refers toep&lemic of
later “senseless” amputations. Earlier amputatidearly had a more political message, while latertioey
increasingly resembled acts of destructive fatligho considered the whole of society as their gnem

142 Reno states that: ‘Natural resources and closaeemions to criminal rackets do not automaticakyerate
predation, even if they offer incentives for somdividuals to try to provoke war.’ (Reno, 2003:4BEno gives
the examples of Dagestan and Ingush Republics wdtiahe a similar situation as compared to theightsour
Chechnya, but are much more stable. He also btipghe example of ‘Afghanistan’s Taliban regimeafthcut
opium production by 96 percent between 2000 and. 2filegoing an estimated income of 100 millionlaiol
(Reno, 2003:47). Clearly, preference is given liis fast example) to a religious and ideologicaigpamme
over purely economic interests.
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correlation of such a probability with a numberpeofitical and economic factors, the political
reading has been that we are actually dealing ed@tlses, leading to the conflation of a causal
explanation of war with enabling conditions’ (Mkawdre, 2002:188).

It is clear, no war can be fought without resoardrit this does not make every war fought
a war over resources. As Abdullah (1997:74) putd.#&cking an alternative source of arms
(the Soviet Union is no more), [the RUF] had to el on exploiting the resources available
in its area of operations to pursue its ‘revolutioli greed was indeed the only or dominant
motive of the RUF, the large diamond fields woulavé been the first and only target.
However, during the first half of the war, the Rfacked diamond areas, but was never in
control for any substantial period of tifi&.Furthermore, the geographical location of most
of its forest camps and the targets of its militagtions refute any suggestion that the
movement was primarily interested in controlling tbountry’s diamond-producing areas.
The RUF’s concentration in east and south of thentty probably had more to do with the
relationship between the RUF and Charles Taylogigmoouring “Greater Liberia”, and the
fact that in this (Mende-speaking) part of the dourthere was more opposition to be
mobilised against the APC government. And the Readérship, having lived in upcountry
Sierra Leone, knew that the alluvial diamond pitsevthe places to go to recruit their cadres,
since these were the places where many of the naizpd and excluded youth ended-up.
Many miners should, according to the political-emmic analysis of the RUF, be willing and
likely to join and become loyal fighters. Anotheason for the RUF’s attempts to frustrate
the government controlled diamond sector was that government’s war effort heavily
depended on revenues from diamond sales, makisg #reas an obvious military target for
any insurgent group.

Scholars favouring the greed-not-grievance expianmaquestion why, if indeed the
marginalisation of young people is an importantseaof conflict, we do not see more wars in
other African countries with similar marginalizedughful populations. A valid counter
argument would be to point out that these othecgiehcountries have not yebllapsed into
wars fostered by disgruntled youths. Who knows whatfuture may bring? Some wonder
whether Nigeria (with an all but declared youthuirgency in parts of the oil-rich Niger
Delta) has not already become such a case. Theadswk war to formerly stable and
apparently prosperous, but mineral-poor, Cote drévdinvolving some fighters already
associated with conflict in Sierra Leone and Liagseems an equally ominous development
(Chauveau 2005). One could continue with the exampf persistent war in (mineral poor)
northern Uganda or the stirrings of potential yourisurgency in Kenya modelled on
memories of the Mau Mau insurrection. A second wageal with the argument is to bounce
the ball back and ask why if alluvial diamonds asueh a sure fire way path to war, Sierra
Leone did not face a war much earlier. Diamondsewdiscovered in the late 1920s, and
serious mining activity began in the 1930s. Greelat a new phenomenon in Sierra Leonean
society. The explanation lacks something. War carcéntinued by economic means, but
does not simply break out because economic congime right. War is, as Richards (2005c)
argues, a social project, and needs to be orgafiged group driven by a vision, however

143 This changed in the second half of the confli@reularly during 1999 and afterwards) when theFRU
controlled and mined heavily in Tongo and Kono. Bugn during this time one should not overestintiage
total value of these “blood diamonds”: ‘Expert asseents reckon the alluvial diamond economy ofr&ier
Leone to have been worth about $70 million per yed:999-2000 (OTI 2000). To put this figure in geective,
this is about half the value of the normal annudidssstence rice crop. (...) . It is estimated that RUF may
have been able, at maximum, to control betweena2D$50 million of the total amount (OTI 2000), tigh
another estimate (UN Experts 2000) claims the rasg25-125 million. The true figure is more likely be at
the lower end of the two suggested ranges (or éwear), since the movement did not get good prioests
stones.’ (Richards 2002b).
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strange. The Durkheimian approach seems, intrilgi@amore sound basis for analysis than
the econometrics of Collier and colleagues.

Yet we should not underestimate the true sigmifteaof the greed-not-grievance argument.
Intellectual explanations sometimes fit an urgezed) even when not well supported by facts.
In the present case, the international communitguéated correctly that it could reduce or
end war in the Sierra Leone and the region by steguthe flow of diamonds, which all
agree were essential to weapons purchases. Thd-goegrievance thesis helped build the
coalition at the UN and elsewhere needed to taleedttion. War was squeezed out of the
system in Sierra Leone, even if (frustratinglyjhien broke out in Cote d’lvoire, beyond the
reach of diamond sanctions. This suggests it isiplesto end wars temporarily, even without
addressing causes. And yet evidence reviewed eadggests that bitterness still haunts the
minds of many socially-excluded rural youths inr&elLeone. Acting as if the greed-not-
grievance hypothesis was true buys time, but maypravide a durable solutioff?

Rapid expansion of the RUF — an inverse of thediggollapsing patrimonial state?

A third option was put forward in the preface oftthesis, namely that the war and the rapid
growth of the RUF should be considered an invefsth® collapse of a state regulated by
neo-patrimonial politics. Patrimonialism turns jors into clients. It is a way of making
specific, particularistic promises to the youngenegration. As a sticker popular in Sierra
Leone has it — “after you, na me”. The systenslasily so long as young people can believe
their turn will come, eventually. Contraction irpatrimonial system is felt first at the margins
— notably, among the the already weak rural fasméth a background in domestic slavery.
Ex-combatants hint at this as a cause of theiratdsfaction (chapter 1), when talking about
lack of opportunity, spreading despair, and exptan by the very elders who (historically)
would have been their source of assistance. Theriual analysis of chapter 2 suggested an
objective basis for this despair, in the very hastetl way the economy and social service
provision was handled, especially under the Monegjime.

Bangura (1997) argues that patrimonial arrangem&ats only one aspect in creating the
conditions of the war. Other factors were also rimgental, such as the systematic
centralisation of power and the destruction offatms of civic opposition under the APC
government and its neglect of development in rama@as and the selective use of state
violence (Bangura 1997:135). And Mkandawire crégsd the idea of (the collapse of) neo-
patrimonialism as the cause of conflict stating:th&hile this analysis captures some of the
African political reality, it cannot explain the s@s of collapse of putatively patron-
clientelistic states that have not led to violeh@dkandawire, 2002:185). This risks the “not
yet” riposte. The historical analysis in chapterb@ught to light the collapse of the
patrimonial system affecting the educational arigpoospects of young people. This proved
especially damaging in country built for so long momises of education as a key to social
advancement. The chapter also revealed a socimetomand political crisis of young people
resulting from the exploitative tendencies of aatuelite. The manipulation of so-called
customary law, sanctioned by the British, allowsleet to extract youth labour, and
undermines individualism (i.e. attempts by youtbsnteet their own own needs) in the
absence of sponsorship. The picture fits a widdepa The war zone in West Africa is found
in the Upper Guinean forest, a region bracketedSbgegal and Ghana. Getz (2004), as
mentioned, shows that the price of colonial expamsn the 18 and early 28 century in
these two countries was to allow local coastal amerior elites to slow down the pace of
emancipation. If prolongation of a social orderdzhen domestic slavery created a persistent
legacy in Senegal and Ghana the argument probagiplfea even more so in Liberia and

%4 The use of greed-not-grievance was functionahternational peace-enforcement strategy becassgifests
some very practical interventions; economic boycdtavel bans, freezing of bank acounts, etc.
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Sierra Leone, where domestic slavery was not dieadisn law until c. 1930. Many of the
practices “codified” in customary law are still ogmisably related to the exploitation of the
labour of youths under domestic slavery. Patrimistia (Getz shows) was the institutional
form through which youth emancipation was slowhhiaeed. Its collapse, at a point of
economic crisis in the 1980s, provided the letlmahloustible mix on which the fire lit by the
RUF raged.

A collapsing patrimonial system, in combinationtwd crisis for rural youth of the kind
encountered in Sierra Leone, is perhaps suffictenexplain the emergence of a rebel
movement widely joined by young people, but it catrfally explain the RUF’s character. To
gain more insight into this, Durkheimian theory wiasoked. A Durkheimian approach
addresses the fundamental “stuff” of which socgetsge made. Such an analysis seems
necessary better to understand why and how the f&jfed together as a movement, despite
so many cadres being abducted, and why and howwvieldped from a more egalitarian
movement to an increasingly fatalistic one. It leen shown that RUF cadres shared a
similar, but essentially negative “collective coesce”, on which basis the RUF sought to
build a more positive view of a new, more transpamnd fairer (i.e. meritocratic) society.
This was clearly attractive to those who considehednselves victims of the old order, at the
bottom of the social and economic pile. Hierarchi@ad individualistic modes of social
accountability offered few chances for rural maadjgsed youth to progress, while at the same
time farm labourers and diamond diggers were welara of egalitarian values from
cooperative labour. But when this egalitarian styaigder construction was undermined both
by internal developments and external attack ilapsked, and the cadres slipped - under the
brutal control of their battlefront commanderstoifatalism.

Even at that, however, the collapse was never campbome elements of the RUF vision
persisted, and were put into practice on a limgeale, in better administered districts (where
ideologically motivated commanders came to the)folre parts of Kailahun and Tonkolili
Districts some schools were opened, a people’st aiilir functioned, and members were
mobilised for farming activities. The RUF’s inter@s farming can be partly explained by the
necessity to have access to food. But the matereaented in this thesis suggests that more
than simple necessity was involved. RUF cadres qane@ominately from rural areas, which
in many cases they were forced to leave, havingpod out of school or being theatened by
fines levied by a local court, and ended up in ngrareas and associated small towns. They
knew the difficulties of surviving on the margimsthe diamond areas or towns. Many longed
to return to their villages of birth, but only Hey could aspire to social independence — to be
recognised as “somebody”. For this they neededutvamntee they could make a reasonable
living without running the danger of being exploitand harassed by a rural elite. They
viewed (and continue to view) successful farmingadsey to that independence. They also
know that it was, and remains, a key to their lortgem social rehabilitation. The evidence
reviewed in this thesis — gathered first hand fileF cadres who fought the war — supports
the hypothesis that the RUF was both the result ebcio-economic crisis experienced by
rural youths and their attempted answer to thaisrDurable peace in Sierra Leone depends
on a continued post-war search for an answer tagnarian crisis of youth. In the final two
chapters of the thesis we shall examine how muehdiamobilization and reintegration
process has contributed to that objective.

Conclusion

We now know that the majority of the RUF were Merggeakers and most of the RUF
volunteers came from Kailahun and Pujehun distristgere, as Richards (2005d) points out,
the legacy of domestic slavery persisted longesth bn terms of duration and numbers
involved in domestic dependency. The language av¥eslrevolt was something the RUF
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(whether cynically or not) sought to revive (Riat&2005b). RUF violence against the rural
population in these districts was high. The moventeought — whether calculating well or
badly — that it could secure some local supporadhyocating an end to the extraction of the
labour of youths by chiefs. In doing so, it doubslecreated a tyranny of egalitarian labour
sharing, and broke a bottleneck of shortage of iagerpartners only through seizing young
women and enrolling them against their will. Theseno attempt here to justify a political
programme that owes more to the logic of the C&gti than Athenian Democracy, except
perhaps to point out that the Athenians never daltkat their civilised human values ought
to be applicable also to their slaves. The poimniy to direct attention to how the movement
thought and organised, in order to address theesisdupreventing future misdirection of
response. This may require the wider society taes$da social pathology Durkheim (1893)
terms the “forced division of labour”, in order thea more just and inclusive set of social
values might thrive (cf. Rawls 2003). After emaratipn, older freed slaves settle into low-
status semi-subsistence rice farming. Their childvere often dependent on the patronage of
the one-time slave owners to gain foothold on tveek rungs of the educational ladder. From
the early 1950s many of these young people withkwiamily support moved off into the
alluvial diamond mining sector ... The children andargl-children of former slaves
exchanged a fixed agrarian poverty for a new kihdaverty consequent upon their freedom
to move — the lottery of diamond mining (Richar@®@a). It is clear that this particular cycle
of injustice and violence rooted in incomplete enipation (cf. Getz 2004) needs to be
addressed before it causes another cycle of vieland atrocity.
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Chapter 7

The reintegration of ex-combatants in Sierra Leone

Disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR)

Early attempts

Under-age combatants — or “child soldiers” (thentés problematic, since most were in fact
young teenagers) — were among the first fighterdhm Sierra Leonean conflict to be
disarmed, even before the official disarmament dathobilisation programme started in
1996. In 1993 the NPRC, in search of internatioaateptability and pressured by the
international community, accepted that no young@ershould bear arms below the age of
18, and began to demobilise its under-age comtsatBnt only a small percentage of the total
number of such combatants actually demobilisedndutine next few years. Many remained
in frontline positions, where humanitarian ageneidsr good reasons - did not dare or were
not allowed to gd*> And while the RUF was the faction with the higheambers of under
eighteens among its ranks, only a handful demelilduring these years.

The Abidjan Peace accord, signed in November 188i6ed for the immediate cessation of
all fighting, proclaimed an amnesty for RUF membensd the transformation of the RUF
into a political movement. It stipulated the witadal of EO [Executive Outcomes] within
five weeks and regional forces within three montfGberie 2000:24). It also provided for
the disarmament, demobilisation and reintegratibnthe combatants from the various
factions. A study by Richardst al. (1997) was commissioned to plan for the reintegmnabf
non-army combatants. Army demobilization was hahdby the army itself. Ex-RUF
combatants were to be encamped as part of the DD&egs; the national army was to be
reduced in size to under half its former strength.

It is now clear that the parties signing the acomste not fully committed to the peace.
Demobilisation took place but on a very limited ibadf the arrest of rebel leader Foday
Sankoh in Nigeria in February 1997 on grounds ofyiiag a weapon was not the final blow
to the peace accord, the military coup in May 1@9ded both the accord and its DDR
provisions. The few demobilised combatants, ineglgdmany of the ex-child combatants,
rapidly re-enlisted?®

After the fall of the military junta in 1998 aboG000 AFRC soldiers surrendered to the
Kabbah government. Nearly 3,000 then took partDd& programme and were based in so-
called “reorientation camps”. As part of their gliseharge orientation they received classes
in civic education, basic adult literacy, recoratibn and psychosocial counselling. Upon

145 A demobilised child combatant explainsi the boys, all the child-soldiefsvere taken for demobilisation]
But the only thing, some of them were at the friSntthey got not any chance to take them, youBsgdhe few
of us that were around, they assembled us and Ibtousjhere] (Peters & Richards 1998b:606) This ex-child
combatant, interviewed in 1996, resided at the dilisation site near Grafton. This centre was ia ffands of
the military and run by (RSLMF) Major Kula SambdieSwvas publicly executed by the Kabbah government i
1998, after court martial with no right of appeat, the grounds of collaboration with the enemy fgwpng the
AFRC). The execution was widely protested by therimational community.

146 An ex-child combatant who demobilised in 1996 eiqs what happened to the other ex-child soldietsé
Children Affected by War Programme during the 1@8tdp: That day everybody joined. Everybody, except the
very little ones. Most of the boys joined. (...) Pheblem was that the commanders who were our bosggs
want to take revenge on us if we did not join. 8dwed to at least pretend that we were with them.
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discharge, they were given the local equivaler8f 300, divided into two tranches (IRIN
1999).

The majority of RUF combatants never surrendereftierAa countrywide pushback by
ECOMOG troops during mid-1998, after which the Kalblsegime was re-installed, the RUF
regained ground during the second half of '98, mndanuary 1999 a combined force of RUF
and AFRC die-hard troops launched an attack onténge The force was repelled after two
weeks, but in the following months the internationeammunity started to pressurise the
Kabbah government to resolve the conflict peacgfdll key factor was the return of Nigeria
to civilian rule. The incoming president (OlusegDbasanjo) made it clear that in order to
bring the Nigerian army back under democratic antand to stop the kind of money-
making ventures associated with peace keepingarré&SLeone, he was determined to bring
his troops (the largest single contingent in ECONMd®me. Negotiation between the
Kabbah government and the RUF culminated in theisggof the Lomé peace accord, July
1999.

Disarmament and demobilisation under Lomé

The DDR process after Lomé was painfully slow tbwgeler way, and several times changed
its organisational set-up. Insiders speak of majouggles by different vested interests to
control the process, which was seen as vital tomailt politics after the war. In July 1998, the
Government of Sierra Leone had already establishsgdecial committee to implement and
supervise the DDR process: the National CommittgeDisarmament, Demobilisation and
Reintegration (NCDDR). This committee worked dihgainder the President. A working
target figure of 33,000 ex-combatants was adojtetisoon acknowledged to be far too low
(the final number of demobilised CDF ex-fightererad reached almost 40,000). At the start,
two demobilisation sites were created - one at Lycigse to the International Airport) and
one at Port Loko (as near as teams could get tdRthié capital Makeni). Disarmed CDF
fighters were not encamped, but ex-RUF and ex-ARRGters were. Originally it was
planned that these fighters would stay in camptlioee months, but this was later brought
down to one month and finally to two weeks, despitgor criticisms by some agencies that
this was too short a period to be useful. Too langencampment, it was arguedll bring

the possibility of fighting, in particular when thex-combatants are idlefand] 2
encampments are very costly and 3: it was realibed sub-centres should be created to
enable ex-combatants to receive training in th@narea(NCDDR official).

In the period between the signing of the Lomé at@md the hostage taking crisis and
subsequent re-imprisonment of Foday Sankoh in M@0 2 total number of between 17,000
and 19,000 ex-combatants disarmed (Assessment R2]1)).

During the period between May 2000 and May 2001ptloeess was clearly in a stalemate;
only 2,628 fighters disarmed (Richar@s$,al 2004b). It was not until after the signing of the
last ceasefire accord, the Abuja accords, on tfleof®lovember 2000, that the Disarmament,
Demobilization and Reintegration (DDRjocess finally got under way, and the bulk of the
fighters disarmed. Between May 2001 and January 20tbtal of 42,551 fighters disarmed
and demobilised under the DDR programme (Richat@d 2004b).
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The final numbers are as follows:

NCDDR Totals

Frequency Percent
SLA/AFRC 8,427 11.6
RUF 24,352 33.6
CDF 37,377 51.6
Others 2,234 3.1
Total 72,490 99.9

Source: NCDDR (2004)

It was agreed under Article XVI of the Lomé peacgreement that encampment,
disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration stheutend to all fighters of the RUF, CDF,
SLA and paramilitary groups (Lomé Peace Agreem88a0L

The Lomé accord specified that the disarmamenttovage implemented by ECOMOG and
UNOMSIL (United Nations Observer Mission in Sietraone). However, ECOMOG forces
were partly withdrawH’ and the remainder absorbed into a new UN milimyity, the
UNAMSIL (United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone)gue keeping forces, which emerged at
the end of November 1999, mandated to provide ggcmd protection to the disarmament
and demobilisation process (Assessment Report 2320t was UNAMSIL who undertook
the actual disarmament. A series of disarmamees sihd reception centres were opéffed
where combatants could disarm on an individualsbasipreferably as a grodfy. To qualify
for the UNAMSIL disarmament process one had togmwesa modern weapon; it was a “one
weapon, one fighter” system. But in the cases amtenanaged weapons, such as Rocket
Propelled Grenades (RPG) and Heavy Machine Guns@};iMeveral fighters per weapon
were registere?® Child combatants did not need to possess a webptore they could
register as an ex-child combatant, and did notovolithe same DDR procedures and
programme. In their case encampment was the ngonogkedure. Clips of ammunition or
mines were in most cases also accepted for valiaiklany female dependents registered in
this way. Bush knives and shotguns (including srggrrel) were not sufficient to validate
militia membership. This discriminated against @BF, which was legally empowered to
carry modern semi-automatic weapons only in Decerib88, and as a result perhaps up to
80% (Richardset al 2004b) of the CDF fighters may not have been ableegister as
combatants, and subsequently did not profit froengjbecial DDR provisions.

After validation an ID card was provided to the @mbatant with his or her picture and
name on it and a DDR number, but not the factiomthshe belonged to. This was done to

147 ECOMOG forces pulled out fully at the end of A@000.

148 |t was agreed to create the following sites, tgkitto account the geographical spread of the uarfactions
(note: not all centres operated simultaneously) IR& 2004):

-18 DC's  (Demobilization Centres)

-45RC’s (Reception Centres)

-5-10ICC’s (Interim Care Centres to provide camnd shelter to unaccompanied child soldiers)
Disarmament varied regionally as far as the tim@méning and closing of the centres was concerimethe
northern and western part of the country disarmarkieked off first, but disarmament in Kono and kiun
and parts of Kenema only started towards the erado1

149 Disarmament by groups is preferred since it spepd® the process and has logistical advantagesthBre
is also a political dimension to it: ‘handing oweeapons through the command structure of the leedig group
(...) [will] test the political will of all belligeret parties’ (Assessment Report 2000:iii).

150 Clear guidelines for team-managed weapons wetdnigc This resulted in combatants negotiating with
UNAMSIL personnel about the number of fighters iblig for registration for one such a weapon. A fama
RUF ex-combatant describes it as followd:the disarmament site there were a lot of negioths going on
between the commanders and the UNAMSIL about how oambatants were accepted for every weapon.
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prevent stigmatisation. The letters A B C & D wegmnted on the card, representing the
following entitlements?*
- A = first tranche of the TSA (the total Transitibridafety-net Allowance was Le
300,000, equivalent of US$150)
- B =second tranche TSA
- C = skills training plus monthly allowance
- D =tool kit

Upon receiving one of the above entitlements theesponding letter on the ID card was
perforated.

After he or she had handed over the weapon, theombatant entered the demobilisation
phase. Here it was verified if indeed the ex-combiahad gone through the disarmament, if
he or she accepted the terms and conditions dDbbie programme, and if he or she was in
possession of an ID card. Eligible ex-combatantgived transition suppdrt (Transitional
Safety Allowance and transport payments, i.e. AhanlD card).

Then the individual was briefly prepared for theygi®logical, social and economic
reintegration challenges ahead through the pravisioa Pre-Discharge Orientation course.
Socio-economic profiling, medical screening andistegtion of expectations, took place.
Preferences for reintegration support were alsesass! (Assessment Report 2059).

After all steps described above the ex-combatarst {desmissed”. Some time later - two
weeks in theory - the ex-combatant received thergktranche (B on the ID card). He or she
then awaited the call for reintegration supportilskraining, educational support or an
agricultural start-up package. Encampment took eplanly during the disarmament and
demobilisation phase.

As mentioned, while still at the demobilisatioresit the disarmed ex-combatants received
so-called “Pre-Discharge Orientation” courses. A&t pthe instruction served to inform the
ex-combatants about what they could choose for tle@ntegration component. Basically
there were five “packages” or options. One could:

- re-enlist in the New Sierra Leone Army (RSLA) anecbme a soldier. Only a few
thousand ex-combatants chose this option, which offesed during the first one or
two years of the DDR programme. Those who re-exdish the new army were
trained by IMATT (International Military Advisoryral Training Team).

- go back to school and continue education. Dependmthe time at which a fighter
demobilised he or she would be given a specifidlentent to a number of years of
educational support: the earlier demobilisationktptace the more years of school
fees were provided, up to a maximum of three yeBingss package was chosen by
20% of ex-combatants (NCDDR 2004)

- follow skills training (of 6-9 months) such as camgry, masonry, tailoring, hair
dressing etc.. A monthly allowance (normally abbet60,000) for the ex-combatant
in training was attached to this package. A toolkith basic, but relevant tools was
received upon graduation. The majority, 51% (NCDR804), of ex-combatants
chose this package.

%1 There was remarkably much confusion among theoexbatants about which letter corresponded to which
specific entitlement.

%2 Humphrey & Weinstein (2004:31), drawing on a gitative survey of 1,000 ex-combatants, give the
following analysis of what ex-combatants did witleit transition money: ‘On average, Le144,000 Le s@ent

on living expenses and Le71,000 given to family. @ytrast, ex-combatants saved less than Le40@@elp
meet future needs.’

133 These activities are likely to sound more impnessihan they were in reality; assuming tens or even
hundreds of anxious combatants from different faxgi are standing in line, DDR and UNAMSIL officers
probably wanted to limit the time spent on proceduas much as possible.
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- opt for an agricultural package. Sometimes thitughed a training programme similar
to other skills training offerings (and a monthjoewance and toolkit). More often it
came in the form of a one-off package includingmiag tools, rice and seeds.
Relatively few ex-combatants, 15% (NCDDR 2004),sghthis package, in a country
where the majority of the population rely (at leastpart) on agriculture for their
livelihood. The majority of those who chose thigiop are likely to have been older
(illiterate) ex-CDF fighters who were already famnédefore they enlisted. But as
shown in this thesis, there is also a group of $tawgding ex-RUF (and often better
educated) cadres who, perhaps surprisingly givenpitedictions of the “lumpen”
thesis, actively embraced the agricultural option.

- enlist for participating in public works, micro-emprise, etc. When opting for public
works, the ex-combatants received “food for worktlaometimes a small allowance.

Skills training by Implementing Partners
Those ex-combatants who felt that their best creffmeeconomic reintegration into society
would be by possessing a skill, opted for the iocal training package. This choice was
made during the Pre-Discharge Course where ex-cdamisaindicated their preferred choice
from among a list of several skills. The lists ptions were not standardised, however; some
skills were not offered in certain places and sskiks were not offered at all times at certain
places. Moreover, for some options, only a limitesnber of ex-combatants were allowed to
attend the courses. So it often happened that ewbatants, after waiting months for their
preferred skill, had to choose another skill inasrtb start training. The following skills were
in most cases available:

- carpentry

- masonry and construction

- tailoring

- (car) mechanic

- hairdressing

- garatie-and-dye

- soap-making

Training in computer skills was only offered inimited number of cases, and the aim was to
attract high ranking (RUF) commanders, to ensugsr tbooperation in the DDR process.
Hairdressing, tie-and-dye (painting and dieing @oftand soap making were chosen by a
majority of female ex-combatants. Of the first falills, skills training in car mechanics was
often also limited to a certain number of ex-corabtd. Masonry and construction was
offered in general only by the larger Implementipgrtners. So the majority of male ex-
combatants were either trained in carpentry ootizig).

The implementation, providing the courses to the@xbatants, was not done by NCDDR
itself. Implementing Partners (IP’s) were identifieo provide the courses for each of the
various skills. These IP’'s might be InternationadrNGovernmental Organisations, Local
NGO'’s, existing training centres or newly createsining centres. As a result the training
centres varied a lot in numbers of ex-combatantsnding. Some had hundreds of ex-
combatants in training, like GTZ for instance, wehathers only a handful. This last type of IP
might be skilled craftsmen who had apprentices rigefioe war. With no clear standards set,
the quality of the training and the available tnaghmaterials also varied widely. Every IP
would receive a certain amount of money from NCDR each registered ex-combatant
attending the skills training. Some IPs offeredIskraining only to ex-combatants. Other IPs
took a certain number of ex-combatants as traibeeslso took in ordinary youths, or war-
affected youths, with the idea that reintegrationld be promoted in this way and resentment
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among the war-affected population limited. SomeHBd programmes where ex-combatants
were heavily outnumbered by ordinary youths imirag.

--- PICTURE ---

DDR shortcomings

So far the DDR process has been described in @rratbscriptive way. On paper the
disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration @ogne in Sierra Leone looked sound, in
practice it had a number of deficiencies. Thereevtkree major drawbacks to the programme.
These flaws affected two of the most important @aasfor implementing DDR (to achieve
short-term and long-term security, by offering catamts a peaceful alternative to the gun,
and to limit ex-combatant dependency on potentibthgtile, and perhaps vengeful, home-
communities. These three flaws are:

1) The extent to which the DDR programme failed toivéel the entitlements of ex-
combatants agreed upon during disarmament, assesesl by the letters A, B, C &
D on the ID card, including the preferred packagd &n particular) provision of
monthly allowances and tool kits upon graduation.

2) The difficulty faced by many ex-combatants, whawady took part in the conflict in
one or other of the armed factions, to validatem$slves as ex-combatants and
subsequently receive DDR entitlements. Some wermnd remain - scattered in
neighbouring countries, others claim extensive titertheft took place, i.e. fake
combatants demobilised in the place of real ones.

3) The extent to which NCDDR failed to recognise alovafor the rural crisis that was
one of the root causes of the war. Planning reftéarban-biased assumptions and the
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influence of the “lumpen” model, and (thereby) amte was missed to address, pro-
actively, a crisis that may yet well come back hadnt the country.

Hereafter these three DDR shortcomings will beudsed in more detail and illustrated by
the statements from ex-combatants who became &ctim

Entitlements: a right or a privilege?

By the end of 2001 | visited the regional NCDDRIia#fin Kenema on a few occasions.
During one of these visits a large crowd of ex-catahts from all factions had gathered
inside and outside the NCDDR office. Inside theceffnew lists with names of those ex-
combatants who were going to profit from trainingrev posted on the wall. Clearly the
majority of the ex-combatants present were agatnyabon the list and had, much to their
chagrin, to wait for a further rourld® DDR officers, grown wise through experience, aeldis
them to choose another skill that would perhapsesse their chances of being short-listed
the following time round. Protests grew, stonesemirown and the police came in. After
some time two armed personnel cars arrived withlsiG-weapon on top. This provoked the
ex-combatants even momo not carry a gun to me who has carried guns tonmgny years,
was shouted by one ex-combatant. Ex-combatantdl édictions were like brothers with a
common enemy - the DDR officers. In the end theflairdied down, with the arrival of the
CDF spokesman, but not until some firm promisesewsiade by the DDR officers. To
illustrate these shortcoming further, a selectibsame casés’is presented:

- Female ex-RUF fighterDuring the war | was the wife of an important rebel
commander. During the time of the DDR process, e was with him, | profited. |
chose computer skills but | never received mygderring to the punch hole on the
entitlement card]l still like school but | have two children saths a bit difficult.

- Male ex-Junta fightert am 33 years of age. | disarmed in Kabala in tleary2001
and was brought to Lungi. There they told us thatasuld choose a job but they
never informed us about any training opportunitieghat it was possible to go back
to the army. After Lungi | stayed in Freetown fbwoat 2 to 3 years and in that period
| checked over 10 times at the DDR office. | oelgerved my A and B. | lost my card
in a fire-accident. Presently | am helping my bestimaking “shakers”[sieves]for
the miners.

- RUF signals officer AYou know, | did not get any benefit from the DDBgpamme,
although | registered many times for it. So | dedido forget about the whole thing
and just focus on my farming activities. But | aoh used to farming, it is just because
of family responsibilities.(...) Before the war | was artist. | was a painter
decorating places and | also did weaving. Now, elatives look up to me for help
because they heard about the DDR supporting ex-atants. My first and only DDR
allowance | divided among my friends and my wdeher to start a business.

- Male ex-SLA fighterl joined in 1996 and disarmed in the year 2000.January the
14" 2002 the Konomokwie took place. Konomokwie mekhs$& get iya” [Krio: this

134 Checking is easy for those ex-combatants whoifivilie regional centres. But what about those vid®ih
remote villages, sometimes a day or two’s travsfagice away? After two or three fruitless visits ilikely that
they have to forget about the possibility to reeeiieir C and D entitlements at all. Richaedsal (2004b)
suggest that the chances of not having C and Blentnts increased with distance and remotenessgither
ex-combatants found distance a barrier to demanioémgfits, or there was some systematic attempffiae
level to supply the remotely-located last, sinayttvould be least likely to make a fuss. This repies exactly
the politics of patrimonialism and exclusion thad the war!

155 Most of the ex-combatants presented here wereviateed by me during a short research visit to Kaso
part of a wider study (Richardd al, 2004b). However, it is important to underlinetttize following examples
are not limited to the Kono area but were foundvary part of the country that | visited.
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place is mine] We also called it the cutlass war. The Kono peagriove out all
strangers:>® Many ex-combatants lost everything that day, idicig their ID card. |
myself had my A burst but then | lost the card. Waent to Liberia although there
was no active recruitment going on here in Kono.) (lfi.a commander makes
promises now we will never join him to fight agdut if he will bring US$100 we
will join him straightaway. The people at the NCDDfce are crooks. They always
say that their computer is broken. They withdravioimation and they do not
communicate. The office was attacked one tims.doth the ex-RUF and the ex-CDF
who are disappointed.

- Male ex-RUF fighterl am 27 years of age and | went to St. Michgstsiool]in Bo.
During a holiday in my home area in Pujehun thibelecommander “Bai Burehla
nom de guerre¢aptured me. That was in ‘92. | received two memthtraining in the
Zogoda. After that | became a G5 because | feltysfmr the civilians. In ‘99 | went
with my wife and two children to Kono, because ujeRun there is only farming you
can do. During the time of the Konomokwie | lostibycard so | have not received
my D. My wife, | met her in the movement and sbe akent through DDR but she did
not receive the monthly allowance and also nothe

- Male ex-RUF fighter in Makalit chose agriculture but the groundnut and rice dat
reach us in time and it was not of a good qualtgw | am managing my life by doing
some small business. M., our former commander, usldo give him our ID cards.
Later we got them back with the D burst but we oabeived two bags of rice. Last
time they promised 4 bags but | did not receivettang. | blame M. because he
should pressurize ADRhe Implementing Partner in this are&ls soon as | receive
my benefits Jwill] go back to farming.

- While having an informal discussion at a streeheoiin the centre of Kono, some ex-
combatants showed up out of the blue, having h&aednews that someone was
asking about their experience of the DDR proces®yTwere all eager to ventilate
their frustrations, considering this as perhapsast bpportunity before the DDR
programme was scheduled to close down (by the €20G8)>’ Some were able to
show ID cards with only one, two or sometimes thedters punched (i.e. although
NCDDR was already winding down there was still acomplete case load). Others
stated that they had lost their ID card, most efrifduring th&Konomokwiancident:

1. AB.: I disarmed in Lungi and have received my A and Blthave lost my
card. | complained many times but each time | ve&$tb wait.

2. T.B.:I1disarmed in Port Loko. | was among the first tsadm. | only received
my A. They told me to wait.

3. T.A.: My story is similar to that of my mate. All | godrih DDR is my A.

4. 1.K.: I have received A and B, but | have lost my candnguthe Konomokwie
and have never received anything.

5. J.M.:1 am from Kono and | was with the RUF. | handedrawg gun to my
commander and | never ever received anything.

16 The Konomokwieincident is like the ex-combatant explained —ésveaused by illicit miners (strangers and
ex-combatants) who started to mine under the faioaof a bridge, risking its collapse. This teggd violent
reactions by the indigenous Kono population.

57 The next day th&lCDDR Director addressed the Implementing Partaéms meeting in Kono. Confronted
with the question about the closing down procedaras the delays in the arrival of ex-combatanttientients
the Director stated that the implication of the aagnclosing down of the DDR programme is that aelags in
the reports and financial administration of thewi® not be tolerated. As far as the toolkits amncerned, he
stated that these had been imported, which explaime delays in the process. The payment of tleavathces
had been improved but remained “a delicate system”.
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It seems clear that NCDDR failed to deliver theitlarhents of the ex-combatants in many
cases>® The draft report of Richardst al. (2004b) made this claim in fairly blunt terms, and
NCDDR objected to the language. It was conceded timere had been difficulties but
computer difficulties and ex-combatant dishonesgranthe principle reasons given. What
Paul Richards (the team leader for the study) niotélse revised version of the report is that
many of the specific cases where ex-combatantswaatd many months for action were
cleared up in days once they were reported bydham twriting the report, but that in other
cases where he recorded details but did not imrteddiaeport back to NCDDR nothing
further happened. It is clear that Implementingrias were often to blame for a hoarding of
benefits, perhaps deliberately, but in the end N®DBad the overall responsibility to
supervise the process and impose sanctions.

Humphreys & Weinstein (2004), having interviewedary a thousand ex-combatants,
conclude that: ‘the[ir] teams found that multiplenplaints about specific aspects of DDR,
centered on two issues: the timing of delivery lbdveances and toolboxes and the lack of
support for finding or creating jobs’ (2004:30). eyhfurthermore state that: ‘About one-
quarter of those that entered DDR dmbt [their emphasis] participate in a training
programme’ (2004:32).

Stavrouet al. (2003), having interviewed over five hundred exat@tants, conclude that:
“The handing out, or rather the lack of handing, aft toolkits was the single biggest
identified problem of the NCDDR training processidg the mid-term evaluation. It would
seem that it remained a problem until the very €nd. Of these [interviewed] ex-combatants
(433) that should have received a toolkit, only 1893.1%) had done so at the time of the
survey, the balance still awaiting their toolkit&003:20).

Richardset al (2004b:5) - a qualitative study, with a large gegdrical coverage, following
groups of combatants, some of whom had been knovthet principal researcher for many
years - state that: ‘Rather large numbers of exbadents encountered were waiting for the
complete delivery of promised reintegration beseféind were becoming uneasy as the
scheduled date for closure of NCDDR loomed.’

A remark is in place: all three studies were exeguvhile the DDR programme was still
operating. So it is still possible that ex-combgdatid in fact receive their entitlements in the
end, but if so the charge that delivery was oftemesely delayed still stands. NCDDR,
confronted with the outcomes of above studies,adrid speed up delivery of entitlements to
the ex-combatants in question. However, it remdmgbtful whether NCDDR succeeded in
all cases. Figures produced by Stavetwal (2003) indicate that those ex-combatants who
completed their training 18 months prior to thedgtare more likely to have received their
toolkit straight after graduation than those ex-batants who completed their training less
than 6 months prior to the study. In other word§NDR and the IP’s kept their promises, as
far as toolkits are concerned, better during thtealrstages of the DDR programme than later
on. One conclusion might be that the efficiencyeaflier operations reflected the perceived
threat that combatants still posed to the peaderLeomplacency may have set in.

The importance of receiving a toolkit cannot be&lenestimated. According to more than
85% of the interviewees in the Stavrou study, tbelkit was instrumental in finding
employment or creating work. In Sierra Leone t@wks usuallynot provided by the contractor
but are supposed to be brought along by the pdrsorg contracted, in particular when it
concerns small contracts. Without tools one wilt epasily get a job. Even so, the DDR
programme was highly valued by the ex-combatantgsmphreys & Weinstein (2004)

18 Of all ex-combatants | interviewed during fieldkponly one had his DDR process run from the beginning
to the end as it was supposed to. Almost everyeiexrcombatant experienced problems with the msacehe
main problem was delay in the issuing of differemtittements (in particular the C and D) or theakot
unavailability of some elements (in particular D).

125



FOOTPATHS TOREINTEGRATION

conclude that: ‘Despite these specific complaintee DDR programmes received very
positive overall reviews from ex-combatants.” (Humgys & Weinstein, 2004:3). What
contributes to this overwhelming positive feelingex-combatants about the DDR process?
In this respect it is important to realize that thajority of the combatants, from all factions,
came out of the war with next to nothing. Many widlve greatly appreciated the Transitional
Safety Allowance, the monthly allowances, the trajrand the toolkits already, especially as
an aid to supporting dependents, either in themroanities or at training sites. And this has
reinforced the lesson that life in post-war Sieb@one is not only a struggle for ex-
combatants but for the majority of the populatidrhe ex-combatants at least had the
opportunity to benefit from training or other pagka in part.

DDR validation: a right or a privilege?

To some extent the numerous ex-combatants whoveztéheir DDR entitlements after long
delays, or received only part, were still the luakyes. It seems that a substantial - but
difficult to estimate - group of combatants of fttions was never able to register under
DDR. Several causes can be distinguished, prevgeremistration under DDR:

- Large numbers of CDF fighters fought with singlerbashot guns or bush knives.
According to the DDR standard the basic qualifmativas the possession of a modern
weapon, ruling out these hunting implements.

- Commanders ordered their fighters to disarm ab#se, rather than at the UNAMSIL
disarmament site. Some of these commanders newemed weapons to their
fighters, enabling them to distribute the guns thelfected among friends, relatives
and village patrons with whom they wished to maienfls, perhaps in order to gain
permission to settle. These new patrons made their choices about whom to
benefit, and often selected clients who might néere been near the war. These gun
holders were validated for DDR without having bdeghters. Real but unarmed
fighters were left with nothing. It seems to haappened to quite a large number of
ex-combatants.

- Some combatants (perhaps a smaller group) refusgo to the disarmament sites.
Some older CDF fighters just slipped quietly bankoivillage society, having no
interest in training. Among the RUF, some fightesfised to go to the DDR sites out
of fear of punishment at the hands of the Truth Redonciliation Commission or
Special Court. In some cases, these fears appdav been deliberately cultivated
by commanders, enabling them to distribute weapomsng new post-war friends or
potential clients.

- A perhaps equally small percentage of the fightésarmed (from '98 and onwards)
before the final disarmament took place. They meitprofited fully from earlier
(disrupted) disarmament programmes, nor were thiele d@o register for the
subsequent one (having already handed over theipoves).

Richardset al (2004b) estimate, based on various ex-combatantes, that — overall - the
number of excluded combatants might be as high (6080, and the number of CDF
combatants excluded through not possessing a madsspon as high as 80%. This figure
was based on examining detailed records kept byK#mema District CDF secretariat. The
data set classifies all CDF fighters in the distby chiefdom of operation and weapons
carried. The modern weapons were mainly clusteréde mining chiefdoms. Projecting from
these data suggests there might have been as m290H00 CDF fighters in all. This seems
too high, except that in some chiefdoms practicallgry able bodied adult male did, in the
end, play some kind of role in the CDF, acting mglantes, spies, trackers and the like - and
running high risks — even if not engaging in pittheattles. The CDF view is that the
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organization defended the country when no else dvdal so, so the government owes its
members inclusion in DDR. To illustrate the sitaatiof those not able to register, some
interview fragments are now given:

- Ex-RUF combatantAfter disarmament it is better for you to go faragwso that you
will not see the person everyday who has taken enefit.

- Female ex-RUF combatariburing the time of the disarmament many were aftaid
go and register. They said that the pictures tlade tare not only for DDR and that
the A, B, C, and D on the ID card stand for A isPademba Roaprison], B is for
the Special Court, C is for the TRC and only Doisthe disarmament. Everything -
your name and picture - will be in the computer.

- A group of four ex-CDF fighterdOur weapons were collected at an earlier stage in
the war. Our initiator collected them to bring thema place where the fighting was
more intense. So although we have fought we werentdled to any DDR support
because we did not have a weapon. After that timevere either in Kono working as
miners, or as farmers in other areas. If the waruldostart again, we will not join.
The reason is that we did not get anything ouhsf fight. We did what they asked us
to do. Now, if another war will start, we will ngoin because of all these false
promises. This disappointment is very dangerous.

- Female ex-RUF combataritam 35 years of age. Both my parents died durimg t
war. | was caught by the rebels in 1992. | neventwe school. | was cooking for the
rebels. | have been disarmed for two years nowlbugver received any benefit.
Through friends | have been able to learn someotimiy and gara tie-dye. At the
moment | am just doing some busingsity trade)

- Commander in ex-junta forcebtany of the junta fighters choose to go back to the
army after May 2000 so they did not disarm. By timme Johnny PayKoroma] was
helping the Kabbah government. Then they wereeadaby the British. | myself stayed
for another year in the army but there was nothfimgme to do so | planned to leave.
But when | left | was arrested. The senior ex-jum@mbers are not trusted by the
New SLA whenever they talk to their juniors. Mdsthese seniors are put away in
Pademba Prison for little things. When a juniomiscused for something, his uniform
is taken away and he will be dismissed. But for ghriors it is different. At the
moment there are five ex-junta officers, who alWéndeen trained by the British, in
Kono prison.

Presently | guess there are about 50 junta soldier®wn, but there are many more
in the [diamond] pits around town, all with similar stories. We alle just surviving
through our networks and some by means of miningidelf make some money as the
coach of this football team. | fought from ‘91 ulpdisarmament and | never got any
benefit out of it. | am very angry on the governinen

Humphreys & Weinstein (2004) state that: ‘NCDDR ramkledges that the disarmament
process missed a sizeable number of former figh@fficial estimates tend to congregate
around 3000 or sb® Many of these fighters fled across the borderigatfin conflicts in
neighbouring countries; others, particularly frone tCDF, self-reintegrated into their home
communities.” (Humphreys & Weinstein, 2004:15).their own sample of a thousand ex-
combatants, 138 (14%) did not participate in theRDWogramme. The researchers also note
that, although measures were taken to limit ang,binere may have been bias towards
sampling DDR patrticipants, since DDR lists were i@portant source in identifying the
locations of ex-combatants being interviewed. Muego ‘To the extent that individuals

199 This figure does not refer to the - predomina®@yF - combatants who fought with cutlasses or sitgirrel
guns, and who were not considered combatants, dgiogoto DDR standards, in the first place.

127



FOOTPATHS TOREINTEGRATION

participated in the war but didot see themselves as fighté?&,it is unlikely that survey
teams were able to identify such individuals angug them to interviews.” (Humphreys &
Weinstein, 2004:16). Assuming Humphreys & Weinstedata to be a true random sample
of all fighters, extrapolation gives a number obat 10,000 ex-combatants who escaped
DDR (cf. 70,000 who did pass through), but with ravso that if sample bias could be
corrected and CDF fighters without modern wepaonsluded the figure would be
significantly larger still. Among these 10,000 eontbatants it is likely that the majority were
low in rank, and in the particular among the ex-Rg§iBup, to have been abducted. These
unfortunate young people are now among the mostevable groups to exploitation in post-
war Sierra Leone. The war has deprived such yo@oglp of the - perhaps little - education
they could have had, and in many cases dragged féreftom their places of origitf* They
simply lack the funds to travel home to reintegrated without skills training do the worst
kind of manual jobs, for little or no pay. Remoterf the potential protection of family and
kin they approximate to the condition of "L.@entury domestic slaves (cf. Richares
al.[2004b] for details of a specific instance).

Denial of the government and NCDDR of a rural/aggarcrisis of youth

It seems rather odd to assume that the Governni&Siena Leone is not aware of the socio-
political and economic situation of young peoplenir weak families in isolated and run-
down rural areas. On the other hand, the lack cismess by the government to address the
problem, which this thesis argues is a major cdaséhe outbreak of the conflict, suggests
that Freetown is indeed not aware or fails to $eesignificance of the problem. A central
policy of the government is to decentralise powgrrébuilding and re-strengthening the
powers and authority of the paramount chiefs (thiefy elections in December 2002 were a
part of this). How and to what extent this will gaatee a more democratic and inclusive
representation of all rural Sierra Leoneans iswwetlear. Before the war Paramount Chiefs
were elected by a college of Traditional Authosti@A), each representing 20 tax payers.
According to Richardet al. (2004a:24): ‘It is a moot point whether tax recoeler bore
much relation to reality, and quite how these tayey's representatives are selected or
replaced seems rather vague. TAs are local eldedstepresent, in effect, the interest of local
land-owning lineages.” How local institutions areintained, and what kind of democratic
checks and balances are put in place to safegumeid functioning, will be of crucial
importance in determining whether or not this erigif rural youth will find a ready
resolution, without reversion to further violence.

But the failure is not only the Government’s aloNEDDR equally missed an opportunity
to act constructively in relation to this crisiqid reintegration package, part of Disarmament,
Demobilisation and Reintegration programme, offetled former combatants a range of
options such as going back to school, undertakamgtional training or receiving agricultural
implements or training. However, the final choiadsthe ex-combatants contradict Sierra
Leone’s occupational division. As mentioned, ab®f6 of the population in Sierra Leone is
in some way or the other dependent on (semi) sigpsis agriculture for its livelihood. But
only about 15% of the ex-combatants opted for agiuice under the DDR support
programme.

Various reasons can be given to explain this lownloer of ex-combatants opting for
agriculture. One is that young ex-combatants mighte little interest; the work is often
backbreaking and perhaps associated with primitiveng conditions in isolated rural
settings. Used to a quite different lifestyle whskdl under arms, many of the ex-combatants

1801t is possible that fighters only identify themses as such when they have participated in the PDRess.
181 Thousands of ex-combatants or camp-followers, e North and West of the country, are nowtie t
East and visa versa. Most of them do not shareahe language with local populations.
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found the idea of involving oneself in agricultuaad rural life unattractive. Other reasons
have more to do with the design of the DDR progranthe agricultural package was less
attractive to ex-combatants compared to the voeatitraining package, as the latter came
with a monthly allowance and a toolkit after graiilua The agriculture package was more
often a one-off package without monetary elemehtgthermore, and amazingly in an

agricultural country, the option of agriculture wagt always offered by the Implementing

Partners of NCDDR.

It is necessary to explore this deficit a bit molesely. Politics and corruption are part of
the answer. As pointed out before: ‘The politiceabeomy of Sierra Leone is dominated by
two contrasts — between the capital Freetown aedntiore isolated rural districts, and
between the mining sector of the economy (the eglsnmain source of foreign exchange)
and the stagnant semi-subsistence agriculturabiséxtwhich many young Sierra Leoneans
return when urban life and mining employment f@Richards 1996:48). Many urban-based
elites, including politicians, have mining concessi and have thus a vested interest in an
abundant flow of young Sierra Leoneans willing &l sheir labour for low wages in the
diamond mines. Rural and/or agricultural developiniemot in their interest, since a free and
successful peasantry would doubtless reduce thaysopcheap labour, and start to demand
political recognition. It is better to keep the otnyside poor and needy.

NCDDR chose IPs ready to promise to turn uneducgteohg fighters into carpenters,
tailors, car mechanics and even computer techridiara matter of months. That this is an
unrealistic ambition is obvious to all. One expl@ma (made openly by some of those
planning DDR) is that “fancy” skills served as anfwrary diversion from the arts of war (i.e.
skills training was never supposed to make goaxhgdr term deficit in training, only to keep
these angry young people occupied long enough Heir tmilitia organizations to lose
command and control). But an even more negativerpnetation also seems possible. Had
young people moved into pig farming, poultry regrisnd oil palm cultivation on a large
scale - as many wanted to - they would no longertibgé to annual semi-subsistence
agriculture, and thus become unavailable to workopeally as cheap labour in the
numerous alluvial diamond pits from which many e tpolitical classes in Sierra Leone
derive their wealth. In short, over-ambitious skiltaining may have been set up to fail, in
order to guarantee the reproduction of the chebpulaeconomy upon which the country’s
merchant-capital dominated mining sector depends Zack-Williams 1995). As this
hypothesis predicts, only a limited number of ermbatants who went through vocational
skills training as part of the DDR package wereeatd find employment in their newly
achieved trade. Demand is not infinite, especialy country with an economy running at
such low post-war ebb. Ex-combatants were competitiypeople who had already properly
mastered the skill before the war and who did néfes from a bad reputation. Many of those
who could not find any work have soon, it appedr#ted back to the mining centres where
only their labour was marketable. They have coniediucle to the kind of rough semi-
destitution from which they were plucked by the RUF

A further set of reasons for the lack of interesbag suppliers in agriculture relates to the
rather limited possibilities for diversion of resoes in one-off package delivery. Whether or
not a consignment of oil palm seedlings has beéweded in good condition is rather easy to
verify (not least by the recipients). Possibilitfes creative budgeting are much greater in on-
going training programmes based on monthly allowané former CDF administrator and
Implementing Partner himself frankly explains:

- There are different ways in whi¢ggome of|the staff of NCDDR is corrupt. From my
own experiences at district level | can tell thatemever you write and budget a
project for NCDDR, twenty or thirty percent hasgiwen back to them “under the
table” before they can approve your request. Tlesnss to be the only demand if you
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want to qualify for NCDDR money, which results mqualified and inexperienced

people running projects for ex-combatants just lbseathey were ready to bribe the
staff. Even if the person is qualified, how canghgect be good if so much money is
already lost before the project even staftbhis is] money which cannot be used to
buy tools or teaching material. Another way is ttisty finance projects which are set
up by themselves, through a prdryg. a relative]so that in the end they will benefit
from [projects they fund]

Many ex-combatants from rural areas would haveepredl to receive an agricultural package
and/or training, but were forced by intermediat@®pt for another package which could be
more easily “drained”. Another aspect of the desigrthe DDR programme also worked
against ex-combatants from rural areas. Becausst#neng of the vocational training was
often delayed by many months, most ex-combatardsiel@ to return to their villages or to
the mining sites, soon after demobilisation and Weaithe call to start of their training, rather
than hanging around idle in the (expensive) towrene these vocational projects were
predominately located. However, in many cases té did not come, or if it came,
announced on the radio, was heard too late. Moredivere are many cases documented of
ex-combatants travelling to town after an annouresgnof NCDDR that the new candidates
had been short-listed, only to find their name owtthe list. After two or three expensive,
time-consuming but useless journeys, the ex-combadalikely to forget about “the whole
show”. Benefits can then be easily set aside bgmupsilous staff.

So the DDR programme in Sierra Leone did not ntakeagricultural option as attractive
as its skills training options. It did not evenesfthe agricultural option in many cases, and
failed to serve many ex-combatants living in theaen@mote villages. The most kind-hearted
conclusion one can draw from this is that thoségaésy and implementing the project knew
rather too little about the realities of rural $&elLeone, and the rural young people who
fought the war. The urban “lumpen” hypothesis hadedits work.

Agrarian solutions to the challenge of ex-combatast reintegration

Making agricultural packages central
Two sectors in the Sierra Leonean economy are tapatbabsorbing large numbers of
predominately young ex-combatants with limited oreducational qualifications, namely the
agricultural and mining sector. If NCDDR had dote sums (perhaps it did, if the cynical
hypothesis above holds any validity!) it would haz@me to a similar conclusion from the
outset. To offer “mining” as a DDR training packagemilar to the vocational training
packages, would have been rather hollow, sincéstil¥’ of mining boils down to being able
to dig and wash gravel for ten hours under the ibgrsun. Alternatively, NCDDR could
have offered a financial and mining equipment pgekan a way that the ex-combatants
could become small scale contractors themselvegloging several miners. But it is unlikely
that NCDDR would feel comfortable in creating ostining potential “micro-militias”, apart
from the likely resistence of the political classe@th vested interests in the diamond sector,
which prefers ex-combatants and ordinary youthialasurers rather than competitioners. So,
given the economic and political climate, the osdgtor capable of offering realistic openings
(under the conditions hereafter discussed) for mangt most of 70,000+ ex-combatants in
search of new, and more peaceful, livelihoodsiésagricultural sector.

Demand is not a problem, since the country’s foadipction is currently way below what
the national population consumes. At the momentr&ieeone’s food demands are fulfilled
by a combination of local food production, food bgbt into the country as part of emergency
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relief, and food bought on supposedly open markerisjn fact highly subsidised by Europe
and North America. Still the majority of Sierradreeans survive on one meal a day.

It is often assumed that ex-combatants have iittlerest in agriculture, but is this really
true?®? Richards (2005dhas argued that the dislike of rural youth is notused on
agriculture as such, but on their vulnerability,vilage conditions, to exploitation by local
elites and gerontocrats. Arthy (2003) had alreadyked out that the DDR agricultural
package was much less attractive than the skaisitrg packages. Furthermore, many ex-
combatants indicate that they would have prefeagitulture, but it was simply not among
the options. That in the end many of the ex-comtiafdrained in vocational skills as part of
the DDR programme, have to fall back on agricul{aremining) due to their inability to find
a job using their newly acquired skills, is a cleatication that the agricultural sector ought
to have absorbed many more ex-combatants than %8& Wwho did end up with the
agricultural package. As a result, many of the emdoatants who are now involving
themselves in agricultural activities do so withdke implements and todf§ that would
have been at their disposal had they been ablecive help under the DDR programme.
There are some lessons here for future directiowark with unemployed youth in Sierra
Leone.

The need for agricultural training projects

Many of the (older) CDF ex-combatants have takeir tagricultural implements and tools
and have returned quietly to their villages or camities to start or resume farming.. With
long years of farming experience this group perlegels it needs no agricultural training. But
the armed factions in the conflict in Sierra Leoveze largely made up of young people. As a
result of time spent under arms they tend to haat &gricultural experience, with the
exception of RUF cadres who believed that they btgtiarm as well as fight. Agricultural
skills training thus seems to be required. Basilissare needed, but it could also be a unique
opportunity to introduce new skills and new cropke agricultural project in Tongo is an
example of this, in focusing on how to turn mineeémowasteland into arable land again. The
project in Blama focused on introducing varietieshwcertain advantages. The project in
Robol shows how a farm can be run both as a cotipei@nd as commercial enterprise. In all
these examples the projects are used as vehideagfa@ultural extension among young
people, but do not suffer from the common weakr#s$ormal extension services, e.g.
contact is not limited to one or two visits a ydastead knowledge formation is a continuous
and active process of shared learning. This makelsser to the model of the farmers field
schools, pioneered by the UN Food and Agriculturgaization. It is not outlandish to
suggest that the “RUF” projects should be follovedokely in coming years, to see if they
offer useful pointers to involving rural youth igracultural training more generally.

Individual and collective farming opportunities
Older ex-combatants who were farmers before ane hia@ir own plots of land will easily
return to these pre-war activities and continueaonindividualistic or household basis.

182 Many ex-combatants would rate the opportunity éadme a motor-mechanic or driver among their most
preferred choices. However, research on the reiatiog process of ex-child combatants in Liberiat@Ps with
Laws 2003) indicates that ex-child soldiers whoehlreen exposed to farming during their time in mterim
Care Centre, waiting Family Tracing, were more Iagd in agriculture than their counter parts whd dbt
spend time in such a centre. It seems that, ifetlldscombatants learn about the value of (and thieegnone
can make by) farming, they will be interested iniagture.

183 The basic tools needed for involving oneself itang rice (and mixed cropping) farming are: a @sjaan
axe and a hoe. Swamp rice production requires bgsitese three already mentioned tools also a klzospade
and a pick axe.
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Collective farming, or at least the implementatadrtertain farming tasks (such as ploughing,
weeding and harvesting) as part of a group, is comm Sierra Leone. In particular rural
youth organise themselves as “labour gangs” tooparfthese tasks, sometimes on a
rotational basis, and sometimes they hire themsetug to third parties as a group (see
before). Labour gangs can be more innovative, amelfied by the Tongo group. The gang
structure also lends itself to various mobile agroeessing or marketing activities — e.g.
contract ploughing with a power tiller or cassavatigg.

So there is both scope for the individualistic farras well as for ex-combatants who prefer
to remain together as a group. The group soliéaritreated during the war do not have to be
only destructive, and thus a focus fomubilisation. They could also bemebilised, i.e.
directed towards new peaceful, group-based a@sitGroup action always runs the risk of
the “free-riders” phenomenon, but where there amdb of trust and loyalty (created during
the war among those who remain brothers or sigteaems) this may be minimised.

Access to land and labour

Again it seems that there is little problem for thieder ex-combatants who were already
involved in agriculture before the war. Many hagtablished land rights. Many need to hire
extra labour to put back in use war-abandoned gifimms. If cash is part of the agriculture
package the landowner can hire people to cleanfdhms and plantations. Some ex-
combatants groups are already selling servicesigidyhmotivated youth labour gangs to
meet this kind of need.

But many of the younger ex-combatants do not haady access to land. Often, they feel
unable to return home, until they have somethingliow and the war — contrary to the
assumptions of the greed not grievance model laftynpoorer than the day they began. They
need to acquire land wherever they now find thewesglbut run into potential obstacles of a
rather opaque traditional system, in which consdatrent land for a fixed period are not well
understood and local courts not oriented to enfigr@ontractual agreements. To overcome
this limitation the Tongo project used waste lantich was easier to negotiate from the land
owners. Indeed, the landowner has an active iriteréksing” the land for a few years until
it is fully rehabilitated. There is no need to askigh percentage of the harvest in such cases.
Another way to overcome the problem of land acgjoisiis shown by the BANSAL group,
which uses the land around its administrative eeintia rather intensive way.

In the Tongo case the labour needed is fully predidy the ex-combatants and the limited
number of civilian war-affected youth profiting froagricultural training. BANSAL and the
NADA project involve the communities to a much largxtent, both for land and labour.
However, how well this works over time is uncleaccording to the founders of NADA, the
success of their association was at risk becausedmmunity continued to treat them as
“strangers”, making mobilisation of labour much modifficult. BANSAL was more
successful, partly because the organisers buila ugpod working relationship with local
communities during the war. Even so, the project wmly able to mobilise community inputs
in exchange for food for work, and thus dependethpats from outside sponsors. In the end
free community labour can only be mobilised by {tnaditional) authorities. Others have to
buy it for food or cash. Individual farmers will the end focus most of their time on their
own farms and community activities never come feef(without the kind of coercion that
has so alienated marginal rural young people ajfeddhere is an unresolved contradiction in
RUF enthusiasm for “community labour”, since - with the threat of using violence - as
often as not it depends on a return to the worldefierence to elders from which the
movement tried to break away. And the undue rewerém which the young cadres still hold
the late Foday Sankoh (their papmidicates that there are no easy answers to ubstign
what lies beyond patrimonialism.
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Towards a new approach to agricultural training
In post-war countries like Sierra Leone, undergddigR (Liberia is the obvious example),
reintegration programmes need to promote a strgniguture package; only the agricultural
sector provides opportunities for ex-combatantslarge numbers. If it is argued that
agriculture is not attractive to many ex-combatdotgy-term unemployment is even less
attractive. Instead DDR programmes should exploeedifferent avenues to make agriculture
more attractive. This will require some degreereftve thinking.
It is clear from the kind of analysis undertakerowab that three kinds of agricultural
packages should have been offered to the ex-comtbataSierra Leone:
1) A considerable number of the ex-combatants werelwed in agricultural
activities before the war and are likely and wilito continue after the war.
The package, delivered in accordance with the fagnseason, most useful to
them includes farming tools and seeds, of good ityuahdapted to local
conditions, and preferably purchased on the localtket. It should also
include financial means, or food, to cover thetfipge-harvest period to
prevent farmers falling into debt before they haaieen off. Furthermore, it
should include extra financial means to enablefaéin@er to hire extra labour
to clean farmland and plantations overgrown afeary of fallow due to war.
2) For those ex-combatants with limited knowledge afnfing and/or with
limited access to land, the agricultural packageukh be organised as a
project, set up along cooperative lines. It mighleed be an agricultural
settlement. In this way the ex-combatants can f{prisbm each other’s
knowledge and outside experts - an experiencedgetl or extension officer -
targets a large audience with advice. Again toald seeds must be provided
and financial means or extra food to cover theqokkefore the first harvest.
Money to hire labour is not needed since in thiseci is the ex-combatants
who provide the labour. Careful attention shouldpagd to the question of
land acquisition. Specific terms must be negotidated are profitable to the
landowner/community* and the ex-combatants (cf. Tongo case). Farming
communities will additionally benefit when provis® are made in the project
design for the introduction of simple farm-levehavations (e.g. new crop
types, or new cultivation methods) extended botetitiing ex-combatants and
to villagers. Apart from agreements about leasiagdl it is unrealistic to
expect assistance from war-affected communitiese€eF (i.e. especially
forced) community labour (labour in which non-vdiegrs are sanctioned by
fines) must be avoided.
3) A third useful package might centre on agriculturables and support tasks.
The examples of encouraging ex-combatants to fangg to itinerate through
villages offering mechanised ploughing or cassawvaiae milling services
comes to mind. Self-integrating ex-combatants frthra Biafran civil war
became much involved in this kind of activity (ttewvas no formal DDR). It
made use of platoon loyalties, and built on wanipetl experiences humping

184 Or to the government. In Sierra Leone some sieephlm-oil plantations (the Liberian counterpariuvdbobe

the rubber plantations) are owned by the governnudten after a private company has handed it beéore or
during the war. During the war most of these plaoits have been neglected and as a result havgrover.
Harvesting on a pre-war scale will only be possidter labour intensive brushing. It might be wadhexplore

the opportunity to rent out parts of these plaotati to gangs of young ex-combatants. At the moment
individuals can buy permits from local governmespresentatives allowing them to harvest palm kerfeel a
certain number of days.
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heavy equipment around the bush, only this timep&aceful (money-making)
purposes (Richards pers. comm.). Some former caalsesgot involved in

simple forms of rural transportation, using homedmavheel barrows and
two-wheeled carts to bring produce to local marketsSierra Leone, groups
of CDF ex-combatants have formed labour gangs temake agricultural

rehabilitation contracts: brushing plantations, elemg swamps and
rehabilitating feeder roads so necessary for thikatiag of local produce, on
contract to NGOs and even UNAMSIL. Demand will evetly come from

the communities themselves — although straightr dfte war communities
have little capacity to pay for such activities nfrotheir own resources.
Contracts can be drawn up in such a way that tmeycanducive towards
stabilising the groups, and encouraging them ttbesdown — e.g they can be
for more than one season or activity at a time.

Although it is an obvious point it neverthelessdge® be emphasised. Farming is mainly an
activity taking place in the rural are®5.We have seen above that the socio-economic and
political situation in the rural areas has been rfany young people a reason to affiliate
themselves with an armed faction. It would be natvassume that these ex-combatants will
simply return to their villages and involve thenvasl in agriculture without further ado. It is
clear that fundamental changes are needed in thesacio-economic and political fief® at

the same time as ex-combatants receive trainingagnidultural packages. Otherwise, the
thrust of the analysis in this thesis suggestsriiategration of ex-combatants will at best be
a failure, and at worst trigger new conflict. Sesitmportant to realise that the design of DDR
packages must address the vulnerability of ruratty®o political manipulation. Packages 2 &
3 make youth less vulnerable to the political hegeynof elders only by introducing a more
market-oriented set of production relations. Aneesial aspect will be the development of
local legal systems capable of responding to theafcontract. But for those with a stake in
the local system, as members of land-owning familighe situation of many CDF ex-
combatants) package 1 is likely to be the prefectemice. But even for these people the war
has made many question traditional values. TheisBriplaced a lot of emphasis in the
immediate post-war phase in Sierra Leone in rethicing a customary system of
governance, held together by Paramount ChiefsaBaady many young people brought up
under the traditional system want to see change.

A good starting place will be to re-visit a majowreecise in deliberative democracy carried
out in 1999-2000 — the series of nearly 70 localstitations held by the Governance Reform
Secretariat to determine what reforms would be egdd re-settle chiefs and their subjects.
One point that comes out these documents (helteitbvernance Reform Secretariat offices
in Freetown) is the extent to which youth and womeme no longer prepared to be subjects,
but felt that their role and sufferings) in the wed already entitled them to be considered
citizens. Building on this change of political mogdorobably one of the major consequences
of the war, and the basis for successful ruraltegiration of the rebellious cadres and the
populations once sought to destroy.

1% However, the importance of farming or vegetabledgaing in urban areas should not be underestiniated
developing countries.

186 At the same time macro-economic measures shoutdKem to make agricultural production attractiFer
instance, high export taxes on agricultural prodsegously reduce the incentive for farmers to paedcash
crops. These taxes have been reduced or abolisi8drra Leone, but many informal “relics” of ptiges from
the days of the marketing boards remain (road bltaotes” imposed by the security services, and dikel).
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Chapter 8

Realities of reintegration: between conformity andransformation

Introduction

The termreintegrationof ex-combatants is somehow a peculiar one. Igssig that the ex-
combatants need to be supported and equipped te thak re-entry to peaceful society
successful, but does not ask if there is still gbmg into which to reintegrate. It is assumed
that the physical and social structures of comnmemiéxist, and continue to function. This
assumption is especially troubling if and where &gued in this thesis) these pre-war
structures might be suspected of playing some &frahtalytic role in conflict generation.

Many villages and communities in Sierra Leone exaffi extensive destruction during the
conflict, and many inhabitants were forced to sesflige at some time or other. Over the
decade long war more than half of the populatiothefcountry was displaced. The process
of re-claiming and re-inhabiting villages was atfgaunder way during the war, since the
conflict was often localised. But it was only aftee war that the bulk of displaced people
returned to the worst affected areas. And retura mare than a matter of making villages
function again: roads had to be safe and repaioedllow transport to resume, it was
necessary to re-start legal institutions and retdtecal authorities, schools and clinics had to
be rebuilt, and often, reconciliation activities reeneeded to make normal village life
possible again. It is safe to state that manygétaand communities are as yet only half the
places in physical, demographic, socio-economiclegal terms, they were before the war.

If there were not so much at stake, one could rdesdhe post-war rehabilitation of
villages, communities and towns as exciting. To ea@xtent this rehabilitation is as much a
fight as the war — a fight in which contested clgiooncerning rights and positions surface.
Some players “stood their ground”, remaining in ¥iilage during the war, and subsequently
claim privileges, varying from farming land to aie® on the village council, as reward for
their efforts, which they view as keeping alive thassibility of return for those who fled.
Then there are the early returnees, often youngabitants, who pioneered much of the
actual physical rehabilitation of the villagl4.0lder people, or those who had the means to
seek refuge in neighbouring countries, returneerlabenerally, the last to return were the
local authorities and patrons or “big men”, whdrough their contacts or money - had the
means to escape the bitterness of war and limitntipact of the conflict on themselves and
their families. They returned with the hope or estpgon that everything would return to
“normal”, i.e. the pre-war situation would re-agseself. But new powerful players and
groups have arisen during the war. These includal IEDF commanders, who played an
active role in protecting the villages, and now &g m to influence over daily matters, and

17 Some youths of Sendumei, a village presentedcasastudy below, explaiti:was by the end of '96 that we
returned to this place, just after the rebels wareen away. We stayed at that time at a displazadp close to
Bo. Then the Kamajors gave the information thatglaee was safe. We returned in a group, mainlysistimg

of young people. The road was so much overgrownesstarted to clean the place and sent a messars.
the citizens came and later some people from therB@rea. From that day on, when we gave that agess
people started to returr{lt is almost impossible to maintain the anonynafythis settlement, because - after the
great majority of its population fled - it becamelidknown during the war as a base from which RBiES were
launched on the main Bo-Kenema highway. In a secdifafje case study (a village in Kailahun) | havet
made known the name of the place, especially stnesmained populated during the war, and is ag#él from
which fighters of all factions came, and in whigmpe-making is on-going).
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women, displaced to urban centres where they saiffexent, more emancipated lifestyle,
who are unwilling to accept the pre-war situatioryraore. As a result, local traditional
authorities are challenged by commoners, both exbedants and civilians, who claim that
their “eyes are openas a result of the war.

That there is more at stake than only the physeebnstruction of war-torn villages and
communities becomes all the more clear when orlsesahat the causes of the conflict must
be sought in the marginalisation of young peopteugh the pre-war attitudes of elders and
traditional leaders. Where the DDR process has b@emany ex-combatants a test of the
sincerity of the government and its proclaimed newection, the process of post-war
reconstruction and rehabilitation of villages amanenunities is the test for local authorities
and traditional values; will it be business as ubaged on pre-war (traditional) institutions as
tools for exploitation by local and national elites are changes going to take place based on
more inclusive and democratic principles? Or to ipgdainly - what social lessons (if any)
have been learnt from the war?

It is extremely difficult to give a general answter the question how the reintegration
process is going in Sierra Leone. Since there @raany factors influencing the reintegration
process of an ex-combatant, it is perhaps not aggeration to state that every single ex-
combatant represents a unique combination of fac®wme of these factors are obvious; for
example if an ex-combatant has received a DDR ipotknot®® or whether he or she has
been fighting with the RUF or with the CDf.But there are also many factors not taken into
account in quantitative research that neverthgisg a role in the reintegration process: is
the ex-combatant the oldest son of the father esdh@ have older brothers? Is the father still
alive or already deceased? This affects whethearobrthe ex-combatant can assert control
over resources, or is dependent on the willingioésdder family members to be reconciled.
The ex-combatant might indicate that land is owred,how far is it away from the village
and what is its quality? How long has the ex-corabiatought, and how severe is any trauma
that he or she might have developed? Was he anglated into the secret society (Poro for
men, Sande for women) before or during the war?-iNiates will be regarded as an
outsider or child, whatever their age, etc.

A few case histories are now presented, to gigerese of the multiple trajectories of re-
integration. These case histories cannot answequkstion whether or not the reintegration
process of ex-combatants in Sierra Leone is tefarded a success or failure overall. Rather,
the aim is to give the reader a taste of the coxitglef the changing society into which ex-
combatants must attempt to reintegrate. Indeedgrialmight be a better term than “re-
integrate”. Each case illustrates one or other efeml major factors relevant to the
reintegration process. The cases are purposelyenhimscover reintegration trajectories in,
respectively 1) rural, 2) mining and, 3) urbanisgf. The three reintegration trajectories
illustrate how ex-combatants (and youth in genestll) struggle with the problematic issues
determining marginalisation and exclusion befoeewlar. The first case study — covering two
villages in rural Sierra Leone - draws attentiorthe relationship between elders and youth
after resettlement. It becomes clear that some &frigouth emancipation” has taken place,
and elders cannot rely on their “customary” auttyaio sanction or exploit young people, as
would have been the case before the war. Wherélessex-combatants are concerned, as is
the case in one village, youth emancipation sonesitakes extreme forms.

188 But even in these straightforward cases compligafactors arise such as the possible stigmatis4tia
obstacle for reintegration) that might take plafteraan ex-combatant arrives with a toolkit (a nearkf DDR
support, and thus of having been a combatant)simhher village.

189 A combatant with RUF history who behaved badlyis or her village might not return home after ter
but might then reintegrate smoothly in another tioca
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The second case study describes the tensions eawvesturning landholding group and a
large group of “footloose” or “family-less” formdRUF combatants, unwilling to subject
themselves to the propertied local elite. Thisitanss played out against the background of
mining in Tongo, the town described in the preface focuses on the issue of housing.

The last case deals with a partial answer to tloblem of lack of employment (and/or
control over jobs by patrons). An interesting urb@aconomic niche for ex-combatants
unwilling to return to their rural communities igstribed. Some make their living by riding
motorbikes as a local taxi. What makes this cagatecesting, besides the fact that it is a new
(post-war) development, is that the bike ridersehakganised themselves as a membership-
based trade association drawing some inspiratiom fmodalities associated with former
fighting groups. This case study (for Makeni) shosimilarities and some differences
between Makeni and Bo (where Fithen & Richards §0énalyse similar developments).
All-in-all, the cases (in their diversity) show haomplex the issue of reintegration is.

--- PICTURE ---
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Reintegration in a rural setting: case |

Back to normal? Life in Sendumei, a former rebedrsihold

Sendumei is a village about halfway along the ded from Blama to Potoru in Kenema
District. A two hour trip by public transport withke you from the village to Kenema. The
village is the headquarters of Niawa Chiefdom. TWende-speaking village depends, like so
many villages in Sierra Leone, on a combinatiosudfsistence (rice) farming and cash (tree)
crops. Before the war, many of the younger peoefethe village on a temporary basis,
during slack periods in the farming year, to laboudiamond pits. Some went as far as
Tongo or Kono, but since the slack period lastely émo or three months, most went to
nearby sites, such as the area above Blama. Tadige has been resumed since the war.
According to the secretary of the village youthgamization:Here in the village you do not
have a choice; you must be interested in farmirmagitlys who are not interested leave and go
to the diamond mines or go back to the towns. Thwhyare more interested in swamp rice
because it is the most simple and it takes 4 twstins[one cycle] Then they still have time
to go to the mining areas. Elders are more intezdsh upland farming because of the mixed
cropping. The youths already help their parentshea upland farms so they do not have the
zeal[energy]anymore to start their owjupland farm] | estimate that between 35% and 40%
of the youths who live in this town are in the dbaich areas. Most of them return when it is
harvesting time, but some will stay behind in theimy areas.

Sendumei had its first taste of war at the begipmh1994. After the near defeat of the
RUF by the end of 1993, the movement withdrew itlte Gola forest complex, and
established, early in 1994 (see chapter 3) a swilgush camps, fanning out through the
interconnected reserves running from the Liberiardér to the centre of the country. The
main RUF camp during 1994-1996 was the mysteridagi6da”, located in the Kambui Hills
South reserve. Kambui South is the hinge of hfl-torest that links the border Gola reserves
with the extensive forests of the centre of thentgu This key camp was only about 4
kilometres (as the crow flies) from Sendumei. Tkarby villages, including Sendumei, were
all under the control of the RUF. Units of the RWEre based in Sendumei village, and G5
officers supervised the few civilians remainingtie area (augmented by civilians captured
by the RUF in other areas and brought to Sendumeireighbouring villages to work).
According to the chief of Sendumdihere are almost 4000 people in this town. Butmote
than 5% stayed during the war. The rebels searchedareas]surrounding the village for
people. Later, when the Zogoda was attacked thelsdturned this place down and looted
everything. They established the Zogoda in MarcB419t was in 199€in either late
September or early OctobeHhat the Zogoda was sacked. And in 1997 the plexsedeclared
safe and continueddrom that time]to be safe.

The attack on the “Zogoda” was a joint operatiohef Kamajors and hand-picked units of
the Sierra Leonean Militarl/° trained by EO. Interviews with Kamajor fighters/atved in
the operation were undertaken in October 1996 lyjdRaViuana in Kenema (Richards al
1997). EO operatives have also provided accounthefsacking of the Zogoda. Hooper
(2002) claims a Nigerian (ECOMOG) Howitzer battergs a key element in the operation.

By the end of 1996 the rebels had been driverobtlie Kambui South reserve, and never
came back again. The young people of Sendumei glapeimportant role in making the
ground safe in the aftermath of the EO-coordinatitaick, and they now make claims based
on their achievement. Sendumei youth were both neesntsf the Kamajor group involved in
driving the rebels away, and later among the gafygoneers leaving the displaced camps to

1%Some informants claim that the RSLMF only movedfier the fighting was finished.
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return to Sendumei and commence its rebuilding.oAtiag to one of these early returnees:
Youth played an important role in the war. The Kgoreawere youths and they protected the
people and the chiefs. So the chiefs have reattsstdif you squeeze the youth too hard they
will run back to the bush and retaliate. The chiedse been sensitised due to the war. Even if
we, the youths, have money, they will not fine bgyher amount. That is because they have
been sensitised.

In addition to using the jargon of the relief agescworking in displaced camps, who
regularly “sensitise” their charges, the last start raises an interesting issue. It has been
argued in this thesis that the socio-economic amldiqgal marginalisation of the youth in
Sierra Leone was a root cause of the conflict. Hezesee an opposite development taking
place: young Sierra Leoneans making claims, basedheir role as defenders of the
community during the wartime, to better rights anfhirer treatment by the older generation,
while at the same time suggesting that traditi@uahorities have begun to realise there can
be no return to the pre-war situation, without ragnthe danger of another rebel war, this
time fought by the very youth who rallied to the EB’ It is not an isolated response. Others
have reported on the way the war has helped to emmpand emancipate sections of rural
youth, who now expect the chiefs they assistedémge, to head off the danger that the CDF
might one day become a new RUF (cf. Archibald &Hicls 2002, Richardst al. 2004b).
Exactly those issues that led to the social exatuand vagrancy of rural young people in the
past and fed the war, are under question. Thengvgt high fines for minor offences, paid
off in labour, the dragooning of young people fommunity labour (Mendé yenge “town
work”), or excessive demands for bride service arstoms increasingly under dispute by
young people in Sendumei. But whether this chalersgmore than bravado and rhetoric
seems doubtful from material to be discussed below.

There are many factors which influence this precet questioning custom. In some
villages the socio-economic and political circumsts have truly changed, perhaps because
a new and younger chief has taken position, orusra young CDF commander has become
a dominant player in the politics of the village.dther villages little change has taken place,
perhaps because the war did not really affect ilhege, or because local elites were able to
capture and manage external support from NGOsstone their political dominance in the
village. But it seems unlikely that many village#l wemain the same as before the war.

Change not only arrived through realisation byditranal authorities that the
marginalisation of young people creates an easitydited pool of disaffected fighters. There
Is also a more practical effect of the war; it emddhe financial power of elders over the
youth. The Sendumei chief explainéouths can still help their parents but not in gaame
way as before the war. This change is becauseeoivtlr. Before, the parents took care of all
the financial responsibilitie§’? but now they cannot do that because they do net tiae
money. So the youth say: why should we help fanimg2 Where poverty used to marginalize
some youth, it is now so general and pervasiveithsdts an entire rural generation free of
control by elders, who simply lack the resourceseimew themselves as patrons. And yet
despite rhetoric of youth fed on military succesndimei appears a village where actual

"1 According to some senior men, including the cbieSendumei, NGOs also played a role in tiiise NGOs
sensitised us about the necessary changes thatneeded. We attended a workshop about the roleecthiefs
and about the youth§he government also played a part. There was granume for restoration of Paramount
Chiefs in which consultations by teams mandatethbySecretariat for Governance Reform were cagigdn
more than sixty accessible chiefdoms (mainly ingbethern and eastern provinces) during 1999 an@.28n
objective was to listen to local grievances, inesrtb gain the support of young people to contadabour to
the building of houses to accommodate returningfshiMeetings lasted two days, and often invohad play
exercises on factors participants put forward asngaecontributed to the war (Archibald & Richard3(2).

72 \We only have to look at the pre-war school enrelirfigures (see Wright [in Skelt 1997] and Davi€96)

to see that the statement is too optimistic.

139



FOOTPATHS TOREINTEGRATION

institutional values have changed rather little.stdms and regulations concerning the
relation between the youth and the elders aredsi#imed to have morally binding forcé.
According to some eldergll the youth in the town belong to us. They workuls and for the
development of the town. The youth is providingdbamunity their labour free of costs.
Normally they will brush the roads but now they busy on their farms, controlling the pests
[rodents and birdsthat affect the rice. They work in groups on ahitg” !’ [rotational]
basis. The youths are obliged to work on the etddarms, sometimes in groups and
sometimes on an individual basis. And if the yodthsome mining and get some money they
will hand it over to their parents. We are theirrpats and we show them care and whenever
there is alcourt, or secret societyase the parents will take the responsibility pay fines]

for their youthful child. And it is the parents whoange the marriages and sometimes pay
for the dowry[bride wealth] Even if a boy has money, the parents of thewvgltlstill go to

the parents of the boy. Little has changed afternlar compared with before the war. We do
not like radical changes in our customs. Immedjatdter we resettled thsecret]society
started their initiations on an annual basis. Afteat there have been no further problems. If
a boy or girl runs away, to escape initiation, wend the parents to catch the person and
bring him or her to the society. Everybody who tiésg and has not yet been initiated will be
[treated]so.

At issue seems to be the extent to which, in $igetases, such as that of Sendumei, the
elders have been able to access resources onamsgtt for the key event through which
their power is reproduced — viz. initiation. Resgttent in Sendumei started at the end of
1996, and in early 1997, during the time of thedjdm peace accord, when external support
was locally available. The villagers mention specupport from ICRC, major facilitators of
the evacuation of the RUF leadership from the ZagimdAbidjan for peace talks. To hold an
initiation requires considerable amounts of ricebesides other food items — and most
resettling communities are unable to hold the reargsceremonies until several years after
resettlement, when agriculture has sufficientlyokered. With external support, Sendumei
was able to resume perhaps more quickly than atb#lements less in the international
limelight. The point about initiation by the senigmplays a key role. Much of the symbolism
of secret societies has to do with the submissibthe initiates to the Poro and Sande
authorities. According to Murphy the initiation pmEt is more about inducing an atmosphere
of fear than actually learning something. It is athio intensify respect for elders and benefit
from the fruits of labour during the initiation ped (Murphy 1980). With external sources of

3 1n other villages the pre-war relationship betweéters and youth has changed more drasticallyeawill
see in the next case story of the village of A.inathe following account of an elder in the villagf Levuma (a
settlement between Mobai and Pendembu in Kailahistniaf). These villages have been more affectedhay
war (and were under RUF occupation for a long tirde) a result little of the wealth of the pre-wditeeand
senior class has survived. This has its effecthenrelationship between the elders and the youtheldler
comments on thisBetween the elders and the youth there is a misatadwling because they have different
interests. Youths are interested in education sskihining, entertainment and sport. But eldersyé@amore
interest in society and culture and like the traafill way of solving conflicts. The youth like tdve problems
in a simple way. But traditionally the elders wédeeying fines after they had come together to discThe
youth however just want to confess and then forfat. youths do not respect the elders anymore Isectie
elders are poor nowadays. But if we are able tese@amoney from our farms and plantations the youth w
respect us once again. But this is only possibleeifeceive external suppoft..) This fining of the youth really
solved the problems that occurred because wheneave able to fine them they were afraid of us. lehavfew
mature sons but | cannot force them to work onamny f they just go there on their own teriighile blaming
the youth for not having respect for the elderhe bld man concludes his explanation with a sdlécave
statementit will not be possible to divide tHeny] land, because it will only create more problemd &sve
many children. The educated ones live faraway bet day they will come back. This whole problem been
created by this polygamy. In particular when thenndées there will be a lot of problems. In facth@s been one
of the root causes of the conflict.

7 For a discussion of different forms of rural labgangs in Sierra Leone, see chapter 2.
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food Sendumei elders were rather quickly able todse their recalcitrant young people,
before too much damage had been caused to tradition

The young people in Sendumei do not deny the aityhof the elders. According to the
secretary of the youth association in Senduweifar as the community labour is concerned,
the chiefs and elders can order the youth groupdatdhe work. But the elders cannot force
us to do this work every day. There is a good retship between the youths and the elders.
The parents will help to arrange the marriages aalle care of the wives whenever the
youths are going to the diamond areas. They alsolve any issues arising, so that is why we
respect the elders. Whenever you have committatiree ¢he elders willenter aJplea on
your behalf. The control of the elders over thetlgas because of their monopoly in pleading
on our behalf. Because if a person is asked toljga¥00,000 it means that in fact a person is
asked to leave the town. In the end it is the sladro are really in control because they have
the final word[on who stays, or who becomes a vagrant]. The tmgreof youth is a
brokerage position generally approved by the eldeis is more than likely to take a
conservative line, since he knows that it is tlteeed who have to be placated. His comments
suggest the war may have changed remarkably little.

Another aspect that does not appear to have cHaisgg¢he weak position of (poor)
“strangers”. Unlike native youths, young strangeosnot have a family to speak on their
behalf and are thus in an extremely vulnerabletjposiThe war has created many “strangers”
since so many people have fled from their origaral but not all have returned or have been
able to return. A special category among this grofigtrangers is the ex-combatants and
camp followers of, in particular, the RUF. As mentd before, many RUF ex-combatants
from the north can be found stranded in the eadtsanith of the country, while many from
the east and the south have ended up in the nbndy not only lack family ties but also
struggle with a different tribal language and diéig customs. The following account of one
such young “stranger” (it is unclear whether hansex-combatant) illustrates the vulnerable
position in which tens of thousands of dislocatéeir@ Leoneans find themselves. At first
this informant’s vulnerability is apparent not irs hvords but in his reluctance to criticide:
am a stranger to this town, | come from Magburakaerything is smooth, there are no
problems. Only the tools and the seed fme] a problem. | am working on the land of my
wife. As long as you are hard working there is mobgem. There idthen] no difference
between the citizens and strangeBsit he then reports a new self-reliance amonghgBy
implication, the chiefs, before the war, exploiteding people through manipulating dispute
resolution. But after the war, and due to the taet young people were among the first to
return, and the chiefs last, the youths now try sod things out among themselv&¥e as
the youths try to solve issues to prevent that awe o carryfour disputes}o the chiefs. This
iIs how we do after the war. We started this ambegpeople who returned to this place first.
It was really a mixed group of people who werefifst to return.

Having reminded himself of this new youth selfiarte he therieels more secure, and
modifies his picture of the position of a strangBut as a stranger you must be careful,
because nobody will talk on your behalf, in pa@zuwhen you do not have money. As a non-
citizen..., they summoffned] me Le 150,000, of which[have] already paid Le 50,000. |
must be very careful otherwise they will drive no¢ aof this place. It is only after several
years that you become a bit closer and only if lyelave very calmly. Then they may start to
talk on your behalf, even to other villagers inatlplaces. Strangers and citizens are not held
in the same way, so the strangers link togethrenther words, the new self-reliance is found
among strangers as well as among youth.

Then finally he makes a most significant commeatiput the way the burdens of
community labour and donations (informal taxes)dommunity development work fall upon
those lacking local citizenship rightghey, the chiefs, ask for contributions, but for asea
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stranger | will not see the benefit of Rerhaps a third of the total population of rurar@&
Leone counts as strangers (Richatlal. 2004a). Demands for unpaid community labour are
levied on strangers as well as citizens, but sgengre more likely to move on (or be moved
on) and thus see less benefit from their exertidhe. disenfranchisement that fed vagrancy
(and militia recruitment) in the countryside prerwa&mains, but there is now sufficient
confidence among the marginalized to talk aboutiskae, even if in guarded terms. Those
who have known Sierra Leone over the longer termsicker this a real shift in mood
(Archibald & Richards 2002).

Reintegration in a rural setting: case Il

War-induced shifts in inter-generational valuesntegration in A.

A. is a village of not more than five hundred inhabts on the old (and broken) paved road
from Daru to Pendembu in Kailahun District. Locatddse to the edge of the Gola North
Forest Reserve it is only 15 kilometres from thiedrian border. The chiefdom headquarters
— Mobai - is slightly larger, and before the waasted a secondary school, a hospital, a palm
kernel mill and a shop and bar or two to provideinhlyafor cocoa farmers and diamond
diggers. A. is a Mende-speaking village peopleutfiolike most settlements in the region is
far from ethnically homogenous. In religion thelaglers are almost exclusively Muslim.
Before the war the inhabitants of A. mainly depehde agriculture. Upland and swamp rice
farming are combined with tree cash-crops, mainbgoa, coffee, oil palm and cola.
Production was considerable. Household heads oftered plantations of over four or five
hectares. Three produce buying agents were actitbel village. Many farmers in satellite
villages brought their produce to market in A.

There was one primary school in the village, whield on average about 50 pupils. Any
pupil who wanted to go to secondary school, in Mdbeinstance, had to pass a common
entrance exam. According to a former teacher omlgutt 30% of pupils continued their
education in secondary school. This was less beaaiudifficulties in passing the exam than
because of lack of funds to pay secondary sch@sl. fEor the young school dropouts there
was little alternative than to involve themselvesfarming. However, the older ones -
between the ages of 15 to 20 — often tried thealk lm the diamond areas or major towns.
Many dreamed that finding one large stone wouleéfeugh to put them back into full-time
education. They remained out for several years; wisiting A. sporadically during holidays
or off-seasons. In the end a few youths who weceessful returned to K, but most continued
in the pits or towns, hoping for a break one daym®& recognised sooner or later that success
had eluded them, and returned to A., where they m@adother option than to involve
themselves in farming after all. The education@lation in A. deteriorated after the primary
school teacher left the job as a result of the $avary and delay in paymertS.He became a
nurse in Mobai in a private clinic, leaving A. watlit a single teacher. As a result many of the
children went to the Koranic schdfin the nearby village of Y. However, because @& th

5 Delays of several months were more the norm thanexception, and teachers often had to traveheo t
regional capital or to Freetown to collect the glethsalary.

17%van der Heide (2004:13) describes Islamic schivoSierra Leone as follows: ‘Outside the regularaating
system there are Islamic or Koran schools. Theeetwp types of Koran schools. One of them resemales
formal school: it has an official school buildingith separate classes. Generally a high numbehitidfren (at
least 50 per school) are enrolled in this type ofaf school. The other is more an informal Koramst, where
the lessons take place in or outside the hous@eohtarabout (the teacher). Normally there are tless 50
pupils enrolled in this kind of school. Childreniteron slates of woodmaala’s) with a stick. They use local ink,
made of the juice of a mango, which can be easilgel. The teacher is responsible for these schatdrials.
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limited curriculum, these informal schools are c¢desed insufficient preparation for
secondary education. According to a village eldexfore the war the young people in A.
behavedin a correct way Whenever problems occurred — e.g. using abusinguage or
fighting, or having sex with a married woman, atifig to turn up for communal labour, the
young people were put on trial by the authoritied &ined. Those not able to pay (the elder
continued) had little option than to run away aratwntil the authorities had forgotten about
the case, or to return after collecting enough mdnem labouring or helpful relatives to
clear the outstanding fine.

Most of the inhabitants of A., including the yosithreturned after the war. Many of the
younger ones indicate an interest in resuming #ghication or starting vocational training or
education. Neither will be easy. With few excepsiopeople are farming, but this time at a
reduced, subsistence level. Upland and swamp raduption for people’s own consumption
are the main activities. As a result of ten yedrsogupation by the RUF most of the cash-tree
crop plantations have become overgrdWrintensive brushing is needed before any produce
can be effectively harvested. Obviously this braghiequires a lot of labour, which could be
provided by the young people in the village. Howeviee owners of plantations do not have
the financial means to hire the labdft.

There are two carpenters active in the village &lthough there is enough work to do, they
do not have any apprentices. Again the problenoigseed them. Young men are either
working on the farms, or more likely, are involvieddiamond mining. There is a Fula man
from Guinea who comes every morning to collect adgoumber of youths for a day of work
in a diamond pit. This is a serious drain on thailable village labodr® but the youths
consider it attractive since the Fula man pays thregash. The only blacksmith active in A.
has left, after being approached by a NGO to pe\raining in their skills centre. In a
nearby village there are at least seven people hadve knowledge of tailoring, but there is
only one sewing machine to go around.

In May 1991, about one and a half months afterRbé- entered Sierra Leone, the rebels
came to A.. No battle took place, but eleven pewa@ee killed. The rebels specifically looked
out for people who were in some way involved in goernment, but among these eleven
victims there were also ordinary civilianBhey just said that you were a “Momoh soldier”
and then they killed yous how one villager remembers it. It seems thatniagority of the
RUF fighters occupying A. may have been Liberiasisce they spoke Liberian English, or
Krio with a Liberian accent® The rebels - at first merely a handful, but latecording to the
sources up to a few hundred - made their headgaarndhe eastern section of A.. The first

Classes here are shorter than in the ‘formal’ Kasahnool, most of the time only one hour a day,days a
week, while classes in the ‘formal’ Koran schooh Gmmetimes even take 4 hours a day, six days & wéso
the curriculum shows differences. In the ‘informigbran school, the only subjects that are handtedAaabic
language, the Koran and sometimes Islamic Laka(ig. In the formal schools up to ten subjects aredtegh

For Muslim parents it is very important that thefildren go to a Koran school. First of all becathsechildren
learn the Arabic language. If you do not understéamdbic, you cannot properly read the Koran. Beside
studying the Koran and Arabic will inform the chitsh about the norms and values of Islamic relighon
religious life. And the Koran schools help to kelke children off the streets.’

" Due to increasingly effective control and boyowittproducts coming out of RUF territory during theest
years of the war, cash crops produced in RUF ¢ewritould not be sold at the markets in Guineaibetia. It
has been reported that RUF combatants cut downytieen useless plantations to replace them wath ri

178 No one yet seems to have thought of share-crop@inare-cropping is an unfamiliar system in Si¢eane,
where the cash economy remains highly undevelapegral areas. Even share-cropping requires traidash to
contribute resources, notably — in this case ~itteeneeded to feed the worker.

179 Some of the villagers took disputable measuPessently my father is using my two smaller brastterwork
on his farm. They are only at the age of ten. budtee should send them to school, as they did &efor

180 Some of the Sierra Leonean Vanguards who had linddberia for several years also had the Liberian
accent (i.e. spoke Liberian English).
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commander was a Liberian, named James KaWagy said that they were freedom fighters
but they behaved like bandits straight from theitn@gg. Youths were forced to carry looted
items on their head to the Liberian border whereythvere forced to join thers how one
villager describes rebel behaviour.

Another villager gives a more detailed accountualtbe conscription process. This source
claims that many of the youths who joined were ¢hado had been forced to leave the
village as a result of not being able to pay tfiees; others (he asserts) were dropouts from
school. The informant continueSome youths already decided to join the RUF as ssan
would reach A.. Other youths had no option thajoto when the RUF reached the village,
but because they did not run away from the village possible that they had in mind to join
them. Some of the older people who stayed behirel fmeed to start working for the rebels.
(...) Some of us were forced to join, others joinelintarily. When you join they cannot
abuse you anymore. Instead you can abuse otherlgoebipe Liberians stayed for two to
three years in A. and then left. The village reradinoccupied by the RUF for the duration of
the war, and until the end of 2002. After the comd®, Kaway, went back, a Sierra Leonean
commander replaced him by the name of “Manawa”985 the RSLMF was able to drive
the rebels out of A. towards Pendembu, but this i@agporary. They returned after a few
months'®! A villager states:The rebels stayed long enough to teach the Siezcaéan boys
how to become a rebel. In 1993 the SLA soldiersaltbe rebels out of the town, but now we
had to work for the soldiers. We had to brush th&ds so that they would have a clear vision
[free fire zone] We were just tools in the hands of fighting metilf you refuse, they will flog
you. If you die, you diér'his was as true when the RUF re-took A., whiebadme the site of a
notorious mass executioff

181 The following account by a civilian who had livedder RUF control explains how living conditionsutzb
differ from place to place in RUF territorin 1995 the soldiers drove the rebels out of A.they returned in
1996. They killed 70 people during that attack drain then on till the end of the war A. was undwegirt
control. We were in Daru at that time, which wasl@ngovernment control. But it was so difficult tthee
decided to go back to A. to live there. At the govent checkpoint the soldiers let us pass becthesdood
situation was so bad in Daru that they did not eotfus]. We just told them that we were in search of food.
When | came to the rebel checkpoint | told themt tHaad comel]to visit my father. So they checked for the
name of my father. Unfortunately, my father diest pufew months later. Because | had to work varg In A.

for the rebels, | decided to go to B., which igdls their territory and a place where | alreadydbved before
under their control. A. was so close to the frordliso the rebels threatened the civilians a lotenbtold them
that | would be going in search of food so theyéssme a pass. Life in B. was much more normal.

Another villager explains more about the daily lifleRUF territory and how the RUF organised villagender

its control:The rebels elected their own town chief. When ydwerehe town a relative will bring you to the RUF
town chief. In A. this man was called Foday, he wasative from a nearby village. The town-chiefnthe
introduces you to the commander. Then the lawsaptained: One, never go to the soldiers side, faoany
travelling inside RUF territory a pass is requirethree, no running away on penalty of death, folere is no
forced labour but they can call upon you anytimeytheed you.When you do something wrong theyuadijg
you and if you are guilty they will beat you oil kibu. But there is a court to defend yourself. (Heye, nobody
was amputated (...) Medicines were not given toiangl so we the civilians had to use the bush nreslic But
we were seldom sick. Now with these English meslicive are sick all the time. In the beginning thg&as no
school but towardsthe time of]the Lomé peace accord they started to run a scleod0 minutegper day].

182 pccording to the survivors of the massacre, iritaved in village W.:.We cannot tell the exact day, but
maybe you can tell the day from our story. The y@aneral AbachgSani Abacha, president of Nigeridied,
[June 1998that day the rebels came from A.. We already h#zaitithey would come to evacuate us. They said
that they would come to take us away. On that Hagetwas a lot of shooting in the surrounding \g#a. They
were gathering civilians. We ran into the bush. Wandered what was going to happen. Then we met some
rebels and we asked them why they were shootingy fiéplied that their enemy has died, that was @Gdne
Abacha. They said that there was no need to ruryama that some of them already have gone to KenBata
we just looked out for a hide-out in the bush. Betwere too late. They ordered us that becauseiadtp hide

in the bush we should go and gather everybody vt Hd themselves. But we still tried to escap¢hto
government territory. On the way going we met ahvedbman who asked where we were going. We toldder
but later she informed the rebels in Jojoima. Ttienrebels started to track us down and shot tweqyes dead.
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There has still been little research on the spedttitudes of civilians towards ex-
combatants after the war. The national credo fofgive, but not forget’by which the
government seeks to prevent an endless cycle ehgevseems to have had its effect on the
ground. What is requested from the Sierra Leoneapulption is immense, as events
described in the below footnote make clear. Andeheere just a few events in one village.
According to some inhabitants of APresently the ex-RUFEombatantsjare held in a nice
way by the villagers. But we found it difficult frgive them. However, the government is
saying that we must forgive them for the sake at@elf we do not do that, we will have
another war coming to Sierra Leone. (...) But theegoment is asking us to forgive them and
live peacefully together, but the government isfoagiving. What about the families of the
ones that will be punishefin the Special Courf] Will they not look for a way to take
revenge? Hoyever] hard it will be, even Foday Sankoh should be fergifor the sake of
lasting peace.

The role of the government is important. The SigeiPernment is widely supported by the
Mende-speaking population of the south and easheAsure of the prestige it still enjoys in
this region of Sierra Leone is that when the gowemnt requests forgiveness the people try
sincerely to forgiveé®® What further helps the civilians to forgive ex-RUighters is that
those who behaved most badly have gone away aewxar, while those who did not behave
so badly have remained behitfd.Furthermore, it will not be easy for family-memsbeo
refuse a fellow family member who asks for recaatibn, even though he may have earlier
joined the soldiers or rebef® Utas draws a similar conclusion on the reintegratf ex-
combatants in rural Liberia (Utas, 2005:145). Binatvis stated or appears to hold good on
the surface does not necessarily represent trliagsgor machinations in the “underneath of
things” (Ferme 2001). The ex-combatants might bgiven for the moment, but their acts are
not forgotten, so whenever an ex-combatant doesthong wrong, the wrong that person
committed in the past will be recalled, and peraltiill be much hardéf® It is through the
general desire for peace that ex-combatants agevéor®’

Four of us were captured and were brought to JogiiVe had to tell them that we were coming fronTkén
they sent a message to A. and later rebels camne tinere to collect us all and brought us there.yrbeunted
450 people and brought them to A.. Then they askedhad left the village the previous day, but ald them
that nobody had left. They brought the four whoeneaiptured in front of us. They asked us if we kinese
four people. Now we had to say yes. The rebelsthaidwe were all Kamajors and that they were gdimdill

all of us. But some rebels suggested that theyldhdentify the family members of the ones whaltt@eescape.
So the four people who tried to escape had to pbrit family members. Then they killed three duhe four
people in front of all the people. But they stibked for more. There were about 25 family meml@us of that
25, 18 were put in a cell for 25 days. They inamwed them one by one. One was released, the atieeestaken
to Yoya junction and were killed. They killed 1@.tBe killing was true and this is the way theikdl came
about. They accused us all of being Kamajors bait itha lie. The rebels belonged to the RUF andARRC,
fighting under Manawa and Momoh Rogers. Baserasdiiluyepe from Yoya was there and Safakla from Moba
and John Rambo from Mano Junction were there. @a@hdy from Nomo Famaa and Jeremia from Bunumbu.
There were a lot of commanders present. Sam Backaegn said that they should kill them all.

183 According to the brother of one of the 17 peopleceited in A.:Until | die | will not like therr{the rebels]
But the government tells us that we should forgihemm. But if the government will say that we shdalde
revenge we will do it.

184 According to an RUF ex-combatatftyou behaved badly during the war, the victimb tell it around. The
perpetrator will feel insecure and run away othesgvhis life will be made impossible.

185 According to an ex-SLA combatarimong the Mende they have to accept their tribesifi¢hey want to
settle in a village. And even if you are a stranffem another tribe - for a few nights as a guestl @&ven if
someone wants to settle down. If they behave nopep way they cannot refuse. But my stepmothenedme
not to move around with AmafReleto, see notdjecause he has been a former rebel. (...) If you Hame bad

in the village they will never forget you, althouitjley must forgive you.

186 A villager in A. statedPresently the rebels have a tough life because doegot have any money. We can
greet them but we will never do good for them. dfispute arises there is no difference betweervidiati and

an ex-rebel, but the people will comment on it sgythat he was a RUF guy and was having this behavi
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So what is needed is research on the long-ternteggiation process of ex-combatants.
Initial data (see below) seem to suggest that Inescases ex-combatants, after having settled
down in their home-communities, leave again aftene time. One reason for this is that it is
only after some time that the more subtle discrations of the community people become
clear to ex-combatants and impinge on daily life.

Samuel: the biography of a fighter from*&®

What will follow now is the story of a former childnd teenage soldier, linked to various
army factions (RSLMF, Kabbah-loyalist sectionsloé tivided army under the junta, and the
new [British-trained] SLAF]) and his attempt to netie with his family and re-adapt to village
life in A. Samuel is a pseudonym.

Above, it has been argued that the RUF was orgamsameritocratic principles, in which
command was re-assigned according to daring anmessién operations. The SLA, however,
had an organisational structure much more based txed, and age related, hierarchical
command structure (i.e. the army modelled itself rmtions of patrimonial precedence
dominant in the wider society). The following casady makes clear that it is not easy for
fighters to shed their factional socialization. yrentinue to reproduce the structures and
attitudes of (in this case) army-based clientelisiependency, even where the benefits are
hard to perceive. Samuel’'s story shows that thgelastructure within which the patron
operates is not the issue. Young people like Samwgesearching for patrons and protectors,
and will even change sides to secure the kindlafiomship of support combat life has taught
them they need. Getting the fighter out of the tmailis one thing — getting the militia out of
the fighter is another matter. Samid&has been an irregufd? in the army for most of his

already during the waWhat is most important is that the government sagswe should forgive them and that
they turn up for the community labour. If they du turn up they must pay a fine and if they do pet they
must leave the town.

187 A villager statesFor now we are happy because everything is overd@not think about it much.

18 The following section has been published before stightly revised version in Peters (2005).

189 first got to know Samuel in 1996, and | havddaled his career in detail ever since. Over théofaihg
years we kept in contact by telephone, e-mail atigrs. | undertook extensive formal interviewsl806 and
then again in 2000, and 2002/03. During my mairiopkeof fieldwork (2002-2003) he became a key infarnn
and accompanied me on some of my field trips. Amesme who fought against the RUF he was especially
valuable in helping me probe and contextualize riadté was (at the same time) gathering from RUF ke
informants.

19 Many of the army irregulars were under-age, bositerand female, and were highly rated by the cordingn
officers: they are good in fighting and in ambushagions, one of the main combat tactics. Sepaifaten their kin,
they are fiercely loyal to thelra (Krio, literally ‘big brother’), the officer responsibfer recruiting and training
them (Peters & Richards 1998a). Whenever an ofiiceansferred to another location he takes tagsbwith him.
The Sierra Leonean army, which was supposed tdifumon hierarchical principles (like most standeagnies),
began to operate differently. The anonymous commsamdture, in which ranks and not individuals wienportant,
was replaced by personalized links between offiaastheir irregulars. Irregulars were loyal toirthea, more so
than to other (sometimes higher-ranking) officertodhe army in general. A patrimonial systemgspre in so many
other sectors in Sierra Leone, started to operathefront line. So whenever a commander chanigied,goining
the RUF or later the AFRC, all his boys went wittnhif for some reason the relationship betweenriegular and
his officer ended, for example if the officer dieda dispute arose, the irregular faced seriousl@ms. Without an
official army number he was not entitled to anyitianiyy provisions and, excluded and alienated frasrvilage and
family, had few options other than to search foother commander willing to function as lisa. Many of the
irregulars faced problems as the war was comirgntend. The military resources available to themmanders
dried up, making it hard for them to cater fortadlir boys. At the same time, there was less nareal fommander to
have a large group of loyal boys around him as fodids. Rather than dividing up the capital som¢hese
commanders had been able to accumulate duringahethvey chose to abandon many of their boys. Qislychis
was to the disappointment and anger of the irregudno considered the ties as ever-lasting, hafonght and
survived together for many years. Many expectedetemployed by their commanders in any commereiature
they would undertake. Others expected to be talogy & theirbra travelled overseas to study or live in England or
America. But rather than learning a lesson frors tléception, most irregulars found it difficultdoange their way
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teenage and adult life. He joined the army in 1808®e age of twelve but was demobilized in
1995 as part of a larger demobilization programmie under-age combatants during the
military regime of Chairman Valentine Strasser.1B97, after the overthrow of the newly
elected democratic government of President Kabhalnebhegade soldiers, he rejoined the
forces, as did a majority of other demobilized fermshild combatants. In Samuel’'s case he
became one of the Kabbah loyalist troops helpin@MOG to overthrow the AFRC junta.
This was the beginning of a new period of fightfog Samuel, culminating in the defence of
Freetown during the 6 January 1999 attack by coethidlFRC/RUF forces (the notorious
operation ‘No Living Thing’).

According to the 1999 Lomé Peace Accord, the Sieeanean army would be restructured
and absorb fighters from all different factionswhs then to be trained by British troops. Our
interviewee — who by now was a young adult — rezeithis training but, not feeling secure in
a revamped army that had enrolled so many of hmdo enemies, decided to desert and go to
Ghana. In 2002 he returned to Sierra Leone. Aftéailed attempt to settle in his native
village, he joined the LURD rebels in Liberia jysior to Liberian president Charles Taylor
quitting office in August 2004%*

Samuel’s army years

Samuel voluntarily joined the army when he was w&eHe fled A. during a rebel attack in
the early stages of the war and went to the towesfema where he stayed with a relafite.
Without access to parents, and with his relativeblmto pay his school fees, he decided to
join the army. After two weeks of military trainidge was sent to Daru, close to the front line.
Here he became the personal bodyguard of a CoMnall the young men around Daru had
joined together to fight the rebels in the bush.alVevere boys, but there was a big leader, the
commander. That is where | met this man, ColonebMI was with Colonel M. and took part
in patrols.

Without an official army number Samuel was nottedito receive a salary. He was solely
dependent on what his commanders gave to him arad kndr was able to get at the front.
Later, Samuel was able to take the army number sfldier who had died in action, and
subsequently received a small monthly allowancesdkhe stage Samuel was wounded and
treated in hospitalSo from there | wanted to find where my colonel, Wzadonel M.. At that
time he was in this place Cockeffthilitary HQ, Wilkinson Rd, Freetown]Right now[1996]
he is in Bo, as a brigade commander. His wife i lire Freetown ... everyday | can go to her.
But now we are here in Freetowfit the time of his first demobilization Samuel v his
former commander’s house on a regular basis. Winen 11997 coup took place, he
immediately rushed ther#&/e heard Corporal B. on the SLBS radio announdiaq they had
overthrown the SLPP government. But | did not kileevCorporal. | was still in the house
with my guardiaf®® for about one hour more. Then | decided to contagt commander,
Commander M. | went to him to hear more about lieyl' said that it was a coup and that |
should join. So | did not waste time, there wasserve weapon and a reserve uniform. | took
it and wore it.

The following part clearly shows the dilemma thesegular forces faced. Although
Samuel seems to have had some sense of a widdtyldgavards the country and the

of thinking, going in search of another, this tigiglian, bra. Others returned to the most familiar world thegw
and re-enlisted in the army. The durability of plagrimonial bond, in war and peace, is one of thetrstriking facts
about the sociology of Sierra Leone over the l@6tyears.

191 According to the latest information (mid 2005) Seehas re-enlisted in the Sierra Leone army ogeéna
192 5ee interview in Peters & Richards (1998b).

193 The former child combatants in this particulargramme spent at least six months in a demobiliaatamp.
After that, if no relative could be traced, fostemilies were found for them.
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president, his feelings were more to the army. Hawdis real loyalty lies with the person
who is directly responsible for him and taking cafehim. After that | came back to my
guardian. | was in a different mood now. When he sae he said very angrily: ‘What is
that?’ | said to him that it was not my fault besauthey said that | should join them and it is
a military order that | should not refu$@.: So you joined the coupYyell, not actively. But |
participated. Well, | should not lie, | joineff.: You said that it was a military order but you
must also be loyal to the presidenYds, but ... | was not directly under his ... But kiesis
our Commander in Chief, but by then | was not édisas a numbered soldier because | had
my own commandefQ.: So you are more loyal to your commander tltagaur president?]
Yes, because | do not have direct contact wittpthsident. They do not even know me.

In 1998, after his long-time commander was accudaxbllaboration with the junta forces,
Samuel built up a relationship with a new officBuring the 6 January 1999 attack on
Freetown Samuel personally safeguarded the prepeufi this other officeMy commander
was already out of the city but | was still in hisuse. Then he phoned me and told me to
check if his bag was still there. He told me thatst had to take that bag and bring it to him.
So | found the bag, jumped on my bike and manageeaich the safe area where | handed
the bag over to him. He opened the bag and ins&fe willions of Leones. You know what he
did? He counted the money two times to see if twageanything missing! All the money was
there, |1 had not taken a single cent, but he ngas®e me even 500 Leon&amuel became
even more disappointed in his new bra. At sometgusofficer went to England to study,
leaving Samuel behind. Not being protected by &4némking officer anymore and with the
New Sierra Leonean Army containing soldiers formdatlonging to the various opposing
factions, it became a dangerous place for Samuete ssome of his new colleagues
considered him a traitor and one-time enemy. Hedddcto go to Ghana to wait for calmer
times.

Samuel’s reintegration attempts

By the end of 2002, Samuel was again living in tnea. Without a job, he managed to live
by linking up with friends who were better off. Bhis common practice in Sierra Leone for
the many youths looking for a person of substarte and willing to support them in their
education, to help them find a job or give thenttielmoney. These persons are also referred
to asbra.

A friend of Samuel’s, a former child soldier hinfsdélad recently arrived from London and
was staying in one of the city’s top hot&18.0n arriving in Sierra Leone he found out that
Samuel had been arrested, together with some sthdiers, and had been in prison for the
previous two months. His friend immediately paid lfas release. Then Samuel stayed with
him — his newbra — and enjoyed expensive meals, drinks and fenaigpany, all in large
quantities. Not having a cent to his name, he wéaly dependent on his friend. Without
doubt, Samuel would have preferred to have haatdka rather than the mea¥ou know, |
am really confused by his behaviour. How he cam@m® much money on staying in this
hotel and these expensive meals. | wish | hadriatey, | would make better use ofHts
loyalty to his well-off friend became clear durimgn incident (an argument between his
former commander and some other visitors escalateda fight) at a bar, where Samuel was
eager to proteahy captain with my lifeif necessary. The luxurious lifestyle was shiwid
and came to an end with the sudden departure dfitarsl, leaving Samuel empty-handed.

Samuel had to make a choice. One possibility wagtback to the army, the life that was
most familiar to him. But he statetldo no want to go back to the army because | yeall

19 This young man became the spokesman for formé chimbatants during the first under-age demotitira
programme. Later, he became close to ECOMOG’s Gh@hmander Maxwell Khobe. Introduced to NGO
workers, business people and some researchersasable to get a British visa.
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decided to leave that life behind. And | know fifidtstay here in Freetown | will not do a
better thing. | can survive but | will probably runto problems, and life is very expensive
here, and all these goods they have here, makaoyawant to have a lot of monéWithout
doubt, with his contacts and street wisdom, he ditalve managed to survive in Freetown.
But his other option was to return to his villagelastart a new life. Samuel returned to his
village in early 2003 and after a preliminary videcided to settle there. Since he had not
taken part in the final disarmament process, anchd not profited from reintegration
support, | decided to assist him with US$ 150, mmow@nt equivalent to the financial support
combatants received upon their disarmament uneeofficial DDR programme. He bought a
bundle of second-hand clothes and a few markets#ites such as medicines and salt to set
up a small business in his village. Almost everypwodthe village depended on farming, but
he did not yet see himself as a full-time farmer.

About a month later, | visited Samuel during adigip. He had finally decided to settle in
the village and had even started to build a holMkxst of the houses in the village had been
badly damaged or totally destroyed during the wdre remaining houses were already
occupied, while internally displaced people andigekes were still returning to the village,
putting even more pressure on the limited facgiti®®amuel’'s mother, the first of his father’s
three wives, was not even living in his fathersib®.You know, | am living with my mother
in her brother’'s house. But we should really liiédhwny father in his house. When my mother
returned to the village after the war, the famifynay father’'s second wife was already living
in my father’s house, so there was no place fommyher. If it was not for my mother who
convinced me otherwise | would have driven themyawavas really angry with my father.
And he told his father so. In pre-war Sierra Leansaciety, children rarely argued with their
fathers. But times had changed.

Although part of the labour required for buildingethouse was ‘donated’ by his family
members (mainly his relatives on his mother’'s side)me of the labour had to be paid for.
Some of the clothes were used to pay people offeimeral, the rate at which Samuel was
able to market his second-hand clothes was muetesithan he had expected, and he found
himself walking miles to nearby villages to sekjua few items. The need might be high, but
the necessary cash to buy clothes was not yetadaito village people. This is probably one
of the biggest problems the villagers face. Betbeewar most of them earned the cash they
needed by selling their cash crops — cocoa, cadfa® palm kernels. As a result of the
conflict, and associated long-term displacemergoomany people, cash-crop plantations had
become seriously overgrown. Before any real incaodd be made out of the plantations,
considerable cleaning of the undergrowth had te td&ce. To do this heavy work, a group of
young people could be hired, if the money was absl>> Before the war, parents — like
Samuel’s father — could easily mobilize their cheld to work on their plantations, but not
anymore.Before the war you were supposed to work for yathefr for nothing. You were
working for him until he died. It was only afteathithat you would start to profit for yourself.
But now, everything has changed. | am not goingeip my father for nothing. But he still
expects me to help him for nothing. He even expagtslder brother to come all the way
from Freetown to help him on the farm. But my beotis following a course over there and
the amount of money he needs for the journey, stedpes not have it. And it is not only me.
Every youth in the village is focusing on his ovandgn or farm, for his own profit.

The power of the chief and the elders over the gopeople has also decreased. This
becomes clear from the difficulties the authoritikave in mobilizing the youth for

19 One financial injection of cash seems to be endoghreak this post-war cycle of lack of cash-gatieg
possibilities. A few months later a project was lempented in the area to help farmers with the bngsbf their
plantations. After registration the project paidopke, mainly village youths, to clear the plantaoof the
registered farmers.
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community work, such as the repair of thari [court house] or collective brushing on
community-owned landWhen they rang the bell the first time to gather youths, | did not
even know what it was meant for. Later my fathket noe that all the youths were supposed to
come to start to work for the community. The niex¢ i heard the call for community labour,

| just ignored it, although my father was annoyeithwne. You know, as long as you are
single and not yet married you can easily escapansonity labour. You can even go to
another village for one or two days. They just db lmave a grip on you yet. That is why they
want you to marry at an early age in the villagdéowadays, young people are present at
village meetings and important community decisioage not taken without youth
representation. Most of the elders have realizet the social, political and economic
marginalization of youth was one of the root causfebe conflict. Afraid of creating another
pool of disgruntled and excluded youths, they krtbat they should not discourage them.
Moreover, villagers need young people’s labour @&burld villages and revive their
plantations.

Business was going too slowly to make a living,Ssomuel decided to start farming. His
father owned 25 acres [10 ha.] of improved oil gabnd another 30 acres [12 ha.] of cocoa
and coffee trees. He had enough land to give atp&amuel, one might thinkly father did
not give me anything. He said that | should heim lon the land and that we later would
share the profit, but | know that he will keep litfar himself. So now my mother gave me 8
acres with coffee trees. Her uncle was the own¢he@fand and even had a court case about
it because the village people said that the land wart of the Poro Society. But nobody will
take this land from me. Nobody will scare me witly threats or devils. You know, my blood
is too bitter for their witchcratft.

Samuel’s almost complete lack of respect for tradél belief is interesting. In general
belief in things such as witchcraft, devils andlispeemains strong among rural people in
Sierra Leone, and the power and control of theetesocieties over daily life in rural Sierra
Leone is still considerable. But even before the Mvavas recognised that migrants into the
forest and diamond fields of the Liberian bordegioa could no longer be controlled by the
supernatural sanctions wielded by village chiefd alders (Richards 1996). Lack of respect
for traditional sanctions, almost by definitionemdifies any young person thought to possess
“rebel” mentality. Now, the Sande Society has just started in ouagell The little rice my
father had, he has used it all to send a daughtériosecond wife to tH&ande]society. This
society is just about eating food. Everyday they earrying food to the women who are
leading the initiation.Although born and raised for the first part of hfe in the village,
Samuel clearly is now rooted in a different worfdlaeality. He survived ten years of active
service during the war that took him to varioustparf the country, and even abroad. He
experienced life in the city and has been exposats novelties. Listening daily to the BBC
World Service and accessing the Internet whenegés lin Freetown, he is as much part of
today’s ‘global village’ as his youthful countergam the West.

Another factor sets him apart from the other vy During the time of his first
demobilization in 1995 in Freetown, he became astan, much to the disapproval of his
father, a respected Hajji who has made the pilggen® Mecca three times. Now he finds
himself a Christian in a village where almost timtire population is MuslimHere in the
village, even speaking the language, the Menda big hard for me. Because | cannot speak
it fluently, the people become suspicious. (...) Wherather found out that | was going to
church he almost cried. He just could not beligv8ut that will not stop me. | told him that if
he had not spent all his money before the war esdhuseless trips to Mecca we would not be
suffering now. The only thing | do not want hinktow is that | drink alcohol. If he finds out
he will never forgive me. My mother knows but nlt accept it. She refused to wash the cup
| always take when | am going to drink the locahevi
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During the following months Samuel stayed in hidage, occasionally going to the
regional capital for a few days. It seemed thatMas going to settle down in the village,
slowly leaving his former way of life behind. Incta he stated that he liked his new life and
the village. The only setback seemed to be the stimomplete lack of entertainmeiou
know, after all, this is my home. This is the platere | was born. And here you do not need
money. Even 1,000 Leones is enough for a day. #dtean or eight o’clock it becomes quiet
in the village. Only if it is full moon do the pdestay up longer. It is only my radio which
helps me through the long eveninGsmpared to the city and larger towns where yohthe
access to clubs, bars and video centres, and vanehivelier in general, life in this small
village must have seemed boring. During the warymaeople lived for a period of time in
the displaced-persons’ camps that were locatee ¢toshe major towns and there they came
in contact with a more modern lifestyle. And of cerithose who had been involved in active
fighting had experienced a much more ‘lively’ litean any village could ever offer.
However, there were quite a number of ex-combathwitsy (temporarily) in the village.
Some had been born in the same area and consiti¢hed home. Others were based in the
village during the war when it was a RUF stronghditiese ex-RUF fighters did not yet
consider it the right time to return to their owlages of birth. Some were afraid to return to
their homes, either because of the atrocities hia@ycommitted in their home area, or because
their hometown was located in a former CDF strotdjh&nother group felt that after so
many years of being away from home it would be analsaing to return to their family with
nothing. An ex-RUF commander comment&tly family is living in Freetown and they are
doing fine. But how can | go back to them afteitladlse years without anything. If | had some
money, | am sure that my brothers would help mstdad up a business by adding some of
their own capital. But if | do not have anythingeftfirst day they will be happy to see me, but
the next day they will start to grumblgo this interviewee decided to stay for the tireeng
in the village and is raising some money by farmiAgcording to Samuel, this ex-RUF
fighter had secretly cultivated a large marijuaaanf (I never actually saw it for myself) and
was planning to use the profit to buy his tickenao Another ex-RUF commander, who was
in control of a part of the diamond production Ire tlatter part of the conflict, was also
residing in Samuel’s village. Born in a nearby agié he was using Samuel’s village as a
temporary base. During the war he owned two nigbhsl and he currently had a music-set
with him that people could hire for discos and igattA few of his former boys lived with
him. Upon his arrival Samuel immediately startedbiald up a relationship with him,
although he was the former enemy against whom Hdddwght so long. Clearly, Samuel was
using the same survival mechanisms as he usedgdilwnwar.l just must make friendship.
He has a complete music-set so he will be doirgg finyou have a friendship with him, it may
help you in the futureAt some other time he frankly acknowledged thawioeld not stay in
the village if there was no outside support atHile village life is a bit hard. If there was no
support at all I would go back to the army. Thetdeast is a commander who is responsible
for you and you will have your monthly payment ghes opportunity to do some business
once in while.

Samuel’s relationship with his father might be bés$cribed as one of mutual annoyance.
They had many arguments, varying from his fatheglesting Samuel’s advice in matters
where Samuel feared that his father would be fobledusiness peopf®€ to more general
grumbling by Samuel about his father's many wiveas] the resources he had “wasted” to
acquire themMy father just does not care about us. He canneag gis anything, not even the

1% For instance, many plantation owners had treesheim land which could be sold for timber produntio
Small groups of youths, equipped with a chain-saent around doing this job. Urgently in need oflgabe

land owners saw themselves agreeing to extremdfvaarable terms with the chain-saw operators, as tive

case with Samuel’s father.
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smallest support. He never helped my brother with dducation in Freetown, but if he
succeeds in finding a job my father will be so ghoand the next thing he will do is ask for
assistance from my brother. | told him that if fs&l lnot married so many wives and had not
had so many children, he would have been able $etabkis children properly. But he says
that 1 must be quiet because that is not my businésu know, now he has raised a little
money, he wanted to marry another wife, can youging? Obviously, his father was
annoyed with Samuel because of his rebellious bhetawand the scant respect shown to a
father’s orders. But many people in the villageparticular the youth, liked Samuel for his
outspoken character, while also fearing him fordtag-at-nothing valour.

Back to his old life?

Samuel spent several months in his village. Unfately, during a next visit to the regional
capital an incident happened which influenced elationship and, to some extent, the little
financial support | was still giving him. A quiclalculation of the new situation was enough
to change his mind. He would leave the villageleaist for the time being, because he
obviously did not have the patience to accumulagalth step by step. He told me that he
would be going to Liberia to see what the situatias like.If | live in the village | just keep
on waiting. We, the young people, we just haveait until our fathers die. | am going there
[to Liberia] to check up on the situation. If | am able to ligkwith a big commander of the
LURD rebels;?” | am sure that as soon as they are in power, llgét a good job. And when
they take Monrovia there will be a lot of loot.

After a few weeks | got a phone call from Samued. dithusiastically told me that he had
succeeded, and was now staying with an importarRDWebel commander somewhere in
Liberia [in 2004, at the time of the cease-fireesgl upon by the factions after the departure
of Taylor LURD controlled Lofa County and territosputh as far as Tubmanburg.]

Discussion
Irregulars such as Samuel have been shaped byyisis spent in and around the army.
They have typical patron-client relationships vitieir commanders, in which the commander
provides food, protection and training in militeskills, while the irregular, as a personalised
loyalist, protects the commander and hands over Bor both parties this was, under the
given circumstances, a profitable relationship.tA® younger irregulars the commander was
probably considered a substitute for a lost fanblyt the older and more experienced ones
consciously evaluated whether or not the relatignstas beneficial to them. If not, they
would try to look for anothebra. In this way it would be wrong to consider irreang,
together with other youthful combatants, as hapkistims. They were used by their
commanders, but at the same time they used theimamders to get scarce but necessary
resources, such as protection, food and shelteey ™diso found in military activity a
substitute for disrupted education or vocationaining, including learning the deadly — but
productive — skills of how to handle a weapon ao@ ko deploy the tactics of jungle warfare.
When Samuel returned to his village without thekivag of abra,**® he immediately set
about identifying a potential new ‘big brother’ ¢tlex-RUF commander with the music-set).
The relationship was short-lived, because the comdera afraid of the Special Court, decided

" The Liberians United for Reconciliation and Denamy (LURD) fought against the former warlord, bater
democratically elected president, Charles Taylor.

198 1t became clear to me that my friendship with Sahmight not have been on as equal a footing asdl h
assumed it to be. In helping Samuel financiallyeturn to his village, he probably considered meamy as a
friend but also as bra. This reminded me of some former child soldierowhhad interviewed at the end of
2001 and who had been in the same reintegratiogrgmme as Samuel in 1994/95. These former army
combatants still felt that the programme shouldsaghem in their education and daily life six yedater,
considering the programme almost to Heain itself.
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to move further into Kailahun District (the form&ronghold of the RUF close to the Liberian
border). With most of the people in the villagecluding his father, being poor farmers

recovering from the war, Samuel was forced to bhitdlife without the support of a patron —

something he had never learned to do before. lhddbeen determined, hard-working and
patient, he would have stood a good chance of aglaiimg some wealth in a few years’

time. With his contacts, experience, and skillE€nyglish, he could have played an important
role in the village. However, his years in the arfad made too big an impact on him. The
gap between his father and the more traditional ofajfe on the one hand, and Samuel’s
army life and ways of surviving on the other hands too big to be bridged?

What is clear from the above case study is thaethas considerable generational tension
between Samuel and his father. His father felt tloat the war had ended everything should
return to how it was in pre-war days, including tidesolute authority exercised by parents
over their children. Samuel clearly held a différepinion. But to consider the post-war
tensions between elders and youth in terms of géinaeal conflict, only partly explains the
situation as it is in Sierra Leone today. The waralyzed already existing organizational
modalities and value systems in Sierra Leone. Shgree up in a totally different culture,
with its own specific social features. To underdtdnlly the social dynamics in post-war
Sierra Leone, and more specifically the difficdtiand constraints youth ex-combatants
experience during their reintegration process, maalyais of the organisational structures
which were dominant in the various fighting foraesuld be useful. Once fully aware of the
different value systems of the various factions #rake present in post-war Sierra Leone,
careful consideration of these different types wtwal biases, as predicted for instance by
the neo-Durkheimian analysis (see chapter 6), paliakers might be able to link those
which correspond. This should smooth the reintégunaprocess, make it more sustainable,
and anticipate many of the problems a DDR programant post-programme reintegration
process might face, thus offering improvementgfogramme design.

It is perhaps important to stress again that tHeevaystems of opposed factions do not
need to be violent. They are rooted in the speaify a group manages constraints and
regulation, often imposed by others groups, orgheironment. They could be considered,
perhaps, as social capital. Rather than trying tealb down the socialization of ex-
combatants, more attempt should be made to disdbwettitia socialization can be put to
peaceful purposes (Fithen & Richards 2005). PostSwarra Leonean society offers a wide
variety of new challenges, in which the task graufiure of former fighters may indeed be
an asset, e.g. in helping set up successful gangsbtild roads in remote terrain, and indeed
some agencies have successfully used ex-combatamgyin this task. It is common to argue
that social capital is an asset for community dmwelent. The point made here is that
problems in Sierra Leone stem from the dominanaanbf one type of social capital (patron-
client relations), risking a descent into mafieelitactionalism (in politics, business and war).
Other modalities, such as the egalitarian taskgmutures common among rural youth, both
in farming and fighting, need to be built up to yidee competitive alternatives. It is out of this
healthy competition between alternative instituibforms that a sense of organic and more
all-embracing social solidarity might one day enegrgithout reversion to the emotional
simplicities of tribe, class or faith-based idaest(cf. Richardet al. 2004b).

199 An ex-CDF combatant might have been more patiedenthe same circumstances. The apprentice system
(the CDF mode of operation) is based on benefitshen future, after graduation. Farming does nobhdri
immediate rewards, and an ex-CDF fighter might gyetiently wait to inherit his father’s land.
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Other reintegration stories: reintegration in a mining setting

Tongo: a reintegration problem at large

Tongo (Field) is located in Lower Bambara Chiefdahout 50 kilometres (or two to three
hours by public transport along bad roads) nortiKefiema. The chiefdom is divided into
seven sections. Tongo (an area covering 15 towsigart of Naiwa section, with its

headquarter town at Lalehun. After Kono, Tongohs main diamond producing area in
Sierra Leone. However there is little to indicdtattmillions of dollar's worth of diamonds

have came out of the ground, even when due allosvésmenade for structures destroyed
during the war. Tongo was, and continues to lokd & rural slum.

Since the discovery of diamonds in Sierra Leonetl{e late 1920s) areas like Tongo have
acted as magnets to jobless young people seekangftintune. Much diamond mining has
been relatively small-scale but labour intensivissanal mining of alluvial deposits. But in
both Tongo (and Kono) more capital-intensive anahmaised kimberlite mining has also
taken place. Kimberlite is the hard rock in whidardonds were formed, and requires some
kind of mechanical mining, often involving followgrthe kimberlite pipes deep undergound.
Sierra Leone Selection Trust, a De Beers subsidemy later, a joint venture, linking De
Beers and the state, used industrial techniquet, toomine alluvium and also to exploit
kimberlite, though never on a major scale. SLSTtlan industrial plant to wash gravel and
also constructed a labour camp in Tongo. Industniaing operations ceased even before the
war. But the labour camp became a central focupost-war tensions between RUF ex-
combatants and civilians.

Tongo differs a lot from the villages of A. andn8amei. It has always been a much more
dynamic and ethnically diverse community, with lofsyoung people coming to Tongo on a
temporary basis from all parts of Sierra Leone. W in A. the natives struggle to accept
their kinsfolk who joined armed factions, but caardly refuse, in Tongo the native
community struggles to accept a much larger grauptrangers - former combatants who
were based in Tongo during the war, and those wawe larrived after disarmament from
other locations. Whereas in the villages it isuak norms - you cannot refuse your kinsman
- that play the dominant role in reintegration;Tiongo it is the demand for labour that forces
the native community - involved in mining eitheralitly, as landowners, or indirectly as
traders and shopkeepers — to accept “strangexd|gmatic backgrounds notwithstanding.

The young men mining in Tongo on a seasonal lzasisikely to have farms in other parts
of the country which they can temporarily leavethe hands of family members during the
low season. But those young men who are based mgolon a more permanent basis are
somewhat stuck. They do not own land, nor do theyume much if any real skill, although
some pits use pumps and some diggers gain experierizasic maintenance, which can be
put to use in other activities, e.g. mechanisedas grating (see Richardsal 1997). The
ex-combatants in Tongo form a special sub-categdrgdoubly stuck young people; they
cannot easily go back home — if they want to go @amthe first place - since it will be hard
to gain re-acceptance arriving empty handed atienany years of absence, and in any case
many dare not to go home, afraid of retributiontfog atrocities they have committed. Only
those who have profited fully from DDR support stamchance to leave the diamond fields
behind. Those who have only partly profited, or aball, are likely to remain in a diamond
area, or, if informally disarmed in another parttoé country, will drift towards one or other
of the diamond areas. Diamond areas offer the ddganof social anonymity in a multi-
cultural throng, as well as the remote chance dfingaa big find. To the landowners and
diamond-mining operators a large labour force afngpeople is at hand, who have no other
options than to work for minimal wages.
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The following statement of a local chief (and lamther) in Tongo shows the pragmatism
of the native community in regard to re-absorbirgcembatantsWhat is most important to
the reintegration of ex-combatants is that theynsilbo the authorities and thus that they are
in compliance with the law and order. Like normallya stranger comes to the town there
must be a person responsible for him. Regret is lesportant than compliané&®
Traditional rituals of giving forgiveness only topkace in Tongo on a very limited scafe.

In other words, the issue of whether or not ex-catatts feel remorse for any atrocities
committed is secondary to their willingness to compith law and order now. It is hardly
necessary to add that much of this “law and or@eriot about human rights, fairness and
justice, but about the administration of the, imtgaivatised, security procedures regulating
diamond mining activities under the restored SL&jtme.

As in the past, present-day Tongo is overcrowdeéith woung Sierra Leonean males
working in mining sites. Mining is predominatelywslial but some of the richer landowners
or investors are involved in a limited amount ofaflrscale kimberlite (first or sometimes
second vein) mining. The mining plant closed itdegalong since but some geological
engineers have recently been spotted, checkinggwf mternational investment would be
profitable. Meanwhile the local economy is boostelit by the presence of the UNAMSIL
Zambian Battalion. The German NGO GTZ also runsoeational training centre for ex-
combatants and war-affected youth. Traditional auties have returned and the police force
Is active on the ground again.

During the latter part of the war mining was ire thands of AFRC junta forces and the
RUF. The situation is now as before the war, witttesauthorities in charge, although few if
any of the larger diamond-buying agents yet resmd@&ongo. Most locally-dug diamonds
leave for Kenema the same day, where dozens ofnleslkeaand “Maraka” (Senegambian)
diamond buyers and dealers live. No time is wasted,soon a motorbike taxi will have been
chartered to run the rough road between Tongo amkia carrying any passenger with one
or several diamonds to sell.

In Tongo, the usual mining operation scheme isradtarized by a three-pile system
(contrary to Kono where they generally work witlwa pile system [cf. Fithen 1999)); the
diamond containing gravel is divided into threegeeand labelled as follows:

- Labour pile

- Expenditure pile

- Bush (owner) pile
The piles are allocated by lottery between the Uads, the sponsors, who provide food,
equipment and fuel, and the landowner. The to@saahovel, a bucket, a shaker (siever) and
an optional water-pump. First the sand is remowvetd the gravel is reached. The gravel
contains the diamonds. The gravel is dug out ofpib@nd later washed in the shakers, and
the diamonds detected. If one of the miners findsaaond, this is bought by the master (at
local prices, perhaps only a fifth of the internagl value), after which the money is divided
equally among the miners. The master can thertsetliamond in town to a diamond-buying
agent. Some miners will use the money to start lgusiness (petty-trade), others will re-
invest it in mining.

20 Kelsall concludes about the TRC hearings at MaafaurTonkolili district, that ‘though largely unsigssful
in generating full confessions from perpetratorg (The perpetrators’ very attendance at the heariegjstered
their partial subordination to the community, theampliance with its norms, their willingness tdmit to its

judgements’ (Kelsall: 2005:386).

201 Rather ironically, in view of this statement, thily ritual of forgiveness that | actually witnedsie Sierra
Leone took place in Tongo, and was related to drammining; a mining gang leader had started wasttieg
gravel in absence of the landowner, who thus caoldsee whether or not there had been any diamonitie

gravel. The gang leader had to crawl on the floothe various elders and family members who theiched
him on the shoulder as a sign of forgiveness.
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Of major concern to the diamond mining communityTongo is the fact that the alluvial
deposits seem to be running dry; many plots haea Ipeined in the past and due to lack of
(access to) other suitable plots, some miners tstdmting up the gravel in old plots again. But
there are other problems in Tongo as well. Headitvises are nearly non-existant, and
reasonable sanitation and clean drinking wateseaece. It is not hard to imagine that a place
crowded out with young people in a landscape otwaflled pits is a paradise for all kind of
diseases in general and water-born diseases iowart Moreover, the deadly Lassa Fever is
endemic to Tongo, as well as neighbouring Pangusexual Transmitted Deseases and
HIV/AIDS are also a major worry with such a largepplation of sexually active youths
around. Another major problem relates to housisgya will see.

Housing as a reintegration flash-point in Tongo

The town of Tongo seems to represent a rather arsguation in post-war Sierra Leone. Up
until disarmament, the RUF was in charge of the amed forced the civilians to mine for

them, although on better terms during the last syedrthe war. When | started fieldwork

(2002) the concentration of ex-RUF combatants wdsemely high in Tongo, especially

relative to the small total population of the towMoreover, most of these RUF ex-
combatants lived together in “Labour Camp”, whelne tontrol and supervision of the

traditional authorities was only limited. Of gresttavorry to the authorities was that on
regular basis ex-RUF fighters, absorbed within Nesv Sierra Leonean Army, and thus re-
equipped, came to visit their former comrades. Harmore, according to some Tongo
indigenes, the RUF ex-combatants in Labour Campetiames made trips to Liberia and

returned with looted items. This inspired othergacas well. The fear among the community
was that one day they might return with weaponsssad another war.

The “Labour Camp” comprises houses built by thardind mining company active in
Tongo before the war. With the termination of tlenaession, the land and constructions
upon it were handed over to the community, as @fattte contract®® The houses thus belong
to the community. Moreover, whereas many localsnfrbongo have seen their houses
destroyed by the RUF during the war and live ingerary structures, the houses in labour
camp survived the war reasonably well. Not onlytaeeRUF ex-combatants thus living there
illegally, and without paying rent on community pesty, they are also living in the best
houses at a time when the need for housing iscpéatly great. Until recently, the inhabitants
of Labour Camp were also mining illegally — i.e.tvaut the permission of the legal
landowner - in a nearby plot named “Pump Statiditiis issue seems, however, to have been
solved. The miners accepted the rights of the llegmlowners and pay the necessary amount
of gravel to the owners in exchange for the rightine.

Up to 2002 the other major diamond centre in Sikgone, Kono, was faced with a similar
situation: RUF ex-combatants were mining illegaftyr diamonds and occupying the
dwellings of local people who had started to retafter the ending of the war. The indigenes
of the Kono diamond fields then drove away thesen& rebels in a violent action (the
Konomokwig see chapter 7), reclaiming their pre-war possasand rights. Up to now this
kind of communitarian violence has been avoidedango, although there are voices from
within the chiefdom, and more specifically the randf the former Civil Defence Force,
calling for a violent solution. During the elect®m spring 2002 former RUF combatants
wore RUFP shirts and sang RUF songs loudly. Thosalthe situation to the brink.

2 There is a local joke to the effect that the in&ional mining company had a mining contract goeming it
access to the land for 100 years. However, sinogried 24 hours instead of 8 hours a day, afteye8s the
local authorities came to tell the company thatdstract had expired.
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Deadlines for the self-removal of the ex-rebeld leng passed. Youth organisatiéfisn
the Tongo area seem to have become fed up witkldlee process of UN mediation, which
was not able to resolve the problem, although megstiwere held among the different
stakeholders on an almost daily basis. Frustraiedl lyouths, backed up by ex-CDF militia
fighters and chiefdom authorities, seems a viomi dangerous mix. According to the
president of the Lower Bambara Youth Council (LBY®@Jhen the LBYC was established,
Labour Camp was completely occupied by the RUFh&4ses. They agreed to hand over 5
houses after our first meeting, that was in Febyu2002. This was a meeting between the ex-
combatants, the LBYC, the chiefdom authorities taedcommunity people. No UN or police
was there. A second batch of 24 houses was givdretohiefdom authorities in July 2002.
That time there was some resistance and they dskeanore time. Then in May 2003, the
twelve remaining houses were given up. Presenliytha houses belong to the chiefdom
authorities. We did not want to use violence altffowe had more strength than them. We
have many youths and are backed by the CDF. Whighdy recognised and working closely
together with the traditional authoritie§.he Lower Bambara Youth Council, which runs an
office in one of the houses handed over by the RMEombatants does not seem to be
making unreasonable claims, but it is clear thdtirimk the demands of the LBYC is the
influence of the local authorities, attempting éassert control over all aspects of diamond
mining.

The other side of the story is articulated by augrof ex-combatants residing in Labour
Camp, interviewed just before the last houses Wwargled overOne of the largest problems
we have is the housing. We already handed overuRéfothe 52 houses and later we gave
another 14. But still the community asks for m@ar problem is that we do not mind to give
up the houses if we had the money to rent anotlaepOur disarmament allowance has
already been spent. It is difficult for us to gackdo our place of birth because we cannot
carry anything to our family there. The first ddney will feed you but the next day they will
rely on you saying that you have come from Tonggosomust have money. But if we had
money we would set up a business here in town. Mé&wot go back to our villages, only
once in a while. In Tongo there is enough workhia mining. Even people from the villages
come to Tongo to mine and only involve themselvesyiiculture on a seasonal basis. You
know, reintegration of ex-combatants in the commtyumas taken place but only for those of
the CDF, not of the RUHAN the end however all the RUF ex-combatants wéhdfrom
Labour Camp, in effect bringing the dispute to aqeful end, though to the detriment of the
interest of the RUF ex-combatants, thus potentiiglling a view that the promises of re-
integration offered in Abuja have not been fulfilléclearly the worry of the UN peace-
keeping officer).

The Labour Camp case has one last interesting, tagsexplained by the chairman of the
LBYC: A few days after the RUF left, on the™L5he police occupied all the houses. They
wanted to settle down while the new police barrag&se under construction. We organised a
meeting with the police and Paramount Chief, whdeoed the police to leave the houses,
because they had violated the laws. So they allRegsently teachers, nurses and some staff
of the GTZ programme occupy some of the housdshédtagreement of the Chiéfiter all,
although they have given up the houses, the exatamis were not very reasonable,
otherwise they would have given up the housesgstraway]. The UN Civil Affairdpeople]

203 According to an officer of the UN military missiobased in Tongo, these youth organisations arielestof
the local authoritiesThere is too much power of the local authoritiesl &wo little of the government. The local
authorities are in favour of the CDF and not the RWANd the Youth Council is nothing more than aisletof
the local authorities. The RUF has been quite cerafive, involving themselves in communal labowrt e
local authorities do not want to see that and omfnt them out of the place.
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played a large role irjtrying to resolve]this problem, but the Military Observer was very
much in favour of the ex-RUF combatantsie RUF ex-combatants who lived in Labour
Camp have been forced to look for other housings likely that they have found places in
Tongo itself, sharing rented rooms with others.sTiki similar to what other ex-combatants,
whether ex-CDF, ex-SLA or some ex-RUF, were alredoipg. The indigenous community
has relaxed; “Labour Camp” is no longer perceived aecurity threat, while at the same time
a segment of the cheap labour force has been fdocedrt with even more of its meagre
wages to local interests, in order to rent housorgand for building a rough hut, from the
Tongo indigenes. Whether a low-waged underclask iiowledge of military tactics and
memories of military mobilization is, indeed, a ety problem resolved, or a resentful
faction biding its time, remains to be seen.

Reintegration in a town setting

The towns

There are only four larger towns in provincial $eteone, viz. Bo, Kenema, Makeni and
Koidu. Kenema is the provincial capital of the eatout 300 kilometres east of Freetown,
somewhat adjacent to the Liberian border, and betwieand 10 hours by public transport
from the national capital. It is located by a gaghe north-south ridge of the Kambui Hills, a
finger of rain forest (now much depleted) providitigect connection to the three Gola forest
reserves containing the greater part of the cotntgmaining high forest, located to the
south and east.

Bo, the provincial capital of the south, is abairtety kilometres west of Kenema, on the
same main road to and from the capital. Traveltingge by bush taxi to Freetown can vary
between 5 to 8 hours, depending on the time of#ae, since a large part of the (once paved)
road has become a dirt track. Both Kenema and 8doaind within the Mende-speaking part
of the country. Makeni, the provincial capital bktnorth, currently about 4 to 7 hours from
Freetown by taxi, lies north-east of Freetown anetige of the boli-lands (seasonally flooded
ancient lagoons at the foot of the highland escamrthat trends NW-SE across the country).
The main language of the region around Makeni mie

Koidu, the capital of Kono district and the maiardond-mining centre in Sierra Leone, is
a further 3 to 6 hour journey east of Makeni (dejpeg on time of year), making the travel
time from Freetown a whole day’s journey. The hilyrain around Koidu is the homeland of
the Kono people, but as the major diamond regias, dttracted labourers from all parts of
Sierra Leone, and (like Freetown) can be considariede melting pot.

These four provincial towns have long been a maigngoung people from rural areas. The
effects of the discovery of diamonds has been dsl briefly before. Large groups of
mainly young people migrated from all over the doyro the diamond centres to work as
tributors and diggers on a seasonal basis. Ther¢haee main diamond regions — the area
around Kono, the Sewa trench east of Bo, and Téigld, north of Kenema, though a fourth
area south of Kenema District (Zimmi) has beconmeeasingly important, and served as an
important source of capital for the CDF during thar (Fithen 1999). Kenema, Bo and
Makeni are provincial head-quarters, and notedgfmrernment services, including regional
education. Koidu is a true diamond boom town, v functions other than servicing the
diamond trade. When SLST was based at Yengemdféict @ suburb) Koidu town was rich,
with 24 hours electricity supply and many placespfertainment. At one stage there were
direct daily flights between Freetown and Koidu.

Kenema is the country’s second largest diamond, aleawing product not only from
Tongo Field to the north but also from Zimmi in g@uth. It is also renowned as the centre of
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the country’s timber business. Before the war aegowent factory prepared timber (mainly
for the national market) and made decent-qualitgifure. A privately-owned (French) saw-

mill in Panguma also channelled product throughdfea. The timber business has revived in
the post-war building and repair boom, but mostheflogging and plank making is done by
local chain saw operators in an uncontrolled manibe protected forests of the Kambui
North Reserve above Kenema have practically disappesince the war ended.

Although Bo is also an important diamond centleggrmelling much of the product from
the Sewa trench, it is a more diversified city thé&rdu or Kenema, serving as a regional
centre for trade in agricultural products, inclyglmce, palm kernels and cassava, and noted
as the country’s most important educational ceritre: Bo government school for sons of
chiefs (1906) was among the first secondary schiodi® located in the protectorate. Today —
in addition to numerous secondary schools - it aB® a large teacher training college and a
para-medical training centre. Thus, there are otpgrortunities than diamonds alone that
draw young people to Bo. It is noted as the praainown least damaged by the war, and
much of this is to be explained by the fact thatiitter-ethnic youth population (in which
students and apprentices played an important gacified to resist the RUF (Richards 1996),
and then again avoided serious division on ethneslduring the war’s later stages (Richards
& Fithen 2005). Bo was a main centre for the rigetr® CDF, but there was a clear
distinction between the unarmed civilian youths wgnotected Bo, mainly through excellent
intelligence and coordination, and the young armedl IDPs (Internal Displaced People)
who flocked to the CDF.

Makeni is the smallest of the four towns, but ssra diversified function for its region
similar to Bo. It is a major market for agricultu@roduce (especially rice from the boli-
lands), has a well-known gara (tie-and-die) induysg noted for its schools and colleges, and
serves as an ancillary centre for the Kono diamiade. This last function was boosted
during the period of rule of the (northern-domirgt&PC regime, when a main paved road
was built through Makeni to the Kono diamond figldster the railway (through Bo and
Kenema to Pendembu, in Kailahun) was closed irl8&®s. A second paved road was made
from Makeni to the far north of the country (Kabatathe 1980s.

Prior to 1997 the four main provincial towns towsdfered from the war in only limited
and indirect ways. Kenema, Bo and Koidu came umnlilect RUF attacks, but these were
repulsed in both Bo and Kenema. It was only in Kididat the RUF succeeded in holding the
town for some months. Because of its economicathtegic function Koidu has always been
heavily defended by the army. At several stagesegwowent troops closed the area to
civilians. Many Sierra Leoneans are cynical abbwt teasons, believing strategic necessity
played a smaller part than the desire of influérarany officers to gain free and unobserved
movement for mining and looting purposes. The RWS wever effective in taking over the
major towns of Sierra Leone - though it clearly édpo rally youth in Bo and Kenema - but
it was effective in cutting the towns off from thapital, by disrupting road communications.
From early 1994 the RUF created bush camps iregiaareas and from there it organised its
hit and run actions and ambushes. Usual targets wadricles and convoys travelling on the
roads between the major towns. As a result trandpetwveen the towns and the capital
decreased day by day and at some stages ceasgettatio In mid-1996 the only feasible
route from Freetown to Bo and Kenema, for examplas by air* Clearly this had an
enormous impact on the local economies and the $eodrity situation in the towns. Food
availability deteriorated for two main reasons:ldgal production of food in the countryside
decreased due to threat of RUF raids and 2) maopgl@drom the rural areas had fled to the
towns for safety reasons.

204 A Lebanese company opened up a daily service fiastings airfield outside Freetown using elderly ex
Soviet 17-seater planes.
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The position of the towns as relative safe hawdt@ged suddenly after the military coup
in 1997. The issue was that many government ssld&ationed in garrisons around these
towns, declared for the AFRC, and as a result ®fiihta and RUF agreeing a power-sharing
truce, official enemies become allies overnight.FRlhits were invited into both provincial
towns and the capital, while at the same time Cightérs had to seek cover in the urban
areas or retreat into the countryside. Only in &uod to a lesser extent Kenema, could it be
said that the CDF stood its ground. In Bo, the Sarrwas in a quite isolated position to the
west of the city, and civilians, resisting the Rbtack in December 1994, but distrusting the
role played by the army, briefly imposed on thedsok a humiliating “curfew”, forbidding
army units entry to Bo town. Several soldiers whiiss6beyed” the curfew were treated as
looters and lynched by the citizenry. After the 179%up neither army nor RUF had much
stomach for subduing the feared vigilantes of Bo.

One by one these towns were taken over by CDFE&@MOG forces during the first half
of 1998, as part of the Nigerian-led counter-attack the junta, intended to restore the
Kabbah government by force. Then things went imteerse. Koidu and Makeni were re-
taken by AFRC/RUF forces towards the end of 1988, the rebels marched on Freetown for
the first time. After the January 6, 1999 battle Foeetown, the AFRC/RUF was repulsed,
and retreated northwards; Makeni became dbefactorebel capital until the end of the
conflict. Bo and Kenema — where the CDF was stremgmained under government control,
while the RUF controlled a cigar-shaped piece néllan the middle of the country, stretching
from Buedu, in the Kailahun “pan handle”, wheredrila, Guinea and Sierra Leone meet, to
Gbendembu, a boli-land town in the far west, batuding, importantly, Koidu town and the
Kono diamond fields.

The RUF/AFRC allies were re-armed (in 1998) by krdihian-Israeli-South African
business and military training consortium modebdéahg similar lines to the group involving
Executive Outcomes that decided the fate of theljahi peace process. This determined that
the international community and media — who wokevery late to the war in Sierra Leone -
perceived the fighting largely or only as a streg@br diamonds. It has been a central
argument of this thesis that young people in Siegane fought the war more for jobs than
diamonds, and that labouring in diamond pits is aotareer choice of preference but
necessity. Below, we will examine what happenedsome of the more fortunate ex-
combatants. We might expect, given the greed-netsgnce model, that they would — given
the chance — invest their demobilization gratuitied ill-gotten gains in diamond mining, but
on more favourable terms (i.e. by acquiring licentmeoperate as tributors). The case study of
Tongo (above) shows that land-owners and governiogatists hold the whip hand in the
diamond fields. Even if the ex-combatants wantetonn to diamonds, they cannot, except as
labourers working on very unfavourable terms. Earlive discussed evidence that RUF
ideologues articulated an agrarian vision. We nallv consider the fate of a larger group of
less obviously ideologically-motivated, and morbanised, combatants from both CDF and
RUF. Their enthusiasm seems to be focused moreotoriikes than diamonds.
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--- PICTURE ---

An army of motorbikes

The local economies of Bo, Kenema, Makeni and Koade recovering. But the larger

companies once active in these towns — e.g. thenslwn Kenema - had not been renovated
by 2003. In Kono no large mining company has bexantarge-scale employer as yet. This
lack is partly substituted by smaller and infornreabnomic activities that are more labour
intensive. Urban schools are operating again, andmany cases (unlike their rural

equivalents) operated throughout the war with ssimmly few interruptions, except for a

brain drain of teaching staff (many qualified teaxshwent to The Gambia as refugees, for
example), and buildings undergoing repair. Therirgly displaced population continues to

return to the villages from the urban centres whitrey sought protection. Many ex-

combatants, profiting from DDR support, prefer &nain in the (more anonymous) larger
towns. Some of those who have completed theiritrgihave returned to their place of origin,

but many prefer to hang on in towns in search bgjorhe perspective of going back to a
village and becoming involved in farming is not yeattractive, especially while the
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institutional obstacles discussed above remaindnes® In the village they are exposed to
risk of revengé’® and it is questionable if ex-combatants can higekent past for long. In
the towns on the other hand they move more anongipoaithough ex-combatants are likely
to know each other. So the towns, like the miniegd§, offer the best social and economic
niches for reintegration for those ex-combatantsalis about returning to home areas. But a
job is needed, and employers, even if not scareghoéx-combatant’s past, are unlikely to
rate ex-combatants highly in a buyer's market. @pproach to this dilemma is for the ex-
combatant him or herself to create a new nichénejob market. One such niche is the
phenomenon of the motorbike taxis, common in mamydTWorld cities, but hitherto largely
unknown in urban Sierra Leone. In Sierra Leonegmains largely unknown in Freetown, the
capital, but has taken off as one of the most Msdl post-war changes in the four main
provincial towns. It is an activity largely in tir@nds of ex-combatants.

Before the war local transport inside the townd &aetween town and countryside was
provided by mini-buses and four-wheel taxis (sniaillr door saloons) shared by several
passengers (5 at the back and 3 in the front nmighbe uncommon). They drove more or less
fixed routes, or at least remained on the largadsoAs a passenger it was necessary to walk
to the nearest main road where taxis passed, flagdown, and ask whether the driver was
going your direction, and find a place inside (stnmg apparently always possible, even if a
taxi was already jammed to the ceiling). Then, delpgg on your destination, you might have
to change halfway to another taxi and walk the fast hundred metres or so. It was
inconvenient and uncomfortable, but costs weredowe the taxis were shared.

This taxi system almost completely disappearest #ifie war in the provincial towns. Many
vehicles were ambushed and burnt during the warneédsv- typically business men or
women, or civil servants and other professiondlisd to Freetown or neighbouring countries,
taking any surviving vehicles with them. Driverstdheir jobs, often reverting to whiling
away their hours hoping for a casual contract, siging in the marijuana-smoking pote
behind the Kenema transport park in 860nly a few yellow cabs continue to ply the streets
of Makeni, Kenema, Bo and Koidu. They have beetacgul by motor bike taxis, mainly 125
cc Honda road and trail bikes and a number of are@pinese brands, of which the Victor is
preferrred by passengers for the comfortable sludpbe pillion. The advantages are that
these motor bike taxis literally criss-cross thers in search of passengers and even on the
back streets it is only a few minutes before a taxives. It then takes you straight to the
preferred destination, without detours to hunt elivér other passengers, or losing time in
traffic jams. The disadvantages are that cost$vayeo three times higher than a car taxi, you
get wet when it is raining (although many passemgemehow manage to keep an umbrella
above their head during their journey) and it ssleafe, since no helmets are (yet) provided
for the passengers. Taxi riders unions battle tatlgge riders to wear helmets, but with little
success, riders fearing the heat and catching ©B) fa multi-owner second-hand helmet
(Richards, pers. comm. based on unpublished imerwith the Bo union executive in 2003).
Nevertheless the motor taxis have become an itietitin Kenema, Bo, Koidu and Makeni.

205 A relief worker, of Sierra Leonean extraction coemted that the single light-bulb people from therareas
now have in the towns was enough a reason notttwnreéo their village. Another NGO worker, a Sierra
Leonean who provided shelter for much of his fandilying the war at his house in Kenema, commertted t
Most of my relatives have left my ho(ig803] and returned to their villages. | was able to perde them by
saying that here in Kenema they need to pay foryehiag, while in their villages they can have thigiod for
free. Only three youths stayed to continue theircation.

2% pojisoning is said to be a commonplace of thegélleevenger’s art (cf. Bellman 1975)

27 The significance of the pofer recruitment of combatants, as Abdullah (198&)ms, has been doubted. But
there is no doubt that ex-combatants doubtful al@owtrral return risk joining the general ranks oban
unemployed youth in such places after the war.
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What makes this new phenomenon worth mentionirggdiscussion of the reintegration of
ex-combatants is the fact that ex-combatants agrajportionately well represented among
the taxi-riders. In Makeni, of the three hundredirygp people who are active as (taxi) bike
riders, about three quarters were combatants dtinegvar, according to the estimates of the
Makeni Bike Riders Association (Hoek & de Jong, 400 The post-war bike
(taxi) phenomenon was first researched in Sierankdyy Richards and colleagues in 2002-3,
with results briefly described in Fithen & Richar@9)05) and Richardst al. (2004a). Their
data refer mainly to Bo and Kenema. The work of iHaed De Jong is based on the situation
in Makeni. | concentrate here on the Makeni stwdh which | was associated®

An 18-year old rider in Makeni, Abdul, told Hoek & Jong (2004The war was exiting,
but bad. To be a bike rider is exciting and goad) (n the past nobody dared to jump on the
back seat, because we were ex-combatants, singevire afraid to be undressed, raped and
robbed. They were afraid that we still had thiseteblood in our body. But such a thing never
happened after the wgmy translation).

Why are so many ex-combatants now riding motosbiaed ferrying passengers, rather
than robbing and killing them? Clearly, being aebikder is a preferred job for young but
uneducated Sierra Leoneans, filling the role pentat by the four wheeled taxi driver in the
past. But as becomes clear from Abdul's statemeitement is an important part of what
drew fighters to the war, and the excitement oingda bike is an acceptable substitute in
times of peace. Perhaps (and rather worryinglypssengers!) if speed is high enough the
amount of adrenaline released comes close to fighEx-combatants who ride bike taxis are
almost certainly the commanders, and others, widowekll out of war. Most riders are
owners, or have the bike on hire-purchase ternt$aapire to become owners, sometimes as
part of a consortium keeping the machine on thd &hhours a day. But ex-combatants who
did well out of fighting might also have decideditoest in a conventional taxi. Drivers — of
necessity - had to develop good ties with the warifactions, simply in order to get a taxi,
bus or truck from one place to another through mooee checkpoints manned by different
factions. If we presume the nexus between transpaners and faction commanders to have
been reasonably good during the war, we might heymected a goodly number of these
commanders to call, post war, on owners they hémeteand apply for a driving jo3° We
have seen Samuel prepared to sebkaavherever he could, even a RUF disco-owner he had
fought against in the war. So why does patrimosmlinot re-assert its pull among the ex-
combatant bike riders?

The key factor seems to be that combat providghtdrs with a dense nexus of new
connections, and ideas about social solidarityt, seave as a counter-balance to the pull of
patrimonialism. To become a bike-rider an ex-combitmight aspire to buy the bike
outright, though this is unlikely, since few lefietwar with much, and the costs are high (2 to
3 million Leones [1 to 1.5 thousand US$]), thougit so astronomical as acquiring a cab
(where abra would definitely be necessary). The more generdlepa (in Bo at least,
according to Richardst al 2004a) is to take a bike on hire purchase from @uinean
businessmen who bring (smuggle?) Chinese bikes foomakry. Bikes are quickly
confiscated when there is any default, after witihehbusinessman can sell the bike to another
potential rider, or revert to the old system, ame la rider as he might once have found a
driver. One way to ensure there is no default igoto together with one or two former

2% Hoek and de Jong gathered information on the HLikers in Makeni as part of a research and advocacy
mission (2004) for Plan Netherlands and Rap4Right&companied this mission as an interpreter andeg
and was thus able to check their sources and fisdin

29 |n Liberia many ex-combatants were selling gasolimd petrol on a small scale. During the war their
commanders were in charge of these fuel reservégamained in this position after the war (i.e.1897),
employing some of their most loyal fighters.
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comrades and ride the bike night and day, seves aayeek. The ex-combatants with a hire-
purchase contract can find trusty comrades frommantbose who were bonded by life-and-
death struggles in the bush. Bonds created in \&ae Imot lost their value, especially in an
activity that recapitulates some of the excitenamt danger of handling a weapon, and where
the group interest is protected by the applicabbrequal amounts of riding skill among all
partners on a daily basis.

Some important regional differences must be nbera&, however. In Bo and Kenema the
more usual practice is that a businessman providebike and the rider leases it, but after a
time becomes the owner (i.e. it is a hire purcham®ract)?'° For this reason the union is
known as the bike renteessociation. But in Makeni, the riders only rdmg bikes from the
owners, and do not own the machine eventually. frtag reflect the fact that although RUF
ex-combatants are quite numerous in the Bo and daressociation ex-CDF fighters are in
the majority, whereas in Makeni the background aistriders is RUF. Businessmen may
have more confidence in ex-CDF types. Whateverr#ason, it suggests fighters of CDF
background have an advantage in extracting befterst

A final factor worth discussing is the nature battniche. The activity is new. If ex-
combatants had trained in traditional skills suskcarpentry or tailoring, they would have to
compete with carpenters or tailors already acte@ie the war. Confidence or bravery as ex-
combatants might count for little with potentialstomers. But there were no bike taxis in
Sierra Leone before the war, and the modality seargseat step forward to busy women
traders, among the major customers, in a spreatout like Bo or Makeni. Ex-combatant
riders may even be perceived as particularly usgfots in out-of-town or after-dark trips
where there is risk of robbery. Bike-jacking is éed a problem in Bo, but somewhat
mitigated by mobile phones and growing cooperati@tween police and riders’ union
(Richards, pers. comm.) A general point becomearcl8kills training for demobilization
might work better if it equips ex-combatants to @ymew socially-necessary services. The
urban areas, as the bike case suggests, mighftiie ke hidden hand of the market. But
rural areas might benefit from hitherto scarcelskibf a kind generally provided by NGOs,
such as well digging, latrine construction, plaistatrehabilitation or swamp development. It
is possible to envisage training (including businglslls) that equips ex-combatants for these
tasks, organising trainees into small construogangs, and then establishs a system in which
rural communities use vouchers to purchase thecgeo¥ choice from competing gangs.

One of the often repeated messages of this tlsetfis need for institutional modernization,
suitable to the needs and aspirations of youth. tWinakes the bike riders development
interesting on the institutional level is thatstan example of post-war organisation around
shared labour interests rather than ethnicity. Bbeunion told Richardet al (2004a) that
they had members from both CDF and RUF, and sulethsd this was a decisive break with
war-time organization (the CDF was — despite sottegpts to make it appear otherwise — a
strongly ethnicized organization, and the RUF wasely perceived as being a kind of sect —
a “secret society” [sodality] of rarrays or lumpgnBhis perpetuated some of the pre-modern
mentalities associated with intra-youth egalitar@ganization, such as rural labour gangs,
diamond digging crews, in which big men and brasewadways hovering in the background
to confiscate the output, and ensure a snug fit wie hierarchical world over which elders
and chiefs presided! The bike riders associations are different. In talns a rider's

#1910 2003 this was Le 20,000/day. A ride cost Le@.0Bo it is only after 20 rides (plus fuel coststtthe rider
starts to make a profit on the day’s work

211 This brings us back to Durkheim. The solidaritycoibatants generated in “fighting” has surviveel war
but applied to a different “job”, riding a motorlgikaxi. The union is a key difference, howevarge this is the
means to link (through peaceful conflict managemeiith the wider society.In professional ethics and civic
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association has been created specifically to protecstake of the riders against the business
men providing the bikes, and the police and roadgport authority applying traffic laws,
often in quite problematic and corrupt ways. Théns not only look after the interests of
sick or injured riders, resolve disputes betweeers and customers, and generally interest
themselves in health, safety and innovation, bey thre also explicit about the need to take
on and challenge the pre-war patrimonial order. Bbeunion told Richardgt al. (2004a)
that they no longer trust “big men” patrons, wheyhview as having caused the war by
fooling youth into fighting without any real reward@hey prefer now to follow a commercial
route, and have hired a commercial lawyer in Freetto fight “class action” cases, e.g.
against the police, who had been harassing ridess registration papers for which they had
paid but which were deliberately held back — thikgged — by the authorities. The role and
strength of the association becomes clear fronfdlh@wing example; police harassment of
riders for bribes and fines resulted in ‘confromatbetween riders and the police in both
Kenema and Bo, the arrest of 32 riders and immwsiif high fines (averaging Le 100,000).
The association went on strike, supported by wotreers, who are among the major clients
of the two-wheeled taxis. According to the exeafiof the Bo Bike Riders Association], the
confrontation required the intervention of the [Bt-seconded] Inspector-General of police,
and court action by the association’s lawyer, whocseded in having fines reduced by an
average of 40 per cent.’ (Richareisal, 2004a:36). Explicitly, the Bo association is figig a
“war” for its young members, but not any more thglodorce of arms, but through the classic
instruments of trade unionism (Fithen & Richard®20 Job interests, strikes and the law of
contract have become the weapons of choice, ncédarecruitment and summary executions.

The role of the union is also important in MakeAtcording to the executive of the
Makeni Bike Rider AssociatioOur members were quite wild before. When they \stile
carrying guns they could intimidate everybody, batv they have to stick to the rules. No
violence, no drugs and of course the traffic rulégor instance someone rides too fast, we
confiscate the bike for a few daffdoek & de Jong 2004, my translation). The varibise
rider associations are telling examples of the l&evad reconciliation and reintegration
possible for even the most battle-hardened ex-ctanbm According to the Makeni
executive:Boys who have fought against each other, now wagkther. People try to live
after the war as brothers, but if you do not hamg pob, you are likely to see each other much
faster as enemies agafHoek & de Jong 2004, my translation).

Conclusion

Thus this study has come full circle. It begarhvéih account of young fighters roaring into a
small diamond town in eastern Sierra Leone, ingiéuwdy days of an insurgency that mopped
up unemployed young people and inducted them indarayerous world of armed combat.
Eleven years of war attacked traditional if probdeim rural solidarities, and questioned many
social values. The young combatants are once aganng about the main towns of
provincial Sierra Leone. But this time the toohist the AK47 but the Honda trail bike taxi.
Former fighters are laying the foundations for w ngost-war modality of solidarity based on
craft unionism. More generally, ex-combatants he provincial towns are in a different
position to those who remain in the diamond fieddsdiggers, or who have returned to the
countryside to farm. The urban bike taxi riders rfgyht with the law of contract, not guns.
This is consistent with Durkheim’s argument that Hasis of modern (organic) solidarity lies
in recognition of the general applicability of tlaev of contract to social life (Durkheim 1964
[1893], 1957 [c. 1890-1900]). It suggests that wkiat the roots of the war in Sierra Leone —
rural oppression, ghetto life, greed-not-grievandbe way forward lies through building not

morasl Durkheim lays stress on the emergence of mediEuabpean guilds as a basis for organic solidarity
(Durkheim 1957 [c. 1890-1900]).
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only employment opportunities for young people biso the institutional capital to protect
and advance those opportunities. Arguably, crafaoization and trade-unionism have more
to offer post-war Sierra Leone than Special Coustsd Truth and Reconciliation
Commissions. But we might also reflect that the svof the war was felt both in the deeply
disconnected countryside amdKoidu and the capital, Freetown — all too réadobnnected

to the global economy (via diamonds, and perhagature through off-shore oil). The least
damaged places (in retrospect) proved to be tlee timain provincial towns. These towns are
more economically diverse, enjoying both global rextivity and local links (more so than
Freetown) to the diversity of the countryside. lyrbe no accident that it is in these three
provincial towns that we glimpse the beginnings afre-integration process not only
connecting ex-combatants to employment but alswigiray opportunities for former fighters
actively to contribute to the growth of organic isbsolidarity.
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Annex |

A chronology*?

1991

23 March, RUF enters Sierra Leone at Bomaru,aKaih district

A second group enters Sierra Leone a few dags &tBo Waterside, Pujehun district.

27 March, 300 RUF fighters capture the town oé@uw, Kailahun district

April, supported by 1200 Nigerian and 300 Guinémoes the RSLMF still fails to contain the
insurgents

April, Guinean troops successfully defend thelgei at Daru

April, Anti-Taylor Liberians in Sierra Leone forbdLIMO to fight the RUF and advance to the
mining and timber areas of Eastern Sierra Leone. €@mtingent bases itself afterwards at Mattru-
on-the-Rails, near Bo

June/July, the RUF controls a fifth of the coyritr southern and eastern SL

July/August, a small Nigerian detachment is dggdbto protect the bridge over the Sewa river, at
Gondama, south of Bo

August, President Momoh revises constitutioneiatroduce a multi-party system, backed by 60%
of voters in a referendum

March, according to the RUF, the Liberian spefoates are sent back to Liberia

29 April, successful military coup by young offis from Daru

April, RUF declares a unilateral ceasefire

May, NPRC declares a state of emergency

May, RUF calls a halt to ambushes and proposasepregotiations but the NPRC does not
respond. Several key RUF figures are killed byatray and peace plans are off the agenda

May, the RUF claims all Liberian Special Forcasd left their side of the border.

May, according to the RUF, NPRC representatireged to Nigeria and Ghana seeking military aid
An American Red Cross worker is taken hostagthbyRUF

September/October RUF enters Kono but is pushédfdoidu in October

November 1992 to January 19993: RUF controls Kod@mmond mining areas.

December 29th, the execution of nine suspectag ptotters and seventeen other prisoners by the
NPRC, makes the UK government cut 4 million pouimdsid

July, Chairman Strasser dismisses NPRC vice-gtairSolomon A. J. Musa, who is replaced by
Lt. Julius Maada Bio. Musa is granted asylum inlthé

October, Strasser announces that elections willddd by the end of 1995

Late 1993, RSLMF recapture Pendembu, Kailahumtand Koindu

December, RUF retreat into the Gola forest

January, NPRC starts massive recruitment of youttt-reetown, army doubles in size to 6,000,
later 15,000

January, NPRC declares “total war”, but the RE/Executing lightning raids on the centre and
north of the country

February, 400 disgruntled troops from Teko Bétsdaa Makeni abscond and head east
Ambushes on the Kenema-Bo and Makali-Masingbihigy increase

October, an estimated 40% of new army recruite firefected and misbehave. Evidence of
collusion with the RUF in attacks on civilians gow

Irish priest (Fr. MacAlester) and Dutch medicassionary family (the Krijns) are killed in a RUF
ambush at Panguma

212 |nformation in this chronology is partly based®anciliation Resources (2000)
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November, two UK volunteer aid workers taken hgstby the RUF in Kabala. Sankoh
unsuccessfully demands recognition of the RUF aedpens in return for their release.
RUF controls hills close to Freetown penisulart@a-our-Four, or Forfor, close to Bauya)
23 December, RUF attacks road junction at Milgfedm Camp Four-Four)

24 December, RUF attacks Kenema

27 December, RUF attacks Bo

The camp of the Italian company resurfacing Baairea road, ten miles north-west of Bo, is
destroyed by the RUF

January, Government sanctioned peace initiativendertaken by local leaders in southern Pujehun
but is unsuccessful. The RUF accuses the governofiémsincerity.

January, the rutile mines at Mobimbi and bauwiiees at Mokanji in the south are attacked by the
RUF, leading to their closure and more hostagesrtak

24 January, RUF attacks Kambia town, seizing wea@nd new conscripts

February-April, NPRC employs Gurkha mercenarigistbese are ambushed by RUF and
withdraw. (their American commander, McKenzie, iitekl on c. 24 February)

March-July, after intervention by Internationde& (a NGO) and the support of Ghanaian NPFL
publicist Addai-Sebo, a number of hostages is selédo the ICRC, after a 17 days march through
the bush to the Guinea border.

South African Executive Outcomes (EO) mercenaaieshired for cash and diamond concessions
May, EO deploys in Freetown and starts first afien, reaching Masingbi on the same day,
accompanied by Tom Nyuma, reaching Yengema thedax{Hooper 2002).

EO clears the RUF from hills near Freetown, retathe rutile and bauxite mines and secures Kono
diamond fields in the following months

August, due to civilian, national and internatibpressure, NPRC reschedules elections for
February, 1996 and pursues a negotiated settlemgnRUF.

September, the RUF is prepared for new peacetia¢igos

October, a RUF advance around Serabu is haltd®RISiyMF troops and EO claims to have
dislodged the Malal Hills camps and Camp Lion, rafthich small groups of RUF fighters
surrender. RUF atrocities, in particular betweernaBd Moyamba, increase

13 November: RUF’s Isatu Kallon and James Maagalle arrested in Guinea and brought to
Freetown (and interrogated by EO), attempting t&ertheir way to Abidjan for preliminary
negotiations

RUF’s Agnes Jalloh, Philip Palmer, Fayia Musa BndMohamed Barrie reach Abidjan for peace-
negotiations and meet with three London-based &lexoneans; Ambrose Ganda, Omrie Golley
and Oluniyi Robin-Coker

December, EO captures Kono mining area from RUF

16 January, in a palace coup Strasser is replagdthada Bio

Foday Sankoh is airlifted to the Ivory Coast bg tCRC to meet Bio

A temporary cease-fire is agreed upon and battiggavant peace before elections (since only then
the RUF can take part in the electoral process)Bmu(under national and international pressure)
then agrees for elections to be held on 26 February

Despite the boycott of the RUF and some army segsrelections are held and after a run-off vote
Kabbah is sworn in on 29 March. He establishes li4party, multi-ethnic cabinet and continues
peace-negotiations with the RUF initiated by theRP

April, a ‘permanent’ ceasefire is agreed uponibutever effective.

EO suggests to implement a weekly war councluidiog EO, President Kabbah and senior
commanders from the three ECOMOG contingents. EDaaNigerian general persuade Kabbah to
“neutralize” the RUF headquarters and its seniapfe Kabbah authorizes this operation. (Hooper
2002)

Five days after the start of the attack on thgadtta by EO and Kamajor, Sankoh requests for a
ceasefire.

EO and the Nigerian general warn Kabbah thaRH& will not hold to the ceasefire

Large numbers of soldiers are returned to thealoks while the government increasingly depends
on Kamajors under the guidance of Deputy Minisfdbefence, Hinga Norman

Early May, three joint commissions start workmgpeace details

15 May, Ivoirian foreign minister reports that Rllas agreed to renounce the armed struggle.
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1999

178

September/October, Kamajor with EO attacks séwdd camps, in the Kambui Hills, Soro-
Gbema chiefdom and the Gola Forest, and surrounerBamp in the Kagari Hills

October, a vague coup attempt is unsuccessfukenglayers are arrested

November, Sankoh visits several camps by helaaptdiscuss draft peace deal

30 November, signing of the Abidjan peace-accdhds accords includes a cessation of hostilities,
conversion of RUF into a political party, a genexainesty, DDR for the combatants, downsizing
of the army and withdrawal of EO

December, breaking of cease-fire by all sides

RUF war council members Ibrahim Deen Jallohwife, Agnes Jalloh, and Fayia Musa move to
Freetown to prepare for the fuller incorporatiortted RUF in the government

Number of clashes between Kamajors and soldierease, apparently for control of diamonds and
other resources.

February, EO withdraws from Sierra Leone

February, Sankoh is arrested in Nigeria on wegaphiarges. RUF figures (Philip Palmer and Fayia
Musa) claim to take over the leadership, and inditiaat the peace process will continue, but they
are arrested by Sankoh-loyalist Sam “Maskita” BoigkdRUF attacks intensify as a reaction to
Sankoh’s capture.

Army starts an open revolt against the Kabbaleguwent as a reaction to increased government
support for civilian militias, including the planthelownsizing of the army from 15,000 to 6,000
troops and the shipment, and purchase of 5000 atimniffles intended for use by the Kamajo
militia

March, International Alert (at the request of thid) attempts to intervene between the UN and the
RUF after their relationship has broken down.

25 May, the military stages another successfupand AFRC takes over, inviting the RUF to

join. Sankoh, still in jail, accepts.

Major Johnny Paul Koroma becomes the new AFR@deand suspends the constitution and bans
all political parties. The absent Sankoh becomesite-chairman of the junta and AFRC and
RUF forces merge into a People’s Army.

June, Nigerian and Guinean troops remain in posishelling Freetown while civil defence units
harass junta forces upcountry.

July, junta calls for a national conference aad fitruly democratic” elections

August, ECOWAS imposes sanctions on the junta

October, Junta representatives and Nigerian ande@n foreign ministers for ECOWAS sign for a
six-month peace plan, including the restoratiothefconstitutional government, effective from 22
April 1998.

Skirmishes continue between ECOMOG and juntaefr€DF launch a campaign, “Black
December”, to immobilize junta activities in theopinces.

February, ordered by General Sanni Abacha, Nigefidrces together with CDF units, launch an
offensive against the AFRC and RUF alliance whgforced out of Freetown and several
provincial towns and retreats to the north and efte country (Buedu)

March, Kabbah returns to Freetown

Sankoh returns to Freetown in custody

July, UN Security Council agrees to send a nmifisbserver group to Sierra Leone

October 17th, 24 soldiers are executed by thegowent for their part in the coup and (in a
separate treason trial) Sankoh is sentenced th.dEais triggers more violence in the north and
east of the country and regrouped junta forces pushrds Freetown

December, rebels are within fifty kilometres a&&town

ECOMOG flies in reinforcements, junta forces ease their grip on Kono diamond fields,
Bockarie demands the “immediate and unconditioslglase” of Sankoh and peace through
dialogue

6 January, attack on Freetown. AFRC and RUF obeast and centre of the town but after one
week and 5000 deaths and numerous atrocities hidnay to retreat. Sankoh remains a prisoner
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- By the end of January, West African leaders (dusla negotiated settlement. Both Nigeria’s
military ruler Gen. Abdulsalami Abubakar and incomiFeb. 1999) Nigerian president, Olusegun
Obasanjo, hope to have all Nigerian troops ouhefdountry by March.

- Late February, UN SGSR (Secretary General's Sp&spresentative) in Sierra Leone. Francis
Okelo meets with RUF representatives in AbidjansTéads to preliminary talks in Lome where
Sankoh is now allowed to stay

- 25 May, detailed peace negotiations start afftempromise of the release of Sankoh and a ceasefire

- 7 July, a peace-agreement is signed includingepalvaring, a blanket amnesty and the
establishment of a TRC. The UN attaches a disclagaging that the amnesty does not apply to
international crimes against humanity. The ECOM@#®Bps are to be replaced by UN
peacekeepers and military observers.

- Implementation of peace-accord is painfully slevith limited access to RUF controlled areas and
non-implementation of DDR.

- Sam Bockarie flies to Liberia

May, peacekeepers and observers are seized RURan Makeni in a dispute over the return of

disarmed fighters, leading to the capture of ab@@ peacekeepers within days.

- A thousand British troops, initially based to tat the airport, are now deployed to protect
Freetown

- Protests led by women in front of Sankoh'’s resgdein Freetown results in 19 people killed,
Sankoh flees to the hills above Freetown, but jgwrad

- Koroma calls on current and former soldiers ia with CDF units to fight the RUF.

- UN SG recommends immediate reinforcement of #ecpkeepers from 9,250 to 13,000

- June, Liberian President Charles Taylor useffiisence to secure the release of hostages.

- August, British forces free hostages taken byhest Side Boys

- 14 August, an agreement between the United Na#iod the Government of Sierra Leone
pursuant to Security Council Resolution 1315 dalisa Special Court to prosecute war
criminalg™®?

- 10" of November: signing of Abuja peace accords.

- End of 2000 UNAMSIL has deployed 17,500 troops

May 2001 — January 2002: a total of 42,551 fightéemobilise.

18 January: Joint Declaration of End of War.
- May 2002: presidential elections won by SLPP ddete, Ahmad Tejan-Kabbah. RUF Political
party only receives 2.3% of the vote.

13 The Special Court is estimated to require a tiysee budget of $60 million. In contrast, Sierra he's total
judiciary payroll in 2001 amounted to only $215,d&&no 2003).
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Annex I

Overview interviewed ex-RUF combatants

Male/Female Date of interview District of  origin/date  of Rank
Age m=multiple conscription/type of conscription;

interviews (voluntary=v, coerced=c¢,

forced=f)

M 14 1996 Bo +/- 1994f Child Soldier (A
M 20 1996 1995f Fighter (A
M young 1996 1995f Abductee (A
M middle-aged 1996 1995f Abductee (B
F 23 2001 Kailahun +/- 1995v Female fighter (A
F 20 2001 Kenema 1998c Female fighter (B
F41 1998 Female clerk (A
M 37 2001 1991c Commander (A
M <30 2001 Kailahun 1991v Commander (B
M 2001 Kailahun 1994v Child soldier AFRC (A
M 14 2001 f Child soldier (B
M 15 2001 Koidu +/- 1993f Child soldier (C
M 17 2001 Bo 1995f Child soldier (D
M 16 2001 Kenema 1994f Child soldier (E
M 11 2001 Kono +/- 1999f Child soldier (F
M middle aged 2003m Moyamba 1992f Clerk (A
M 25 2003 Pujehun +/- 1997f Fighter (B
M 44 2003m Kailahun 1991v Commander (C
M 33 2003 m Kailahun 1991c Commander (D
M young 2003 Kailahun 1997f Signal Officer (A
M 33 2003 Western Area 1997f Military Police (A
M 33 2003 m Kailahun 1991v Commander (E
M middle age 2003 m 1993f Commander (F
M 33 2003 m Kailahun 1991v Commander (E
M 56 2003 Bo 1991f Dispenser (A
F 45 2003 Kailahun 19997?v Educational Officer (A
M 33 2003m Pujehun 1991c Signal Officer (B
F 29 2003 Pujehun 1991f Female fighter (C
F young 2003 Pujehun 1991f Female fighter (D
M 18 2003 Kailahun 1991f Child soldier (F
M 19 2003 Kailahun 1991f Child soldier (G
M 29 2003 Kenema 1994v Fighter AFRC (A
M 40 2003 Tonkolili 1992v Commander AFRC (A
M 36 2003 Bo 1994v Fighter (C
M 43 2003 Kailahun 1991v Fighter (D
M 35 2003 Kambia 1996v Fighter (E
M 28 2003 Kenema 1992f Fighter (F
M 39 2003 Kailahun 1991f Commander (F
M young 2003 Fighter (G
M 24 2003 Tonkolili 1998f Fighter (H
M young 2003 Pujehun? 1991v Commander (G
F young 1993v Female fighter (E
M 21 2001 Kailahun 1993 Child soldier AFRC (B
M young 2001 Kailahun 1993 Child soldier AFRC (C
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Voetpaden naar Reintegratie

Gewapend Conflict, Jeugd en de Rurale Crisis in Siea Leone

Samenvatting

Dit proefschrift gaat over de oorlog in Sierra Leohlet richt zich op een beruchte rebellen
groepering, haar jonge strijders en hun naoorlegstegratie proces. Het probeert inzicht te
geven in de wijze waarop de jongeren werden geredérd en hoe hun wereld eruit zag toen
zij deel uitmaakte van het rebellenleger. Tot glotdt ook hun demobilisatie en reintegratie
proces bestudeert. Dit alles in de context vanlaet dat in een diepe sociaal-economische
crisis verkeerde, waar vooral de jonge mensen omld@ oorlog verscheurde platteland de
gevolgen van ondervonden.

De introductievan dit proefschrift brengt ons naar het kleiredg Tongo, gelegen in het
oostelijk deel van het West-Afrikaanse land Sidremne. Het beschrijft de verschillende
aanvallen op dit diamantenrijke gebied door hetrgeogd gedomineerde rebellenleger; het
Revolutionary United Front of Sierra Leone (RUF)hdewel Tongo pas in 1994 voor het
eerst de gruwelijkheden van de oorlog direct ervbeerste er in Sierra Leone al vanaf 1991
oorlog tussen het RUF en drie opeenvolgende regimeseenpartij staat van het “All
People’'s Congress” van President Joseph Momohjilétire regime van de “National
Provisional Ruling Coucil” (1992-96) van dictatoaMntine Strasser en het gekozen regime
van President Ahmad Tejan Kabbah vanaf 1996.

Wat er gebeurde met Tongo - de herhaaldelijke diemvan gruwelijkheden die er
plaatsvonden - is tot op zekere hoogte represehtaior hetgeen er ook op andere plaatsen in
het land gebeurde. De gebeurtenissen en feitenls Zmproorbeeld de aanvallen, de
gruwelheden en de ontvoeringen, die plaatsvondd@mmngo en op andere plekken, als bewijs
worden gezien van de juistheid van drie nogal \ellende verklaringen voor de oorlog in
Sierra Leone en voor de aard en motivaties vandmre®r aan deelnemen. Volgens diegene
die geloven in de “Greed, not Grievance” (enkelzueiht en geen wrok) verklaring vond het
conflict in Sierra Leone plaats omdat er waardevathineralen aanwezig waren. De
hoofdrolspelers, en dan vooral toch de rebellenywaadt gesteld, werden door economische
motieven gedreven: vandaar de herhaaldelijke almvalan de rebellen op het
diamantenrijke Tongo!

Anderen stellen dat het conflict is veroorzaaktrddalthusiaanse factoren zoals populatie
druk en schaarsheid van land, welke op haar bewgr Wwonderhuidse primitivismen
blootlegde die mede aan hun cultuur moeten wordegesschreven.” (Danner, 1993). Deze
verklaring wordt (door de tegenstanders ervan)wek“New Barbarism” of de “apocalyptic
view” genoemd. Hier zou dan een verklaring mee wordegeven voor het gewelddadige
gedrag van de verschillende gewapende partijemdmei bijzonder van het RUF, tijdens
aanvallen zoals die plaatsvonden op Tongo en amidepen en steden.

Een derde verklaring ziet de oorzaken van hetlicbmh Sierra Leone als een gevolg van
de ineenstorting van de staat, welke gestructureasivolgens neo-patrimoniale principes.
De gevolgen van deze ineenstorting werden voorat gimgeren op het platteland ervaren,
die sowieso al een lage en kwetsbare sociaal-edsnbenstatus hadden. Uiteindelijk leidde
de hierdoor ontstaande spanningen tot een gewetfdaéxplosie. De constante
marginalisatie van de jeugd resulteerde in grosémeir van jonge mensen die uitgesloten
werden van de samenleving en als gevolg daarvama daswetsbaar waren voor de
ronselpraktijken van gewapende partijen; dit zoa d@ verklaring zijn voor de hoofdzakelijk
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jonge en vaak zelfs minderjarige strijders ondegédkederen van de gewapende partijen en
vooral onder die van de rebellen.

Er is veel inkt gebruikt om de hierboven genoemeidklaringen te verdedigen, echter met
een opvallend gebrek aan bewijs van diegene digwdaéelijk hebben deelgenomen aan het
conflict. Dit proefschrift probeert dit gebrek t@mspenseren door zich te richten op de
ervaringen en interpretaties van de protagoniséande oorlog, met bijzondere nadruk op de
tot nu toe genegeerde kaders van het RUF. Met kimzais wordt er opnieuw gekeken naar
de drie verklaringsmodellen. Oorlog is altijd coepken controversieel, en een genuanceerde
beoordeling van bewijs van ooggetuigen valt medstal prooi aan verwoede propaganda
gevechten. Het onlangs afgeronde onderzoek vanadeh®ids- en Verzoeningscommissie in
Sierra Leone voorziet ons van een belangrijke heleeed documentatie materiaal over de
oorlog en de bredere context ervan en is gebasgedke perspectieven en ervaringen van
velen en niet in de laatste plaats die van de giffelns. Desalniettemin moet men aannemen
dat vele voormalige strijders hun ervaringen eesgisiet hebben gedeeld met de commissie.
Naast de wijdverbreide en overdreven angst ondestrgders voor vervolging door het
Speciale Hof voor Oorlogsmisdaden in Sierra Lediggien hieraan ook vooral culturele
aspecten ten grondslag, zoals de algehele nadeutqpdnet platteland van Sierra Leone wordt
gelegd op het belang van geheimhouding. Geheimhgusipeelt een belangrijke rol in de
sociale cohesie in ruraal Sierra Leone. Het isa@lenrom niet zomaar te spreken, of zich als
vrijwilliger aan te melden, als daar niet nadrulkkedbm wordt gevraagd.

Ongetwijfeld zal er nog veel worden gediscussieevér de vraag hoe effectief de
Waarheids- en Verzoeningscommissie is geweestandwel de gebeurtenissen die tijdens de
oorlog plaatsvonden zo nauwkeurig mogelijk weer geven. Ondertussen volgt dit
proefschrift een ander lijn, namelijk die van eatr@pologische benadering waarbij over een
langere periode, stap voor stap een relatie vatroweven met de ex-strijders werd
opgebouwd. Als onderdeel van deze benadering wevdder meer verscheidende locaties
bezocht waar specifieke militaire operaties hadgmatsgevonden, met als doel het
stimuleren van het geheugen en het controleren hetgeen de ex-strijders vertelden.
lllustrerend voor deze benadering was het bezodkemieele ex-rebellen aan het voormalige
hoofdkwartier van het RUF, het junglekamp “Zogod&&n uren durende jungletocht over
smalle voetpaden bracht ons naar het sinds 199&tereren nu overwoekerde kamp van het
RUF.Zonder de uitleg van de voormalige strijderszeve slechts enkele voorwerpen op
voorbije bewoning zoals een kapotte accu of eeremls®l van een typemachine. De ex-
strijders echter wezen de plek aan waar ’s ochtédkereen verzamelde, de nog zichtbare
gaten in de grond waar eens de latrines zich beamgnde plekken waar hun hutten hadden
gestaan en waar de rebellen leider Foday Sankohéwadond.

Uiteindelijk dient deze focus op diegene welkeieddhebben meegedaan aan de oorlog
hoofdzakelijk een etnografisch doel; het verzametdseriaal is bedoeld om tot een beter
begrip te komen van hoe de oorlog werd ervaren degrotagonisten. Dit ervaringsgerichte
perspectief, zo word beargumenteerd, is belangrjkde oorlog te proberen te begrijpen en
daardoor ook voor het trachten te voorkomen varheeopleving ervan.

Het eerste hoofdstukeeft een duidelijk etnografische karakter. Hieordi interview
materiaal gepresenteerd met hen die actief hebketgehomen aan het conflict. De ex-
strijders antwoordden op een tweetal kernvrageriwa) denk je dat de oorlog veroorzaakt
heeft?’ en 2) ‘waarom heb je de wapens opgenomdrerne gaan vechten?’ Wellicht is het
geen verrassing dat, als men deze twee vragenasteltliegenen die vrijwillig de wapens
hebben opgenomen, de antwoorden op deze vragear edkarlappen, echter niet in alle
gevallen. Maar velen die meevochten bij de verkaitdle milities, en vooral zij die bij het
RUF hoorden, werden ontvoerd. Zij werden vervolgegsdwongen om voor de
desbetreffende gewapende factie te strijden. Degelie werden ontvoerd geven vaak twee
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verschillende antwoorden op de hierboven gestetdgewn, en antwoordend op de tweede
vraag verklaarden zij dat zij werden gedwongerh&itopnemen van de wapens, echter — en
wellicht verrassend — was dit niet altijd het gevaén aantal van diegenen die werden
ontvoerd door het RUF ontwikkelden toch een logékgevoel naar deze groepering.
Wellicht is dit een manifestatie van hetgeen psiadpen het Stockholm Syndroom noemen.
Een beroemd voorbeeld hiervan was de erfgenamg Ratrst, die ontvoerd werd door de
stedelijke guerrillagroepering, het “Symbionesedrdiion Army” uit Californié en na enige
tijd overtuigd aanhanger leek te zijn. Hoe dan dudt, is opvallend dat beide categorieén,
vrijwilligers en zij die waren ontvoerd, min of nredezelfde redenen noemen voor het
uitbreken van de oorlog. Nog opmerkelijker is hat deze redenen niet afhankelijk zijn van
de rank (gewone soldaat of officier), gewapenddida(CDF** RUF, SLAY), etnische
afkomst of de leeftijd van de geinterviewde exid#n. Samengevat stellen zij dat de
oorzaken van de oorlog moeten worden gezocht indmibreken van opleidings- en
arbeidsperspectieven voor de jeugd en het falete ainwil van de heersende klasse — vooral
op dorpsniveau — om diegenen die kwetsbaar en hepefden (weer in het bijzonder de
jeugd) te helpen en bij de samenleving te betrekkprv. te negeren en uit te sluiten. Dit
resulteerde vervolgens in een grote groep jongesemedie zichzelf als gemarginaliseerd en
buitengesloten zagen, en die bereid waren — of gedar alternatief zagen — de wapens op te
nemen.

Zijn deze door de ex-strijders naar voren gebmobdenen slechts rationalisaties achteraf,
een poging tot zelf rechtvaardiging of een voortheedn een collectief waanidee? Als dit
inderdaad het geval zou zijn dan zou het nog steedsuitdaging zijn om dit nader te
verklaren, te meer omdat voormalige vijanden toehetide analyses van de oorlog en haar
oorzaken geven. Maar wellicht zijn deze verklarmggebaseerd op factoren die
daadwerkelijk het conflict hebben veroorzaakt enogd. Daarom wordt er hoofdstuk 2
gekeken naar de geschiedenis van rurale gemeempschapSierra Leone en naar de rol van
de overheid. Hierdoor kan worden bepaald of en mlkev mate er een uitsluiting en
marginalisatie van jongeren heeft plaatsgevondenfete ex-strijders die zijn geinterviewd
tijdens het onderzoek — op grond van hun achtedyrein de hierdoor ontstaande sociale
klasse kunnen worden geplaatst.

Heeft er een sociale, politieke en economischauiiing van een segment van de rurale
jeugd heeft plaatsgevonden? Deze vraag staat akmirhet tweede hoofdstuk. De politieke
economie van ruraal Sierra Leone, beginnende bikaleniale periode — en vanaf de
afschaffing van binnenlandse slavernij in 1928 &t bijzonder — wordt gedomineerd door
onopgeloste spanningen tussen enerzijds de laritrele elite en anderzijds ontwrichte
kleine boeren of “vreemdelingen”. Hierin verscHilierra Leone niet van de situatie zoals
beschreven in Trevor Getz's recente analyse vamutide maatschappijen in Ghana en
Senegal na de afschaffing van de binnenlandsersiavelfs het proces van de uiteindelijke
afschaffing van deze vorm van slavernij, ten tiyga koloniaal voogdijschap, werd nog
gestuurd en gemanipuleerd door de dorpsleiderseddidrijvende elites, ter meerdere glorie
en voordeel van henzelf (Getz 2004).

Na de afschaffing van de slavernij ontbeerden desla&ven en hun kinderen en
kindskinderen noemenswaardige rechten met betrgkton land, eigendom en huwelijk.
Velen bleven, kaakstoot op de dag van vandaag,iae@n en ondergeschikten van een
gerontocratische rurale elite. Zij die hieraan peiden te ontkomen konden dit doen door
weg te trekken uit hun geboortedistrict, om zichrveigens te moeten vestigen in een
naburige district met de kwetsbare status van ‘mading”. Velen kozen er echter voor om
in de diamantenvelden te gaan werken, maar werden ¢p gewelddadige wijze

214 CDF: Civil Defence Force
215 SLA: the Sierra Leone Army
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gecontroleerd door (de door de staat beschermdepeeneurs van de diamanten industrie.
Dromen over het vinden van een grote diamant blerdel dromen en een cyclus tekende
zich af waarin periodes van graven naar diamanteor \een marginaal loon werden
afgewisseld met periodes in het dorp waar menamet Yerbouwde. Zij die niet bereid waren
om zichzelf weer onder de controle van de dorpsémebuderlingen te plaatsen, bleven
ronddwalen op het platteland waar zij probeerdesvezleven als dagloner en waar zij (soms)
ook betrokken raakten met licht criminele activai Deze uitzichtloze situatie van armoede
en marginalisatie reproduceerde zichzelf generatigeneratie. De kinderen van deze kleine
boeren en diamanten gravers hoopten steeds weeij dain het lot van hun ouders konden
ontsnappen door middel van een opleiding. Een nmedeiaat — hoe arm deze ook mag zijn —
wordt verondersteld om bepaalde basisvoorzieningeschikbaar te maken voor haar
inwoners, op basis van gelijkheid. Voorzieningenalzo primair onderwijs, basale
gezondheidszorg en gelijkheid voor de wet. Het pa&tpimoniale regime dat van 1967 tot
1991 de macht had in Sierra Leone voorzag slechreer geringe mate het merendeel van
haar burgers hierin, de hoofdstad, enkele provéteden en het Noorden van het land waar
zij haar machtsbasis had daargelaten. De grenkstneé Liberia werd een broeinest van
oppositie tegen dit regime, en werd daarom op Hzaurt gedurende een lange tijd
systematisch uitgesloten van de al weinige sostatezieningen. De locale bestuurlijke elite
(de dorpschefs) en (groot)grondbezitters hadderakbematief; zij konden hun kinderen naar
de steden sturen waar deze konden profiteren vanorerwijsvoorzieningen. De
gemarginaliseerde rurale armen werden echter hed kian de rekening. Een rurale
onderklasse, rijp om te worden gerekruteerd doaagende milities, werd gevormd.

Nu, na de oorlog, is het duidelijk dat de ex-deis en de burgers het in grote mate met
elkaar eens zijn over de oorzaken van het confli@ierra Leone. Deze oorzaken zijn echt en
vormen een integraal onderdeel van de geschiedarssmenleving van Sierra Leone. Mede
op grond daarvan luidt de belangrijkste hypothese dit proefschrift dan ook als volgt: het
RUF moet worden beschouwd als een extreem gewealglagstand van gemarginaliseerde
jonge rurale Sierra Leoners, welke op gang werdagib door de tekortkomingen van een
ineenstortende neo-patrimoniale éénpartij staat.

Voordat er in detail kan worden gekeken naar exegitbewijsmateriaal dat deze hypothese
bevestigt, is het van belang als de lezer een lfjkideerzicht krijgt van het tien jaar durende
conflict in Sierra Leone. Hoofdstuk Fobeert dit overzicht te geven en tevens wordtesr
puntsgewijs chronologisch overzicht gegeven vama&langrijkste gebeurtenissen. Sommige
van deze gebeurtenissen worden verder geillustreemd de hand van persoonlijke
herinneringen en commentaar van de ex-strijderbuwrgers die voor dit proefschrift zijn
geinterviewd. Veel van deze persoonlijke ervaringelen slechts zelden een plaats in een
officiéle geschiedenis van de oorlog, omdat zihzadspelen op een microsociologisch viak
(hebbende betrekking op zeer specifieke en loaalbegrtenissen). Toch is het belangrijk om
enige kennis van dit soort ervaringen en de ingtgbies daarvan te hebben, omdat dit
uiteindelijk de oorzaak kan zijn voor gewelddadigebeurtenissen op individueel of
groepsniveau.

Om een goed antwoord te kunnen geven op de hienbgestelde hypothese is kennis over
de oorlog niet voldoende. Inzicht in het RUF — haayanisatie vorm, haar overtuigingen en
haar militaire acties — is ook noodzakelijk. Ma&rlstuiten we op een probleem; het RUF is
een synoniem geworden voor extreem geweld, en alerd gemeden. Zoals een voormalige
Eerste Minister van het Verenigd Koninkrijk het nbetrekking tot de IRA in Noord lerland
zo grafisch stelde; “de zuurstof van publiciteit’erd ontzegd. Het RUF heeft haar
bedoelingen en overtuigingen slechts in enkele éenvoorstellen kenbaar gemaakt, en dit
beperkte aantal verklaringen werd in de regel garigdeerd en met minachting bezien, in het
bijzonder door enkele invloedrijke Sierra Leoonsstemschappers. Mede hierdoor komt het
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dat - los van het wijdverspreide doch diffuse beeld het RUF als zijnde een monsterlijke
organisatie — de kennis die voorhanden is overad# van het RUF vooral komt van diegenen
die ertegen waren. Wat vooral ontbreekt is kennes de achtergronden en motivaties van de
RUF strijders — gedurende lange tijd werden RUFaggen routineus geéxecuteerd door het
leger, in plaats van ondervraagd — en hoe de kavaeimet RUF en de gebieden onder haar
controle werden georganiseerd tijdens de eerste Vel het conflict. In_hoofdstuk wordt
getracht dit tekort te compenseren. Hier kijkenivde wereld van het RUF en komen meer
te weten over haar strategieén om rekruten te bind®er de organisatie van haar
basiskampen en over haar wetten, regels en palitdgdeén. Het wordt duidelijk dat het RUF
desertie van de ontvoerde rekruten probeerde tkoomn met meer middelen dan enkel het
gebruik van geweld of het dreigen hiermee. Gedwealed“junglekamp” periode (1994-1997)
ontstond er een bepaalde vorm en mentaliteit in REE - en structureerde zij haar
activiteiten volgens een bepaalde organisatorisaren — die gestoeld was op egalitaire
principes. Dit als antwoord op de cliéntelistisemeuitsluitende principes die dominant waren
in de samenleving sinds de afschaffing van de Imiamelse slavernij. Dit bewijs bevestigt,
maar nuanceert ook, de algemenere — meer doorededhgestuurde — speculaties over de
aard van het RUF zoals deze zijn gemaakt door Rishé1996). Uit hoofdstuk 4 wordt
duidelijk dat het RUF beter georganiseerd en geuliseerd was, en dat het striktere regels
had, dan haar tegenstanders bereid waren te gelBvienop haar beurt vraagt dan om een
goede verklaring naar het waarom van het gewelddaein misdadige gedrag van de RUF
strijders. RUF misdaden vonden vooral, maar zekerzeiet uitsluitend, vanaf 1996 plaats
toen de beweging met opzet werd buitengesloten heindemocratische politieke proces,
onder het mom van “Verkiezingen voor de vrede” wlaar het RUF werd uitgesloten van
deelname aan de verkiezingen. Deze opzettelijlguiting was wellicht een gevolg van de
pogingen van de VN en andere organisaties om heatjakbvredesproces te beheersen. De
verklaring voor de toenemende misdaden van het Wit in hoofdstuk 6 gegeven.

Uit het bewijs dat wordt gepresenteerd in hoofkigtwlijkt dat een van de beleidsdoelen
van het RUF (of althans van sommige secties vanlbmkerschap in de jungle) het promoten
van landbouw was, als kernpunt voor een ruralestoaimatie in Sierra Leone. Tot op zekere
hoogte was deze aandacht voor voedselproductieneedzakelijk gevolg van de situatie
waarin het RUF zich bevond. De strijders van heFRtbesten worden gevoed. Maar er zijn
sterke aanwijzingen dat zowel gewone als een aawiaaanstaande RUF leden oprecht
waren in hun betrokkenheid met veranderingen inaddbouw. Dit mag als een complete
verrassing komen voor hen die het RUF als een leiimweging zien met een urbane
wortels of voor hen die geloven dat het RUF voorahs geinteresseerd in de
diamantenrijkdom van het land. Maar als het indaddzo is dat vele RUF strijders tot een
rurale onderklasse behoorden met een zeer beperltespraak op land, bezit en
huwelijksrechten zal dit minder verrassend zijnt Hewijs voor de betrokkenheid van het
RUF met een specifieke agrarische ontwikkeling wortder in detail getoetst in hoofdstuk
5. Het bewijs dat een agrarische betrokkenheid \em l@epaalde groep binnen het RUF
oprecht waren, en niet slechts van opportunistisdmel, kan worden afgeleid het feit dat
verschillende groepen van RUF ex-strijders hebbekozen voor het uitvoeren van
agrarische projecten als onderdeel van hun rewmtiegsteun. Deze groepen en hun projecten
worden besproken. Zowel de collectieve wijze vamebpvan deze projecten en het feit dat
deze ex-strijders deze projecten zien als een zettirig van de strijd en idealen van het RUF,
maar dan met vreedzame middelen, zijn veelzeggeedmdingen. Een zekere mate van
succes — in een land bezaaid met de overblijfselan gefaalde agrarische
ontwikkelingsprojecten — geeft reden tot het heravegien van de aard van het RUF, voordat
het explodeerde in een chaotische en extreem gdadilye groepering na het (controversiéle)
mislukken van het Abidjan vredesproces.
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Hoofdstuk 6behandelt de hypothese van het RUF als zijndegseltaat van een jeugdige
rurale onderklasse die ten strijde trekt. Enkeledamentele aannames worden allereerst
getest. In de eerste plaats, waren de leden vaRWEthoofdzakelijk jeugdig en kwamen zij
inderdaad van het platteland? Er is namelijk egdwsrbreid en algemeen geaccepteerd idee
dat het RUF vooral bestond uit urbane proleten. Esrente studie - de zorgvuldig
uitgevoerde kwantitatieve en grootschalige analyse ex-strijders en hun achtergronden en
motivaties, Humprheys en Weinstein 2004 - bestujelze urbane mythe. De meeste RUF
kaders hadden een rurale achtergrond en behoootletetarmste klassen. Dit hoofdstuk
onderzoekt deze bevinding nog verder en stelt dairdanisatorische structuur van het RUF
een reflectie is van al aanwezige organisatorisairenen onder jongeren in ruraal Sierra
Leone. Tevens wordt het bewijs behandeld dat déeenatieve organisatorische structuur
specifiek bedoeld was om die mechanismen van smoaomische en politieke uitsluiting,
zoals deze werd ervaren door de kaders, te vermardjeruit wordt duidelijk waarom de
hoofdzakelijk gemarginaliseerde rurale jongerenvekeden ontvoerd door het RUF de ideeén
van het RUF aantrekkelijk begonnen te vinden, tagneenmaal door de factie waren
opgenomen. Deze aantrekkelijkheid was niet enkiedgeerd op objectieve rationaliteit — in
zekere mate kan de beweging worden begrepen alsoeenCargo Cultd®, er op uit zijnde
de minachting van de samenleving terug te draaien.

Alhoewel ik ruimte wil laten voor hen die het gepenteerde materiaal anders zouden
willen interpreteren, is het duidelijk dat de gédsode jungle kampen van het RUF een
alternatieve gemeenschap boden aan de rekruteaseg op meritocratische in plaats van
gerontocratische of patrimoniale principes. Hetligervan deze kampen, als gevolg van
militaire operaties van overheidsmilities, geholpdaor huurlingen, ten tijde van een
wapenstilstand, had als gevolg dat het RUF naafatale en instabiele paranoia afgleed. Het
verlies van de kampen ondermijnde de autoriteit dandeologische leiders en leidde ertoe
dat er een groep van meer instabiele strijdersdaamacht kwam. Het hoofdstuk eindigt met
een discussie van de “greed, not grievance” enneg ‘barbarism” verklaringen, en brengt
enkele tekortkomingen van deze naar voren. Het maatedat in dit proefschrift is
gepresenteerd wijst in de richting van een ruraisis; veroorzaakt door onopgeloste
spanningen tussen de landbezittende elite enereipd$vreemdelingen” of kleine boeren
anderzijds. Deze crisis werd versterkt en versdelol het ineenstorten van een patrimoniale
staat met als gevolg de buitensluiting en margsasik van jongeren.

Hoofdstuk 7 begint met een beschrijving van het ontwapeningsmobilisatie en
reintegratie (DDR’) proces van ex-strijders in Sierra Leone. Enkek®itkomingen van dit
programma worden besproken. De overheid van Siee@ne in het algemeen en het
Nationaal Comité voor Ontwapening, Demobilisatie Beintegratie (NCDDR) in het
bijzonder schoten tekort in het onderkennen en @adgaanpakken van de rurale crisis voor
jongeren in Sierra Leone en dus ook voor de tieredulen ex-strijders die onder de
verantwoordelijkheid vielen van NCDDR; meer danODQ. strijders zijn onder NCDDR
ontwapend en hebben reintegratie hulp gekregerfdipakelijk d.m.v. een vakopleiding en
gereedschap. Met deze rurale crisis wordt, zoalegge de dichotomie in de rurale
samenleving bedoeld tussen de heersende ruradeesiérzijds en de “vreemdelingen” en
kleine boeren anderzijds, waarbij de eerste gramp ciddel van haar vergaande controle

#1%Een cargo cultus is gebaseerd op de redenering:hpesergo propter: daarna en dus daarom. De inssone
van Papua, Yaliwan, Vanuatu en andere plaatsenh@tlop dat wanneer de koloniale bezetters havans e
landingsbanen bouwden, deze havens en landingsladuseel werden bezocht door schepen en vliegtuigen
vracht (cargo) afleverden. De lokale inwoners codetrden dat de schepen en vliegtuigen ariveeltdageaolg

van de gebouwde havens en landingsbanen, en besloteom hun eigen havens en landingsbanen te gaan
bouwen in de verwachting dat ook zij snel de eegskepen en vliegtuigen met vracht zouden mogerangen
(John FitxGerald 1996ny translatiof

2" DDR: Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration
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over de wetten tot het gebruik van land, arbeidydiijk en het gewoonterecht, arme rurale
jongeren exploiteerde en uiteindelijk marginaliskeerDoordat NCDDR de agrarische crisis
voor de jonge Sierra Leoners op het platteland oneerkende, kon het niet voorzien in de
vraag van de ex-strijders naar agrarische pakkettgplaats daarvan voorzag het reintegratie
programma in een aanbod van veelal op de stedejigteeden gerichte vakopleidingen
(illustrerend is computer training in deze), maan dveer helaas niet in die mate dat de
getrainden een redelijke kans maakten op de arbaidts. De uitvoerende organisaties van de
vakopleidingen ontbeerden soms de nodige expesfisgaren corrupt, met als gevolg dat
ongepaste en slecht afgeleverde programma’s toenahierbij kwam nog dat, door de
specifieke opzet van het DDR programma, zij dienterigkeerden naar hun geboortedorpen
in de meest afgelegen gebieden, het kwetsbaarsesmwaor het falen en de kwade praktijken
van de NCDDR staf. Het hoofdstuk sluit af met eeteamzetting van een alternatief
reintegratie traject, dat wel openstaat voor mgdedden binnen de agrarische sector, en dat
relevant zou kunnen zijn voor de nog grotere uitttagan het reintegreren van ex-strijders in
het naburige Liberia. De algemene conclusie die m#ar voren komt is dat — in plaats van
ex-strijders te laten reintegreren in een falendale samenleving — er vraag is naar een
nieuwe benadering die zich richt op de gehele eueal jeugdige onderklasse. DDR zou
daarom moeten worden gevolgd door een op de jeegdémteerde agrarische transformatie.

Hoofdstuk 8beschrijft een drietal reintegratie trajecten. @it de problemen te illustreren
waarop de ex-strijders, en jeugd in het algemeedei ten dage stuiten waarneer zij proberen
de kwesties die verantwoordelijk waren voor hunvaakelijke marginalisatie en uitsluiting
achter zich te laten. De eerste case beschrijftweatal dorpjes op het platteland van Sierra
Leone en gaat in op de relatie tussen de ouderliegede jeugd na terugkomst. Het wordt
duidelijk dat er een soort van “jeugdemancipatieéft plaatsgevonden en dat de ouderlingen
de jeugd niet langer kunnen uitbuiten zoals ze nleder de oorlog op grond van aanspraken
op de autoriteit van het “gewoonterecht”. Waar thetreintegratie van ex-strijders betreft,
zoals in het geval van het tweede dorpje, heef (mrgdemancipatie (of beter gezegd, “door
de oorlog gegenereerde waarden”) zich zover onwsltkklat het soms niet meer kan worden
overbrugd binnen de meer traditionele dorpssamamgjevDe tweede case beschrijft de
spanningen tussen enerzijds een terugkerende klaasgrondbezitters en haar pogingen om
de patrimoniale wijze van bestuur te herinvoeren aglerzijds een grote groep van
“vreemdelingen” en jeugdigen zonder direct aanweezigrwantschapsbanden, in dit geval ex
RUF strijders, die het moeilijk vinden zichzelf tmderwerpen aan de meer traditioneel
ingestelde groep van grondbezitters. Deze spanmingerden beschreven tegen de
achtergrond van het mijnstadje Tongo, beschrevele imtroductie, en spelen zich af rond het
probleem van huisvesting. De laatste case die wbedichreven geeft een gedeeltelijk
antwoord op het alom aanwezige probleem van eerrke@manbod van banen en de
onbehoorlijke controle van patrimoniale ouderlingesmr de arbeid van jeugd. Het beschrijft
een interessante urbane economische niche vo@xestijders die onwillig zijn om terug te
keren naar hun rurale gemeenschappen. Sommige &aa eX-strijders verdienen hun
dagelijks brood als taxi chauffeur op een motort &ze ontwikkeling zo bijzonder maakt —
lost van het feit dat het een volledig nieuwe okka&ling is — is dat deze motorrijders zichzelf
in een vakbond hebben georganiseerd, die qua sajansche opzet lijkt te zijn gebaseerd
op de organisatievorm van de door hen achter ztiten gewapende milities.

Wat alle beschreven cases laten zien is hoe darecomplex het reintegratie proces is. Of
de reintegratie van ex-strijders in Sierra Leore seces of een mislukking wordt hangt niet
af van de specifieke hulpprogramma’s maar of deratpe situatie die jongeren (meisjes,
zowel als jongens) in rurale gebieden zo kwetslmaakt voor de ronselpraktijken van
milities kan worden veranderd.
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