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Abstract  
Foreign relation is usually characterized by dramatic twists and turns. Yet scholars are 
agreed on the fact that national interest plays a prominent role in determining action 
and inaction of states within the international system. It is in this direction that this 
paper takes a critical look at Nigeria’s role in the Liberian crisis. It critically evaluates 
various contentions and argument on Nigeria’s role and concludes with 
recommendations for future actions. 
 
Introduction  
 The occurrence of war in most parts of Africa in general and the West African 
sub-region in particular has become the major concern of both scholars and statesmen. It 
is the pre-dominance of conflict in the West African sub-region that has made some 
scholars to refer to it as highly volatile (Erskime, 1989:39). In most of the states that 
make up the African region, crisis occurred a few years into their independence. While 
some had political crisis that almost wiped out their countries from the world map 
(Edigin and Otoghile, 1994), others were seriously hit with economic crisis that 
threatened the masses of such countries with extinction. Still, others were seriously 
disturbed by a number of social ills like nepotism, bribery, corruption, etc. 
 However, whatever was the problem(s) of any of the states in post-colonial 
Africa, be it economic, political or social, it had the possibility of being exacerbated into 
a monumental war that could place the lives of citizens in severe jeopardy. Thus, the 
Nigerian political crisis that began as a child’s play in the early 1960s only a few years 
later, threw the country into a monumental war in which thousands of lives were lost. By 
the same token, the Liberian imbroglio that started as a child’s play of bad leadership 
threw the country into a major war in which war-lords sprang up daily to claim 
superiority over others. We may now ask why is the region plagued with such crisis? 
 No one single variable can explain the reasons behind the occurrence of crisis in 
the sub-region. At best we can offer a cluster of variables. First and foremost, the 
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arbitrary nature with which colonial masters brought peoples of different cultures and 
orientations together under colonialism led to a crisis of participation and integration in 
the immediate post-colonial era.  Closely related to this is the fact that colonialism did 
not ensure the establishment of structures to ensure stability in the post-colonial period. 
Thus, where conventional structures and processes were conspicuously absent and 
seemingly irreconcilable diversities present, the convenient way of expressing 
themselves for most elites in post-colonial Africa became the battle-field. Little wonder 
then that the area has witnessed armed conflicts more than any other sub-region of the 
world. 
 However, no matter what reasons account for the occurrence of war in various 
parts of the sub-region, it is still the intention of scholars and statesmen to prevent war 
or where it has occurred to ensure what we call “damage limitation” (Edigin and 
Otoghile, 1994). In the prevention of war, statesmen mainly engage in diplomatic 
shuttles between the aggrieved parties with a view of bringing them to a common 
agreement t hat would prevent the war. For damage limitation on the other hand, 
statesmen may still attempt to use the above method but when it fails, they engage in 
peace-keeping which is now popularly regarded as the major weapon for damage 
limitation. 
 Peace-keeping as a weapon for ensuring international peace and security does 
not have a recent beginning. According to the World Book Encyclopedia, before the 
advent of modern peace-keeping, the maintenance of general peace was vested in the 
religious beliefs of people. The earliest well known attempts of such religious peace-
keepings was that of the Amphotyonic League of the Greeks which was connected with 
the cult of god, Apollo and it forbade its members to engage in atrocities against one 
another and not destroying any city sharing in their worship (Encyclopedia, Vol. 15, 
1972:183). 
 However, as the years rolled by, and new pages were written in the annals of 
history, the explosion in the number of state actors, the increasing complexity of the 
international diplomacy, the increasing sophistication of weapons of war and the 
explosion in the world population, all combined to effect drastic changes in the 
composition, structures and strategies for the maintenance of world peace and security. 
The formation of sub-regional organizations like Economic Community of West African 
States (ECOWAS), regional organizations like the Organization of African States 
(O.A.U) and international organizations like the United Nations (U.N.O) helped to 
largely dictate both the extent and direction of peace-keeping operations. 
 The paper is an attempt to critically examine the issue of peace-keeping using 
Nigeria’s role in Liberia as a case study. To effectively do this, it is divided into the 
following: 

(i) Nigeria’s Foreign Policy: A Pre-Liberian Crisis Statement 
(ii) The Liberian Crisis: Genesis, Causes and Dimensions 
(iii) Rationalising Nigeria’s Role in Liberia: Contending Perspectives 
(iv) ECOMOG and the Liberian Crisis: An Analysis 
(v) Beyond the Liberian Crisis: Fundamental Imperatives for Peace Resolution 
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(vi) Conclusion 
 
Nigeria’s Foreign Policy: A Pre-Liberian Crisis Statement 
 The foreign policy posture of Nigeria has over the years assumed the capability 
of shift position and emphasis in a restless manner. The immediate post-colonial 
administration of Sir Alhaji Tafawa Balewa was characterized by conservatism as it was 
essentially pro-west. This position was greatly amplified when the government agreed to 
sign the Anglo-Nigerian Defence Pact. Furthermore, the Balewa administration also 
believed in the unity of African States (Pan-Africannism) but not in the formation of a 
nation of African States as envisaged by Dr. Kwame Nrumah. 
 The next regime was that of late Lieutenant Colonel John T. Aguiyi-Ironsi that 
was very short-lived (6 months). Though short-lived, from the pronouncements made 
during that period, it showed that the regime placed high importance on Africa in its 
foreign policy. 
 The Ironsi’s administration was followed by that of Major General Yakubu 
Gowon. The period of Gowon: 1966-75 represents one of the most trying periods in the 
nation’s history. It may be very difficult at this stage to point out a central tread that runs 
through the regime’s 9 years as the regime tended to oscillate from one position to 
another depending on the circumstances. However, during the period of the civil war 
(1967-70), the regime paid more attention to her immediate neighbours. After the civil 
war, the regime became more assertive in her interaction with other nations due to the 
oil boom. Thus, in 1971, the regime vociferously condemned the United States of 
America for buying Rhodesian chrome, and in 1975 played a leading role in the 
formation and establishment of an economic union of the West African sub-region, 
known as the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS). In 1975, 
however he was overthrown. 
 The overthrow of Gowon brought in the late General Murtala 
Mohammed/Obasanjo’s   regime. This period can be aptly termed the golden period of 
the nation’s foreign policy. This regime differs from all other regimes in terms of its 
radicalism and assertiveness. 
 Few days after assuming power, Muhammed blasted the Western powers when 
he said that he saw “the history of modern African replete with the evils of shameless 
exploitation, brutalization, repression and downright denial of the humanity of Africans, 
and that his heart bleeds when he sees that it is for more economic and ideological 
advantages that makes the western powers to go to such devilish ends (Ofoegbu, 
1979:26). With this belief and his determination to see to the liberation of Africa in 
general, and West Africa in particular from the clutches of the white men, the regime 
contributed in no small measure to Africa’s upliftment. For example, in Angola, it dealt 
a severe blow to the American imperialist ambition when it helped Angola with a 13 
million dollar aid and condemned America in no small measure. 
 Undoubtedly, Murtala/Obasanjo’s administration can be aptly described as the 
golden era of Nigeria’s foreign policy thrust of assisting fellow African States.  
Furthermore, it is the same administration that successfully handed over power to a 
civilian administration after 13 years of military rule. 
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 As expected, the civilian administration under the leadership of Alhaji Shehu 
Shagari heralded a new phrase in Nigeria’s foreign policy posture. As an offshoot of the 
conservative Balewa regime, the regime, to a large extent, was conservative in its 
approach to foreign policy issues though there were significant cases where the regime 
also demonstrated its determination and readiness to make Africa the centerpiece of its 
foreign relations. One of such occasion was aptly demonstrated in the Chadian Crisis by 
the inclusion of Nigeria in the peace-keeping force and the invitation of the warring 
parties to resolve their crisis in Nigeria. Furthermore, efforts were also made to 
strengthen ECOWAS ties, despite frustration by France through the use of its 
Francophone countries. Finally, the country under Shagari continued to affirm its belief 
in the unity of African States. 
 However, in 1983, the civilian regime of Alhaji Shehu Shagari was overthrown 
by the military bringing in the Mohammadu Buhari’s administration. This regime was 
essentially pan Africanist in nature. In 1985, however, it was replaced by the Ibrahim 
Babangida’s regime. 
 The Babangida’s regime applied much  diplomacy in its relation to the two 
existing power blocs in its attempt to solve the country’s economic problem, and thus, 
placed the Nigerian national interest above all but related strongly to Africa. It was this 
interest that Babangida claimed led to Nigeria’s involvement in Liberia. 
 
The Liberian Crisis:  Causes and Dimension 

Liberia, as a country grew mainly out of the population of Negro settlers who 
came back to Africa on the abolition of the slave trade. For a period close to 133 years, 
these returnee slaves ruled Liberia until April 12, 1980 when Master Sergeant Samuel 
Kanyon Doe led a successful coup staged by a group of non-commissioned officers of 
tribal origin against the government of late William Tolbert. This development logically 
heralded a new phrase in Liberian history. 
 Before the coup, the government of Tolbert had become very unpopular. The 
government of Tolbert was not only corrupt and repressive; it equally oppressed and 
excluded the native Liberians from the means of production. Thus, Doe was looked at by 
the native Liberians as the much expected saviour who will liberate them from the evils 
they had been subjected to under the cruel rule of Tolbert. Many of them took to the 
streets in joyous welcome of Samuel Doe. 
 However, the drums of ovation had hardly gone down when Samuel Doe started 
to reveal that he was not going to dance to the peoples’ expectations. In a naked lust for 
power and conscious bid to eliminate any conceived obstacle to his indefinite stay in 
power, Samuel Doe haunted imaginary foes and executed those he perceived as capable 
of posing a threat to him, mostly on the pretext that they were hatching a plot to 
overthrow him (The Punch, September 14, 1990:3). In 1985, in a bid to legitimize his 
hold on power, he organized an election and predictably, he won it. 
 As the years rolled by, Doe began to acquire more enemies for himself as the 
adamantly refused to hand over power to a democratically elected regime. Thus, the 
crisis that later enveloped Liberia can be regarded partly as a logical outcome of his 
refusal to hand over power to a democratically elected regime.  Secondly, it can also be 
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adduced to Doe’s reign of terror. For many, especially those of the American extraction, 
Doe’s terror began with the disgraceful assassination of Tolbert and the subsequent 
harassment of the American-Liberian dominated executive, and the True Whig Party 
hierarchy. Doe’s men arrested men of timber and caliber, all very powerful and very 
influential (Newsbreed, October 22, 1990:5). 
 As Doe continued in his ambitious drive to remain in power, he had resistance 
but with his military might; he was able to crush them until about 1989 when Charles 
Taylor presented him a formidable challenge. Doe had thought originally that the 
rebellion was going to be like others he had easily crushed but this was not to be. A 
number of factors were responsible for this. First and foremost, unlike other groups the 
National Patriotic Front of Liberia under the leadership of Charles Taylor began its 
operation outside Monrovia, and gradually made its way towards the capital city. This 
gave it two advantages. In the first place, it made it difficult for Doe to crush it at its 
very formatory states. Secondly, it gained popularity as it moved towards Monrovia and 
so could gain more supporters. Another factor was that the NPFL had the support of 
Libya and other neighbouring countries (The African Guardian, December 10, 1990:41). 
Thus by 1990, the NPFL had succeeded in limiting considerably Doe’s area of influence 
to Monrovia. 
 As hostilities intensified in Liberia, it became certain to most observers that 
Doe’s power and area of influence had been drastically reduced. What was uncertain 
was the exact day he would fall. In this light, appeals were made to Doe to step down 
and proceed on exile. He adamantly refused and surrounded himself with his loyal 
troops who helped him to counter occasional attacks on his palace (The Guardian, June 
13, 1990:9). 
 The situation in Liberia continued to degenerate. Lives became increasingly 
unsafe for both Liberians and non-Liberians. The threat of refugees moving into 
neighbouring countries became more imminent with every passing day. It was in the 
midst of this crisis that President Babangida, in 1990, addressing other ECOWAS 
members in Banjul, Gambia called for mediation in the Liberian crisis. Following 
Nigeria’s suggestions, a five-nation permanent mediation committee made up of 
Nigeria, Ghana, Togo, Mali, and Gambia was set up. 
 However, attempts to mediate in the crisis did not yield any positive result as the 
crisis continued to claim more lives. It was this outlook that led Nigeria to call for a 
more effective means of resolving the Liberian problem. Thus, a special summit of 
ECOWAS on t he Liberian crisis was convened on the 6th of August, 1990 where the 
decision to establish peace-keeping force known as ECOWAS was taken. 
 
Rationalizing Nigeria’s Role in Liberia: Contending Perspectives 
 The role of Nigeria in Liberia has tended to bulkanize scholars into two large 
contending camps. There are those who vigorously contend that Nigeria’s role in Liberia 
is irrational and senseless. On the other hand, are those who adamantly support Nigeria’s 
involvement in the Liberian crisis. Both schools of thought present what, in their 
opinion, gives credence to their held views. This has led to a number of arguments and 
counter-arguments. Today, we can easily identify three major viewpoints in rationalizing 
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or de-rationalising Nigeria’s involvement in the Liberian imbroglio. These are the 
national interest school of thought, the prestige school of thought and the Babangida-
Doe friendship school of thought. While the first two schools of thought are supportive 
of Nigeria’s involvement in the Liberian crisis, the other school is fundamentally against 
it. 
 However, the writers are of the opinion that while these different schools of 
thought have their strong points and lapses, a religious attachment to any of them is 
likely to block one’s correct perception of Nigeria’s involvement in the Liberian crisis. 
What is needed, therefore, is a careful synthesis of the most vital aspects of their 
contentions into a much broader framework that can better capture the dynamic 
characteristics of international relations at large, and also the complicated nature of 
African politics that makes such an approach inevitable. 
 The national interest school of thought which often is also referred to as the 
government’s position contends that Nigeria’s involvement in Liberia corresponds 
largely to Nigeria’s foreign policy posture of ensuring peace and tranquility in 
neighbouring states. Furthermore, it sees Nigeria’s involvement in the crisis as a logical 
outcome of the country’s sincere desire to facilitate the defence of the territorial integrity 
of all African states (Ogunsanwo, 1985:51). Thus, the country’s position was equally 
rationalized as a deliberate attempt to prevent the escalation of the conflict to the extent 
that it might attract foreign intervention. In the words of Ibrahim Babangida, “Nigeria 
cannot fold its arms and stand back, while the Liberian crisis continued to claim more 
lives and also increasingly turned into an excuse for foreign intervention in African 
affairs” (The Guardian, November 1, 1990:1). 
 Apart from the above, there is the contention that Nigeria as a country reserved 
the right to protect the lives and properties of her citizens that had become trapped in 
Liberia. While the war raged on, only two alternatives became open to Nigeria. These 
were that of bringing back her citizens or ensuring peace in Liberia. The latter option 
seemed most appropriate to the government considering the monumental shape the war 
assumed in the wake of the year 1990. 
 Furthermore, the war in Liberia if allowed unchecked could create a problem of 
refugee influx into Nigeria. In other parts of the world, refugees have been known to 
troop in their thousands of neighbouring countries for safety. And there was nothing to 
suggest that the Liberian crisis was not going to leave Nigeria in a similar situation. 
Thus, the government had the alternative of folding its arms and allowing the Liberian 
crisis which would help to eliminate this problem. The last option seemed most practical 
and realistic at the time. 
 Despite the above explanations, many scholars have found it very difficult to 
accept the arguments of this school of thought. To them, there were other reasons remote 
from the above. 
 The Babangida-Doe friendship school of thought contends that Nigeria was 
plunged into the Liberian crisis by our then President Ibrahim Babangida who was 
greatly disturbed by the threat to the rulership of his personal friend, Samuel Doe and his 
life. While the contention that Babangida and Doe were friends before the outburst of 
crisis may be a difficult thing to dismiss, it is doubtful however, whether this was the 
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singular reason why Babangida decided to vigorously pursue the resolution of the 
Liberian crisis. This is because of a number of reasons. 
 Firstly, ECOMOG certainly outlived Doe and his friend, Babangida. If the sole 
aim of ECOMOG was to preserve Doe in power, then one can logically contend that 
they could have withdrawn from Liberia after the death of Doe, this, they did not do. 
Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, before his death, Doe had turned against 
ECOMOG when he realized that it was a neutral force. 
 Another school of thought that is somewhat supportive of Nigeria’s involvement 
in Liberia is the prestige school of thought. It contends that as a leading power in the 
West-African sub-region, Nigeria owes it a duty to ensure peace in the region. 
Furthermore, a leading member of ECOWAS, Nigeria must take bold initiative to ensure 
peaceful resolution of the Liberian crisis if she must retain her prestige and dignity in the 
West African sub-region.  

Finally, if the growing French influence in the sub-region must be effectively 
checked, the Liberian crisis represents an opportunity for Nigeria to re-assert her 
dominant position in the region. Thus, for this school of thought, Nigeria’s involvement 
in ECOMOG is aimed at boosting her prestige and external image. 
 In conclusion, there is no doubt that the three schools of thought have genuine 
arguments. Nigeria’s involvement in Liberia is a logical outcome of the need to boost 
her prestige and national interest. The Babangida/Doe friendship argument may be 
influential to the swift and vigorous participation of Nigeria but certainly not the 
complete explanation. 
 
Ecomog and the Liberian Crisis: An Analysis 
 The evaluation of the successes or failures of Nigeria’s role in Liberia 
necessarily must begin with a lucid understanding of the goal Nigeria wanted to achieve 
in Liberia. The major role of Nigeria was to join (though playing a leading role) other 
West African States in the restoration of peace and tranquility in Liberia. Though after 
some battles, the ECOMOG troop was able to restore peace by the establishment of an 
interim government and the subsequent recognition of the interim government by the 
rebel groups, it is important to state that this was not without some measure of casualty 
that should ideally not be a feature of such peace-keeping operation. The first major 
casualty was Samuel Doe himself, and many more soldiers (both of ECOMOG and the 
rebel groups) that lost their lives in the quest for peace. To the extent that this cost 
(human and material casualties) was never envisaged by the brains behind the formation 
of ECOMOG, we can regard the peace-keeping operation as a partial success. However, 
there were a good number of reasons for this. 
 A major reason was the inability of ECOWAS members to put their house in 
order before plunging into the Liberian crisis. It was alleged that two member states 
were strong backers of Charles Taylor’s rebel group. In fact, these two member-states, 
namely, Burkina Faso and Cote d’Ivoire strongly opposed intervention in the Liberian 
crisis. In the words of Blaize Campaore, the president of Burkina Faso, “We are 
uncomfortable with the decision of ECOWAS to intervene militarily in Liberia” 
(Newswatch, August 27, 1990:17). This dissatisfaction that President Campaore could 
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no longer hide show a great deal how he felt about the ECOWAS intervention, and how 
much he could go steps further in thwarting the genuine desire for peace in Liberia. Cote 
d’Ivoire, on the other hand, provided Charles Taylor with the terrain for launching his 
insurrection on December 24, 1989. 
 The divided nature of ECOWAS on the issue of intervention would not have led 
to a monumental loss if member-states on own properly understood the disposition of 
Doe and the leaders of other rebel groups. The psychology of all the leaders of the 
warring factions did not permit an easy drive to peace the major objective of ECOMOG. 
Doe, who ECOMOG members thought they were going immediately he realized that 
they were not going to ensure his indefinite stay in power. Doe adamantly refused to 
step down contending that they would continue in office for, at least one year. Charles 
Taylor, on the other hand, had already registered his dissatisfaction with the 
interventionist group even during its formatory stages. For Johnson, he seemed to 
preoccupied himself with deceitful diplomacy as he move from a position of acceptance 
to rejection and back in a restless manner. By and large, the task before ECOMOG was 
like that of mediating in a quarrel when no party neither complained nor was ready to 
accept any judgment. This was certainly going to be a difficult task. 
 However, the idea of an interventionist group had been hashed and it was too 
late to withdraw. Thus, on the 24th of August, 1990, ECOMOG entered into Liberia 
confronted with the uphill tasks of restoring peace, establishing an interim government 
and rehabilitating destroyed essential services (Newswatch, August 27, 1990:17). 
 Immediately they arrived, Charles Taylor fulfilled his boast of engaging them in 
a battle in a conscious bid to drive the Johnson led troops away from the Port Area, and 
prevent ECOMOG from anchoring its warships in Monrovia. However, after a battle 
that took close to 13 hours, Charles Taylor’s troops were successfully repelled and the 
ECOMOG troops settled down. 
 However, Taylor was undaunted even as the crisis escalated. Few days later, in 
what may be termed, a show of superiority, the ECOMOG troops captured one of 
Taylor’s strategic positioning, the James Spring Payne Airfield (Newswatch, September 
24, 1990:18). This development effectively blocked Taylor from the outside world. 
 As the battle continued, Taylor recaptured the Airfield though ECOMOG had 
made significant inroad into Liberia. In September 1990, in a meeting convened by the 
Chairman of ECOWAS, Gambia’s President Jawara, Dr. Amos Sawyer, a popular 
Professor of Political Science at the University of Liberia was elected Head of the 
Interim government, while Reverend Rowland Diggs Lutheran, Bishop of Monrovia was 
elected the Vice-President. 
 The above development seemed not to have gone down well with Charles 
Taylor who declared total war on ECOMOG. A dramatic event, however, occurred on 
9th September, 1990 when President Samuel Doe was captured and killed by a rebel 
group lead by Prime Yormie Johnson at the Monrovia Seaport Headquarters of 
ECOMOG where he had gone for an unscheduled meeting with General Quainoo, 
Commander of ECOMOG. 
 The death of Doe led to a credibility problem for ECOMOG as people began to 
question how Doe could have been captured in the ECOMOG Headquarters. However, 
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Doe guard declared their commander, David Nimley, a Brigadier – General as the new 
President to succeed Doe (Daily Times, October 3, 1990:2), signaling that the death of 
Doe was not the end of the crisis. The situation degenerated and ECOMOG became 
more forceful amidst talks for peaceful resolution of the conflict at various levels. 
 Finally, at about the fourth summit convened by the President of Cote d’Ivoire, 
Felix Houphocut Boigny, significant progress towards peace was made as Charles 
Taylor finally agreed to accept the control of ECOMOG peace-keeping force before 
democratic election would kick-off in six months. He not only personally attended but 
also endorsed with Amos Sawyer, a 60-day timetable for the encampment and disarming 
of all warring factions in Liberia under the supervision of ECOMOG. 
 In conclusion, one can logically say that Nigeria’s goal of peace in Liberia was 
achieved though at a cost never anticipated. Furthermore, if prestige was a part of her 
goal, it was also achieved as her participation further brought the nation into the 
limelight. Finally, her interest in the protection of the lives of her citizens was also 
achieved though some Nigerians were also reported to have lost their lives in the 
Liberian crisis. 
 
Beyond the Liberian Crisis: Fundamental Imperatives for Peaceful Resolution of 
Conflicts  
 If the Liberian crisis led to the loss of lives and properties, it also led to the 
acquisition of new knowledge about the politics of conflict at a sub-regional level. This 
new information can assist future leaders in charting alternative directions as far as 
peace-keeping and the politics of it is concerned. Furthermore, it has also helped to 
reveal some inadequacies at the level of sub-regional organizations. 
 One major revelation from the division that occasioned the move to intervene in 
Liberia among ECOMOG members is that some member-states may be less committed 
to the cause of the association than others. Considering the fact that such a situation is 
likely to cripple the effectiveness of peace-keeping operations in the future, it is 
recommended that stringent measures that should be taken against such members should 
be clearly spelt out by members of the association. If we agree with the common saying 
that “united we stand, divided we fall”, ECOMOG as a sub-regional association must 
take effective measures to ensure that it is not divided on such vital issue. 
 Closely related to the above is the fact that any member-state that offers aid to 
destabilize another member state should be punished. Such punishment may include the 
fact that other member states should break diplomatic ties with such a state. 
 Furthermore, in the event of internal disorder in any member state, others should 
not covertly or overtly demonstrate that they have preference for one group or the other. 
As we can see from the Liberian example, the claim by Charles Taylor that ECOMOG 
was a grand design sympathy of both Liberians and non-Liberians. This development 
made the quest for peace more elusive. 
 Also, in the future, the question and the whole concept of peace-keeping must 
be reviewed critically. From what we can see from the Liberian crisis, peace-keeping 
requires a substantial use of force by the peace-keepers. We must not shy away from this 
fact. Future peace-keepers must be served adequately militarily, and also 
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psychologically prepared for war for no man prevents two people attacking themselves 
with sub-machine guns with a cutlass. 
 Also importantly, before intervention, an adequate understanding of the cause of 
the war must be acquired, and also the psychology of the major actors understood. This 
would help to explain whether the people involved would prefer peace or stake anything 
for war. If the members of ECOWAS had a proper understanding of the psychology of 
the major actors in the Liberian crisis, they would have known that there was not going 
to be any easy ride to peace. 
 Finally, member-states must adequately count the cost before embarking on 
peace-keeping rather than allowing their enthusiasm about bringing peace make them 
commit their countries to what may be impracticable at last. It is better not to start 
peace-keeping at all than to be stranded at the middle. The Liberian crisis showed that 
Nigeria carried most of the financial burden. 
 
Conclusion  
 The quest for peace continues to be a major goal of most governments of the 
world, but, the incidence of war and the threat of its outbreak dominate the pages of our 
newspapers. Yet, man has to look for the route back to peace when war has occurred. 
 This paper has attempted to correctly place Nigeria’s role in this quest for peace 
using the Liberian crisis as a case study. It observes that for peace to be restored in any 
troubled state in the region, the united effort of states in the sub-region is imperative. 
Furthermore, there is the need to properly understand the causes of war and the 
psychology of war-lords in any war situation. Finally, nation-states must count the cost 
before engaging in peace-keeping. 
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