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Abstract
A leading scholar of humanitarian intervention, Chris Brown (2002) refers to British internal politics to satisfy the influential church and other nonconformist libertarian community leaders, and above all ‘undermining Britain’s competitors, such as Spain and Portugal, who were still reliant on slave labour to power their economies, as the principal motivation for calls to end the slave trade than any genuine humanitarian concerns of racial equality or global justice. Drawing on an empirical exploration, this article seeks to draw a parallel between this politics of humanitarian intervention which characterised the abolition movement, albeit rarely recognised in the academic literature, and the British intervention to end the almost 11 year civil war in Sierra Leone. The article will conclude with a discussion on the implications of this politics of humanitarian intervention in the reconstruction of post conflict Sierra Leone.
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The 1990s saw the notion of humanitarian intervention facing somewhat inexplicable challenges, especially in Africa and the former Yugoslavia. Why do states intervene to address human rights violations in some countries and not others? What is considered just war/intervention or unjust war/non-intervention? Why Yugoslavia and not Africa? Or to be more specific: why Kosovo and not Sierra Leone when the conflicts in the two countries peaked almost the same time in the late 90s.  The civil war in Sierra Leone started on March 23 1991 by a small group of rebels of the Revolutionary United Front of Foday Sankoh from their base in Liberia capturing the eastern border town of Beudu. It quickly joined the growing list of Africa’s forgotten wars. Its former colonial master Britain shied away from getting involved on humanitarian grounds until 10 years later after lots of lives and property had been wasted. How can we explain this delayed humanitarian intervention on the side of Britain-the empire? 
As noted in elsewhere (Shaw,2007), I argue that the initial I- -don’t-care attitude of the British government was  informed more  by historical empathy/distance frames than empathy/critical frames in the mainstream Western media news discourse
. The focusing of media attention on the cultural subjectivity factor of the war can be explained in terms of their determination to use it to reinforce the empathy/distance frame and, by extension, non-intervention, in efforts to quickly end it. The aim of this article is two-fold: first, it seeks to demonstrate that Britain only started to show any interest to intervene and end the war in Sierra Leone when their political and economic interests were fundamentally threatened, and finally to draw parallels between this kind of problematic, or politics of, humanitarian intervention and that of the response of the British empire to end the slave trade. 
Researchers hold different views on what is considered as the best definition of humanitarian intervention. There are two broad definitions: first, in the form of aid programmes to help victims of war or other humanitarian crises, and the form of military intervention for the protection and promotion of human rights; one or both.  
Terry Nardin defended the moral basis of humanitarian intervention despite its drawback of its more contemporary traditional Westphalian state sovereignty interpretation embedded in international law and the UN charter by pointing to the more traditional interpretation of natural law or common morality which sees humanitarian intervention ‘as an expression of the basic moral duty to protect the innocent from violence’ (Nardin, 2002; 70).  International Relations scholar Hedley Bull defines intervention as ‘dictatorial or coercive interference, by an outside party or parties, in the sphere of jurisdiction of a sovereign state, or more broadly of an independent political community’, (1984; 1). But Caney dismisses Bull’s words ‘dictatorial’ and ‘interference’ as being too pejorative and  partial, and suggested instead ‘coecive action’.
But if as Simon Caney (2000) argues, there is a case for intervention on humanitarian grounds, why the lack of political will on the part of the international community to act quickly in Somalia, Rwanda, Liberia and Sierra Leone like it did in Kosovo and other parts of the world? ‘By all accounts, as we shall see in this study on Sierra Leone, all three exceptions to the Westphalia norm advanced by John Stuart Mill in his famous 1859 Treatise of liberty –-containing two or more political communities ; counter-intervention ; and gross human rights violations (Walzer, 1992)—as well as most of the justifications for humanitarian intervention (Caney, 2000 ; Dower, 2000)  were as present in the conflict in Sierra Leone as in  those in other parts of  the world, including Kosovo (Shaw,2007 ; 355).

A leading scholar of humanitarian intervention, Chris Brown (2002) refers to British internal politics to satisfy the influential church and other nonconformist libertarian community leaders, and above all ‘undermining Britain’s competitors, such as Spain and Portugal, who were still reliant on slave labour to power their economies, as the principal motivation for calls to end the slave trade than any genuine humanitarian concerns of racial equality or global justice.
The article is structured into four parts: the first looks at the politics of humanitarian intervention; second, the political parallels of the British response to end the slave trade and the civil war; third, the economic parallels of the British response to end the slave trade and the civil war; and finally concludes with a discussion on the implications of this politics of humanitarian intervention in the representation and reconstruction of post conflict Sierra Leone.

1) The politics of humanitarian intervention 
For humanitarian intervention to be legitimate and hence cosmopolitan it must be apolitical. It must be based on human rights and global justice, and not politics. It must be seen to be free from all forms of baggage, be they political, economic or cultural. However Africa is often seen in the West through the lenses of the 16th and 17th centuries, the days of the trans-Atlantic slave trade when Africans were largely seen to be good only as commodities to be sold
. Shaw (2007;353) argues, ‘this dehumanising and basket-case representation of Africa and Africans as a continent and a people reinforcing their hopelessness and helplessness dating back to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries largely forms the basis of present-day racism that continues to undermine the realisation of universal human rights’.
In the 1980s and 90s Africa was torn by nine wars, numerous other instances of large scale violent conflicts that exacted a great toll on the continent in terms of the destruction of life and property(Kieh, 2000). Kieh (2000) argues that the « sanctity of state sovereignty » informed by the primacy of the Westphalian Treatise of 1648, constrained international intervention in civil wars during the the Cold War era (Chopra and Weiss 1992; Hehir 1995). The Westphalia principle was inspired by the argument that ‘states will invoke humanitarian reasons while pursuing other objectives through military intervention’ (Hehir, 1995). 
Linking liberalism-cosmopolitanism nexus to the Westphalia order of state sovereignty Vs humanitarian intervention, Chris Brown argues that the post Westphalia first introduced in 1648 and ushered in 1945 had contradictory characteristics. First it instituted a set of new human rights and second, at the same time, introduced a strict norm of non-intervention-that is ‘both human rights and non-intervention are substantially new ideas, and it is a mistake to regard one as representing an old order displaced by the other’(Brown, 2002).  Realists hold the view that states are rational egoists who seek to promote their materialist interests in foreign policy (Morgenthau; 1948). Political realism assumes that state leaders have a primary ethical responsibility to protect the national community and that while this does not preclude moral action in foreign policy it is commitment to the former that takes precedence. Wheeler sees realism as predicated on a particular conception of the relationship between citizens and strangers that privileges what Robert H. Jackson calls an ethic of “national responsibility”(Wheeler, 1999;175). Realists believe that a country’s vital strategic interests must be put above an action to save the lives of fellow humans; this runs contrary to what cosmopolitans stand for. 

And yet Chris Brown notes that humanitarian intervention is generally seen as a non-realist, even anti-realist, idea but disagrees with the idea that intervention to protect human rights can be deemed not to be ‘humanitarian’ because there is an implicit materialist motive driving it. He argues that it is the positive effects of the intervention and not the motives of the intervener that should count. Brown went the extra mile to say that his position is not only based on the abstract because looking at the history of the Westphalia doctrine ‘less unambiguously humanitarian effects’ have often resulted from action driven by ‘very un-humanitarian concerns’. More still, even where humanitarian motives existed they have often been punctuated with ‘ethnocentric, racist assumptions’ (Brown, 2002; 154-155).  Brown therefore argues that even if the Kosovo war was not fought as part of some grand US master plan to control the Euroasian continent, it certainly was fought partly in order to preserve NATO’s credibility. Despite this political motive, the NATO intervention is said to have halted the ethnic cleaning of the Albanians by the Serbs in Kosovo. Little wonder that the official justifications employed to support the intervention ostensibly implied a right to intervene even when there was no explicit UN authorisation. Hence the intervention was deemed not legal but legitimate.  Wheeler conceptualises legal and legitimate interventions as pluralist and solidarist respectively. In the case of pluralism, enforcement action is only justified if it upholds international order and is sanctioned by the Security Council while solidarism maintains that humanitarian intervention is valid as an end in itself, and hence permissible even in the absence of UN authorisation. (Wheeler, 1999; 175). It is this spirit of international humanitarian legitimacy or solidarism that Kant and others conceptualise as cosmopolitanism. 

However, the post-cold war witnessed a paradigm shift as the international community began to relax the Westphalia Treaty to accommodate intervention in countries facing conflicts involving serious human rights violations. Martin Wight argues that the Westphalia doctrine may be breached in the context of 'Western values in International Relations' in response to 'gross violations of human dignity' (Wight;1966). Yet Africa was the home of the world’s most cruel wars during this period; we saw how humanitarian intervention came little too late in Somalia, Rwanda, Liberia and Sierra Leone after all the huge human suffering and deaths, hence defeating its whole cosmopolitan purpose.  Shaw (2007 ; 354-355) argues that  ‘if  humanitarian intervention is a ‘coercive action’
 by an external agency in a sovereign state, with the expressed, but not exclusive, intention to protect the welfare of the members of that state, the  inertia of the international community as far as Africa is concerned raises a fundamental question of global justice.’ 

Small wonder that realists are questioning the motives of intervening states, and by extension, of the likelihood of genuine humanitarian intervention (Morgenthau 1967; 430). Benn and Peters (1959; 361, cited in Caney, 2000) argue that ‘states rarely act out of altruism and contend that they will usually intervene to further their national interests rather than the fundamental rights of people abroad’.  These national interests can be either political or economic in nature. Buzan (1994; 89) for instance notes, ‘economics and politics are different analytical sectors of a single reality; views of reality through different analytical lenses, and like all lenses, each brings something into clearer focus while pushing others into the background.’ One key interplay between the two sectors is the ‘linking of anarchic political structures and capitalist economic ones’ (Buzan, 1994; 90).   The political economy of humanitarian intervention can hence be conceptualised in terms of the centre-periphery thesis that is the possibilities of integration or fragmentation in the centre, and of intervention in the periphery. Capitalism—the maximisation of profits—is more likely to take place when there is no evident central authority. 

 Caney (2000; 131) warns that humanitarian intervention so far largely remains ‘a « reactive » policy that is adopted after people’s needs and rights have been harmed’. Shaw (2007; 367) argues that this largely explains the high failure rate of humanitarian interventions, especially to avert distance crises such as those we have examined in this paper’. Shaw opts for a way out by going along with Caney’s (2000 ; 131) strong case for tackling the roots of these problems and seeking to prevent them from occurring rather than responding to them once they have arisen (a view also shared by Parekh, 1968 ; Booth, 1995 ; 121) ; Pogge, 1992 ;100-1.  Hence it is this preventive or pro-active humanitarian intervention that makes the intervention itself achieve the holistic human rights principle of cosmopolitanism or global justice. Humanitarian intervention can only be seen to be right when it is done pro-actively –intervene when the crisis erupts with human rights violations—instead of waiting until things get worse or when the political or economic stakes are high. It is in this context that this article sees the British intervention in Sierra Leone to end the civil war in 2000 as nothing near humanitarian intervention.  A humanitarian intervention cannot be said to be holistic if, as Bellamy (2002) puts it, it is not legitimate and effective, what he calls ‘pragmatic solidarism’, which encourages moral interrogation and speculation whilst teaching us to learn to live with the contradictions and fallibilism of intervention that flow from acknowledging the difficulty of grounding our conversations on an abstract concept of ‘common humanity’ (Bellamy, 2002; 474).
Albert & Kopp-Malek (2002; 453-54) describes this legitimate and effective type of HI as a form of politics ‘beyond Westphalia’ –politics beyond the semantically safe realm of the modern nation-state. In his recent study, Ulrick Beck (2000) offers one of ‘the most powerful attempts in recent social theorising to thoroughly think through the consequences of what it means to overcome the conceptual and methodological limitations’ imposed by the statist or Westphalia doctrine (Albert & Kopp-Malek; 453). The communitarians or followers of the Westphalia doctrine believe that HI based on cosmopolitanism threatens international order. In line with this thinking Robert Jackson asserted: ‘in my view, the stability of international society, especially the unity of the great powers, is more important, indeed far more important than minority rights and humanitarian protection in Yugoslavia or any other country—if we have to choose between those two sets of values (Jackson, 2000; 291 cited in Bellamy, 2002; 476-7). Cosmopolitanism in contrast takes the individual as the starting point; in the context of Rawl’s natural law principle, it suggests that the individual is a pre-political person imbued with rights by virtue of his or her humanity prior to any other social engagement.
Immanual Kant advocated a lawful form of international association based on the cosmopolitan principle of interdependence. In an ideal cosmopolitan world therefore human rights are believed to be held equally by each person; if that is the case cosmopolitans argue that there can be common interest in their promotion and protection. ‘A cosmopolitan community comes into being when a violation of human rights is felt to be of concern to the whole international community regardless of where it occurs’(Anderson-Gold (2001;21). However, this so far remains rhetoric. The case of why the international community acted to avert mass killings in Kosovo but not so in the case of Somalia, Rwanda and Sierra Leone to name but a few African crises, is indeed one such critical example of what is so far a ‘rhetorical cosmopolitanism. And all this despite what Martin Shaw referred to in the immediate post-cold war period as the beginning of the emergence of ‘global civil society in which members of global society’ are beginning to make the state system responsible the same way in which national civil societies had hitherto called for the accountability of the sovereign states. (Martin Shaw, 1994; 132). At the centre of the development of global civil society is what Martin Shaw called the concept of global responsibility
 citing the cases of Western intervention to protect the Kurds and that in Bosnia-Herzegovina on purely humanitarian grounds. 

And yet while these recent interventions themselves represented some serious blows, directly or indirectly, to the Westphalia principle of state-sovereignty and non-intervention, Shaw argues that there is little or nothing to suggest that states, especially in the West, are in a hurry to let go their sovereignty in a large way, let alone entirely, to the principles of global responsibility (Ibid). What we have instead seen in recent years is the constant conflict between the instincts of statesmen to maintain the principles of state sovereignty and non-intervention, and the pressure from global civil society to overcome them. And yet while the Westphalia norm of non-intervention did not hold sway for too long in the case of the Kurds and former Yugoslavia culminating into the NATO military intervention in the case of the latter to stop the ethnic cleansing of the minority Muslim Albanians of Kosovo against the onslaught of the Serbian regime of Slobodan Milosevic, it won the day, sadly enough, when it came down to Somalia, Rwanda and Sierra Leone. Moreover, the ‘virtually unprecedented proposal for Kurdish safe havens’ was made possible by the evocative and often highly critical media coverage of Kurdish refugees fleeing from Saddam Hussein’s forces. (Martin Shaw, 1996; 88a)
And yet all three exceptions to the Westphalia doctrine as advocated by John Stuart Mill in his famous 1859 Treatise of Liberty –-containing two or more political communities; counter-intervention; and gross human rights violations(Walzer ;1992)—as well as most of the justifications for humanitarian intervention were as present in the conflict in Sierra Leone as in those in other parts of the world, including Kossovo.(Shaw, 2007; 355 ; Caney,2000 ; Dower,2000).    Moreover, all of Michael Walzer’s five just war principles that justify intervention –just cause, proportionality, least awful option, legitimate authority and low costs—were as present in these distant countries as they were in Kosovo (Walzer,1992). That Sierra Leone therefore met all criteria to qualify for humanitarian military intervention raises  the question as to why it failed to attract  international attention and action. 

Well some political realists would argue that Sierra Leone did not serve any geo-strategic interest to make Britain and the rest of the international community to risk the lives of their soldiers in the name of humanitarian solidarism. No wonder at the height of the civil war in Sierra Leone in the late 90s the British were only interested in intervening when their national interest was threatened and not because of any genuine humanitarian concern to protect the people of Sierra Leone who were considered the ‘other’ . And yet  when I raised the question at a  Reporting the World Round Table in London on May 16 2001 that if something is not of particular national interest to Great Britain then it is not taken seriously by the British media and public, the BBC News night correspondent  said : 
Just to pick on that point. I think it is inevitable that the British media will follow if British troops are sent into a place. That is the national interest there and I think it’s wrong to knock that because it’s going to happen whether you like it or not. In terms of DRC, on behalf Newsnight, yes we don’t do enough. I haven’t been to Africa for just over a year when we spoke to Foday Sankoh just before he got captured so now we can’t afford a permanent Africa correspondent. 

It should not therefore be seen as a surprise that it is was only on the very few occasions that  Sierra Leone  served such geo-strategic interest  such as the support for the British private military Company Sandline that was contracted by the exiled Sierra Leone government to to supply arms to be used by the Nigerian led West African ECOMOG intervention force as well the evacuation of Britons and other Europeans when things really came to a head for example the January 6 1999 invasion of Freetown by the rebel coalition, among political factors,  that the British showed any sign of interest in getting involved.  And for what ever way  you look at it Sierra Leone  also passed as a case of “supreme humanitarian emergency” to borrow the words of Wheeler and Walzer, which provides justification for lives to be risked.(Wheeler, 2003 ; Walzer,1992).  A supreme emergency is said to exist ‘when the danger is so imminent, the character of the threat so horrifying, and when there is no other option available to assure the survival of a particular moral community than violating the rule against targeting civilians (Wheeler, 2003 ;173). When human beings face genocide, mass murder or ethnic cleansing, or even when they are in an imminent danger of losing their life or facing appalling hardship, and where the only chance of surviving is military intervention, they are believed to constitute a supreme humanitarian emergency.  But as Wheeler argues what passes as supreme humanitarian emergency may be open to political manipulation by the intervening parties(Ibid). Sometimes states’ decision to intervene or not is determined by which of the belligerents they are supporting for some strategic interests while on other occasions they are determined by which of the belligerents are perpetrating most of the human rights violations and hence justifying a situation of supreme humanitarian emergency. Sometimes the perpetrators of human rights violations for example mass killings come from the government side and sometimes from that of the insurgents or invaders (Shaw, 2010 –forthcoming).
2) political parallels of the British response to end the slave trade and the civil war
During the period of the abolition movement in the first half of the 19th century, the British Government led a campaign, spearheaded by the Royal Navy, to end the slave trade. But according to Chris Brown (2002; 156) it is not clear as to whether this campaign was based on genuine humanitarianism or some political point scoring opportunity. The slave trade lasted over 300 years before Britain and other Western powers suddenly realised that it was time to quit the trade. This had more to do with the change in the balance of power following the American Revolution in the 18th century than any form of humanitarian consideration. It also had to with geopolitics since, as Chris Brown (2002) puts it, the new British campaign to end the slave trade sought to undermine Britain’s competitors who were still reliant on slave labour. In the forefront of these competitors were Spain and Portugal that had made a lot of wealth out of the inhuman trade. 
A parallel can be drawn here between this British geopolitical interest-motivated humanitarian concern and that shown to end the civil war in Sierra Leone. The British government did not show interest in ending the conflict in Sierra Leone until it became apparent that the French were using their surrogate in the West African region, Liberian president Charles Taylor to spread their influence in diamond rich Sierra Leone through the RUF rebels of Foday Sankoh. 
 The Sierra Leone war quickly turned out to be a pawn in the historic Franco-British rivalry dating back to ‘Fashoda’ in Egypt in the 19th century.  The Fashoda Incident (1898) marked the climax of imperial  territorial disputes between the United Kingdom and France in Eastern Africa; it brought the two colonial rival countries very close to war but ended  in a diplomatic victory for the UK. It is held to have given rise to the 'Fashoda syndrome' in French foreign policy  more or less meaning assertion of French influence in areas which may be becoming susceptible to British influence (Bates, 1984). This explains the strong media interest in the historic meeting in the Ghanaian capital Accra between British Foreign minister Robin Cook and his French counter-part  Hubert Vedrine with the main aim of reconciling their strategic, or geopolitical, interests in Africa. It was as if they were re-playing ‘Fashoda’. This came on the heels of the ‘Saint Malo Declaration’ by Blair and Chirac in December 1998 where the two agreed to share information and in a way put an end to their rivalry in Africa. Still,  that Nigeria , largely considered as the region’s ‘Big Brother’, was excluded from attending the Accra meeting of British and French diplomats convened by the visiting foreign ministers exposed the rivalry between this country on one hand and francophone West Africa  on the other. At the centre of this rivalry was of course the conflict of geopolitical interests: While the francophone West African countries led by Ivory Coast and Togo, and allegedly supported by France, preferred a diplomatic solution to resolve the war, Nigeria, with the alleged backing of Britain, opted for the military one.
There is also the argument that the abolition campaign was in direct response to the radical developments of British politics signalling the emergence of new and energetic liberal politicians like Granville Sharp, William Wilberforce etc, and above all the attempt by the British government to appease them and other non-conformist sections of the community (Kaufman & Pape, 1999; 361-368). But as Chris Brown notes, ‘to be against the slave trade was quite compatible with racist and imperialist allegiances and a selfish concern for British interests, although the latter were not defined in the materialist way favoured by realists(Brown, 2002;156).
 In fact according to Kup (1975) most members of the British abolition movement were evangelists, businessmen and conservatives. Some of them came together to form the Sierra Leone Company and they usually met at Conservative MP and banker Henry Thornton’s house on Clapham Common. Although Granville Sharp was the man credited as founder of the company and Freetown as the ‘province of freedom’ where 400 freed slaves, including whites, were settled, Thornton was elected chairman. Other members were Thomas Clarkson who was the only non-conservative. Britain declared the slave trade illegal in 1807 and Freetown then became a base for enforcing the laws against it with Royal Navy patrolling the coast and interpreting ships for adjudication in the Vice-Admiralty Court…(Kup, 1975;1975). And although the Freetown settlement served the British government geo-strategic interest, the Sierra Leone company that was running it was left as ‘independent and unsupported as was compatible by its creation by an act of Parliament’; philanthropy quickly gave way to commerce as the directors of the company started to ask the settlers to pay for their plots of land. This was how the hut tax was introduced; this was to spark the hut tax rebellion led by Bai Bureh of Kasseh. The idea for people to pay tax for their own houses was considered allien by the locals hence the rebellious reaction.
A parallel can be drawn between the British political and geo-strategic interest lucking behind the shadows of humanitarianism in providing arms length backing for  British activists and philanthropists in the abolition movement and that in backing British relief agencies, mercenary companies etc to end the civil war. Sam Kiley spins the British national interest in this article: 
Despite UN sanctions banning the supply of any arms to the war-torn West African country, 35 tonnes of small arms, mainly Kalashnikov assault rifles, were delivered from Bulgaria in February to strengthen the Nigerian-led Ecomog force of about 6,000 men and supporters of President Kabbah, the democratically elected leader”. (11/05/98) « Sandline weapons still being used to crush rebel force » Times, Sam Kiley 
Sam Kiley goes on to heap praise on British High Commissioner to Sierra Leone Peter Penfold for his brave role in facilitating the bursting of the UN arms embargo by the British private military company (mercernaries) and condemned Foreign secretary Robin Cook for backtracking on the Sandline affair.  While Cook was presented as the ‘bad’ guy Penfold was presented as the ‘good’ guy. Kiley reports that Cook was hated in Sierra Leone because he ordered the suspension of Penfold pending investigation into the matter.  Here Peter Penfold could be likened to British liberal politicians and Philantropists  such as Granville Sharp, William Wilberforce and Thomas Clarkson who with all their show of humanitarianism had political and economic agendas covertly involved in the operations of British companies overseas.   
Moreover, since some of the settlers in Freetown were white British another parallel can also be drawn between the presence of the British Navy fleets to control the Atlantic waters and provide support and protection for their people when necessary and the attempts by the British Government to launch raids with the aim of liberating their officials and troops kidnapped by rebel militias during the civil war.  Alex Duval Smith of the Independent writes how British Warship HMS Norfolk sits off the coast of Freetown mainly to keep watch and provide protection for their people, including relief workers whenever necessary: 

« Navy stands by as Freetown suffers » 

PUBLICITY-CONSCIOUS, even down to the press information kit, the Royal Navy, in the shape of the Warship HMS Norfolk, sits off Freetown, pondering how best one might portray one’s role in this particular African humanitarian crisis.

 “You wanted to take a photograph of a sailor leaning against a machine-gun on deck?” said Lieutenant-Commander Alison Towler, supplies officer with responsibility for public relations. “That really is not the image we need to project. The machine-guns are here to protect us. The ship is here purely in a humanitarian role”.

On land, in the smoking capital of Sierra Leone, thousands of people sheltering from bullets and butchery in a football stadium would like to see the fruits of Britain’s humanitarian role. Or the vegetables. There was a press conference here two days ago with talk of 3.3 tonnes of British medical aid. But yesterday all you could get in Siaka Stephens Staduim were anti-malarials and diarrhoea cures from UNICEF…

22/01/99 FOREIGN NEWS. (The Independent, Alex Duval Smith
The kidnapping of forty people, including five British officials,  by the West Side Boys played into the hands of Times Africa correspondent Sam Kiley who used it to vilify the Lome Peace Accord of 07 July 1999, and who blamed his country’s authorities, among others in the West, to have given it their support (Kiley, 07/08/1999). 
 The West Side Boys was a rebel militia made up of renegade soldiers loyal to Johnny Paul Koroma’s former AFRC junta operating around the okra hill area, some 47 miles to the capital, Freetown. The mass evacuations of British nationals from Sierra Leone to British ships on the Atlantic Ocean at the height of the conflict and 1997 and 1999 also go to demonstrate how issues of national and geo-strategic interests rather than any genuine concern to end the civil war were equally at play here.  This article by the Guardian is instructive here: 

UK troops for Sierra Leone

Flight from Freetown: Britons evacuated as civil war worsens

Richard Norton-Taylor and Chris McGreal

Monday May 8, 2000 the Guardian 
A battalion of 700 British paratroopers were flying into Sierra Leone last night as the rapidly deteriorating security situation persuaded the government to advise all Britons with no essential reason to remain to leave the West African country. 

The mobilisation of the paras, who flew out in three planes from RAF Brize Norton in Oxfordshire, follows the arrival in the Sierra Leone capital on Saturday of a 15-strong "technical assistance" team from the ministry of defence permanent joint headquarters. Two RAF Hercules transport aircraft were on standby in nearby Senegal. Geoff Hoon, the defence secretary, said he was also deploying the helicopter carrier HMS Ocean, the frigate HMS Chatham and three support ships as a precautionary measure to safeguard the safety of British nationals… 

The political stakes involving the freeing and evacuation of their own nationals and protect business activites were the main drivers of the mobilisation of the 700 British paratroopers. 

The confinement of British government activities relating to the effective implementation of the abolition laws to the colony of Freetown where British evangelists and businessmen operated can also be compared to the concentration of rescue efforts by the British Marines in the capital Freetown and the surrounding areas.
3) Economic parallels of the British response to end the slave trade and the civil war
Economic gains to the British government and people of the abolition of the slave trade were tellingly a major motivation for the interest and campaign. In his influential book ‘How Europe underdeveloped Africa’, Walter Rodney (1972) argues there are strong economic links between slave trade and colonialism, and that the latter is a continuation of the other with a problematic pretension of a ‘civilising mission’.  The argument is therefore made that the British were interested in the abolition not necessarily because of genuine humanitarian concerns but because it fundamentally served the trade and economic interest of the empire in undermining rival European powers such as Spain and Portugal who were in the forefront in the trade in slaves across the Atlantic . This was evident in the costly investment of 1.78% of the British national product, which is even higher than its current aid budgets (Brown, 2002; 156, Kaufman & Pape, 1999; 361 368). 
Moreover, in addition to the geo-strategic economic interest, the abolition movement was expected to provide economic opportunities not only for the activists and philanthropists but also for most of the settlers, including whites, who were returned to Sierra Leone and other places.  There were some economic gains for the British government because most of the British businesses, including the Sierra Leone Company operated from the metro pole in London which meant that they were paying taxes to their home government. The British government was also offering grants and other forms of support to some of its companies operating overseas in Sierra Leone and elsewhere. The British Navy was always at hand to protect the British settlers against attack from locals. 
Parallels can be drawn between the British economic interest in the abolition movement and ending the Sierra Leone war.  The British government’s interest in supporting the British owned Sierra Leone Company in the abolition and the Sierra Leone settlement was in many ways similar to that which they had in supporting the British mercenary company Sandline to end the Civil war in Sierra Leone. 
The British mercenary company Sandline provided a perfect economic frame of the war in geo-strategic terms. At stake was the morality of the British authorities in assisting the British mercenary company Sandline to burst the arms embargo imposed on Sierra Leone by the UN by supplying the arms that were used by pro-government troops, including mercenaries, to remove the AFRC junta and restore the elected Government of Tejan Kabbah. And yet the bucketful of the sympathy of the Western media lay more with Sandline and the British government than with the elected government that was eventually restored to power. Sam Kiley of the Times, for example
 tried to reduce the impact of the damage caused by this scandal by arguing that at least the arms were used to flush out the rebels, the ‘bad’ guys in favour of the government, the ‘good’ guys. This economic frame was reinforced by the fact that Sandline was promised mining concessions in the country’s huge diamond industry.

‘Blood diamonds’ also constituted an important economic frame in the news discourse. A dominant discourse in the news suggested that diamonds were used by the rebels to fuel the war. However, while diamonds were serving the interests of the rebels, the real beneficiaries turned out to be the overseas and local companies engaged in this illegal trade. At least Washington Post’s Steve Coll admitted to have met an American Businessman working for the RUF who, he said, facilitated his visit to the rebel territory.
 George Alagiah also alluded to the conflict diamonds frame in his BBC documentary ‘war for wealth’. But Washington Post correspondent Douglas Farah saw ‘conflict diamonds’ far beyond the normal corporate interest. In his article dated 02/11/01, Douglas Farah (2000-2001) peppered the « blood diamond » factor of the war with a terrorism angle.
 Quoting CIA sources, Farah revealed that some diamond dealers working directly for Bin Laden’s network had been, for three years running, engaged in buying gems cheaply from the RUF, and reselling them in Europe and elsewhere netting huge profits which they used in their terrorist operations. But again,   while conveniently picking on Libya, Liberia and Burkina Faso in this lucrative trade, Farah failed to see the role of the big Western powers in the broader picture.

The booming parallel humanitarian economy represented yet another important economic frame in the reporting of the war. There was for instance an overriding dominance of evocative reporting simply aimed at sensitising public opinion on the humanitarian crisis of the war with the ultimate aim of boosting the relief donations, with little or no regard to the diagnostic approach. In what she referred to as her best dispatch for the AFP in terms of market value
, Léridon portrayed the amputees waiting in the Netland hospital corridor for their turn of the ‘krukenberg operation’
, more or less as a people without any hope, a frame often reserved for victims of African wars.. 
4) Conclusion: implications of politics of humanitarian intervention in the representation and reconstruction of post conflict Sierra Leone.
In conclusion, I have tried throughout this  article to demonstrate the parallel between the response of the British government to ending the Slave Trade  over two hundred years ago and its response to ending the civil war in Sierra Leone and how both responses constitute a failure of humanitarian intervention largely caused by the politcal and economic stakes which were the driving force. The choice of Sierra Leone for this comparative study of the politics of humanitarian intervention is appropriate because it is one of those African countries that suffered a lot as a result of the cycle of foreign exploitation that kicked off with the inhuman slave trade,  colonialism, and now neocolonialism. Thus, in a big way, this article  demonstrates the continuum  between development as advocated by the Washington consensus or neoliberal economics and the eras of the slave trade, colonialism and immediate post colonialism, and how this, and its apparent fallout—the issue of national interest—have combined to undermine efforts at achieving a global partnership for development (the 8th MDG) which is needed as a sustainable way of addressing the global poverty and inequality problem. For instance when you look at the concessions worth  millions of dollars in the diamond mining sector that was given to the British Sandline mercernary firm by the Tejan Kabbah government in exile as part of the deal to help  restore it to power you will see the continuation of the damaging perpetual exploitation of Sierra Leone as one of the implications of the politics of humanitarian intervention.   I make the case that Sierra Leone being one of the victims of unfair trade in Sub-sahara Africa Africa during the slave trade era up to the present, compensation one way or the other should not be seen to be asking for too much.  The compensation I allude to here can take the form of debt relief, increased aid with no neoliberal capitalist strings attached, and above all the creation of an enabling environment such as fair trade such as that advocated by Kuper (2002) and Pogge (2001) and not necessarily the charity type ad-hoc support advocated by Singer (. I argue that  the Kuper-Pogge roadmap of ‘institutional development’ in addressing global poverty and tackling the widening gap between the rich and poor nations of the world can only take place by a constructive partnership for development as set out in the 8th MDG target. 
I argue  that you cannot sincerely talk about extreme poverty and how to overcome it through a global partnership for development approach without talking about how it is inextricably linked to the slave trade, colonial and immediate post colonial eras. Central to Africa’s poverty syndrome is the burning issue of trade imbalance caused by the so-called neoliberal free trade theory handed down to the newly emerging post colonial states as the roadmap of their development. It is not surprising therefore that despite being very rich in natural resources such as diamond, bauxite, iron ore and more, Sierra Leone is still finding it hard to get out of poverty.  Goldsmith traces this trade imbalance to the colonial and immediate post colonial periods when the strong and affluent colonial powers bullied their colonies and former colonies by making sure that their development activities better served the interests of the metro poles than their own. In short Goldsmith sees ‘development as colonialism’(Goldsmith,1996). Goldsmith goes along with Francois Partant who puts it this way: “The developed nations have discovered for themselves a new mission—to help the Third World advance along the road to development…which is nothing more than the road on which the West has guided the rest of humanity for several centuries”.(Partant, 1982).  Development is thus likened to what Marxists called imperialism, although most prefer to call to it by its more familiar and loaded term colonialism. However, the pan Africanist Kwame Nkrumah went the extra mile to call the continuum between colonialism and development as ‘neo-colonialism’ which he describes as the ‘last phase of imperialism’ (Nkrumah,1965).

You only need to take a quick look at the situation in Third World countries to see the clear but disturbing continuity between the colonial era and the era of development. This explains why the governments of the newly independent countries have never been in a hurry to re-draw their frontiers or return to pre-colonial cultural ways of doing things. In fact what we have been seeing is that even the hot political issue of land has maintained the pattern left behind by the colonialists (Goldsmith, 1996). Randall Baker describes the story as ‘one of continuity’ (Baker, 1984) as Jacoby puts it peasants who linked their struggle for national independence with the fight to regain their land never recovered it (Jacoby, 1983). Goldsmith therefore argues that the dramatic shift by the Western powers from colonialism to independence was informed more by national and economic interests than any genuine human rights concerns:

The massive efforts to develop the Third World in the years since World War 11 were not motivated by purely philanthropic considerations but by the need to bring the Third World into the orbit of the Western trading system in order to create an ever-expanding market for our goods and services and a source of cheap labor and raw materials for our industries. This has also been the goal of colonialism especially during its last phase, which started in the 1870s. For that reason, there is a striking continuity between the colonial era and the era of development, both in the methods used to achieve their common goal and in the social and ecological consequences of applying them. (Goldsmith, 1996; 254) 
The colonialism-development nexus is aptly illustrated by English business man and colonialist Cecil Rhodes, who named present day Zimbabwe Rhodesia after his name. Rhodes openly declared that “we must find new lands from which we can easily obtain raw materials and at the same time exploit the cheap slave labour that is available from the natives of the colonies. The colonies would also provide a dumping ground for the surplus goods produced in our factories”. Lord Frederick Lugard, the British governor of colonial Nigeria and former French president Jules Ferry expressed similar sentiments. However, as Africa was seen as the soft touch for colonialism and later neo-colonialism the continuum between colonialism and development was more evident there than elsewhere say Asia, South Asia and Latin America. In fact many countries in Asia and elsewhere were simply not ready and willing to provide Western powers free access to their markets or to the cheap labour and raw materials required (Ibid). And so this colonialism-development continuum which from the onset is based on human and material exploitation of the weak and vulnerable (colonies/former colonies) by the strong and dominant (colonial metro poles) has continued to this day in the form of unequal global development partnership with unfair trade as one of its most biting manifestations.
 It is not surprising therefore that despite being very rich in natural resources such as diamond, bauxite, iron ore and more Sierra Leone is still finding it hard to get out of poverty.  A lot of money was pumped into the post war reconstruction efforts in Sierra Leone by the internaitonal community but almost 10 years following the end of the civil war little progress, if any, has been made in ending chronic poverty. This is largely due to the continuum of the status quo approach to development: aid and service delivery rooted in rampant foreign exploitation through the fierce and unfriendly conditinalities attached instead of the more cosmopolitan approach of institutional development based on developing the capabilities of the people of Sierra Leone in a fair and just environment. This is the pro-active approach to humanitarian intervention advocated by the likes of Caney (2000), Pogge (2003) Booth (1995), Shaw (2007) and is the way to go to prevent the inhuman phenomena such as slavery and civil war such as those experienced by Sierra Leone. 
� Emphasis attributed to the author, Martin Shaw





� Two types of Empathy distance frames: 1) distance framing in that the style of coverage creates emotional distance between the audience and the people suffering in a conflict, and 2) support framing in that official policy is, in effect, deferred. Distance and support framing is implicitly supportive of a government policy opposed to military intervention and as such either implicitly or explicitly promotes a policy of non-intervention. Empathy critical frames on the other provide the context that encourages better understanding of the undercurrents of the conflict and therefore recommends intervention to put it right. 


� Baffour Ankomah quoting BBC correspondent George Alagiah at the Reporting the World Round Table Conference in London on May 16 2001. The term ‘historical baggage’ was first used by the former BBC Africa correspondent George Alagiah30 to mean the stereotypical representation in which most people in the West view Africa  in the historical context of  the 16th and 17th century during the dark days of the slave trade. In other words, issues affecting Africa today are largely conceived by the West with a historical mindset, and it is like anything that fails to fit that perception is ignored.





� International Relations Scholar Hedley Bull defines intervention as ‘dictatorial or coercive interference, by an outside party or parties, in the sphere of jurisdiction of a sovereign state, or more broadly of an independent political community’, (1984; 1). But Caney dismisses Bull’s words ‘dictatorial’ and ‘interference’ as being too pejorative and  partial, and suggested instead ‘coecive action’.


� Kiley, Sam (07/08/99) “ Sierra Leone Kidnappings expose folly of making peace with Gangsters, The Times


� Kiley, Sam (11/05/98) « Sandline weapons still being used to crush rebel force » The Times, Overseas News. 


� Coll, Steve ( 09/01/00)  “Peace Without Justice: A journey to the wounded heart of Africa” Washington Post magazine


� Farah, Douglas (02/11/01). « Al Qaeda Cash Tied To Diamond Trade: Sale of Gems from Sierra Leone Rebels Raised Millions, Sources Say » Washington Post


� Leridon, Michele (30/09/98—12 :56 Paris time)  « Sierra Leone-Violence : Réparer l’horreur, comme en 14-18 »  Paris Time. In her interview with this author on August 15 2003, Leridon disclosed that this dispatch scored the highest demand mark above all others she wrote on the Sierra Leone civil war, which shows the market value justification for hyping the humanitarian angle of war reporting.


� The krukenberg operation was used by foreign doctors working with the International Committee of the Red Cross to operate hundreds of amputees at the Netland hospital in Freetown. The name of the operation is derived from the name of the German doctor who first used it to operate wounded soldiers in the Second World War.
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