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ABSTRACT

Power-sharing transitional governments are becoroamgymon ingredients of peacemaking and
peace building efforts. Power-sharing as a modearfflict management in guarantees the
participation of representatives of significant tger in political decision making in the
executive, the legislature, and the judiciary. Byiding power among the rival groups during
the transition, power sharing hypothetically redud¢ke danger that one party will become
dominant and threaten the security of others. Boudis the concept of power- sharing, the study
uses two models three models for the study. Thesetlae consociational model which sees
communal groups as the building blocks of a pdltarder based on elite consensus and group
autonomy; the second model is the incentivist madeich advocates the design of political
institutions to provide incentives for elite andssanoderation. The third model is the tri-polar
model which brings together the relevant attribuatethe consociational and incentivist models,
and highlights the need to broaden the scope okpgWaring to various spheres of governance
such as territorial, economic, and political whgreups may want to share power. Data was
gathered by means of reviewing academic publishedkdy journal articles and public
documents on the subject for the relevant concapdscurrent opinions and policies. The study
findings power-sharing in post conflict societiesay work well in stable democracies when
political elites are moderate and willing to compise. However, this is unlikely in countries
exiting civil conflict, where leaders are uncoopee and where majority group leaders are
under pressure to not concede to minorities. Tlsua a mode of managing conflict in Africa
such as Kenya and Zimbabwe, it is a successful sneauilding up a government and end
conflicts that may have cropped in as a result fitwed electoral process. Power-sharing in
post-conflict contexts are transitional arrangersghitit could also become permanent features of
governance architecture. However, power-sharing rmnayseen as rewarding bad political
behavior and as mechanism in which the alternasi®enario could be one of destructive
violence. The danger is that power-sharing are tetgd democracy and could become the end
in itself, rather than a means to an end.



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

1.0 Introduction

This chapter introduces the topic of the reseatathysin a broader perspective by first setting the
broad context of the research study, the statewietite problem, objectives, literature review,
theoretical framework, hypothesis and the methaglotaf the study. It provides the stratification
of the research. It systematizes the materialsepted by previous efforts to understand power-
sharing. The chapter will specify the meaning ofvpesharing and examine the relevant
academic debates relating to power-sharing. Thebatds in line with appropriate theories of

power-sharing will be followed by a descriptiontbé research methodology.

The section on methodology will perform two setgdasks. First, it will provide an account of
the methods by which this study will be carried,@iving some insights into the scope and
nature of the research that will be undertakenldihg on the theoretical discussion, the second
task is to consider the kinds of lines and focusimfestigation that are likely to prove
appropriate to address the research questiongdraisthe study. This is intended to link the

theoretical discussion with the practical obserfiedings.

Mukherjee uses a dataset that captures informagigarding civil wars between 1944 and 1999,
which counts 61 cases in which the ensuing peaceeagnt enshrined elements of power
sharind. The prevalence of power sharing, particularhAfrica, has increased significantly in
the post-1999 period, with power sharing agreembaisg undertaken in Mali, Cote d‘lvoire,

Liberia, Sierra Leone, Chad, Sudan, the Centraicafr Republic, the Congo, the DR Congo,

! B. Mukherjee .“Why Political Power-Sharing AgreerteLead to Enduring Peaceful Resolution of Somé Ci
Wars but not Othershternational Studies Quarter\60 (2006): 479-504
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Djibouti, Somalia, Burundi, Angola, the ComorosnZdar, Madagascar, Kenya and Zimbabwe
in the decade between 1999 and Z00Fhis research will address the application of @ow
sharing formulations in Africa in addressing peatea post conflict society(s). It will examine
the structure of conflicts by linking it to ethmiolence, abundance and scarcity of resources,
and election. It will then probe into the utilityé efficacy of the solutions crafted to address
conflicts which in particular includes power-shariarrangements in which key antagonists in a
conflict have come together and constituted traovsadl governments of national unity. The
analysis of this study will concentrate exclusively post-conflict societies with a focus on the
guestion whether power-sharing is a valid mode @naging conflict(s) in post conflict

societies.

1.2 Statement of the Resear ch Problem

Conflicts have been and are innate to human as sirage to nature. To attain sustainable
peace, good governance, accountability, and traespg, a country needs to have mechanisms
which must be put in place to manage or controflas. Contrary to that, in Africa scenario
many of its leaders to organize do not allow demogito work. Most conflicts which occur in
Africa are associated with election, thus whendleetions are disputed, conflict erupts and the
state loses its legitimacy and violent conflicts@n Scholars such as Lijphart Arend talked of
constructive management aimed at managing coniflictsa bid to resolve conflicts, the idea of
non-coercive ways of resolving conflicts by negidias of peace agreements is encouraged

compared to coercive means. Power-sharing as a moak@anaging conflict in Africa such as

2 A. Mehler. “ Introduction: Power-Sharing in Afri¢aAfrica Spectrum 44 (2009) 2-10
3 Arend Lijphart. The Wave of Power-sharing Demograe A. Reynolds (edJhe Architecture of Democracy:
Constitutional Design, Conflict Management, and Beracy. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002)
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Kenya and Zimbabwe indicate that it is a successans of building up a government and end

conflicts that may have cropped in as a resultftdvaed electoral process.

Power-sharing in post-conflict contexts are traosél arrangements, but could also become
permanent features of governance architecturee tisemo one size that fits all situations. While
it may be seen as rewarding bad political behalodespots and reluctant democrats, it also
provides a face-saving mechanism in some politmdtures and in which the alternative

scenario could be one of destructive violence. d&eger is that power-sharing are negotiated

democracy and could become the end in itself, ratiaan a means to an end.

1.3 Objectives of the Study
The overall objective of the study is to examing/posharing as a mode of conflict management
in post conflict societies in Africa but more sgmally the study aims to:
i) Provide an overview of power sharing as a modeoaflict management in post conflict
societies
i) Examine the challenges and opportunities of powarisg
i) Analyze the effectiveness of power sharing as aanoidmanaging conflicts in post

conflict societies

1.4 Literaturereview

In the last two decades, power-sharing besides phafic settlement of disputes as stipulated
in the United Nations Charter Chapter VI has ata@ddremendous attention in academic and
policy discourse in terms of managing conflicts ahdring of resources. This development can
be accredited to the fact that in the 1990s, etbleiavages and the pursuit for self-determination

emerged as one of the most serious sources onviotaflicts in the world that which required



very constructive manageménfhe salience of the power-sharing discourse stieams the
opportunities provided by the wave of democratmsition in Africa, Asia, and Eastern Europe
for constitutional engineering. The contemporamgngicance of power-sharing was however
preceded by the development of arguments in th€®sl8@&d 1970s that challenged a common
assumption that democracy and political stabiliyuld be difficult to achieve in multi-ethnic
societies. Behind this assumption is the notionh deap social divisions and political differences
within plural societies are elements which wouldwee perennial instability and breakdown of
democracy. Nevertheless, this claim was challewvgeeh it was shown that power-sharing can

facilitate democratic stability in these societies.

To discuss exhaustively the concept of power- slgathree models are discerned for the study.
The first is the consociational model which seesmminal groups as the building blocks of a
political order based on elite consensus and graupnomy. The second model is the
incentivist model which advocates the design oftjgal institutions to provide incentives for
elite and mass moderation. The third model is thpdlar model which brings together the
relevant attributes of the consociational and itigest models, and highlights the need to
broaden the scope of power-sharing to various sghef governance such as territorial,
economic, and political where groups may want trslpower.

The consociation modelaspioneered by Arthur Lewis who made one of the estlcalls for a
re-examination of the idea of impracticability afrdocracy. He distinguished between two types

of societies - plural society and class soéieBlural societies are divided by tribal, religipus

* Arend Lijphart, The Wave of Power-sharing Demoyrdn A. Reynolds (edThe Architecture of Democracy:
Constitutional Design, Conflict Management, and Deracy. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009)

*Matthijs Bogaards. Democracy and Power-sharing inltiational States: Thematic Introductidnternational
Journal on Multicultural Societies8, no. 2 (2006) 119-126.

® A. Lewis. Politics in West AfricaLondon (Oxford University Press, 1965)
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linguistic, cultural and regional differences, ahdy are found in colonized territories of Africa,
Asia and Latin America. On the other hand, clagsesi@s are societies in which social class is
the key source of political identification and diféntiation especially in Western Europe. Lewis
argues that majoritarian democracy is inappropiiatplural societies because of the risk that
prehistoric groups may be pre-occupied with contipeti between them. Arend Lijphart's
consociational model builds on the ideas articdldtg Arthur Lewis in that the political stability
of consociational democracies is explained by theperation of elites from different groups

which outdo each other at the mass lével

The consociational model explains democratic dtgbih such culturally fragmented and
divided European societies as the Netherlands,riaugelgium, and Switzerland. Democratic
stability in these countries is a product of daigte efforts by the political elite to counteraut t
halting effects of cultural fragmentatibrBrian Barry in his critics argues that Switzerland is
not a consociational democracy because the cowdsynever a deeply divided society since
political parties cross-cut and facilitate consensather than highly structured conflict of
goals®. The institutions of referendum and popular ititi@ in Switzerland contradict the
system of belief of consociational decision makingn an attempt to explain democratic
stability in plural European societies, Lijphartenxded consociationalism to the rest of the world

as the most promising means of achieving democstitaility*?.

"Arend Lijphart,Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Expt@n. (New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1997)
8 Arend Lijphart. “Consociational Democracyorld Politic, 21, no. 2 (1969)): 207-225.:223
° Brian Barry. Political Accommodation and Consaaiaal DemocracyBritish Journal of Political Science5 ,no.
4 (1975) 477-505
'€ Ibid
i; Arend Lijphart, “Consociation and Federation” ap ¢
Ibid



The consociational pattern observed in Europe nmayribute to stability if implemented in
plural societies elsewhere around the world. Attesmip extend consociationalism from an
empirical to normative model have been hotly cdetiksCritics like Barry and Steiner have
pointed out that European society(s) such as Smatm® are not good examples of
consociational democracy; as such their experient@g not be applicable to plural societies
elsewher®. Horowitz cautioned that consociationalism miglot e appropriate for deeply
divided societies in the Third World because of plssibilities that group mobilization around
massive, politically hostile organizations may ¢eeaonditions for serious inter-group
conflicts™. Lijphart responded to these criticisms by listranditions that are favorable to the
implementation of consociationalism, he added ftiat conditions are helpful but neither
essential nor sufficient for the success of coraimsial democracy. This equivocation, as
Lustick’® and Andewelf noted, makes the conditions unverifiable and aloijphart to
recommend consociationalism whether the conditiares favorable or not. Lijphart failed to
develop a clear-cut definition of the concept ohsaciational decision making. Lijphart
interpreted consociational decision making prinyaas absence of competition without showing

the causes of the lack of competititin

Unlike the consociational model which focuses dteetooperation as the decisive element in
decision making, the control model is characteribgdthe emergence and maintenance of a

relationship in which the dominant group enforcabgity by constraining the political actions

13 Jurg Steiner. “The Consociational Theory and Beljjd®omparative Politics13 no. 3 (1981): 339-354
4 Donald Horowitz Ethnic Groups in Conflic(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985)
15 (i

Ibid
18 Jan Lijphart. Lakatos, and Consociationalidgrld Politics 50(1) (1997): 88-117.
" Rudy Andeweg. “ Consociational Democracihnual Review Political Scienc® (2000:) 509-536.
8jurg Steiner. “ The Consociational Theory and Beljap cit.
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and opportunities of the marginal groups. Lusflailaims that the stability of such divided
societies as apartheid South Africa, Israel, aredRevolutionary Ethiopia, depended more on
the effective exertion of superior power of the dmant groups than on the cooperative efforts of
rival elites. Although it may be difficult to find contemporary society which presents itself as a
typical example of the control model, the analytiogights in the model is useful in analyzing

consociationalism.

The application of consociationalism to inter-groegmflicts such as the dispute in Northern
Ireland exposes more weaknesses of the model. Tnthédn Irish experience highlights the
shortcomings of consociationalism like the modekglogenous or internalist focus, which has
resulted in its neglect of the role external actorpromoting consociational settleméfitsThey
noted that because the consociational model spiiogs the experiences of small European
democracies such as Netherlands, Austria, Belgamd, Switzerland that were threatened by
bigger neighbours, Lijphdrt failed to consider the role of foreign interventio facilitating
consociational agreements. Attempts to correcimtbaknesses in consociationalism have given

rise to the emergence of the incentivist modelagr-sharing.

Another model associated with power — sharing & iticentivist model whichs based on
Horowitz's* contention that consociationalism failed to highti Horowitz claims that even if
the elites commit themselves to a consociationedngement at the outset in a competitive

political environment, centrifugal forces emanatfrgm their followers and political opponents

9 |an Lustick. Stability in Deeply Divided SociedieConsociationalism versus Contrdlprld Politics 31(3), 325-
344,

% John McGarry and O‘Leary, Brendan. (2006), Cormtimial Theory, Northern Ireland's Conflict, and it
Agreement: What Consociationalists can Learn froonthern IrelandGovernment and Oppositipd1(1), 43-63.
121 |an Lustick Stability in Deeply Divided Societiep cit : 334
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may easily undermine the permanence of the agreéméte therefore, argues that what is
needed to strengthen consociationalism is to crieaentives for sustainable elite cooperation
and inter-group accommodation. This incentive, &diog to Horowitz, can spring from

modifications in the electoral systems. Horowitgg@ests that incentives for elite cooperation
can be cultivated by refining the electoral systétarowitz proposes the creation of ethnically
homogenous electoral areas if groups are territpgancentrated. He argued that the creation of
ethnically homogenous electoral areas has the gatyarof fragmenting formerly monolithic

ethnic groups and reducing the ability of such geoto make consistent divisive claims at the

national level.

In this case, issues that might otherwise have lbeatested at inter-group level may end up at
the intra-group level; thus, relieving politicstae national level of frequent inter-group tensions
But where groups are intermixed, Horowitz advocatescreation of ethnically heterogeneous
electoral areas. He claims that an ethnically logemeous electoral area encourages elites from
different ethnic backgrounds to intermingle at Htate level, creating opportunities for the
development of inter-ethnic elite relations thah &ase ethnic hostilities at the national level.
Horowitz hypothesizes that heterogeneous electmeds afford groups that are minority the
opportunity to become majority in one or more sathereby compensating for their marginal

influenceé”.

According to Horowitz suggests that the more eledtareas there are, the less the tendency of
ethnic and sub-ethnic groups to be concerned vatbghial alignments and issues, and the more

their inability to collude across electoral lines mmake coherent and divisive claims at the

% Donald Horowitz.A Democratic South Africa? Constitutional Engineeriin a Divided Societie{Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1991)
*Ibid



national level. In other words, proliferation ofeloral areas introduces more complex issue
agenda on which area, rather than ethnic groupy, disagree because the interest of the
electoral areas, even the ones predominantly ptgallay a particular ethnic group, may differ
from each other. Proliferation of electoral areakes the emergence of ethnic hegemony more
difficult. Horowitz points out first the tendency the strategy of proliferation of electoral areas
to inspire unending demands for new electoral aragsossibility to which Horowitz did not

offer any concrete remedy.

The second issue relates to how to deal with maltimnority demands that may arise due to the
creation of many electoral areas. Proliferatiorlettoral areas tends to produce new or activate
dormant minorities who did not have the capacityatbculate their demands in the former
electoral areas. The emergence of these new mjingraups may compound the woes of
societies that are unable to deal with the existmigority demands. This situation places on the
multiethnic electoral regions the burden of copimth the claims of the bigger minorities and
the fresh claims activated by the creation of nigteral areas.

Horowitz argues that the electoral system can ergatentives for elite cooperation. He noted
that aspects of the electoral system such as tiveitdgion of constituencies, electoral principles
like proportional representation, the number of rhera per constituency, and the structure of
the ballot, all have a potential impact on elitégminents and electoral appeals in plural
societied®. The key ingredient of the electoral system whigves as a powerful lever of

consociationalism and accommodation is what Howeétled vote pooling. Vote pooling refers

% Donald HorowitzA Democratic South Africa? Constitutional Engineerin a Divided SocietyOp cit
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to an exchange of the votes of their respectivepsuprs by politicians who have been

conditioned by the electoral system to be margjrdgipend on votes by others for victdry

To secure pooled votes, politicians must behaveenately on issues that generate intergroup
disagreement. Three elements that are needed tacandhter-group vote pooling can be
identified. The first element is a multi-party sst, the second is the creation of ethnically
heterogeneous constituency; while the third elensetite provision of electoral incentives that
would make vote pooling politically profitable tmlgicians. Horowitz also highlighted three
ways through which electoral incentives can betedkaTlhe first is through the enactment of
distribution requirements for electoral victory,ybad the plurality or majority requirement -
distribution requirements can also be imposed dlitigans through the rules guiding party
formation. The second way of creating electoraémives is through the adoption of preferential
voting, which requires that where there are thraedwates in an election, each voter must
specify his second preference; where there are tharethree candidates, his second and third
preferences. The third approach is through the tamlopf a system where political offices are

reserved for specific groups.

The consociational and the incentivist models afferdnt in three major ways. Firstly, the
consociational model suggests post-election ebtdittons while incentivist model seeks pre-
election elite coalition through vote pooling. Sedly, while the consociational model focus
primarily on elite level politics, the incentivishodel emphasizes both elite and mass level

politics. Thirdly, the consociational model supggagptrliamentarism because it offers a collegial

% Donald Horowitz. “Constitutional Design: Propos¥lersus Processes in A. Reynolds” (&the Architecture of
Democracy: Constitutional Design, Conflict Managemend DemocracyOxford: Oxford University Press, 2002),
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cabinet in which various segments can easily beesemted, while the incentivist model favors
presidentialisiff. The implication of this arrangement is that ia #bsence of an initial majority,
all but the top two candidates are eliminated. &lernative preference voter whose first or
second choices are not among the top two contermgrsvhose second or third choices are
among the top are reallocated to them to computgajarity’®. The incentivist model favors
presidentialism for two reasons. Firstly, presitism makes it impossible for one group to
capture the state permanently by mere capturing agority in the parliament, because

presidentialism makes access to government morgleam

A group excluded from power in the parliament ctih gain access to the government through
the president. Secondly, the use of geographicilgigion plus plurality rule as the basis for
victory in presidential elections can create aaystvhere the elected president can become a
conspicuously pan-national figure, because the tlae earned him victory were pooled from
different parts of the country. Vote pooling makies president more than a representative of his
own group, and this element can motivate politisiamshing to be president to cultivate
relationship with politicians from other groups gparties. But, it can also lead to the opposite
outcome where the nationally elected president teag to favor his own region or party at the

expense of the regions.

Another model is the tri-polar mod&thich considers the multidimensional nature of grou

interests and includes other spheres of power+sidnat may have equal or greater significance

ZArend Lijphart. “Power-Sharing Approach”, in J.V.adtville (ed) Conflict and Peacemaking in Multiethnic
Societied New York: Lexington Books, 1991)

2 Donald Horowitz. A Democratic South Africa? Constitutional Engineerin a Divided Society.op cit

2 Donald Horowitz. (1985)thnic Groups in ConflictBerkeley: University of California Press
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than the political sphef® Although the consociational and incentivist medatknowledge

different spheres of power-sharing, they focusathgmly on the sharing of executive power.
The diversity of group interests points to the needroadly conceptualize power-sharing. For
instance it is likely that groups with history afibg economically marginalized would be more
interested in exerting greater control over theomal revenue than in occupying public offices.
The initial attempt to extend the scope of powearsty to multiple dimensions was made by
Caroline Hartzell and Matthew Hoddfein their study of post-civii war settlements by
developing a four-part model which divided poweorg political, territorial, economic, and

military dimensions.

The tri-polar model categorizes power-sharing ayeaments into three major dimensions -
political, territorial, or economic. The territokri@imension of power-sharing is made up of
arrangements that define the territorial structofehe country and specifies the process of
devolution of powers. The fiscal dimension of powkaring constitutes principles and practices
of national revenue sharing. The political dimensad power-sharing includes principles and

practices of distributing political and bureaucratffices.

Not all models of power sharing were created ecqual there is considerable conceptual
variance between models. Hoddie and Hartzalistinguish between four levels of power-
sharing, these are: central or political power-siggr territorial such as federalism or
decentralization, military and economic power-shgrsuch as the 2005 Comprehensive Peace

Agreement that ended the civil war between Nortth &auth Sudan. These authors conclude that

30 Caroline Hartzell and Matthew Hoddie. Institutidining Peace: Power-sharing and Post-civil War flian
Managemenfmerican Journal of Political Sciencel7 no. 2 (2003)): 318-332.
3Li1h;

Ibid
#Matthew Hoddie. and Caroline Hartzell. “ PowemBhg in Peace Settlements: Initiating the traosifrom civil
war”, in P. Roeder & D. Rothchild (edsSustainable Peace: Power and Democracy after Giar (New York:
Cornell University Press, 103
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while military and territorial power sharing impapbsitively on peace processes and their

sustainability, political power sharing often dows lead to sustained peace.

Anna K. Jarstatf suggests that in order to achieve conceptualtglaii is necessary to
distinguish between different modes of power sliavhich are dependent on the context, legal
basis and forms of arrangement. The context ofaireement refers to the difference between
power sharing implemented in a situation of civdrmcompared with those achieved in stable
democracies. For example power sharing in New &ZAealand Switzerland would not be
comparable with that in Rwanda (1993) and the DR@02-2006). While in Switzerland and
New Zealand, sharing power is associated with l#talaind democracy; in the latter cases it is
associated with instability and civil wAr Although the Kenyan and Zimbabwean were not
examples of civil war, there was sufficient violengerpetrated to justify placing them in the
latter group. The second distinction aims to dédferate between the different bases for power
sharing, whether they are informal, part of elemtdaw or agreement. It can be a result of
informal agreements or as part of electoral lawhsas the proportional representation of all
parties in the South African transitional governmmeh1994. In the Kenyan and Zimbabwean,
the power sharing formulation was as a result oé@gents to end electoral violence or rather
civil conflict. The final distinction is between pwer sharing as a temporary measure compared
with one that is a permanent governance structiarecontexts of war and violence, power
sharing agreements are usually a transitional nmestmaas part of an agreement to undertake
constitutional reform and hold new elections, sasiKenya and even Zimbabwe. It is important

to distinguish between the different contexts olvpo sharing as it is misleading to compare

A K. Jarstad (2009), “The Prevalence of Power-StwarExploring the Patterns of Post-Election Peagdica
Spectrum44, 3, 46-47
* Ibid: 46-47
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permanent democratic power sharing such as th@witzerland with temporary power sharing

in contexts of political instabilifyy.

1.5 Resear ch Questions
The study is guided by the following research goest
i) What models are involved in examining power shaas@ mode of conflict management
in post conflict societies in Africa?
i) What does power sharing entail as a mode of caonflianagement in post conflict
societies?
i) What are the challenges and opportunities of p@haring?
iv) How effectiveness is power sharing as a mode ofagiag conflicts in post conflict
societies?
1.6 Justification of the Study
Power sharing as mode of conflict management han hesed in managing post election
violence which was experienced in Kenya in 200748l before the time elapsed for the
agreement to expire, Zimbabwe also applied powaristp method to solve an election stalemate
between ZANU and MDC in 2009. This study will jdgtthat power-sharing is a successful
means of managing conflict(s) since it proved sssftg in the two (Kenya and Zimbabwe)

conflicts.

Due to a lot of literature touching on conflictemtentions and mitigations to resolve conflicts,
the study will seek to contribute in providing camipensive analysis of the relationship between

resolutions and conflicts. The study will thus agidthe literature on effective conflict resolution

% A Mehler. “Not Always in the People's Interest: ider-Sharing Arrangements in African Peace Agreemént
Brooks World Poverty Institut®WPI Working Paper 40, no. 6 (2008)
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processes including power sharing though not egean Chapter VI — Pacific settlement of
disputes - of the United Nations Charter. This videpicts that the ideal situation where
effective conflict resolution is achieved will berough democracy. Further the study will be
aimed to give new areas of study in order to dgveldree inclusion of all parties to the conflict

embracing conflict resolution.

In policy justification, the study will provide thenportance of legislating power sharing
ingredients into law by the policy makers so asctob in-eventualities that arise during
elections. It is understood that effective confligsolution requires effective policy and
institutional framework. When ending the reseatcill provide policy makers and analysts a
point of reference which will enable them re-dradtiso of the government and political policies

in view of in-building issues of conflict resoluticince conflict is an endemic phenomenon.

1.7 Theoretical Framework

Theorists of power-sharing have argued that mgateémocracy is particularly unsuited for
societies with deep REN (Religious, Ethnic, andMational groups) divisions and a history of
tension and conflict for three primary reasons: dfity group based political parties may be
permanently excluded from participation in goveweand therefore have no incentive to "play
by the rules of the game;" there are few "floatingters whose preferences are based on non-
ascriptive characteristics. Hence, politicians dodly broaden their appeal to members of other
REN groups and have few or no incentives to dasd;politicians have incentives to participate

in radical outbidding on potentially divisive ethrissue¥.

% Timothy Sisk. Power-Sharing and International Mediation in Etbr€onflicts(United States Institute of Peace
Press, 1996),
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Proponent of consociational theory argues that plvaring institutions have many important
consequences for ‘kinder, gentler’ governance, least that they are most likely to facilitate
accommodation among diverse ethno-political groupsking them most suitable for

transitional and consolidating democracies strunggio achieve legitimacy and stability in plural
societies. Two major approaches to power-sharkigf:éArend Lijphart’'s consociational model

and Donald Horowitz's integrative modeél Lijphart suggests four basic principles of
consociational democracy, thus grand coalition gowent that fosters cross-ethnic elite
cooperation, minority veto that reduces minoritpugy fears, proportionality in allocation of

shared resources, such as public funds and civilcgepositions, and ethnic group autondfhy

In contrast, to this model has been criticizedrédying too much on elite cooperation. Horowitz
in his integrative power-sharing model suggests tinaitorial and electoral reforms can create

cross-cutting cleavages and promote inter-ethmipemation and intra-ethnic competitfdn

This can be achieved by “five mechanisms of confieluction”. dispersions of conflicts by

“proliferating the points of power so as to take treat off of a single focal point”; emphasizing
intra-ethnic rather than inter-ethnic competitidmough reservation of some local posts and
territorial devolution; policies to promote intethaic cooperation, such as electoral laws
promoting inter-ethnic coalitions; encouraging afigents around interests other than ethnicity,
strengthening cross-cutting cleavages; and findigributing resources to eliminate disparities

between groupg§.

37 i

Ibid
% Michael KeatingThe creature from the Dayton Lagoon' or, Institatibdesign inBiH, Puls demokratije, no.
6(2007),
39 Donald L Horowitz.(1985)Ethnic Groups in ConfligtUniversity of California Press — Berkeley, Losgefes
and London, 598-599
% |bid pg 597-600
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The two models offer substantially different apmtoes to reducing conflict: the consociational
model reduces conflict by granting autonomy, redgcinteraction between ethnicities, and
fostering elite cooperation, while the integrativeodel attempts to promote inter-ethnic
cooperation and intra-ethnic competition thus dneatcross-cutting cleavagts In brief,
consociational theory proposes that ethnic tensamisfears can be reduced by minimizing the
need for interaction between ethnic groups excepteelite level, while the integrative model
of power-sharing proposes that conflict can be cedwby creating a web of interests and cross-

cutting cleavages that result in incentives for enmoderate behavior.

The power-sharing literature has centered on atddietween which of the two ideal-typical
power-sharing models have the most potential fexgmtion and reduction of conflict between
REN groups, focusing primarily on issues of govao® electoral systems, cultural autonomy,
and constitutional design. In practice in societsasting from violent conflict, though, this
debate is moot, as neither model is likely to bplemented in full. Power-sharing theorists do
not create ideal power-sharing arrangements; idstedhost of competing interests, local and
international, shape constitutional frameworks g@agver-sharing governance through intense
negotiations and compromfée Negotiators may or may not be familiar with powsbaring
theories. Instead of consociational or integra@pproaches, the outcome is likely to be a

complex mixture of the two models, often in combima with other conflict reduction

! palmer, L. Kendall. (2005)Power-Sharing Extended: Policing and Education Refin Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Northern IrelandA Dissertation at University of North Carolinah&pel Hill
“2 palmer, L. Kendall. (2005)Power-Sharing Extended: Policing and Education Refin Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Northern IrelandA Dissertation at University of North Carolina, &el Hill
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mechanisms not easily categorized as consociationahtegrativé®. In brief, there is no

particular theory which can address vividly the @apt of power-sharing.

1.8 Resear ch M ethodology

This section will explore the methodology of thadst in responding to the research objectives,
the study sample and instruments for the studys Bhidy employs the method of process
tracing with an emphasis of the previous case studi power-sharing agreement that preceded
the post elections violence in African countriesod@ss tracing is a method of intensive case
study, involving a re-description of history, witletective consideration of causal factors and
their effects, drawing possible different pathsotlyh which the factors cause their effétts
This method is typically useful at accounts of tioreler and at identifying new explanatory
elements. The method of process tracing seeks nerge and analyze data on the causal
mechanisms, processes, events, and the interverangbles that link putative causes to

observed effects.

The application of process tracing involves trgdine causal or process mechanism(s) at work
in a given case. A mechanism is a set of propaostihat could be the explanation for some
social phenomenon or event, the explanation beirtgrms of interactions between individuals
and other individuals, or between individuals awdhs social aggregdfe Using the process
tracing method, the study will analyze two premitiest guide the explanation of the power-
sharing in bringing peace in a post conflict sg€®t The premises include: That there is a

relationship between the structure of enhancing@darough power sharing and ethnic division

3 Timothy Sisk. Power-Sharing and International Mediation in Etbi@onflicts(United States Institute of Peace
Press, 1996)

*4 Andrew Bennett and Alexander Geo@ase Studies and Theory Development in the Sazieh@&sCambridge:
MIT Press, 2005),

> peter Hedstroem and Richard Swedb8&agial Mechanisms: An Analytical Approach to So€tatory.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998)

18



possible in an already divided society(s), and that consociation model of power-sharing
employed to deal with ethnic conflicts can alsoused to address divisions in a post conflict
society(s). The process tracing method will alsoubeful in tracking significant junctures in

Kenyan politics, periods when decisions leadinghe violence were made. The study also will
focus on the historical developments in terms afigrosharing in Kenya between the periods
2008 to 2012. The study will use the post-electiaiogence of the 2007 as a point of reference

in setting the context for my analysis of power+sia

The main sources of data to be used for this resaaclude public reports (such as memoirs,
media reports, publications by groups and orgaliaatlike political parties), opinions (like
editorials, speeches, pamphlets, letters to theredersonal notes, paid announcements, and
comments on internet sites), government documerdgeports, and summaries and analyses of
events (in books, monographs, journal articles, emgyclopedias). Specifically, the study will
draw on the rich and vast literature on ethnictrehs and political developments in Kenya;
focusing primarily on studies in relevant disciphiff. Substantial materials will also be drawn
from the popular debates and commentaries on pehaming published in the Kenyan press -

the Nation, Standard and various internet sitestlile BBC and wikileaks.

The study will obtain access to the above sourbesugh a number of libraries and archives.
During the research for this project, the study wiBit several libraries and information centers
in Kenya, including the libraries of University Nfirobi, The National Archives, and the Kenya
National Library. Kenya Human Rights Commissionotgse Centre, the Centre for Law and

Research Institute, the Independent Electoral amchBary Commission in Nairobi, Institute for

¢ Bolaji Akinyemi. Patrick Dele-Cole and Walter ®fagoro. Readings on FederalisriLagos: Nigerian Institute
of International Affairs, 1979)
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Education in Democracy, the Institute for Diplomagyd International studies of the University
of Nairobi and the Life and Peace Institute. Thedgtwill also make use of a variety of other
historical sources in Africa.

Data analysis is the process of bringing ordeucstire and meaning to the mass of information
collected”. In this study, data analysis will involve threencurrent flows of activities namely;
data reduction, data display, and conclusion drgwall of which are accepted methods of
qualitative data analy$fs The study will approach the task of data reductirough selecting,
simplifying and focusing of the data collected fréeld research. Since most of the data for this
study will be drawn from secondary documents, da&t@duction will be achieved through
summarizing, paraphrasing, and subsuming of retedata under a broader theme or narrative.

Also as part of data reduction, the study will cerivsome qualitative data into quantitative data.

The second step in the process of data analysisnvidlve the construction of data displays.
Data displays are simply an organized assemblyn@drmation that facilitates conclusion
drawing. Looking at such displays makes it easyofee to understand or further analyze a given
event or phenomenon. This way, findings that retat¢he problem provide insights that are
critical to decision-making. In this study, the stmction of data displays entails setting up of
various descriptive and explanatory statements. lasiestep in the process of data analysis is

conclusion drawing.

This will involve drawing meaning from the reduceadd displayed data — noting patterns,

themes and possible configurations, subsumingaquéatis under the general, drawing conceptual

*"G. A. Mugenda and O. MugendResearch methods: Quantitative and qualitative apphegNairobi: ACTS
1999)

8 Matthew B. Miles and Michael A. Huberman. “DragiValid Meaning from Qualitative Data: Toward aagd
Craft” Educational Researchet3 (1984): 20-30.
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and theoretical linkages, as well as building exateons based on logical chain of evidence.
Narratives will be used as data presentation tectél. Narratives have since been recognized
as part of the methods in social science resgarblarratives refer to the ways in which we
construct disparate facts and weave them togetbgmittvely in order to make sense of our
reality’’. The process of narrative construction was guisethe theoretical framework, which

ensured that the narratives reflected the thealediguments.

The theoretical framework will be the basis foreatetining the salient points. In line with
Buthe's observation, narratives will be useful ipresenting information about correlations at
every step of the causal process, in contextuglithe steps in ways that make the entire process
visible rather than leaving it fragmented into atiahl stage¥. Through narratives the study
will be able to include detailed analysis of vagoevents as well as to simplify the reality by
determining the elements of the historical accotmis are salient and worthy of attention, and

those that are insignificant and require omitting.

Considering ethical issues, the study will soudiet tequired permission from relevant sources
before compiling the data. This way, participatwifi be voluntary and from an informed point
of what is going on. The study will ensure that thisrmation will be handled and analyzed
appropriately without any prejudices. Contributew be properly briefed and debriefed that the

purpose of the study will be purely academic.

*°1pid

*® Rhodes, Carl and Brown, Andrew D. “Narrative, Qrigations and Researchinternational Journal of
Management Reviews, no. 3(2005): 167-188.

*1 Molly Patterson and Kristen R. Monroe. “NarratimePolitical Science.” Annual Review of Political Science
1, (1998): 315-331.

*2Tim Buthe. “Taking Temporality Seriously: Modelittjstory and the Use of Narratives as Evidendéé
American Political Science Revig@6, no. 3 (2002): 481-493.
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1.9 Chapter outline

This section provides the layout of the researabystit lays the sequence in which the chapters
of the whole research project will run. It gives tthapter titles and some detail of the contents
as the researcher visualizes. The chapter outhinthis study will thus:

Chapter one introduces the topic of the research by first logkat the broad area of the
research study then narrowing it down to the spedhe statement of the problem, objectives of
the study, literature review, justification of th&tudy, theoretical framework, research
hypotheses, and methodology of the study.

Chapter two will assess the historical overview of Power SigriPower Sharing, Conflict
Management, and Democracy, Structure and Procedskder-Group Conflict Management,

Power-Sharing Challenges and Opportunities, anecEffof Power-Sharing

Chapter three will address the Case Studies in Africa in Relatto the Concept of Power
Sharing which will include the cases of Power-Stguand Peace Agreements in African States,
the Institutional Avenues to Political Inclusiorhet Outlook on the African Union and

PowerSharing in Africa, and the entire conclusibthe chapter.

Chapter four will carry out the Analysis of Power Sharing aMade of Conflict Management
in Africa touching on Designing Effective Power-8hg Arrangements for Conflict
Management, the Effective Power-Sharing Instingjo Questioning Power-sharing as an
Outcome of Democracy, Analysis of the Effectivenessl Pitfalls of Power-Sharing, the

Challenges of Implementation of power sharing agesgs and the conclusion.

Chapter five will provide conclusions based on the study, greeommendation and then

provide suggestions on areas of further research.
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CHAPTER TWO

POWER SHARING ASA MODE OF CONFLICT MANAGEMENT: AN OVERVIEW

2.0 Introduction

Worldwide, scholars as discussed in the previoapte, have become increasingly critical of
the current formulation of power-sharing agreemaviteeh has been silent for quite a while. For
the last six years the emergence of a new trendobaa witnessed that has arrived largely
unnoticed and has been the focus of little intéonat dialogue; this is the use of power-sharing
agreements, which have up till now been utilize@ @sol of post-conflict reconstruction and to

instances of democratic deadlock and heighteneitl tewsions resulting from either electoral

crises, scarcity and abundance of natural resouetiesicity, race, religion and many mdte

In an attempt to mitigate intra-state conflicts aeduce the likelihood of conflict(s) to occur,
power sharing conditions have become an increasimgportant factor in negotiations and
peace agreements. Conflicts not only trigger instgbundermine peace and security, but also
postpone socio-economic development and the aadhewe of Millennium Development
Goals*. This part of the study, seeks to provide hisairoverview of power sharing in Africa.
This includes the study and discussions on powarirsip as a method of conflict management,
its relations to democracy, the structure and @®ee® of inter-group conflict management. As

part of the historical overview the challenges apgortunities that power sharing holds.

*3N. Cheeseman and B. M. Tendi. “ Power-Sharingomparative Perspective: the dynamics of unity
government' in Kenya and Zimbabwe”, Tine Journal of Modern African Studje48 (2010)

** K. Matlosa, G. Khadiagala and V. Shakten Elephants Fight: Preventing and Resolving tiflaeRelated
Conflicts in Africa (Johannesburg: EISA), 14 (2004)
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2.1 Background

Power-sharing transitional governments are comnmgnedients of peacemaking and peace
building efforts. Power sharing guarantees thei@pdtion of representatives of significant
groups in political decision making, and especialljthe executive, but also in the legislature,
judiciary, police and army. By dividing power amongal groups during the transition, power
sharing hypothetically reduces the danger thatpamey will become dominant and threaten the
security of others® Liberia, Burundi, the Democratic Republic of Condi@nya, Nepal, Iraq
and Afghanistan are examples of countries whereep®varing transitional governments were
responsible for guiding the complex processes ofakelization and re-integration of
combatants, return of displaced persons, and @gparof elections and the negotiation of new

constitutions, as will be discussed in this paper.

With the increase of negotiated settlements td amars in the past two decades, power-sharing
arrangements have proliferated. In Africa, powearsly is a prevalent tool of conflict
resolution: Sudan’s 2005 Comprehensive Peace Agmeenhiberia’s 2003 Accra agreement,
Burundi’'s 2001 agreement and the DRC’s (DemocrRipublic of Congo) 2003 Sun city
agreement all contained elements of power-shafagver-sharing arrangements bring former
belligerents into joint governments and guarantesmt representation in the executive, the
legislature, the army and/or the management ottlmtry’s wealth. Guarantees of inclusion are
intended to reassure weaker parties that theynatilbe exploited or marginalized in the new

political order and to give them an incentive tonoit to the agreemenit.

%5 Jacob Bercovitch and Leah Simpson. “Internatidviabiation and the Question of Failed Peace Agreésnen
Improving Conflict Management and Implementatio®&ace and Chang85, no.1 (2010): 68-103

% Donald RothchildPower Sharing Institutions as a Response to Insgcafter Africa’s Civil Warg' (Davis:
University of California, 2001)
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Pragmatists point out that power-sharing is a dgef to convince all parties to sign peace
agreements and to commit to joint state institigi@md a common political process. Critics,
however, emphasize that power-sharing freeze wag-power balances, prevents the evolution
of the political process, and closes the door te eeatrants to the political scereThe key
debate, therefore, is between those who argue pragatly for using power-sharing to win
acceptance of a peace agreement by recalcitrariiepaand those who warn that such

compromises may impede the long-term transformaifomar-torn societies®

This paper will present the key characteristicpoiver-sharing arrangements and discuss the
advantages and disadvantages of such mechaniswil drgue that, indeed, power-sharing
arrangements are often necessary for settlemeis teached. However, it will also argue that
such arrangements should be transitional and dogitng transitional periods, efforts should be
made to expand political participation beyond thembers of power-sharing governments.
Thus, mediators need to be aware of the pitfallspafver-sharing agreements and, when
possible, to consider ways in which agreements eragourage wider political participation
during transitional periods. It is important to enstand the different variables that are elemental
in the proper functioning of the mechanisms of poslearing. As will be noted, power sharing
have both negative and positive effects, especiallfhe context of managing inter-group

conflicts.

" Donald L. Horowitz, , Conciliatory Institutions drConstitutional Processes in Post- conflict Staféliam &
Mary Law Review, 49, 4 (2008), http://scholarskip.wm.edu/wmlr/vol49/issa/7

8 Andreas Mehler, “ Peace and Power Sharing in Afri& not so obvious relationshigfrican Affairs 108, no.
432, (2009): 453-473
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2.2 Power Sharing, Conflict Management, and Democr acy

Post-conflict societies face a high risk of corifienewal. Compared to countries that have never
experienced an internal armed conflict, the risklisost doubl®. Between 1975 and 2005, 91
civil war onsets occurred in post-conflict socistighereas only 50 armed conflicts were counted
in countries without a civil war background. Thestoof these conflicts were and are still high,
not only in economic terms but also and in paréicuin terms of injury, disease and mortality
rate. Having realized that these countries seemetd help, more and more scholars and
politicians propose specific institutional arrangans which, in their point of view, will help to

provide and keep peace.

However, scholars and politicians disagree aboat ldbst institutional setting. Overall, two
competing theories of constitutional engineeringgeh@&merged: Power-Sharing and Power-
Dividing. Supporters of the power-sharing theoryoiaeither consociational or integrative
institutions, whereas supporters of the power-digdheory in the long run favor the American
model of democracy. In particular, Roeder and Ruttt" stress the sequential effect of a
transition to democracy: While in the initiationgse confidence-building measures, i.e. power-
sharing institutions, are strongly required, thensmidation phase is dominated by stability
aspects, that is, power-dividing institutions héweée implemented. Following their argument,
there should be a trade-off between the short-teemefits and the long-term costs of having

included all political relevant groups.

*9A. Ligphart, Thinking about democracy. Power sharing and majoritle in theory and practice(London:
Routledge, 2008)

0 Donald L. Horowitz, “Making moderation pay: the nsparative politics of ethnic conflict management’ i
Conflict and Peacemaking in multiethnic societied. Joseph Wontville, 451 -475 (Lexington, MA: Lexington
Books, 1990)

®1 Philip G. Roeder and Donald S. Rothchild, edast&inable Peace. Power and Democracy after cauis Wthaca,
(NY: Cornell University Press, 2005): 52-82
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Whether the transition to democracy succeeds isonbt a factor of the institutions to be
implemented but also a factor of the charactegsticthe groups. In particular, ethnicity is seen
as one of the most decisive facfér€onstitutional changes in ethnically diverse sties can be
observed twice as often as in ethnically homoges@ountries, on average every eight ye4rs.
Even if other social divisions are included in #realyses, ethnicity is still an important factor.
In ethnically diverse societies, the risk of coetflrenewal even enforces. In some instances,
political parties even create terrorist organizafid As the forms of ethnic (or other) division
vary widely across failed (or failing) states, #here no one-size-fits-all ready-made solutions.
Hence, the institutional engineering proceduresightake the particular situation in a country
into account. Additionally, the conditions that prote instability are particularly acute in post-

conflict situations in ethnically divided societ|&

Since inter-group power sharing has become “thermational community’s preferred remedy
for building peace and democracy after civil wats'the preliminary questions of the conditions
for its applicability rise. Given the disputableoed of the power sharing, it becomes important
to understand the favorable conditions that carurenshe proper application of the power
sharing mechanisms. According to Lijphart, there ame background variables that, when
present, can favour the establishment of conseeialemocracy. Five of these variables are
strongly linked to the size of the ethnic groups &m their distribution over the territory: the

absence of a single majority group, groups of rbyigljual size and a balance of power among

them, the geographic concentration of ethnic remidesmall number of groups and a country

62 Stefan Wolf. Ethnic conflict (A Global PerspeetivOxford: Oxford University Press, 2006)

83 Zachary Elkins and John Sides.” Can institution#dbunity in multiethnic states?American Political Science
Review, 101 no. 04 (2007): 693-708.

** Ibid

% Philip G. Roeder and Donald S. Rothchild, eds.staimable Peace. Power and democracy after civi’wap.
cit.,

®® Ipid: 5
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with small total population. Among these, the alogeaf a single majority group, according to

the author, is one of two most important favourai@editions.

According to Lijpharf’ the most serious obstacle to power sharing inddivisocieties is the
presence of a solid majority that, understandathigrefore preferring pure majority rule to
consociationalism. A similar condition can be foudeVeloped in Schneckener who adds that the
state or region is not dominated by a clear majaiibup, but there exists a relative equilibrium
concerning the size. There are either a numberaips among which no one has an absolute

majority of the total population or two almost efisegment§®

There seems to be a particular tension betweenocmtvism and democracy, for where the
intergroup conflict prevails and there is no ovieaateptance and support for the power-sharing
mechanisms, the political struggle within the segisuts the status quo and survival of the
state under continuous pressure. Such a trap candiged only under the condition that internal
competition is not concentrated exclusively onéttaic cleavage, but it involves others among
the main issues present in society. It appearsssacgthat the elite is “predominant” (or better,
that it enjoys a large, undisputed support) in ¢hmsitters concerning the necessity of consensus
between the segments, but at the same time itps &&countable and responsible on matters
other than the inter-ethnic relations: a situapossible only when there is an overall support for
the institutional framework of the state and a wpatead acceptance of the arrangements keeping
the polity together — a condition that would alldw pursue at the same time both the

consociative and the democratic goals. Otherwigejri-group competitiveness that would give

7 A. Lijphart, Thinking about democracy: power sharing and mayorile in theory and practice (London:
Routledge, 2008), 51

% U. Schneckener, “Making Power-Sharing Work: Lessdrom Successes and Failures in Ethnic Conflict
Regulation”,Journal of Peace ResearcB9 (2002) 203-228: 211
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the basis for the elite’s accountability could ctntte to a further intensification of the inter-

ethnic conflict.

The sharp political competition between the pdiitigarties within the segments, combined with
the overall prevalence of the ethnic cleavage gsrio a situation where the political competition
takes directional/salience rather than positior@minotations: the candidates seek to present
themselves credibly as the real tutors of the @sisr of the segments. Once in power, they will
be called to respond for their capacity to protéwir ethnic group, and will not be held
accountable for other issues. The corruption, stamure and, consequentially, the unequal
allocation of the resources within the group atddgast in parts) consequences of such a setting

where the “group” prevails over the citizefs.

2.2 Inter-Group Conflict Management: Structuresand Processes

The democratic governance of ethnically dividedettes poses particular challenges especially
in cases in which territorially concentrated groupmmand to exercise their right to self-

determination. While the international community generally reluctant to accept unilateral

declarations of independence, there is a signifigagreater degree of enthusiasm to promote
regimes of self-governance, that is, is the legalhyrenched power of territorial entities to

exercise public policy functions (legislative, eMee and adjudicative independently of other

sources of authority in the state, but subjeché&dverall legal order of the state and any relevan

international obligation§? Self-governance as a strategy of preventing aritinge ethnic

% Philip G. Roeder, “Power Dividing as an Alternatito Ethnic Power Sharing,” In Philip G. Roeder @whald
Rothchild (eds) Sustainable Peace: Power and Demmpdafter Civil Wars (Ithaca NY: Cornell UniversiBress.
(2005, ) 51-82
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conflict, thus, must be based on the recognitiogrolip-specific concerns alongside and on par

with concerns of individuals (independent of thettinic identity) and the staf®.

The promotion of self-governance by the internala@ommunity normally goes hand-in- hand
with the promotion of other mechanisms of conftiesolution, including power sharing, human
and minority rights legislation, specific particijman rights for members of minority groups, etc.
As such, recent conflict resolution practice hasifeated itself in institutional designs of a
certain complexity that combine a range of mechmasithat are treated separately in most of the
existing academic literature on the subject and esash which are rejected as morally
unacceptable by some, while others are considanéshsible to deal with the realities of self-
determination conflicts. A situation, thus, exidts which conflict resolution practice is
substantially different from significant parts ofaditional conflict resolution theor¥.
Examining three main schools of conflict resolutionntegrative and consociational power
sharing and power dividing - and contrasting tlaalysis and recommendations with current
policy to resolve self-determination, it can beusd that there is an emerging practice of what
can be referred to as complex power sharing, #)a hybrid model of conflict resolution that
has a regime of self-governance at its heart, whlictomplemented, however, by a range of

other mechanisms advocated by different schoot®wfiict resolution.

In their 2008 published study, Schneider and Wieswtier® evaluated the effect of different

institutions for various ethnic settings. In a ffistep, their analysis included all countries, in a

s, Wolff and M. Weller."Self-determination and Aubmy: A Conceptual Introduction”, iAutonomy, Self-
governance and Conflict Resolution: Innovative Aggmhes to Institutional Design in Divided Societied. by
Marc Weller and Stefan Wolff. (London: Routledg2)05)
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second step, only democratic countries. Their t@ld &nalysis lends support to the proposition
that, first of all, democratic countries are moreageful than autocratic ones. However, a
fractionalized society seems to be the biggestlemgé to a democratic country* Neither do
polarized nor ethnic dominated societies face saiathallenge. There are, however, certain
institutional settings which decrease the likelitidor civil war onset, such as a parliamentary
system is best in ethnically fractionalized soeieti Chneider and Wiesehomeier conclude that
their results lend support to the hopes of thosastitutional engineers' who advance certain
institutions as a tool to alleviate social confli€t It is important to point out, however, that their

analysis measures civil war onsets in general ah@émly for post-conflict societies.

Most studies, however, do not differentiate betwgeower-sharing and power-dividing
institutions. Waltef® concludes that the greater the access to poljtedicipation in general, the
less likely recurring civil war. However, her meesof the dependent variable (civil war onset )
is based on the definition by the Correlates of \paject, i.e. measuring an onset if at least
1,000 battle-related deaths were counted. Albetrélest al. and Collier, Wiesehomeier, and
Soderbory’ also do not concentrate exclusively on power-sigaor power dividing institutions;
their analysis reveals that for democracy, theceften the risk of internal armed conflict is
inverted u-shaped. Both, completely autocratic democratic countries face fewer challenges in
keeping peace; in transitional societies, the imgkeases. Therefore, \international pressure for

democracy should be justified by criteria othernth@eace-strengthening®® Another major

" Ibid: 194

"® Ibid: 205

8 Barbara F. Walter Does “Conflict beget Conflict? lBikpng recurring civil war”.Journal of Peace Researcil,
no. 3 (2004),: 371-388

" paul Collier, Anke Hoffler, and Mans Soderbom “Post-Conflict Riskddurnal of Peace Researci5, no.4 .
(2008): 461-478

8 Nils B. Weidmann and Michael D. Ward. “Predictiognflict in space and timeJournal of Conflict Resolution,
54, no.6 (2010): 883 -901
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finding is the time-stationary effect: None of teriables that they had included in their models
have proven to be non-stationary the effect ovaretiremains the same. By including
fractionalization as a major independent variabléheir analysis, the effect on the (exponential)
hazard rate is negative, i.e. the higher the degié®ctionalization, the less is the likelihoofl o

civil war recurrence.

Following a different approach of measuring powearing, Hartzell and Hoddie determine
that the more power-sharing dimensions, the lowerrisk of recurring internal armed conflict.
In total, four power-sharing dimensions are inctlide their analyses: political, economic,
territorial and military power-sharing. Implemergione more power-sharing dimension, e.g. not
only political but also military power-sharing, thisk of civil war onset reduces by 53%.
Territorial and military power-sharing have the ajest effects on the likelihood of civil war
onset. However, their measure of power-sharingos sophisticated. Single changes in the
institutional setting which might have a signifitagffect on the risk of armed conflict are not
captured the dummy variable remains the same. ibddily, their approach assumes an equal
effect of the power-sharing dimensions for autacrabhd democratic countries. Finally, a third
empirical approach analyzes the effect for ethntpal dyads, including ethnic diversity
through ethno-political groups indirectly as a prdar ethnic diversity. Roed®r demonstrates
the effect of power-dividing institutions by analyg ethnopolitical dyads consisting of leaders
of governments versus ethnopoliticians from an ietgnoup within the state. The results yield

support for the power-dividing theory, as \the sigf 23 of 28 coefficient estimates are as

" Caroline Hartzell, Matthew Hoddie, Donald RothdhiiStabilizing the Peace After Civil War:An Invegition of
Some Key Variables International Organization,55, Winter. (2001)
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expected® versus five coefficients for power-sharing. Adalitally, time is incorporated
inappropriately: the independent variables and #isodependent variable can only vary at the
beginning of each 5-year time interval, changesnduthat interval are integrated in the next

quinguennium.

This can lead to inappropriate results since thteawne - violence, would not have taken place
till the covariate had changed. Therefore, in myalgsis, time and ethnic diversity are
incorporated in a more direct manner. The mosheefimethod of measurement of a country's
ethnic structure is based on three manifestatibmsversity - polarization, fractionalization and
ethnic dominance. The effect on the risk of civdrvonset varies not only per manifestation, but
also on the combinations of these three forms lohietdiversity. Polarization is largest when
two equally powerful groups compete for power. Tigher the index, the more polarized the
country. Based on a formal model, it has been shthanh polarization decreases the risk of

recurrent civil war>

If power-sharing or power-dividing institutions amaplemented adequately, both groups are
able to participate in the policy process, eitteotigh multiethnic coalitions and cooperations at
the executive level or through changing majorities therefore, reducing the risk.

Fractionalization is largest if every individualltiegs to his/her own ethnic group. Hence, the

measure counts the number of ethnic groups witlm@ country by asking the hypothetical
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question to which ethnic group an individual belsfigand secondly, calculates the probability

that two individuals selected by chance belongfferént ethnic groups.

Contrary to polarization, there is some evideneg the effect of fractionalization on the risk of
civil war recurrence is non-linear and invertechaysed®. The less groups there are, the easier it
is to incorporate all of them in the power-sharmgpower-dividing institutional setting; the
more groups there are, the greater the collecittieraproblem is when organizing violence. For
an intermediate number of ethnic groups, howeveil war risk is lowest. Yet, the risk for
power-sharing institutions should be lower than power-dividing institutions since power-
sharing is, at least in a short-term view, moreccete to ethnic groups. Contrary to power-

dividing, governmental power is shared directlywssdn ethnic groups.

Since majoritarian power-dividing institutions mi@st the rule by an ethnic dominant group, the
risk of conflict recurrence should decrease conpéwmgpower-sharing regimes. The literature on
the concept of power sharing is divided along twpasate strands of research on the related
goals of democracy in all societies and conflictnagement in postonflict societies. The

former is associated with the works of Arend Lijpffaand the obstacles to establishing a
functioning democracy in ethntivided societies. Lijphart strictly opposes mdapgmian rule

since it carries the risk of civil strife within @éhsociety. Besides the main argument — power

sharing as means of promoting “good” and stable aieatic regimes - the underlying

8 James D. Fearon..“Ethnic and cultural diversigydountry”. Journal of Economic Growth 8, no.2: (2003):
195-222:191

% Tanja Ellingsen, “ Colorful community or ethnictehes’ brew?"Journal of Conflict Resolutiod4, no.2 (2000):
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assumption is that power sharing also producesepeatthile the works of Lijphart and Norffs
put a strong emphasis on democratic representatind elections, the literature of
conflic-management tackles the question of what polititadtesgies and institutions sustain
peace in postonflict societies and hinder the recurrence ofl giars®®. Scholars examine three
analytical aspects; namely the presence, manddteanditions of peacekeeping forces, the way

in which civil wars terminate, and the design amgliementation of peace agreemefits.

The latter strain of literature is more importamt the research question. Scholars focus on three
guestions analyzing powsharing agreements. First, do they contribute ngéo peace periods
and if so, how? Including powsharing provisions in the agreements helps to eedbhcs
commitment problem as well as insecurities, argagz¢ll and Hodd&. They examine de jure
powersharing concessions included in the peace agresnfeaiitical, territorial, military and
economic) as the independent variable for lastie@cp. The results indicate a positive effect of
the powersharing arrangements on peace periods. In a sisti@ly Mattes and Savifndraw
upon the bargaining theory of war arguing that tpmall power sharing reduces fears on both
sides, and combined with third party guaranteagjges fear among the conflict parties. Using a
similar research design they find strong empirgwgbport for a positive result — positive in the

sense of lasting peace — of povehiaring institutions in 48 countries.

87 Norris Pippa,Driving Democracy: Do Powers-haring Institutions ¥® (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2008)
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Therefore, powesharing provisions offered by the incumbent pamyds a clear signal to
insurgent groups to stop fighting, acknowledge tipailitical requests by peaceful means and
help overcome the security dilemma. Secondly, stcbolinvestigate situations when
powersharing agreements are offered to rebel partieenon® analyses powesharing
arrangements included in peace agreements andstagpat biased mediators seek to protect
their side’s interests through powsraring institutions. The results suggest that
governmenbiased mediation efforts are associated with faserautcomes for the government,
such as amnesties, whereas rddi@sed mediation efforts seem to result in politmawver
agreements securing them a share of political powen?* analyses the military balance
between government and rebel combatants and fimogost for his hypothesis that powerful

rebels are more likely to be offered a powkaring agreement.

Thirdly, the question of which conditions powsdraring agreements support stable
powersharing agreements in a paesinflict environment is raised. In this framework,
Mukherje€® argues that the outcome of the conflict determiméther power sharing is
successful or not. He distinguishes between paharing negotiations with complete — military
rebel or government victory — or incomplete — railjt stalemate — information about the
government’s military capacity. The results preditat political powessharing arrangements
offered after military victory by the governmenttbe insurgents increases the period of peace.

When power sharing is offered after military stadeenthe probability of peace failure becomes

9 |sak Svensson, “Bargaining, Bias and Peace Broklye Rebels Commit to Peaceournal of Peace Research,
44, no. 2 (2007):17194
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more likely?® Two other studies are concerned with the questibmhether powesharing
agreements are more successful when they are lggtaplemented in the posionflict country,
rather than just being promised or planned. Ondldrhatudy suggests that the implementation
level of military powersharing agreements affects the likelihood of dwagkace and that

support exists for it more often in these situaian

The current research on powsdraring agreements has several shortcomings arpltpese of
this article is to investigate some of them. Thenggal agreement among writers of the
comparative studies is that they make a positifierénce in terms of establishing peace. The
more power shared the better. Power-sharing mayk wall in stable democracies when
political elites are moderate and willing to compise. However, this is unlikely in countries
exiting civil conflict, where leaders are uncoopee and where majority group leaders are
under pressure to not concede to minorities. Irh stases, power sharing arrangements may
simply maintain the war-time balances of power. §halthough power-sharing is a sensible
transitional device, in the long-run a more fluairh of politics that allows for the creation of
flexible coalitions that cross the war-time dividespreferablé® Power-sharing arrangements,
by definition, share political powers among thedes of the main parties to a conflict.
Depending on how peace agreements were negotihesk governments often fail to include
important social actors who did not participateitaully in the conflict. They also may lack
grassroots support, if they are seen by the pdpuolats an effort by elites to share the spoils as

opposed to move the country toward reconstructr@hraconciliation.
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Finally, because elites are guaranteed representatipower-sharing institutions, they are not
accountable to their communities and constituendiee above is aptly demonstrated in the case
of the National Transitional Government of Libe(diTGL) which was inaugurated in October
2003% One rebel politician summarized the characterhef NTGL as follows: “this is an
administration for warring factions. They contrbletgovernment. People need to accept this
reality. Civilians have no role in the cabinet, \tleze virtually voiceless®. Furthermore, due to
the lack of accountability mechanisms during tlaasitional period and as discussed earlier, the
members of the NTGL devoted more attention to thesidn of the spoils of the state as
opposed to making and implementing public policigso, in Somalia, most of the national
reconciliation conferences convened since 1991 skduon hammering out power-sharing
agreements for transitional central governmentssdme of the conferences the agenda was
reduced to allocation of cabinet positions by clansl factions in typical sharing-the-spoils

exercises™*

However, it is important to remember that, in thers- to medium-run, the drawbacks of power-
sharing agreements may be outweighed by their patdyenefits. Power-sharing does reward
those who engaged in violence during the conftiat,by allowing them to enter parliament and
the political system it contributes to their codjua by the systeni. For example, supporters of
Dayton’s power-sharing institutions note that, deesthe extremely slow progress in Bosnia, the
institutions contributed significantly to the coryi$ transition from war to non-violent politics:

by participating in the elections for the variousspions of the Dayton architecture, political
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leaders signaled acceptance of the institutions laeghan interacting with each other in a
common political proced®¥. Also, by bringing all parties to a grand coalitiand a common
political process, power-sharing institutions ceepossibilities for relationship-building among

former adversarie¥*

Importantly, and as will be discussed below, poslaring may be accompanied by other forms
of wider political participation during the transmal period in order to compensate for its elite
character. For example, public awareness campaigdspublic participation efforts may take
place at different points of the transitional prgein order to slowly expand political

participation beyond the usual suspects.

2.3 The Effects of Power-Sharing

By any measure the power-sharing agreement hasaeaacess in achieving the primary goal
of ending the conflict and restoring stability. Télectoral violence that had engulfed Kenya for
instance, ended with the signing of the agreenmost of the internally displaced people have
now left the camps that were set up after the umde Equally important, the power-sharing
agreement received widespread public approvalgm thiat Kenyans by and large endorsed its
adoption. An opinion poll conducted in April 2008pout a month after the power-sharing
agreement was reached, showed broad support, 83hof respondents saying they approved
of the accord® The poll also found strong support across partlsas, with 75% of ODM
supporters and 72% of PNU supporters approving.ebler, the survey found significant

optimism about the future of Kenya. In responseat@uestion about the future of ethnic

193 Sumantra Bose. The Bosnian State a Decade AftgtoBa International Peacekeepind2, no. 3, Autumn
(2005)
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relations, the largest share of respondents (438ig tat they thought relations between
communities would improve in the coming year. A¢ #ame time, Kenyans remained concerned
about the durability of the power-sharing agreenaaa the consequences if it were to collapse.
Only 36% of respondents thought that the agreemenid survive until the next election in
2012. Moreover, 47% of respondents said that thereld be renewed violence if the power-

sharing agreement collaps&t

Despite the positive effects in terms of stabilitye power-sharing agreement in Kenya may be
prone to negative side effects. First is the camdbat power-sharing agreements may create
excessive transaction costs in decision-making, tdusupermajority or unanimity provisions,

leading to inefficiencies or immobilization. In th€enyan case, no such provisions were
included in the agreement with regard to policy mgk®” The only area in which guarantees

were provided was with regard to the dismissalatfiteet ministers, which requires consent from
both ODM and PNU. Otherwise, the legislative pracsssubject to the same rules that existed
prior to the power-sharing agreement. Therefore, dncern that minorities may be able to
extract an unreasonably high price for cooperatioes not apply in the Kenyan case. The
inefficiencies that may exist in the legislativeopess are a function of the political system that

existed before the agreement, not the agreemetft'it$

A second concern is that power-sharing agreemeatis areate an adverse selection problem
whereby extremists and ethno-nationalists are &/@ver moderates. This does not appear to
be the case in Kenya. To the contrary, the leaoketse two parties that signed the agreement,

Kibaki and Odinga, appear to be relatively mode@impared the hardliners in each side’s
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camp. At several critical points in the negotiai@rocess and after, these leaders have shown a
willingness and ability to constrain hardliners huit their own ranks, facilitating compromise
across party lines. For example, in the final staglethe negotiations over the accord, Kibaki
and Odinga retreated with Annan in a private sessiohammer out the last details of the
agreement®® Again during the negotiations over the distribatiof cabinet portfolios, the two
party heads retreated behind closed doors to bameaknpasse that threatened to destroy the

Grand Coalition government.

Finally, the third concern is that power-sharingeggnents may create moral hazard problems by
eliminating the oversight role played by oppositgarties. Without an opposition party to check
the government, corruption and theft may incre&ghile it is premature to offer a definitive
assessment, there are signs that the entry intdGthed Coalition has not undermined the
oversight role that ODM would have played if it heeinained in the opposition. Joining the
Grand Coalition does not require ODM to abdicaseoitersight role:*“While ODM and PNU
became partners in the governing coalition, theyewadso adversaries in the electoral arena,
keenly aware that they had to face each other agathe next election. For its part, ODM
appeared determined to demonstrate its competesca partner in the Grand Coalition
government in order to enhance its reputation betwew and the next electoral round. The fact
that ODM and PNU eventually face off again in that-too-distant future also created an
incentive for the two parties to expose instandeauption in the other’s ranks. In June 2008,

for example, a prominent ODM MP brought to lighteghtions that the Finance Minister, a
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senior PNU member, had acted improperly in sellifiga government-owned hotel to a group of

Libyan investorg*

The power-sharing agreement also created new appbes for oversight within government
bodies. Under the accord, the parties agreed tpriheipal of portfolio balance in the allocation
of cabinet positions. In practice, this principleshbeen interpreted to mean that there would be
balance in the distribution of Ministerial positiamd that there would be balance within each
Ministry. If a top position within a particular msiry was filled by PNU, the second position
would be filled by ODM, and vice-versa. In prindipthis system of balance within ministries
allows each party to keep an eye on the other, myakidifficult for any one party to create a
fiefdom within a particular agency. In practice, waver, the potential benefits of this
arrangement can only be realized if the variouddeawithin the ministries are willing to work

collaboratively.

2.4 Challenges and Opportunities

Several factors can be found for the failure tahear implement the power-sharing agreements.
They can be grouped into: inappropriate externasgure, a lack of a structural power-sharing
solution, leadership characteristics and ambitiomsfrust after a prolonged war and the role of

resources in shaping incentives for the parties.

External pressure has had an effect on partieayt@anflict in the world including the 2007/08
Kenya post-election violence/conflict impacting oarganizational capacities and options;

negotiation attitudes and signals; and their degreeesponsiveness towards agreements.
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Hartzell and Hoddi? identifies that third party actor pressures lebsl parties to signal
intentions that do not correspond to their realestaf mind and gives the example of the 1989
Gbadolite negotiations where Mobutu’s interest migave led the parties into signing an
agreement significantly different from the realkintions each had at the time. At the same time,
the Gbadolite process was able to change MPLA adtlrAl attitudes towards each other and
got them involved in a change and negotiation @sLe In addition, when there is unity among
external parties about how to deal with an issuk aonsensus about what are legitimate and
illegitimate solutions to a country's civil war,story shows better results are achieved as this
provides clear signals to the local parttésf the framework for political action. For instandn
Angola this consensus was lacking right after UNIFBdurned to war in 1992, only latter would

a common be established to pressure UNITA into d@amge. An important aspect of the third
party role is as an enforcer of the agreement. Hamonsiders that the “inability of third
parties, notably the United Nations, to provideotgses needed to implement peace accords

doom conflicting parties to failure in the facevaftlespread cheating and non-compliantcg”.

The power-sharing provisions established in poweariag agreements are supposed to be
relevant facet from one another. Hartzell and Heduatinsiders that a broader and quicker array
of power-sharing and power-dividing institutionsshd be included in the settlement to create
the environment for an effective chance of genuimemitment to negotiated peac@ Taking

an example of Angola conflict, Stedman also idegithe lack of power-sharing provisions in
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the 1991 Bicesse accords as a reason for the réismmgd the conflict, although this author
extensively identifies moments before and after etextions where power-sharing proposals
were unsuccessfully presented both to the MPLA WNATA by a range of external actors, in

particular the United States and South Affita.

Another factor is leadership characteristics anddiaoms which is largely applicable with
African leaders. Jarstad in his argument regardingola conflict, he claimed that the Lusaka
power-sharing provisions were good because theg wable to attract some UNITA factions,
isolating the militarist Jonas Savimbi group, evafiy leading to this group's defeat and its
leader’'s death in combat. When that occurred, thplamentation of the agreement could
resume without additional militaristic factions engieg rendering Lusaka, and its provisions, a
positive contribution to peace. Nevertheless thigument is based on the assumption that
Savimbi's group would not settle for peace in aaget'® Even if the inducement only opened
the UNITA appetite for power in 1992, as Stedmaguas, Jonas Savimbi’'s behaviour is one of
a “greedy spoilers” where a heavy dose of coercombined with extremely high costs for
noncompliance, might have been a better optionafidrieving peace. He also refers to how
privileged observers like Ambassador-designate HEdimDe Jarnette identified Savimbi's
personality and his hegemonic ambitions for Angmahe problem® Spears also identifies the
challenge on how both parties to a conflict willsdle total power thereby limiting the use of

power-sharing and fostering the incompatibilitytbéir leaders, with a track record of leading
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their parties against each other in the midst ofefet denunciation¥° Part of this gap is the
significant personality differences of the leadetsch were identified by UN Special Envoy to

Angola, Margaret Anstee at the time of electionamther source of incompatibilitiés.

Another dimension of the leadership factor is theehsion that each leader assumes in a
conflict, both as a result of circumstances ang@fsonal characteristics. This projection of
leadership, with its particularities, like claiming be the exclusive representative envision any
agreement as anything other than a temporary camgeoon the road to total power. Finally,
the key role of resources in shaping the incentoféke parties is almost unanimously identified
as a factor contributing to the prolonged contirarabf the conflict.

2.5 Conclusion

The overarching loyalties, or, as Roeder and Radlthght it, the existence of some, even feeble,
level of the shared national identity, appearsadh® most important pre-condition of the proper
functioning of the power sharing mechanisms. Yeis ipossible to argue, in the final analysis
such condition is also tautological, for the ingtinnic power sharing is actually thought of as a
solution for strongly divided societies where sedmnditions are not present. Moreover, we saw
how the power sharing actually tends to undermiatner than to strengthen, the identification
of the citizens with the common state and strengthtbe identification with the sub-group. It
thus, ironically, appears that the power sharingniy well-suiting for those societies where it is
actually not needed (the inter-ethnic conflict & the most prevalent one and there is, even if

weak, a certain level of shared national identityhere it will most probably end up

120 |an S. Spears. “Understanding inclusive peaceemgeats in Africa: the problems of sharing powérhird
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121 Margaret J. Anste®©rphan of the cold war: the inside story of thel@p$e of the Angolan peace process, 1992-
1999 Basingstoke/ New York : Palgrave Macmillan, 1996)7
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undermining the only necessary condition for i@b8gity, bringing, rather than solving, inter-

ethnic tensions.
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CHAPTER THREE
POWER-SHARING ASA MODE OF CONFLICT MANAGEMENT IN POST-

CONFLICT SOCIETIESIN AFRICA: ACOMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

3.0 Introduction

For managing and settling conflicts, power-sharargangements often seem an appropriate
solution not only in Africa but also internationall®® The parties are forced to work together
and make decisions by consensus; the ultimateigoalturn opponents into partners. Obviously,
this concept can only be successful under specifiditions and by specific arrangements as
discussed in the introductory part of this studgs&d on a historical overview of power-sharing,
part two of the study has identified favorable dtods. Thus for power sharing to be a

successful mode of conflict management, the camditihave to be favorable, if not, "bad' or

insufficient rules and procedures prevail, thennettee presence of comparatively beneficial

factors will probably not avoid failure. Successnche understood as achievement and

sustainability of a particular solution.

This part of the study does a comparative studhefAfrican cases. By comparing these cases,
the relevance of a set of conditions - usually amslito be favourable for success - will be
examined. Fourth, the quality of the institutiorddsign of power-sharing regimes will be
evaluated in order to distinguish “better' regoladi from more problematic or even
counterproductive ones. Thus these experienceg Ipaiauliar per case, help in future relevant

cases of power sharing as a mode of conflict.

122 chandra Lekha SriranmPeace as Governance: Power Sharing: Armed Groups$ @ontemporary Peace
Negotiations(London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), 107-142
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3.1 Peace Agreements and Power-Sharing Arrangementsin African States

Power-sharing is mostly advocated as a short tpeace and security-oriented, ‘cake-sharing’
arrangement. Its mere objective is to bring antertubstilities by offering the carrot of (political
economic, military and/or territorial) power totek. On the other hand, power-sharing has been
considered as a longer term strategy of promotepgyesentative and inclusive governance in
deeply divided, in particular ethnically segmentsatieties:>> While recognizing the difficulties

of transplanting power-sharing mechanisms from \@stablished democracies to societies that
are negotiating their exit from internal armed diochf proponents have strongly recommended
the use of consociational power-sharing as a mopbst-conflict state reconstruction, including

as far as constitutional design is concertféd.

Some authors have warned against the inherentbal&sng’ nature of consociational power-
sharing. Among them, some recommend more centljpeteoderating power-sharing

modalities?®, while others recommend power-dividing correctféfias an alternative means of
curbing the risk of political oppression of minggg by the (demographic and political) majority

in purely majoritarian systems.

In some situations, peace accords can contain psinang agreements that are inspired by both
objectives. This is particularly relevant when tbegmental cleavages in society are also

reflected in the leadership of the armed opponants when the armed struggle is — at least

12Z%Constitutionalism in divided societies” of tHaternational Journal of Constitutional Laws, no. 4, 2007 and
Sujit Choudhry (ed.LConstitutional Design for Divided Societies. Int&tipn or AccommodationfOxford, Oxford
University Press, 2008), 492

124 Arend Lijphart. “Constitutional design for dividethcieties” Journal of Democracyl5, no. 2 (2004): 96-109

125 ponald Horowitz Ethnic Groups in ConflictBerkeley, University of California Press (2000)

126 philip Roeder. “Power dividing as an alternatiee ethnic power sharing”, in Philip Roeder and Ddnal
Rothchild (eds.Bustainable peace. Power and democracy after wiaik (Ithaca and London: Cornell University
Press, 2005), 51-82
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partly — motivated by collective grievances of mmemore of the societal segments. In the case
of Burundi, for instance, successive peace agretmieave included both types of power-
sharing. The Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agee¢rof 2000 contained a constitutional
blueprint with important consociational elementsed at pacifying the political cohabitation
between ethnic segments. The 2003 and 2006 peacedaavere, in the first place, a matter of

‘cake-sharing’ power-sharing.

In theory, power-sharing agreements are not neclssacompatible with the existing
constitutional order. It may well be possible taribtite positions in the political, military,
economic sphere in a way that is fully compatibléehwthe constitutional order. This is
particularly the case when the power-sharing ages¢nadoes not involve the most senior

positions.

In the 2006 power-sharing agreement between thee@ment of Burundi and the rebel
movement Palipehutu-FNL, a total of 33 posts (a thvel of embassies, state owned
enterprises, ministerial advisors and others) wgesmted to the FNL in return for the latter’s
agreement to lay down arms. The agreement was illgccordance with the Constitution.
Generally much more problematic are situations Imctv strong executive power is shared. In
particular in Africa’s strongly presidential systgmin which executive power is largely
concentrated in the hands of the presidency, palitpower-sharing — mostly through the
creation of positions of vice-president or primenisiier with autonomous executive power - is

particularly difficult to organize without violatinor amending the Constitutidfy.

127 Christine Bell, (2008), On the Law of Peace. PeAgeeements and the Lex Pacificatoria, Oxford, @afo
University Press: 149-153
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In some situations, the text of the power-shariggeament does not deal with its own legal
status and simply fails to address its compatilitith the prevailing constitution. In the
situation of Guinée, the Ouagadougou Joint Dedtaraif 2010 was signed by leading members
of the CNDD, the movement responsible for the cdififtat and by the international mediator. It
was agreed to establish a National Council of Titmmscomposed of 101 members representing
all segments of society. The agreement confirmedikerim de facto presidency of Konate
(CNDD) and provided for the appointment of a PriMaister from the ‘Forum des Forces
Vives du Guinée’ opposition movement as the heaa gbvernment of national unity. The AU
PSC repeatedly welcomed the Ouagadougou Agreeméithwundoubtedly, violated the
Constitution, but which was seen as a necessagyinmtagreement prior to the organization of

elections?®

In the situation of Chad, the N'Djamena August 2@@ver-sharing agreement clearly violated
the Constitution on several points, for instancenlefinitely (until the time of election of a new
national assembly) extending the legislature whidnder the prevailing constitution - ended in
2007. While no explicit wording was included regaglits legal or constitutional status, the
Agreement also stipulated that no laws adoptedrasudt of the power-sharing agreement could
possibly be amended in a way that derailed them ttweir original objectives as put forward by
the agreement. In other situations, this inconbildyi is explicitly acknowledged, but
provisions have been included which either rule the possibility of challenging the
constitutionality of the power- sharing agreementvbich award supra-constitutional status to

the power-sharing agreement.

128 AU, PSC, Communiqué of 19 February 2010, Para. 6.
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Article 35 of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement Lidweria (Accra, 18 August 2003)
1%%tipulates that to give effect to paragraph 8 f{ithe 17th June 2003Ceasefire Agreement
signed by the LURD, the GOL, and the MODEL, for thmmation of a Transitional
Government, the Parties agree on the need for #ma-€onstitutional arrangement that will
facilitate its formation and take into account #ablishment and proper functioning of the
entire transitional arrangement, (para. ‘£8jThe Agreement itself ruled out the possibility for
Liberians to challenge its constitutionality. Incfathe Agreement stipulated that upon the
installation of the National Transitional Governrher Liberia, all members of the Supreme

Court of Liberia shall be deemed to have resigiaed XXVII, para. 243!

In the case of Madagascar, the 2009 Maputo Charftethe Transition — in addition to
announcing that a new Constitutional order willdesigned (art. 35) — stipulates that the Charter
constitutes the constitutional law of the transititart. 42) and that all constitutional and
legislative provisions that are not contrary to hikarter remain in force (art. 43), clearly
granting supra-constitutional status to the Chaitae PSC repeatedly expressed its support for
the power-sharing agreement, urging the de factboaties borne out of the unconstitutional
change of government to formally accept the MapAgreement and the Addis Abada
Additional Act of 6 November 2009 and “to revokeyadomestic legal instrument which

contains contrary stipulatiori&’

129 Article 35 (Para 1) of the Comprehensive Peacedment for Liberia (Accra, 18 August 2003)
130 .
Ibid
131 bid
132 AU, PSC, Communiqué of 19 February 2010, Para. 6.
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In the case of Burundi, the 2000 Arusha Peace auwbiiiliation Agreement provides for the
establishment of transitional, power-sharing insitns for a period of up to three years
stipulating that “The constitutional provisions goning the powers, duties and functioning of
the transitional Executive, the transitional Legiste and the Judiciary, as well as the rights and
duties of citizens and of political parties andasations, shall be as set forth hereunder and,
where this text is silent, in the Constitution loé tRepublic of Burundi of 13 March 1992. When
there is a conflict between the Constitution arel Algreement, the provisions of the Agreement
shall prevait®® Furthermore, the Agreement stipulates that, Isysignature, the National
Assembly agrees, within four weeks, to (a) adopgt pinesent protocol as the supreme law
without any amendments to the substance of theehgeat'>* Also, it is agreed that during the
transition period, a new Constitution will be demftwhich must be in conformity with the
principles — including the consociational powerssia rules - set forth in the Arusha

Agreement.

The Constitutional Court was charged with verifyittge conformity of the post-transition

Constitution with the constitutional framework gatward by the Arusha Agreement. Although
in practice, this did not occdf® it clearly indicates the intention of the signgtparties to award

supra- constitutional status to the Agreement. ptwer-sharing provisions in the 2003 peace
agreement between the Transitional Government legtad in accordance with the Arusha
Agreement and the CNDD-FDD rebel movement, alsor@vtlaemselves supra-constitutional
status. They do so, on the one hand, indirectlystyyulating that the GCA constitutes “an

integral part of the Arusha Peace and Reconcihiafigreement for Burundi” and, on the other,

133 protocol Il Democracy and Good Governance, Chdpfmansitional Arrangements, article 15, Para. 2
134 ||
Ibid
135 Stef VandeginsteStones Left Unturned. Law and Transitional JusticBurundi (Antwerp: Intersentia, 2010),
392-393.
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directly by stating that “any constitutional, legisve or regulatory provisions which are
inconsistent with this Agreement shall be amendedaon as possible in order to bring them

into line with this Agreemeht®

In the situation of Kenya, a power-sharing “Agreammen the principle of partnership of the
coalition government” was signed on 28 February8200ith a draft “National Accord and

Reconciliation Act as an integral part to it. Th&ér Act was adopted in parliament on 6 March
2008. The power-sharing agreement and the Act geavior the creation of the position of a
prime minister as head of the grand coalition gonent. The autonomous executive power
granted (at the request of one of the negotiatiagigs) to the prime minister was clearly

contrary to the prevailing constitution.

The Agreement stipulated that the Act shall berezithed in the Constitution. The Act
stipulated that it shall cease to apply upon digsmh of the tenth parliament, if the coalition
government was dissolved or a new Constitution texiaclhere was a clear intention to give
guasi-constitutional status to the Act. The Actatsated that Parliament will convene at the
earliest moment to enact these agreements, irothe df an act of Parliament and the necessary
amendment to the Constitution. Upon entry into éoron 17 April 2008, opposition leader
Odinga took office as prime minister. At the sammment, a Constitution of Kenya Amendment
Act and a Constitution of Kenya Review Act were gteal, in order to facilitate a comprehensive
review of the Constitution>’A Constitution of Kenya review committee was estit#d, which

submitted a draft Constitution in November 2009.nadw Constitution was approved by

136 Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement for BaiftArticles 2 and 3
137 Henry Amadi. “Kenya’s Grand Coalition Governmentirother Obstacle to Urgent Constitutional Reform?”
Africa Spectrum49, no. 3, (2009) 149-164
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referendum in 2010, which, quite interestingly, sloe longer provide for the position of a prime
minister. But, as part of its transitional arrange) the 2010 Constitution itself stipulates that
some of its provisions (including on the executivell not apply and states that the power-
sharing Agreement and the National Accord and Rabtation Act will continue to apply until
the 2012 elections (which retroactively confirmdeeit quasi-constitutional or ‘transitional
constitutional’ status)*® In the case of Sierra Leone, the power-sharingagent did not
elaborate on its constitutionality, but containewvssions in order to ensure that possible
incompatibilities between the agreement and thstiexj constitution or other legislation were

retroactively removed.

The 25 May 1999 Lome Agreement for Sierra Leongusdted (under Art. X — Review of the
present Constitution) that to ensure that the @oitisn of Sierra Leone represents the needs
and aspirations of the people of Sierra Leone dad ho constitutional or any other legal
provision prevents the implementation of the preskgreement, the Government of Sierra
Leone shall take the necessary steps to establidbnatitutional Review Committee to review
the provisions of the present Constitution, and retteeemed appropriate, recommend revisions
and amendments, in accordance with Part V, Sedifénhof the Constitution of 1991%%° In
Zimbabwe, the need to ensure conformity with thengfitution through a constitutional
amendment was explicitly recognized and an ‘urgeamendment’ of the Constitution was
adopted at the time of entry into force of the poeelearing agreement. In the situation of
Zimbabwe, article XX of the 2008 power-sharing &gnent laid down the ‘Framework for a

New Government and stipulated that the executharity of the power-sharing government

138 i

Ibid
139 The 25 May 1999 Lome Agreement for Sierra Leoripuktted (under Art. X — Review of the present
Constitution)

54



was to be vested in and shared among the Presttlerferime Minister and the Cabinet. Further
provisions — clearly contrary to the prevailing stitution — detailed the powers of these
institutions. In accordance with article 20.1.6tloé power-sharing agreement, opposition leader

Tsvangirai was sworn in as new prime minister oré&thruary 2009.

Constitutional Amendment Act No.19 was adopted anlipment on the very same day. This
amendment was adopted in accordance with articleVXX‘Interim Constitutional
Amendments’) of the power-sharing agreement in Wwhiovas agreed “that the constitutional
amendments which are necessary for the implementati this agreement shall be passed by
parliament and assented to by the President asti@ios1 of Zimbabwe Amendment Act No
19. The Parties undertake to unconditionally supfiae enactment of the said Constitution of
Zimbabwe Amendment No 19”. In addition to this ‘engy amendment’ of the Constitution,
Article VI of the power-sharing agreement provided a longer term constitutional review

process.

In Céte d’'lvoire (2002), use was made to a ‘stdterergency’ clause in the Constitution itself
so as to allow for the implementation of a poweairsty agreement provision which otherwise,
that without application of that clause, would héveen unconstitutional. In order to implement a
power-sharing agreement provision on the eligipibt presidential candidates — stating that that
it should suffice if the candidate is born of ahfat OR (and not AND) a mother born Ivorian,
which was contrary to the strict ‘Ivoireté’ citizeimp requirement laid down in article 35 of
Constitution - incumbent president Gbagbo, undemst international pressure and despite his

personal reluctance to do so (see below), usepdwers under article 48 of the Constitution.
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This ‘state of emergency’-clause grants exceptiggwbers to the president allowing him to
adopt measures needed to save the integrity afatietry™*° On this basis, a presidential decree
was adopted to implement part of the power-shasigggement, stipulating that exceptionally
and for the sole purpose of the presidential edaadif October 2005, candidates presented by the
political parties signatories to the Linas-Marcasig®ower-sharing agreement are automatically
eligible (contrary to other candidates who had teetmthe constitutional requirement under
article 35). The decision also disabled the Camsbmal Council from verifying the eligibility of
presidential candidates presented by the partiébetd.inas-Marcoussis agreeméHtA final
observation, be it of a somewhat different natusethat the requirement of constitutional
conformity of power-sharing can be instrumentalizdten it serves the interest of one of the

negotiating or signatory parties.

As noted above, in the situation of Cote d’Ivoig®@2), the power-sharing agreement called or
an amendment of article 35 of the Constitution ®fJ2ly 2000 on the conditions of eligibility of
presidential election candidates. Apart from thisppsed amendment, it was agreed that the
constitutional order should be fully respected. Bi¢ and the wider international community
called for implementation of the power-sharing agnent. However, incumbent president
Gbagbo argued that under the terms of 126 of thesttation, the agreed amendment required a
two-thirds majority in parliament and needed tghssed by referendum. He also argued that, in

line with art. 127 (ruling out the possibility ofcanstitutional amendment when the integrity of

140 Marie-Agathe Baroan. Démocratie et élections ete@blvoire: Ombres et lumiéres, Paper presentethéo
World Congress of the International AssociatiorCohstitutional Law (2010): 26p.
141 (i

Ibid
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the territory is under threat), this was not pdssimtil there was a disarmament of rebel forces.

In the end, a compromise was found through theotiaeticle 48 of the Constitutioff?

In the case of Kenya, a major point of disagreerbetween the two parties to the power-sharing
negotiations concerned the position and powersi®fprime minister. The government and the
PNU party of incumbent president Kibaki only acegbthanges that could be accommodated by
article 16 of the Constitution (which clearly edisihed presidential control over the government,
including the yet to be created post of ‘prime si@r’). Opposition party ODM wanted to make
sure that a newly created ministerial position w@sstitutionally enshrined since otherwise that
position and the powers that come with it coulddmoved at the discretionary decision of the
President. ODM claimed autonomous executive povarghe prime minister. AU mediator
Kofi Annan brought in former UN Legal Counsel Ha@errell to help and solve the dispute
about the power and responsibilities of the primeister, the process for nominating ministers
and dissolving the government (the security of tephuas well as to advise on whether the

changes required an act of parliament and alsoream@ment of the Kenyan constitution.

Burundi is often presented as the most complexcamiplete case of power-sharing in Africa.
Colonial past and the choice of an influential ra¢ali are frequently invoked to explain this
status: In fact, both Belgium and South Africa hawportant experiences with consociational

democracy. A third convincing argument advancedViapdeginste™*®

is the trial and error
approach in finding lasting solutions to a recutrrand extremely violent conflict pattern with

about 300,000 dead between 1993 and 2005 (andpzeB@®,000 since independence in 1962).

142 ||

Ibid
143 M. Weller, M. and S. Wolff, ‘Recent Trends in Aammmy and State Construction’, in Autonomy, Self-
governance and Conflict Resolution: Innovative Ammhes to Institutional Design in Divided Societied. by
Marc Weller and Stefan Wolff (London: RoutledgeP3p 262-270

57



Not all details of the current power-sharing pramis can be described héfé.The final

regulation is not transitional.

Assuming that the cleavages in society and in @ddr the everyday Hutu-Tutsi divide are a
given, the main provisions are fixed within the otyy's permanent Constitution. This should
have major effects on actor behaviour. A Constinal Referendum was in fact held in 2005 and
the resulting Constitution is regulating accespaower positions. The two vice-presidents are
from distinct ethnic background (and party affilet), they represent the dominant ethnic group
within their party- article 124. Parliament wouldnsist of 60% Hutu and 40% Tutsi article 164.
Laws have to be voted by a two-thirds majority.(hecessitating Tutsi consent to veto) article

175, same goes for senate decisions article 186.

In Senate a Hutu and a Tutsi would represent eftheol7 provinces-*°All parties obtaining

more than 5% of the votes would hold ministeriagipons in government which would have a
fixed 60:40 Hutu/Tutsi composition. Similar prowaas were fixed for all other public positions .
Legislative elections are by proportional repreagoih on provincial level, party lists can consist
to 67% maximum of one ethnic group. An article loé Constitution that can be altered by the
senate provisionally fixes ethnic quota for theusitg forces 50:50**° Burundi’s power-sharing

agreement contains some provisions on adminiseratevolution as it reinforces the provincial
level by the introduction of governors originatifrpm the provinces they administer, but the

patterns of settlement and the small size of thentg does not permit to fully play out the

144 | pid
145 pid: 266
146 Byrundi Constitution, articles 129, 168 and 257
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familiar idea of guaranteeing group autonomy byating largely autonomous provinces or

federal stateé’

In spite of the diversity of settings in which pavaharing arrangements have been put in place,
three key factors seem to affect their ability ts@e a sustainable transition from war to peace
and, subsequently, to pro- vide a framework forateduct of democratic politics: the nature of
the state — more specifically the extent of its tidisation and/or repressive power; the
capacities and interests of armed group(s) invoinednd excluded from, the agreement; and
the nature and/or robustness of the involvemenexdérnal actors in either supporting or
undermining the agreement. In many instances, faatrs converge to create situations not
only unfavourable to the success of power-sharimgpangements, but in which such
arrangements create new risks. These include tbation of new grievances and perverse
incentives, the risk of importing conflictual bel@w into weak state institutions which are
unable to manage them, and alternatively includiegy participants in governance who lack the
back- ground and capacity to function properlyywtio may be sidelined by embedded political
and bureaucratic practices. These risks, and to@isequences, often result in a situation where
the short-term reliance on power- sharing runsdaisowith the long-term objective of creating
robust, sustainable, non-violent states. In thigla, we argue that the risk(s) associated with
power-sharing arrangements are particularly acutka context of weak or collapsed states such

as exist in the African context.

In conflict-affected countries, the new grievaneesl perverse incentives often associated with

power-sharing further decrease the state’s aliitgffectively deter and asstf® States whose

14’Orlandrew E. Danzell. “Political parties: when dhey turn to terror?Journal of Conflict Resolutio(2011)
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institutions cannot easily accommodate the griegamf new players (assurance) will often fall
back on (more or less violent) methods of exclusubich, in turn, increase the potential for the
emergence of violent challenges. And states thatataeffectively wield the threat of legitimate

violence (deterrence) are ill-equipped to addrdsssd challenges. In other terms, in such
conditions, power-sharing arrangements might in fgeed the decline of the state. In this
article, we elaborate on these challenges witlstilidive lessons from a number of African states
that have been the sites of power-sharing arrangemencluding Burundi, the Democratic

Republic of the Congo, Cote d’Ivoire, Liberia, Rwlan Sudan, Sierra Leone, and Zimbabfie.

While African states have been the subject of apresedented range and number of
peacemaking and peace- building experiments tvatvia power-sharing, this is not only a risk
in power-sharing arrangements in Africa; our argoimie founded on broader comparative
analysis of such arrangements in Bosnia, Nepabr@bia, Lebanon, and elsewh&fe Based in
part on the results of earlier in-depth research nfimber of power-sharing agreemé&ttsand
using our findings inductively to look at other easand develop theoretical propositions, this
study is a first step for future research by owmeland others. As such, it utilises a wide range
of comparative examples rather than large-N analgse& number of in-depth case studies. This
enables us to develop a number of theoreticalqgoes and analytic categories which may be

tested in subsequent research.

148 Stephen M. Saideman and Marie-Joélle Zahar (86802) Intra-state Conflict, Governments and Seguri
Dilemmas of De Schneckener, Ulrich, Making Poweai8tg Work: Lessons from Successes and Failur&shinic
Conflict, in: Journal of Peace ResearcB9, 2, (2008) 203-228terrence and Assurance, iiwndoutledge.

149 Ulrich Schneckener, Making Power-Sharing Work: dass from Successes and Failures in Ethnic Conifict
Journal of Peace Research, 39, no. 2 (2002): 283-22

150 Chandra Lekha Sriram, Olga Martin-Ortega, and dohaHerman (eds.) “Peacebuilding and the Rule of'lin
Africa: Just PeacefLondon: Routledge, 2010)
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In Kenya, due to the fact that political instituts have been subject to the power of a highly
centralized and personalized presidency, politeiare strongly driven to gain access to state
resources and patronaljé. Elections are mainly seen as an opportunity tmpete for the
control of the stat®®® Winning elections is overwhelmingly necessaryjoliturns the game
into one either “to secure control of the statee’ or to die”™>* The SMDP electoral system

combined with the politics of ethnicity reinforcéee zero-sum game.

Kenyan political parties are largely constructedttom base of ethnicity (tribalism), the loyalties
and identification toward their own tribe/ethnicogps and group antipathy against otHéts.
Political parties, supported by distinct ethnic ups, are highly motivated to win the election
battles to protect the tribal interests on one halitical parties have strong incentives to
manipulate ethnic feelings to campaign for electiom the other hand. Institutionalists have
long argued that rules and regulations provide ritices for the political actors within the
system to perform strategically in order to maxinithe utility of outcomes. It is well
recognized that, under SMDP, elections are a witalex-all game’*®Considering that there is
only one chance of winning in each district (ddtnmagnitude one), the fear of violence or
“ethnic others” gaining advantages over their ovimet politicians and political parties are even
more driven to mobilize voters by using ethnic harietic and clientag®’ Under this

circumstance, the SMDP electoral rule strengthleegattern of ethnic politics in Kenya.

1%2Andreas Mehler, “Peace and Power Sharing in AfricdNot So Obvious Relationship”African Affairs 108,
no. 432 (2009)453-473.
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%4 R. Southall “Alternatives for Electoral ReformKenya: Lessons from Southern

Africa.” Journal of Contemporary African Studi2s, no. 3 (2009): 445-61
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136 Oyugi, Walter O. "Ethnicity in the Electoral Prase The 1992 General Elections in Kenyaftican Journal of
Political Science?2, no. 1 (1997) 41-69

15R. Southall. “Alternatives for Electoral Reform iKenya: Lessons from Southern AfricaJournal of
Contemporary African Studie®7, no. 3 (2009): 445-61
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3.3 Palitical Inclusion

Where representation fails or provokes demandsdbaseexclusionary claims, the remedies
entail some active principle of proportionalityioiately implemented through institutions. The
menu of options includes electoral systems, paysgesns, executive selection procedures and
cabinet formation, minority assurances through rfigdem, judicial protection of civil rights and
civil liberties, and fixed guarantees such as gaiotatarting from nine dichotomous attributes of
inclusion, Staffan Lindberg counts at least 512sjimkties based on Lijphart’s criterfa® This
does not include novel variables such central Hadkpendence or Norrig®® press freedom
measure. Thus even if we limit the institutionations to the four features of consociationalism,
there are far more possibilities than known ca&ésca’s emerging democracies have struggled
with this large range of possibilities. One reastems from the context of extreme social
heterogeneity, not because it makes inclusion isiptes but because the successful application
of any principle depends on the unit of analy$ter example, candidates and political parties in

Zambia build political coalitions on either fouibes or 72 language groups.

In Nigeria, the standard for inclusiveness growseasingly nuanced as the unit shifts from two
regions (north and south), to six geopolitical “e@syi and then to 36 states. For example, a
constitutional reform committee required two mensb&om each state, and political parties
organize internally on the basis of zonal represterds. National Assembly leadership positions

are also subject to quotas related to the locatiothe three largest ethnic grodffs In this

138 |an S. Spears “Africa: the Limits of Power-Shartngpurnal of Democracyl 3, no.3 (2002):123-136

159 pippa Norris. “Driving Democracy: Do Power-Sharitigstitutions Work?” Cambridge and New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2008)

1%0|r0 Abubakar Dan-Musa ed. “Party Politics and Po®euggle in Nigeria” op cit.
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complex federal 8 context, achieving an ethic afusion depends upon where one defines the

boundaries of representation.

The variety of institutional configurations alsdroduces inclusive practices whose objectives
conflict with the incentives generated by majoraarinstitutions. Nigeria’s zoning provisions
and its “federal character” quotas (which promatene-regional diversity in the civil service)
operate alongside presidentialism and a first-ges{ost (FPTP) electoral system — institutions
meant to facilitate cooperation across social dgag. Foreign aid implementers and politicians
in Kenya openly look to Germany’'s coalition goveemh as a model, despite its entirely
different process of coalition formation throughrl@amentary elections with mixed member

system (compared to Kenya’'s FPTHY.

In Djibouti, an elaborate arrangement to form aegoing coalition allocates seats according to
clan and sub-clan. But alongside a largely madeh electoral system, opposition parties there
complain about a permanent state of exclusion.urnhients in these countries get the best of
both worlds: an opposition handicapped at the palld a perception of inclusiveness that

bestows legitimacy on the national government.

A further complication in Africa stems from acceptéaditions of inclusion not officially
enshrined in law. Africanists often argue thattitnfonal approaches fail to capture critical

dimensions of politics. Formal institutions suppdly have “played a minor role, if any at all”

181 Hoddie, Matthew and Caroline Hartzell. "Power $igrin Peace Settlements: Initiative the Transitioom
Civil War." In Sustainable Peace: Power and Denmmcrafter Civil Wars, eds. Donald Rothschild and Iihi
Roeder. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, (2005)18%
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in party system formation, for exampf&. Informal institutions are evident in a numbeipoft-
war agreements covering critical compromises omeissuch as reintegration of hostile forces or
economic policies to remedy regional inequifi&The tradition of “power shift” in Nigeri&*
alternating the presidency between north and sasithow an entrenched political norm — even

though it is codified nowhere .

Neither informality nor the complexities identifidny Lindberg present serious barriers to an
informed analysis. Informality is not unique torish, and institutionalists long ago noted the
importance of customs as constraifits And if the lessons of constitution crafting het1990s
are any guide, the sheer complexity of institutiooptions requires holism, not conformity.
Even where the evidence leads to differing presiong, with Lijphart arguing for maximizing
the number of interests represented in governmeh®hilip Roeder advocating dividing power

(rather than sharing it), the essential intercotetrtess of the options remains widely accepted.

3.4 The African Union and Power-Sharingin Africa: The Current Outlook

Over the past decade, the African Union (AU) had puplace an important normative
framework to promote constitutional rule as welliasparticular, orderly constitutional transfers
of power in its member states. Through its the cPend Security Council (PSC), the AU has
keenly opposed, including through use of sanctianspnstitutional changes of government. As
an important element of its policy, the PSC tholdygdvocates a return to constitutional order

as a solution for unconstitutional changes of Afnicgovernments. Free in addition to fair

82 Gero Erdmann. "Party Research: Western Europeas &id the 'Africa Labyrinth'." In Votes, Money and
Violence: Political Parties and Elections in Sulth&an Africa, eds. Matthias Basedau, Gero Erdmadnfadreas
%Isehler. Sweden: Nordiska Afrika institutet, (20(B4-64
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elections are an important element in the PSC paolidegitimating a new constitutional as well
as political order. On the other hand, while oppgsiunconstitutional means of obtaining or
transferring power, the AU has normally been suiyw®iof the use of power-sharing agreements

as a mechanism for negotiated conflict settlem&nt.

Most power-sharing agreements are not in accordantiee prevailing constitutional order and,
as part of a larger peace agreement, often con&inconstitutional blueprints. This dual policy
of, on the one hand, opposing certain types of mstttnitional changes of government, in
particular military coups, and, on the other, adtg power-sharing agreements in the absence
of a regulatory framework or normative guidance suth agreements poses an obvious
challenge for the consistency of AU policy. Ad 8 the African Union wishes to nurture a
culture of constitutionalism in its member statesight help from developing policy guidelines
about how to enhance the legitimacy of a new ctuiginal order - as well as of the political
regime exercising political authority — be it iretaftermath of a coup or as a result of power-

sharing*®’

The promotion of democratic principles and instiins, popular participation and good
governance is one of the objectives of the Afrithmon. Member states of AU on 30 January
2007 adopted an African Charter on Democracy, Blestand Governance, which reaffirms and
specifies the AU’s adherence to the rule of law &mdhe principle of constitutionalism. In

recent years, the AU has repeatedly condemned odigdat and urged its member states to

respect constitutional rule as a way of promotiegusity, stability and peace on the African

188a Carl and Patrick Ukata. "Nigeria." Op cit.

167 African Union, Assembly of Heads of State and Goweent, Decision on the prevention of unconstitusio
changes of government and strengthening the capaditthe African Union to manage such situations,
Assembly/AU/Dec.269(XIV) Rev.1, 2 February 2010
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continent. Originally inspired by the (limited) artibn to prevent coups in Africa, the AU has
gradually developed a broader normative environmiemt African constitutions and, in

particular, orderly constitutional transfers of pw®®

Types of situations in which the AU supports powsearing agreements which are sometimes
resorted to as a temporary arrangement in the nadtbr of unconstitutional changes of
government. Here, power-sharing is advocated byAtdeas an interim measure to enable a
return to constitutional order through electionsc@dly, and more frequently, power-sharing
has become the dominant mode of ending interna¢@ronflicts. Today, intrastate wars rarely

end through a military victory of one the parties

Most of the time, internationally mediated peaceoads (generally made up of a series of
agreements between belligerent parties) are the steategy to arrive at an end of the armed
conflict. Such negotiated settlements frequentloive power-sharing agreements between the
parties'®® Power-sharing agreements, in this case, essgraimibunt to a compromise which, on
the one hand, reflects the prevailing balance afdgaining) power between the negotiating
parties and which, on the other hand, addressasdtecerns and serves their interests. These

power- sharing agreements generally include prongsion the exercise of political authority in

one or more of four dimensions (political, economsiecurity and territorial power-sharing].

These dimensions are a backbone of all constitationders and it therefore comes as no

surprise that power-sharing agreements may be hardeconcile with the prevailing

1%aul D. Williams. “From non-intervention to non-iffdrence: the origins and development of the Afric
Union’s security culture”, African Affairs, 106, nd23 (2007): 253-279
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constitutional order.  Thirdly, ‘crisis’ power-afing agreements have been used in the context
of post- electoral violence. Two well-known cases the situations of Kenya and Zimbabwe
(both in 2008), where in the wake of contested @otlapsed’ electoral processes, a power-
sharing agreement was resorted to prevent a fuetbalation of political violence. It would be
erroneous, however, to assume that this has noel@®d into a new norm. In the situation of
Cote d’lvoire (2010), with two self-declared winsesf the presidential elections — incumbent
president Gbagbo being declared the winner by tmstdutional court and challenger Ouattara
being declared the winner by the national electocahmission, with the support of the UN

operation in Cote d’lvoire and international elentobservers:"

Looking back the experience in Kenya and Zimbabthe, AU Commissioner for Political
Affairs in September 2009 noted that a responseidtent contestations of the outcome of
electoral processes through power-sharing is pnadie. “In many instances, the response to the
violence experienced has been to prescribe negdtatrangements for stabilization purposes.
Whilst such an approach is understandable, pregorgp of power sharing arrangements will
have the consequence of weakening the momentunrdsvirilding the rules of competition
that invariably embody winners and losers. Whilsbasensus government may be a good thing
in itself, building this through rewarding the \eolce of losing parties makes a mockery of

electoral competitiort”

In its 2010 report on election related disputes poldtical violence, the AU Panel of the Wise

equally observed that the use of post- electornalscpower-sharing arrangements, if not well

1 Guillermo O'Donnell and Philippe C. Schmitter.,étjbtiating (and Renegotiating) Pacts.” In Tranasidrom
Authoritarian Rule: Prospects for Democracy, edsill&mo O'Donnell, Philippe C. Schmitter and Lawnce
Whitehead. (Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkinsverrsity Press, 1986)37-47
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managed, “may spiral out of control and become Htiga tool, abused for purposes of
manipulating the democratic process and annulliegpeople’s vote*”® The latter observation
refers to a common danger of power-sharing in theext of all three types of situations. The
use of power-sharing inevitably comes with an intgar demonstration effect and creates
incentives for those actors possibly considerirggube of armed violence (be in the context of a
coup, of an internal armed conflict or in the aftath of elections) as a way of gaining access to

political power.

Power-sharing arrangements can — as far as thieictokes are concerned — be subdivided in two
categories. On the one hand, as referred to alpovegr-sharing is mostly advocated as a short
term, peace and security-oriented, ‘cake-sharingirggement. Its mere objective is to bring an
end to hostilities by offering the carrot of (pmlal, economic, military and/or territorial) power
to elites. On the other hand, power-sharing has m®nsidered as a longer term strategy of
promoting representative and inclusive governamcedeply divided, in particular ethnically

segmented, societie&’

3.5 Conclusion

Conceptual problems in Africa: The term “power shglt has also come to imply different
things where it solves different kinds of problem#Vhile this is sometimes attributed to an
exceptionalism of Africa’s democratic cultures,fr@a comparative perspective the problem is
more conceptual than regional. Power sharingasefbre taken here as merely one variety of

political inclusion, understood as a purposefutrithstion of government posts among the most

3Chipo Sithole., "High Cost of Inclusive Governménin Institute for War and Peace Reportingimbabwe,
(2008)
174 Fred Oluoch “Power-Sharing Bad for Continent, Sésiegler.” The East AfricanNairobi (2008)
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powerful political parties or groupS. Power sharing thus distributes rights to makeisitens

according to formally defined procedut&s

Centering inclusion on representation recognizesrtte of elections as well as other essential
ingredients of democracy. At this point definingmbcracy broadly seems almost banal; even
President Barack Obama noted during his June 20€&ck in Cairo that “elections alone do not
make true democracy.” For example, the systemade of violence by the ruling party in
Zimbabwe during the country’s runoff elections clgampeded open political competition and
the exercise of broader political freedoms essktatidemocracy. A focus on representation also
draws attention to ongoing struggles for suffragd political rights. The 10.5 million refugees
in Sub-Sahara Africa also lack political voice, d#17 million Internally Displaced Persons face

substantial barriers to participatiof.’

Finally, inclusion as defined here honors Africa&ditions of citizen activism, which drove so
much of democratization — not to mention decolatora When citizens in Francophone Africa
demanded political accountability through bettgpresentation, direct participation animated
sovereign national conferences. Corrupt electfongstance in Nigeria’s Niger Delta states in
2003 and again in 2007 produced a dramatic faibfineepresentation. This has fueled militant
violence in the region and revived calls for a seign national conference to reconstitute the

republic. Referenda in the Sudan, Kenya, and tlestévn Sahara, along with the provision of

Jan S Spears. "Africa: the Limits of Power-Sharintpurnal of Democracy; 13, no.3 (2002):123- 136

78 Donald Rothschild and Philip Roeder. (2005b) "Po@karing as an Impediment to Peace and Democracy."
Sustainable Peace: Power and Democracy After @Wals, eds. Donald Rothschild and Philip Roederadsh
Cornell University Press, 29-50.
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foreign aid directly to civil society organizatioffsather than the state), all point to Africa’s

living spirit of direct participation.

Indeed power-sharing mechanisms have been usedabp®® attain short-term goals of ending
violence. A critical challenge here is situationsaihich incumbents amend the Constitution in a
way that is most likely to favour the continuatioiitheir rule. Considering AU practice in recent
years, there are good reasons to believe thaintufierence is due to the fact that while orderly
constitutional transfers of power and, more gemhgratonstitutional rule are seen as
indispensable for the long term promotion of susthie peace and security on the African
continent, power-sharing agreements are primasiduas instruments to respond to short term

stability imperatives, most notably to obtain amigdiate cessation of hostilities.
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CHAPTER FOUR
POWER SHARING ASA MODE OF CONFLICT MANAGEMENT: A CRITICAL

ANALYSIS

4.0 Introduction

Much has been discussed in this study about theoupewer-sharing as a tool to mitigate or
prevent conflict in ethnic, plural, or divided seties. Indeed, Ted Gdff includes power- and
resource-sharing as part of what he terms an engefdoctrine” in the international practice of
managing conflicts. Such political arrangementseaqmected to ensure that grievances that could
promote conflict are addressed through nonvioleeams. While recognizing the difficulties of
transplanting power-sharing mechanisms from weldgdshed democracies to societies that are
negotiating their exit from internal armed confliproponents have strongly recommended the
use of consociational power-sharing as a tool Gmt{gonflict state re-construction, including as

far as constitutional design is concerr&d.

While power-sharing solutions and theories emerge fwork on ethnically divided societi&®,
power-sharing is a mechanism used in both ethné raan-ethnic conflicts. However, it is
worthwhile to first examine the reasons why powsdraring is generally thought to be a useful
tool in ethnic or identity conflicts. The case whst cogently made in Arend Lijphart’s

Democracy in Plural Societi®d Though Lijphart's work focused on mitigating temss in

178 Ted Robert Gurr, “Attaining Peace in Divided Stieig Five Principles of Emerging Doctrindriternational
Journal of World Peacel9, no. 2 (2002):27-51: 28

19 A, Carl LeVan and Patrick Ukata. "Nigeria." ®ountries at the Crossroad®09: A Survey of Democratic
Governance, eds. Sanja Kelly, Christopher WalkedrJake Dizard. (New York: Freedom House, 2009)

180 Christopher J.Anderson, and Christine A. Guilld®glitical institutions and satisfaction with demaxcy: a cross-
national analysis of consensus and majoritariatesys The American Political Science Review, 91,1n¢1997):
66-81
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democratic societies, his analysis remains releeaenh for undemocratic societies emerging
from conflict. Specifically, the consociational @angements he advocates may help to mitigate
risks of conflict, because decisions are takendnsensus, which may help to prevent majorities

from control- ling minorities.

Dealing with the demands of plural rival group<lsarly a challenge in democratic societies,
but it is obviously a far greater challenge wher@ugs have engaged in armed conflict. This is
true whether the conflict is based on ethnic riealror not. Peace processes and transitions are
often more unstable and insecure than even thegireg periods of conflict, in situations where
fighting may have reached a stalemate. Indeedsitrans may provoke the fears and insecurities
that helped to spark and maintain conflict inigat the fear that if a party makes any
concessions, the adversary will take advantagkewht As a result, both governments and armed
groups are often wary of making concessions, anhiticular of laying down arms, unless they
believe that their own interests will be protectiedany new institutional arrangements. Parties
thus need, and negotiations often result in, cenioe-building measures such as power-sharing.
In general, power- sharing is thought to offer jgarinstitutionalized insurance that they will not
face future policies that are discriminatory, taitive, or otherwise harmful to their interests. At
the same time, it has increasingly been acknowkdigat while these tools have their merits,

they also have their limit¥ as elaborate upon throughout this research.

Power-sharing arrangements in peace agreemertiscassed in part three of this study, include

at least one of four dimensions — security, teryitgolitics, and economics — with many

182 Brendan O’Leary. Debating consociational politisermative and explanatory arguments.’Plower sharing to
democracy. Post-conflict institutions in ethnicatlivided societiesed. Sidney J. R. Noel, (Montreal: McGill-
Queen’s University Press, 2005), 3-43
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processes involving more than dffé.Each of these is thought to be particularly hélpfu
addressing specific past grievances and subsegoecerns over the future. Political power-
sharing, or the allocation of specific posts in gmment or specific proportions in the executive,
legislature, or judiciary, is but one type of povekiaring. Power-sharing in the security realm is
specifically geared to reassuring groups that lexyerienced violence or repression at the hands
of the state and its agents. Groups that experiepression are particularly likely to eventually
decide to take up arms; in the absence of reassitlwey may be wary of laying those arms
down. Territorial autonomy has historically beeediso address the self-determination demands
of minorities that are both ethnically, linguistigaor religiously distinct from the rest of the

country and geographically concentraféd

Economic power-sharing is often used where disc@tnon has resulted in differential
distribution of state resources, and economic @g@reént among the various regions of a
country, and particularly where grievances overdmsisibution of resources have generated
conflict. However, each specific type may face ipatar unique challenges, and indeed in some
circumstances different types may offer differemtentives for key players and even work
against one another. Their capacity to functioreaively may also be affected by different
factors’®® Thus, for example, governance or political powmarsg incentives may prove
difficult to implement where an armed group is iffistently capable of operating in competitive

politics or complex bureaucracies, or where théestgparatus is successfully resistant to the

18 Chandra Lekha Sriram, Peace as Governance: Poheing, Armed Groups and Contemporary Peace
Negotiations (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008),

184 Ruth LapidothAutonomy: Flexible Solutions to Ethnic Conflictsy4shington D.C.: USIP Press, 1996)
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incorporation of armed groups. At the same timditipal or security power-sharing provisions
may be less appealing where there is a real profpeterritorial autonomy or independence.

4.1. Emerging I ssues

Power-sharing arrangements are common in agreeraedisg conflicts in Africa and are being
proposed as elements of solutions in several omggoonflicts. Is this a good thing? What
common problems arise in such mechanisms and are $teps that can be taken to avoid them?
Drawing on examples from Africa and elsewhere, tbection of the paper summarizes

knowledge to date on these issues.

As a starting point, it should be stated that pesfearing arrangements are almost inevitably an
element of peace agreements, especially in situmtihere conflict arises from minority ethnic,
linguistic or religious grievances. At the end afilcwars, conflict parties often demand both
territorial autonomy and guaranteed inclusion atestnstitutions, independent of the outcome of
elections. The motivation behind such demandsaddhr of being exploited in the future by the
majority group or the winner of the elections. Th& substantial evidence that power-sharing
guarantees do indeed facilitate peace. Such gemsatlow each party to distinguish during the
negotiations whether their opponents are seriowitabespecting interests other than their
own®® Furthermore, some scholars argue that the mditcph military and territorial power

is disaggregated and shared, the more crediblhangromises of all parties to commit to and to

implement peace agreements.

Ahmedou Ould-Abdallah, the UN Secretary Genergiscgal envoy to Burundi in the mid-

1990s wrote that “in times of crisis, the presentea community’s representatives within a

18 Barbara F. WalterCommitting to Peace: The Successful Settlementiwf Wars (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2002)
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government acts as some reassurance to that comyntbat its vital interests will not be
ignored®’. As a result, peace agreements often include treagteed distribution of key
ministries and shared control over executive pms#tiregardless of election outcomes. There are,
of course, exceptions. In civil conflicts that aret fought along ethnic lines, as in the cases of
Mozambique and El Salvador, security guaranteetjding representation in the new army and
police, were offered to the parties during the psscof disarmament, but guaranteed power-

sharing in political institutions was not estabéidh

Importantly, research findings also point to thet fdnat power-sharing not only facilitates the
signing of agreements, but also contributes tor togigevity. Specifically, research has found
that the more dimensions of power-sharing amonghéorcombatants specified in a peace
agreements, the higher the likelihood that peadeewilure'®® However, it is also true that very
often power-sharing arrangements freeze the wag-tigalities and do not allow politics to
evolve. They limit power in the hands of war-timées and fail to create adequate political
space for the expression of other interests. Furtbee, because power-sharing arrangements
rely heavily on elites, they suffer from a contiddack of trust among their chief participants.
Therefore, although the ability of power-sharingtitutions to balance power among groups is
essential for reaching peace agreements, longpeace depends on whether groups learn to

transact with each other and whether they devedepmiles of conflict management.

International supervision is vital for the implentetion of power-sharing arrangements. Power-

sharing institutions in the immediate post-agreemegriod are fragile and weak. Routine

187 Caroline Hartzell, Matthew Hoddie, and Donald Rild, Stabilizing the Peace After Civil War: An
Investigation of Some Key Variables, in: InternagbOrganization, 55, no. 1 (2001): 183-208.
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interaction and relationships among the partiesrarteyet established. New institutions can
easily be captured by the stronger party. The @pants of power-sharing arrangements share
few, if any, common interests, have low expectatiabout their partners’ reliability and are
plagued by fears for their security. Therefore, levhnstitutions are being built, the security
guarantees offered by third parties are essenfiaé absence of such strong international
guarantees in Rwanda in 1994 doomed a power-shagmgement challenged by extremist

factions 18

Peace agreements that endure usually provide bothofver-sharing among former combatants
and for third party, international monitorifi§ Also, statistical evidence indicates that the
presence or the potential for a third party presereduces the risk of the collapse of the peace
agreement during its first five years of impleméiota However, it should be noted that third
parties are vital to the implementation of mostateged settlements, not only power-sharing
agreements. There is considerable evidence thatiatgyl settlements in general are unlikely to
endure in the absence of a third party guarditdhus, the fragility of power- sharing
agreements is not unique. There is reason to leelieat, through careful implementation and
international assistance, power-sharing arrangesniialy facilitate the transition to a political
process that relies on informal coalitions andteled politics as opposed to rigid representation
qguotas and mutual vetoes. Over time, power-shansgtutions may grow roots and generate

norms of trust and cooperatiott.

189 David-Russell lan O’Flynn (edsBower Sharing: New Challenges for Divided Socieflesndon: Pluto Press,
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4.1.1 Effective Power-Sharing I nstitutions
Advocates of power-sharing institutions argue thase institutions promote moderate behavior

among contending groups by encouraging a positive-perception of politics®> However,
although cooperative behavior may emerge in thg-term, power-sharing governments are
likely to stagnate in the short- to medium-termwBosharing institutions are designed to make
decision-making slow and consensus-based in ordereassure parties that they will be
consulted on matters of importance. Given divergaetrests and effective veto powers by each
party, power-sharing governments usually fail tdark on a serious process of reconstruction
and reconciliation. Thus, the extensive guaranpeeger-sharing agreements offer to the parties

reduce their incentives to compromise.

Importantly, leaders participating in power-sharggvernments may be under pressure from
extremist elements within their constituencies wppose compromise and the sharing of power
with opponents. Thus, power-sharing institutionsynfaster ‘outbidding politics’, where
extremist politicians within a group make radicanthnds on moderate leaders of their own
group who participate in the government. In suckesareaching joint decisions is extremely
difficult and leaders do not have strong incentiteemove beyond the positions they held during
peace talks. In the worst type of scenario, thisadyic can lead to the collapse of the agreement

as the case of Rwanda after the Arusha agreemerdrogrates.

Examples of deadlocked power-sharing governmentsurah In Cambodia, the shared

government between Hun Sen and Prince Sihanoulchwhas created in 1993, was paralyzed

193 Caroline Hartzell and Matthew Hoddie “Institutidizing Peace: Power Sharing and Post- Civil War fin
Management,” op cit.
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by fighting between the two prime ministers andmaéitely fell victim to a coup in 1997
Paralysis can also be observed in Bosnia and Hevieey where most of the decisions
implementing the Dayton peace agreement and motangard the country’s economic
development and reconstruction have been takehé@ffice of the High Representative. Also,
Liberia’s power-sharing transitional government teeen marred by corruption scandals and
lack of progress in key issues. Observers argue thiea leaders of armed factions blocked
disarmament until they received more governmens.j@ddthough the government had a two-
year mandate to bring back basic services to tipailpton, it spent several months debating the

sharing of high-level posts within the state ingtins >,

Thus, power-sharing may work well in stable demoeswhen political elites are moderate and
willing to compromise. However, this is unlikely @ountries exiting civil conflict, where leaders
are uncooperative and where majority group leadees under pressure to not concede to
minorities. In such cases, power- sharing arrangésnenay simply maintain the war-time
balances of power. Thus, although power-sharirzgsensible transitional device, in the long-run
a more fluid form of politics that allows for theeation of flexible coalitions that cross the war-

time divides is preferabt&’

4.1.2 Questioning Power -sharing as an Outcome of Democr acy
Power-sharing arrangements, by definition, shatiiga powers among the leaders of the main

parties to a conflict. Depending on how peace agess were negotiated, these governments

often fail to include important social actors whial shot participate militarily in the conflict.

194 Barbara F. Walter, (1999) “Designing Transitionsnii Civil War: Demobilization, Democratization, and
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They also may lack grassroots support, if theysaen by the population as an effort by elites to
share the spoils as opposed to move the countrartbweconstruction and reconciliation.
Finally, because elites are guaranteed represemtatipower-sharing institutions, they are not

accountable to their communities and constituericies

The above is aptly demonstrated in the case oN#tenal Transitional Government of Liberia
(NTGL) which was inaugurated in October 2003. Oslgef politician summarized the character
of the NTGL as follows: “this is an administratidor warring factions. They control the
government. People need to accept this realityili@ng have no role in the cabinet, they are
virtually voiceless*®. Furthermore, due to the lack of accountabilitychamisms during the
transitional period and as discussed earlier, tambers of the NTGL devoted more attention to
the division of the spoils of the state as oppdeadaking and implementing public policies.

Also, in Somalia, most of the national reconcibaticonferences convened since 1991 focused
on hammering out power-sharing agreements foritranal central governments. In some of the
conferences the agenda was reduced to allocati@almhet positions by clans and factions in

typical sharing-the-spoils exerci$&s

However, it is important to remember that, in thers- to medium-run, the drawbacks of power-
sharing agreements may be outweighed by their patdyenefits. Power-sharing does reward
those who engaged in violence during the conftiat,by allowing them to enter parliament and
the political system it contributes to their codjuta by the system. .For example, supporters of

Dayton’s power-sharing institutions note that, deesthe extremely slow progress in Bosnia, the
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institutions contributed significantly to the comyi$ transition from war to non-violent politics:
by participating in the elections for the variousspions of the Dayton architecture, political
leaders signaled acceptance of the institutions laeghan interacting with each other in a
common political proces$®Also, by bringing all parties to a grand coalitiend a common
political process, power-sharing institutions ceepossibilities for relationship-building among

former adversarié&.

Importantly, and as will be discussed below, poslaring may be accompanied by other forms
of wider political participation during the transmal period in order to compensate for its elite
character. For example, public awareness campaigdspublic participation efforts may take
place at different points of the transitional pgein order to slowly expand political
participation beyond the usual suspects. Gradugalliglic participation in the context of national
dialogue efforts or constitution-making processesy mpen politics even more and prepare
societies for electoral politics. For example, &éhex an abundance of evidence that lengthy and
participatory constitution-making processes leadumble and legitimate constitutions. In South
Africa, once the basic principles of the constdntiwere agreed upon in late 1993 and 1994, the
deliberations of the elected Constituent Assemblgrenopened up to extensive public
participation in 1994-98°° Public participation included numerous componentsedia
broadcasts and publication of all constitutiondates, radio broadcasts educating the public on
the constitutional process, consultation by eacthefparties at the village level, and 2 million

submissions from the general populati®hAs a result, the constitution has a high degree of

20 symantra Bose. “The Bosnian State a Decade Afgaitdd,” International Peacekeeping, 12, no. 3, Auty
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legitimacy. Likewise, in Namibia, there was intesegsand long-term public participation in the
constitution-making process both before as wetlaing the work of the Constituent Assembly
elected in 1989. The public was well informed regag constitutional issues through the
election campaigns of the political parti€din addition, the well-developed radio system

contributed to the s education of the public onkég issues.

Although power-sharing agreements usually succeddeping the war parties engaged in the
peace process, they contribute little toward atigali transition unless they open up to a wider
range of political actors. Therefore, mediatorsusthaconsider agreements which define the
expiration day of power-sharing arrangements andtwturing the transitional period mandate

the gradual expansion of political participatiorytwed the signatories of agreements.

4.1.3 Analysis of the Effectiveness and Pitfalls of Power-Sharing
Negotiating peace agreements of any sort is cledifficult, given that parties will have very

different interests and agendas, and understandibgat why armed conflict was waged and
what might constitute a just solution, as well lasirt mistrust of one another and security fears.
Therefore, in a general sense, the challengesguftia¢ing peace agreements with power-sharing
incentives are not necessarily greater than ndguajisones without them. However, the
particular ways in which power- sharing incentiveay be difficult to negotiate. While power-
sharing incentives may logically offer a way outlé security dilemma faced by armed groups,
mistrust among them may result in fear of disarnifighis is particularly likely to be the case
where one group is left in a privileged positios, the SPLM (Sudan Peoples’ Liberation

Movement) was by the CPA (Comprehensive Peace Agrrb, in relation to all other armed

204 Timothy D.Sisk. “Power Sharing in Beyond Intradliéyn” op cit.
205 Barbara F. Walter, “Committing to Peace: The Ssesfi¢ Settlement of Civil Wars, Princeton”.
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groups in the South of Sudan, which were to berdlisd while the SPLM became the

government and sole security provider in the S6th.

Governments may also be unprepared to offer swgntives, believing either that armed groups
will use the negotiation or cease-fire period tarne, or that, once empowered with such access
to governance, the groups will harm those curreintlpower or the state itself. Here the nature
of the state and of the armed group may combirenio options. Furthermore, such incentives
may foster trust only if a third-party guaranteeliso present®’The negotiation of Sudan’s CPA
was arguably bolstered by the presence of strogigmal mediators and the prospect of a United
Nations peacekeeping force, while the limited pgttion in the Darfur negotiations may

reflect the poor prospect for a robust internatidoae there?*®

4.1.4 Challenges of Implementation
As with the challenges of negotiating power-shaangngements, implementing power-sharing

arrangements is not necessarily more difficult timaplementing other types of peace deals.
Indeed, while experts disagree on the precisesttaj a significant percentage of negotiated
settlements fail within five years. However, thene specific types of challenges which are
specific to the implementation of power-sharingaagements. One or more parties may sign an
agreement but easily violate it, either becauseirthentives were not important to it/them, or

because they can achieve key goals through violésrcexample is the 1999 Lomé Accdtdin

Sierra Leone, which provided the RUF (Revolutiondnjited Front) leadership with access to

2% Chandra Lekha SriramPeace as Governance: Power Sharing: Armed Groups @ontemporary Peace
Negotiations (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008): 107-142

297 Arend Lipjhart. “Constitutional Design for DivideBocieties,”Journal of Democracyl5, no. 2, (2004)

28 Andreas Mehler. “Peace and Power Sharing in AfricdNot So Obvious RelationshipAfrican Affairs (108,
432, 2009): 453-473

29 «The Agreement between the Government of Nepal thedUnited Democratic Madhesi Front” (28 February
2008), online:<http://www.unmin.org.np/downloads/#ecs/2008- 02-28-Agreement.SPA.Govt. UDMF.ENG.pdf>
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control over resources, directly and indirectlytMoly was Foday Sankoh made a vice president
and a minister with control over diamond mines, faliow RUF leader Johnny Paul Koroma
was also made the head of the government commiésiqreace consolidation, and provisions
were made for the incorporation of some RUF membecsthe state security forces. Yet, the
RUF rapidly returned to fighting — control over ghands was an insufficient incentive, as the
RUF already had attained de facto control over nmames. And evidently, broader political rule
was not of significant interest to the RUF eitHarZimbabwe, in spite of the power-sharing deal
between the ruling the ZANU-PF (Zimbabwe Africantidaal Union-Patriotic Front) and the
opposition the MDC (Movement for Democratic Changsgnior ZANU- PF officials have
baulked against the deal and worked to undermingsing violent and non-violent means,
including the arrest of MDC ministerial nomineesldhe detention, and torture, of human rights
activists and MDC sympathizet¥. According to some analysts, resistance to the wain
ZANU-PF is partially due to the fact that power4shg threatens economic benefits that senior
officials within the party have secured from theold onto powef!! Likewise, it became
apparent in 1992 that the UNITA (Unido Nacionalgoa Independéncia Total de Angola) leader
Jonas Savimbi would not settle for anything lessitthe presidency of Angola when his failure
to achieve this objective in the first post-cortflelectoral contest resulted in his decision to

revoke his commitment to the terms of the Bicesseofds.

This illustrates how the nature, interests, ancaceies of the state or of the armed group may

affect the success of implementation. Parties ngayan agreement involving incentives that are

20 «Zimbabwe’s Power Sharing Government: The StrugGlees On”The Economist4 June 2009, online:
<http://www.economist.com/world/mideast-africa/dasto ry.cfm?story id=13788284>; see also, Alexryand
Simba Rushwaya, “Mugabe Pushes Back Against ZimbaBower Sharing DealTimeg 7 October 2008, online:
2<1r11ttp://www.time.com/time/world/articIe/O,8599,1E!a!|7/9,00.html> .
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of lesser interest to them, or that they are untblgartake of adequately. This will particularly
be the case where armed groups are not structusadigared to participate in governance
activities. In Sudan, for example, many suggest tha SPLM really was interested in the
possibility of complete independence, interim aotog, resources, and autonomous security
forces. The CPA gave it all of these things, ad aeglproportional participation in the central
government, and in joint security forces. But manthe SPLM/A resist the idea of participating
in joint security forces and being redeployed aldgsihat they expect to be their own country in
the future. Many of the SPLM members who have takpnposts as heads of government
ministries appear to have been unprepared for tiedgs, or are unable to actually direct

embedded bureaucraci&s

In Colombia, when the rebel group M-19 (Movimiert® de Abril) disarmed and formed a
political party, it was considered unusually preghras a group led by many urban educated
people, to function in politics. Yet while a fewdinidual politicians were able to thrive, the
party failed, an object lesson to future groupssatering negotiation and disarmamétitin
Cote d’'lvoire, the Marcoussis power-sharing agragndél little to overcome mistrust between
southern and northern political leaders. The forpenceived it as a French-mediated sellout to
terrorism, while northern leaders claim that Priktimister Laurent Gbagbo reneged on private
and public promises he made regarding the powel®texercised by the Prime Minister and

appointments to the cabirfef.
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In Sudan, many of the institutions developed bypbace agreement to ensure implementation
of specific governance incentives — the petroleunmmission, the DDR (Disarmament,
Demobilisation and Reintegration) commissions, tredlike — have not been created, or have
been highly dysfunctional. Furthermore, when SPLKnbers were placed at the head of key
ministries, many of the functions of those minesriwere first transferred to presidency, which
was dominated by the National Congress Part) aedotd government. Such cheating and
manipulation of institutional structures can in@@anistrust and, where it is severe, provoke a
revival of tensions or even conflict. The resulticbbe the collapse of a peace agreement, the
failure of state institutions, or a more violensakition of disputes. The nature of the state eeith
due to strength and resistance to accommodatingpagticipants, or due to the weakness of
institutions, may thus compound the effects of phevious challenge, where state institutions
resist accommodation and groups are not well egaipp challenge them or fully function
within them. Power-sharing may also fail to cremigrand coalition and instead create incentives
for extremism and ethnic or political hard-linertlidding. Centrist parties may be pulled to one
extreme and find themselves able to reach or maimawer only by forming coalitions with
extremist parties, or by taking more extreme stahdmselves’™® The Arusha Accords which
distributed power in cabinet equally between Rwan@eesident Juvénal Habyarimana’s MRND
(Mouvement Révolutionnaire National pour le Dévg@lement) and the RPF (Rwandan Patriotic
Front) were perceived so negatively by Hutu extstenihat Habyarimana was forced to pursue
what Alan Kuperman described as a two-track styategeking to coopt Hutu moderates while

working to develop a forceful option with extrensist®
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Likewise, in the Sudan, parties organising forapeoming parliamentary elections to be held in
2010 have clustered in loose coalitions. A closeklat the coalitions headed by the NCP and
the SPLM — coalitions that are necessary if thestgs are to win a majority of votes nationally
for the NCP and in the South for the SPLM — inddsahat the smaller parties tend to hold more
extremist views. For example, the NCP is oftenlanifed on religious issues by its partner the
PCP (Popular Congress Party). Smaller parties én Sbuth, particularly those that are not
currently represented in government or in parlialntsnd to make more extremist demands in
pursuit of their objectives. The nature of bothes&lite groups and armed groups may thus have

a devastating effect on politié5.

Territorial power-sharing arrangements may encauisgressionist tendencies and the breakup
of the state. Alternatively, such strategies magoenage the homogenization of populations.
Where pre-conflict populations were mixed and waisplaced into new largely single-identity
com- munities by conflict, they may not remix aftBe conflict, or may do so very slowly; if
internal borders are made more significant, peopéy not return to areas they previously
inhabited, which may have been more plural. Or patmn shifts may be more coerced, with
groups compelled out of fear to migrate to regiadentified as belonging to “their” group.
Further- more, autonomous territories may not bstasoable without serious re- source

commitments from the central government or therire@gonal community.

Obviously, central governments, which are likelyb® dominated by a group that is ethnically,
linguistically, or religiously distinct from the rfaaity of the autonomous region, may not be

committed to supporting that autonomy financiallfnis may promote, not the breakup of the

2’Stephen M. Saideman and Marie-Joélle Zahar (e®0Q8) Intra-state Conflict, Governments and Séguri
Dilemmas of Deterrence and Assurance, London: Bdgé
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state, but simply the failure of autonomy arrangetsieSome analysts suggest that this explains
the breakdown of Sudan’s 1972 Addis Ababa Agreenuamversely, the presence of oil and the
development of oil extraction in Southern Sudamyodould, in theory, assist its governments

own capacity over timé:®

Power-sharing arrangements are unlikely to be maike where parties have committed
themselves to power-sharing arrangements out at-stesm pragmatism rather than as part of
long-term policy. If they see governance arrangemeas mere tools to achieve power through
nonviolent means, they may be unlikely to complyhwhe agreement if they feel the strategy is
failing — for example, because an adversary isljlike do better outside elections. Thus, in
Liberia, the leaders of the LURD (Liberians United Reconciliation and Democracy) and of
MODEL (Movement for Democracy and Elections in Labg resisted the disarmament of their
militias although they were members of the transii cabinet™ This reluctance was partially
attributed to their desire to “keep their militiedact should their services be required again by

their respective sponsors in Guinea and Cote d&/oR"

Where politics is historically clientelistic, copt) personalistic, or absolutist, parties commggtin
themselves to democratisation and power-sharing aoaso for cynical or short-term ends, and
will eventually seek to obtain absolute power. Agahe nature and interests of state and/or
armed group(s) will shape prospects for impleméntatof agreements. Power-sharing

arrangements run the risk of the creation of newflmts, or the stoking of existing conflicts,

218 Chandra Lekha Sriram Olga Martin-Ortega, and doaaHerman (eds.) (2010) Peacebuilding and the &ule
Law in Africa: Just Peace?, London: Routledge

219 Donald Rothchild. Africa’s Power Sharing Instiniis as a Response to Insecurity: Assurance Without
Deterrence. op cit.
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when they exclude significant parties or interéstsThe pragmatic choice to include only
warring parties, or only powerful parties, at thegatiating table spawns potential new spoilers.
The CPA in Sudan appears to have incited groupkdreast and Darfur to use violence to get
their demands heard regarding land, resourcesdigodmination, out of concern that the north,
under the peace agreement, will divide the power rasources of the country while keeping
them marginalized® In 1966, the Nigerian military government soughptacate minorities in
the secessionist region of Biafra and elsewherditaging the country into twelve states. This
ushered in a process of conflict-management byitdgel fragmentatiorf?® In 1979, the
amended Nigerian Constitution introduced the nobbrindigeneity” to refer to those citizens
of a Nigerian state whose parents or grandparestsritally originated from a community
within that state. Indigeneity has since becomesthwce of new and increasingly violent local
conflicts between “indigenes” and “settlers”, peutarly in the Middle person included in the

agreement than of those excluded that may shagdatthef the agreement.

After an agreement, violence may erupt not amongéo enemies but among former allies. This
is not a problem unique to power-sharing arrangéspdnut may well emerge in thefff. Peace
agreements generally seek to address the grievahaednitiated the original conflict, and
power- sharing seeks to address the fears and disnedirihe original combatants in relation to

each other. However, in either a former governnmant former rebel group, one or more

#21phjlip G. Roeder and Donald Rothchild (ed)stainable Peace: Power and Democracy after @¥ats (Ithaca
and London: Cornell University Press, 2005)
222 Marie-Joélle Zahar. Foreign Intervention and St&econstruction: Bosnian Fragility in Comparative
Perspective, in: Denisa Kostovicova and Vesna Bnfizelilovic (eds.), Persistent State Weaknesthé Global
Age (London: Ashgate, 2009b) 117-130
223 Ulrich Schneckener. “Making Power-Sharing Workséens from Successes and Failures in Ethnic Conflic
E]Zaurnal of Peace ResearcB9, no. 2 (2002): 203-228
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factions may be privileged over others in the donsof the “spoils” of peace. If this is the case,

fighting and factional divisions among former alier rifts within groups, may restfit

Here it is not just the commitment (or lack of bty external actors to the agreement transition
together in conflict while in fact rather diversea range of ways, may splinter if an agreement
is tailored which fails to take account of thisindtly, implementation of power-sharing may be
difficult if not impossible in “bad neighborhooddNeighboring states may foster or destabilize
power-sharing in multiple ways. Neutrality has afteeen invoked to ex- plain the success of the
Swiss experiment; likewise, the intrusions of Syamlad Israel into the internal politics of
Lebanon have been partially blamed for the insitgt®ff its power-sharing experiméat When
geo-strategic interests or ethnic kinship constitama draw neighboring states into the politics
of a power-sharing state, they might destabilizeititernal pacts. Thus scholars have pointed to
the destabilizing role of neighboring states andigee flows in Rwanda, on power-sharing

arrange that matters; some external actors mayesctindermine it.

4.2 Conclusion

There are those who argue that peace agreementsl siv@arly define the constitutional design

of post-conflict states. As Manuel Tome, the segyegeneral of Mozambique’s ruling party

(Frelimo) said that the peace accord was a meaas tnd, and not an end [in] itself. It was an
exceptional regime for a predetermined lengthraktiafter which we return to the full norms of

the constitutiorf?” Therefore, this argument goes, short-term needsildhnot influence

2% pierre M. Atlas and Roy Licklider, “Conflict Amongormer Allies After Civil War Settlement: Sudan,
Zimbabwe, Chad, and Lebanoddurnal of Peace Researc36, no. 1 (1999): 35-54
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society’s long-term development. First, agreemenéy define the way the country will be
governed during a brief interim period and the wawhich competing groups will share power
during that period. They may also define the predasough which political actors will decide
the permanent constitution. Such agreements daleime the permanent constitution of the
country: they guarantee to the major factions pigdtion in the interim period, but they do not
guarantee a share of power in the permanent stsiitutions. South Africa is an example albeit
for a longer interim period. South Africa adoptadlP93 an interim constitution, which provided
for governing the country through power-sharingwasn the incumbent government and the
opposition. The agreement was to expire within frears and indeed it was eventually replaced

by a majority-rule democracy®

A second alternative is offered by the cases ottfs8udan and Bougainville, for instance, both
of which were given in 2005 and 2001 respectivelygthy transitional periods before deciding
whether to remain within Sudan and Papua New GuiR&E5)?*° In the interim period of six
and eleven years respectively, South Sudan and d&wovithe are given significant autonomy
within the borders of Sudan and PNG as well aslkesn the national governmerits.Critics of
these arrangements argue that they are bound th tleasecession and to prevent the
strengthening of regional institutions due to thsemce long-term constitutional clarity. Given
the fact that power-sharing arrangements frequdetig to deadlock and given their largely
undemocratic nature, the option of their being gdonal and eventually leading to a political

process relying on norms of trust and cooperasagoréferable to them being enshrined in long-

228 Arend Lipjhart “Constitutional Design for DivideBocieties, Journal of Democracyl5, no. 2, (April, 2004)
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term constitutions. By including long-term condiibmal arrangements in agreements, the
opportunity is missed to lengthen the dialogue ayngites and to expand political participation
beyond the elites at the negotiating tafe.

As discussed earlier, power-sharing arrangementstte privilege the leaders of armed factions
and exclude political actors who did not particget armed violence. Mediators, therefore, need
to consider ways in which agreements may encourthge evolution of power-sharing
arrangements to more integrated forms of represenfa” A transitional process leading to
elections and new constitutions should ideally tergaolitical space for debate to take place
outside the power-sharing arrangements in ordéadititate the emergence of new leaders and
the strengthening of civil society. An expandeditmal process may gradually weaken the

influence of war-time leaders and offer the oppaitiufor alternative voices to emerge.

Participation can be expanded at the elite-levgbbe the signatories of agreements, but also to
society in general. At the elite-level, consultatimechanisms inclusive of a wide range of
political leaders may be incorporated at severadest of transitional periods: the drafting of
electoral laws, the administering of elections, ¥k#ing of state institutions from persons who
committed crimes under the previous regimes, therme of public administration, and the
drafting of constitutions. Such consultative mecbi@s serve as arenas where elites continue
talking. They also allow all sides to assess wiretie new order will protect their interests and

whether agreements will be implemented.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION
5.1 Summary
Power-sharing arrangements are common in agreeraediisg conflicts in Africa and are being
proposed as elements of solutions in several omggoonflicts. Is this a good thing? What
common problems arise in such mechanisms and are $teps that can be taken to avoid them?
How effective are they? Drawing on examples fromigsf and elsewhere, this section of the

paper summarizes the finding from the researcloas th previous chapters.

Power-sharing arrangements are almost inevitablgl@ment of peace agreements, especially in
situations where conflict arises from minority athrlinguistic or religious grievances. At the
end of civil wars, conflict parties often demandthhderritorial autonomy and guaranteed
inclusion in state institutions, independent of thécome of elections. The motivation behind
such demands is the fear of being exploited infubh&re by the majority group or the winner of
the elections. There is substantial evidence toatep-sharing guarantees do indeed facilitate
peace. Such guarantees allow each party to dissimgiuring the negotiations whether their
opponents are serious about respecting intereber dhan their owA®® Furthermore, some
scholars argue that the more political, military @erritorial power is disaggregated and shared,
the more credible are the promises of all partescommit to and to implement peace

agreements.

As a result, peace agreements often include theagtesed distribution of key ministries and

shared control over executive positions regardédsslection outcomes. There are, of course,

Z3\Walter, Barbara F. “Designing Transitions fronviCiVar: Demobilization, Democratization, and Coniménts
to Peace,International Security24, no. 1 (1999).
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exceptions. In civil conflicts that are not foughtong ethnic lines, as in the cases of
Mozambique and El Salvador, security guaranteefjdmg representation in the new army and
police, were offered to the parties during the psscof disarmament, but guaranteed power-

sharing in political institutions was not estabéidh

Importantly, research findings also point to thet fdnat power-sharing not only facilitates the
signing of agreements, but also contributes tor thogigevity. Specifically, research has found
that the more dimensions of power-sharing amongéorcombatants specified in a peace
agreements, the higher the likelihood that peadieewilure>** However, it is also true that very
often power-sharing arrangements freeze the wag-tigalities and do not allow politics to
evolve. They limit power in the hands of war-timées and fail to create adequate political
space for the expression of other interests. Furtbee, because power-sharing arrangements
rely heavily on elites, they suffer from a contiddack of trust among their chief participants.
Therefore, although the ability of power-sharingtitutions to balance power among groups is
essential for reaching peace agreements, longeawce depends on whether groups learn to
transact with each other and whether they devedvpmiles of conflict managemefit. The rest

of the paper examines the opportunities and impedismthat power- sharing arrangements
present to the durability of peace. Internationgdesvision is vital for the implementation of
power-sharing arrangements.

5.2 Key Findings

Power-sharing institutions in the immediate poseagent period are fragile and weak. Routine

interaction and relationships among the partiesrateyet established. New institutions can

234 caroline Hartzell and Matthew Hoddie, “Institutalizing Peace: Power Sharing and Post- Civil Wanfiiz
Management,American Journal of Political Sciencé7, no. 2 (April, 2003)
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easily be captured by the stronger party. The @pants of power-sharing arrangements share
few, if any, common interests, have low expectatiabout their partners’ reliability and are
plagued by fears for their security. Therefore, levhnstitutions are being built, the security
guarantees offered by third parties are essenfiaé absence of such strong international
guarantees in Rwanda in 1994 doomed a power-shagmgement challenged by extremist

factions.

Peace agreements that endure usually provide bothofver-sharing among former combatants

and for third party, international monitoring. Alssiatistical evidence indicates that the presence
or the potential for a third party presence redubegisk of the collapse of the peace agreement
during its first five years of implementatié#f. However, it should be noted that third parties are
vital to the implementation of most negotiated lsgtents, not only power-sharing agreements.

There is considerable evidence that negotiatetésethts in general are unlikely to endure in the

absence of a third party guarantdr.Thus, the fragility of power- sharing agreemerstaot

unique.

There is reason to believe that, through carefyplé@mentation and international assistance,
power-sharing arrangements may facilitate the ttiansto a political process that relies on
informal coalitions and electoral politics as opgmbgo rigid representation quotas and mutual
vetoes. Over time, power-sharing institutions meywgroots and generate norms of trust and

cooperatiorf>¢ The potential for political deadlock is signifi¢an

3% Caroline Hartzell, Matthew Hoddie, Donald RothdhilStabilizing the Peace After Civil War:An Invégition
of Some Key Variablesfhternational Organization55, (Winter, 2001)
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Despite the multiple challenges arising from th@atmtion and implementation of power-
sharing arrangements in Africa, it has remainegraadhic and attractive option for resolving the
multitude of protracted conflicts on the continelitremains an appealing means of conflict
resolution to external policymakers, even if itstreally underestimates the complexity of the
conflicts and the intransigence of the respectaaslérships. The short-term peace and stability
that it provides is welcome. In a situation wheheré appears to be a general lack of
mechanisms for bringing about peace, power-shaopgars to one of few viable options. It is,
however, likely to succeed only where there is augee desire and commitment among the
respective leaders towards peace, and sufficieagimation and innovation to create appropriate
structures and institutions which simultaneouslgoaemodate all groups. It must be driven by
the spirit of reconciliation among the warring pest>° It also calls for changes in the electoral
processes dominated by a winner-takes-all politoahtality and the perception of the control of
the state as a prize to be won rather than asoobe shared. Furthermore, power-sharing should
be seen as a temporary measure — a transitionahsybat leads to a political system based on

norms of trust and cooperation.

The transitional period should be utilized to warkt long-lasting constitutional agreements to
govern the country. As a transitional process leqdb elections and a new constitution, power-
sharing should ideally create a political spacediebate to take place outside the power-sharing
arrangements in order to facilitate the emergericeew leaders and the strengthening of civil

society.

39 bid.

95



The study contributes three important findingsh® $cholarship, which is concerned explaining
why peace contracts break down or endure. Firsethdr power-sharing peace agreements are
drafted more flexible or rigid does not affect @bability of survival. While the specificity of
agreements matters in the resolution of intrastatdlicts, Hampson’s concern that “agreements
may be formulated too rigid and therefore, failadapt to the changing nature of the post-
conflict environment” seems to be less relevantiyil war peace processes. Second, political
power-sharing has a substantive effect on peacatidor Using a new and continuous
measurement for the inclusion of former rebels astyronflict governments the probability of

contracts lasting longer increases sufficieftfy.

Consequently, political power-sharing does not appe be destabilizing but rather seems to be
a viable instrument to mitigate social conflict astdengthen the cooperation between former
warring parties in the post-conflict political ord&hird and somewhat surprisingly, smaller
rebel groups are less likely to spoil the peaceerwkhey are part of a peace agreement.
According to the paradox-of-power argument one nexdpect that they have a higher marginal
utility of returning to the battlefield* Therefore, these agreements should be more pmne t
failure. This is not the case. This means, whemihigary balance is relatively even signatories
are more likely to return to conflict. For smallebel groups one might alternatively argue that
they are either victims of a divide-and-rule stggteof the incumbent government and are
militarily marginalized. Or that they are simplytiséied with the shares of the peace deal and do

not consider fighting as an option to gain more @owlhe findings on the probability of

240 Andreas Mehler. Peace and Power Sharing in AfAicaot so obvious relationship, iffrican Affairs108, no.
432 (2009)453-473
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agreement survival for larger rebel groups mustdesidered carefully and require additional in

depth investigation.

5.3 Recommendations

Advocates of power-sharing institutions argue thase institutions promote moderate behavior
among contending groups by encouraging a positime-perception of politics. However,
although cooperative behavior may emerge in th@-term, power-sharing governments are
likely to stagnate in the short- to medium-termwBosharing institutions are designed to make
decision-making slow and consensus-based in ordereassure parties that they will be
consulted on matters of importance. Given divergaetests and effective veto powers by each
party, power-sharing governments usually fail tdoark on a serious process of reconstruction
and reconciliatiof?® Thus the extensive guarantees power-sharing agresnoffer to the

parties reduce their incentives to compromise.

Thus, power-sharing may work well in stable demoeswhen political elites are moderate and
willing to compromise. However, this is unlikely @ountries exiting civil conflict, where leaders
are uncooperative and where majority group leadees under pressure to not concede to
minorities®*® In such cases, power- sharing arrangements maglysimaintain the war-time

balances of power. Thus, although power-sharirggsensible transitional device, in the long-run

*? Bogaards, Matthijs. “Democracy and Power-sharing Nhultinational States: Thematic Introduction.”

International Journal on Multicultural Societie8, no. 2 (2006): 119-126. Also see Brendan OryeBebating
consociational politics: normative and explanatarguments, in fom power sharing to democracy. Post-conflict
institutions in ethnically divided societies]. Sidney J. R. Noel Montr eal: McGill-Queen’sitrsity Press, 2005),
3-43

2 Bumba Mukherjee, (2006), Why Political Pow®haring Agreements Lead to Enduring Peaceful Résolof
Some Civil Wars, But Not Otherd¢fternational Studies Quarter§0 (2): 479504
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a more fluid form of politics that allows for theeation of flexible coalitions that cross the war-
time divides is preferabfé?

Power-sharing arrangements, by definition, shatiiga powers among the leaders of the main
parties to a conflict. Depending on how peace agess were negotiated, these governments
often fail to include important social actors whial shot participate militarily in the conflict.
They also may lack grassroots support, if theysaen by the population as an effort by elites to

share the spoils as opposed to move the countrgrtbrmreconstruction and reconciliation.

Finally, because elites are guaranteed represemtatipower-sharing institutions, they are not
accountable to their communities and constituendiee above is aptly demonstrated in the case
of the National Transitional Government of Libe(diTGL) which was inaugurated in October
2003. One rebel politician summarized the charaofethe NTGL as follows: “this is an
administration for warring factions. They contrbletgovernment. People need to accept this
reality. Civilians have no role in the cabinet, tteze virtually voiceless**® Furthermore, due to
the lack of accountability mechanisms during tlaasitional period and as discussed earlier, the
members of the NTGL devoted more attention to thesidn of the spoils of the state as
opposed to making and implementing public policigso, in Somalia, most of the national
reconciliation conferences convened since 1991 skeduon hammering out power-sharing
agreements for transitional central governmentssdme of the conferences the agenda was

reduced to allocation of cabinet positions by clansl factions in typical sharing-the-spoils

exerciseg®

244 Timothy D. Sisk. “Power Sharing,”in Beyond Intrability, op cit.

245 International Crisis Group “Rebuilding Liberia;d®pects and Peril$CG Africa Reporno. 75, (Freetown,
Brussels, January 30, 2004), 13

246 Ken Menkhaus, “Mediation Efforts in Somalia,” Here Background Papekfrican Mediators’ Retreat
April, (2007)
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However, it is important to remember that, in thers- to medium-run, the drawbacks of power-
sharing agreements may be outweighed by their patdyenefits. Power-sharing does reward
those who engaged in violence during the conftiat,by allowing them to enter parliament and
the political system it contributes to their coda by the system. For example, supporters of
Dayton’s power-sharing institutions note that, deesthe extremely slow progress in Bosnia, the
institutions contributed significantly to the comyi$ transition from war to non-violent politics:

by participating in the elections for the variousspions of the Dayton architecture, political

leaders signaled acceptance of the institutions laeghan interacting with each other in a
common political process. Also, by bringing all {es8 to a grand coalition and a common
political process, power-sharing institutions ceepbssibilities for relationship-building among

former adversarie<’

The study recommends that power-sharing shouldcdoenapanied by other forms of wider
political participation during the transitional ped in order to compensate for its elite character.
For example, public awareness campaigns and pphliticipation efforts may take place at
different points of the transitional process in erdo slowly expand political participation
beyond the usual suspects. As discussed earliarerpgharing arrangements tend to privilege
the leaders of armed factions and exclude politaczbrs who did not participate in armed
violence. Mediators, therefore, need to consideyswa which agreements may encourage the
evolution of power-sharing arrangements to moregreted forms of representatith. A
transitional process leading to elections and newsttutions should ideally create political

space for debate to take place outside the povwarrgharrangements in order to facilitate the

247 Donald Rothchild. “ Assessing Africa’s Two-PhasmaBe Implementation Process: Power Sharing and
Democratization,” op cit.
248 Timothy D. Sisk. “Power Sharing in Beyond Intrdaitity.”
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emergence of new leaders and the strengtheningvidf society?*® An expanded political
process may gradually weaken the influence of wae-tleaders and offer the opportunity for

alternative voices to emerge.

Participation can be expanded at the elite-levgbbe the signatories of agreements, but also to
society in general. At the elite-level, consultatimechanisms inclusive of a wide range of
political leaders may be incorporated at severadest of transitional periods: the drafting of
electoral laws, the administering of elections, ¥k#ing of state institutions from persons who
committed crimes under the previous regimes, therme of public administration, and the
drafting of constitutions. Such consultative mecbia@s serve as arenas where elites continue
talking. They also allow all sides to assess wirete new order will protect their interests and

whether agreements will be implemented.

Gradually, public participation in the context @tional dialogue efforts or constitution-making
processes may open politics even more and prepatreties for electoral politics. For example,
there is an abundance of evidence that lengthypaniicipatory constitution-making processes
lead to durable and legitimate constitutions. Irut8oAfrica, once the basic principles of the
constitution were agreed upon in late 1993 and 18®deliberations of the elected Constituent
Assembly were opened up to extensive public paet@n in 1994-98°. Public participation
included several components: publication and médaadcasts of all constitutional debates,
consultation by each of the parties at the villeyel, radio broadcasts educating the public on

the constitutional process, and 2 million submissifrom the general population. As a result,

249 Andrew Reynolds. “Constitutional Engineering inuieern Africa.”Journal of Democragyg, no. 2, (1990), 90
20 Akinyemi, Bolaji; Dele-Cole, Patrick and OfonagoWalter. (1979)Readings on Federalisnhagos: Nigerian
Institute of International Affairs
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the constitution enjoys a high degree of legitim&giilarly, in Namibia, there was intense and
long-term public participation in the constitutiomaking process both before and during the
work of the Constituent Assembly elected in 1889The public was well informed about
constitutional issues through the election campaafrpolitical parties. Also, the well-developed

radio system contributed to the public’s educatarthe key issues.

Although power-sharing agreements usually succeddeping the war parties engaged in the
peace process, they contribute little toward atigali transition unless they open up to a wider
range of political actors. Therefore, mediatorsusthaconsider agreements which define the
expiration day of power-sharing arrangements andtwturing the transitional period mandate

the gradual expansion of political participatioryted the signatories of agreements.

One big concern of the study of peace agreementieasher the statistical results are subject to
a systematic selection bias. The main source et8eh problems is that the dependent variable
is observed for a restricted, non-experimental dataple. More specifically, the underlying
assumption for the source of bias is that powerisggeace agreements are not created under
equal conditions. Rather these conditions migleddind have an impact on the res@itsThree
sources of errors might distort the reported resiffirst, the government might strategically
choose whom to offer power sharing in the firstcplaSecond, there might be civil wars, in
which conditions for resolution are more or lesgofaable influencing the outcomes of the
peace process. For this concern, a “baseline topthspects of peace” needs to be defined but

so far the author lacks an appropriate instrumestaable. Third, some conflict parties may sign

#Iandeweg, Rudy. (2000), Consociational Democragyual Review Political Sciencg 509-536
%2 Andreas Mehler. “Peace and Power Sharing in Africaot so obvious relationshipAfrican Affairs,108, no.
432 (2009): 453-473.
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peace agreements but may no be interested in ped#oe first place. This concern can only be

eradicated by further systematic qualitative resean leaders and mediators in peace processes.

102



BIBLIOGRAPHY

“Constitutionalism in divided societies” of the émhational Journal of Constitutional Law, Vol.
5, No 4, 2007 and Sujit Choudhry (ed.), 2008 CGamsinal Design for Divided
Societies. Integration or Accommodation?, Oxf@aford University Press, 492

A. Jarstad., (2006), “Power-sharing for Peace aath@rracy”, Paper prepared for presentation
at the 47th annual meeting of the Internationatiés Association, San Diego, USA, 22-
25 March 2006, and at the Vail Symposium 27-29

A. Ligphart, (2008), Thinking about democracy. Powkaring and majority rule in theory and
practice. London: Routledge; 48-52

Adebanwi (2001) for a fine application of this medhto the study.

Africa."” Journal of Contemporary African Studies(3J: (2009) 445-61

African Union, Assembly of Heads of State and Gowegnt, Decision on the prevention of
unconstitutional changes of government and stremghg the capacity of the African
Union to manage such situations, Assembly/AU/D&@(XIV) Rev.1, 2 February 2010

Akinyemi, Bolaji; Dele-Cole, Patrick and OfonagoWalter. (1979)Readings on Federalism
Lagos: Nigerian Institute of International Affairs

Andeweg, Rudy. (2000), Consociational Democra@ynual Review Political Scienc8 509-
536.

Andreas Mehler, (2009), Peace and Power Sharigrina: A not so obvious relationship, in:
African Affairs 108, 432, 453-473.

Andrew Reynolds, (1995) “Constitutional Engineerimig Southern Africa,” Journal of
Democracy6, No. 2, 90

Arend Lijphart, (1968),The Politics of Accommodation. Pluralism and Denraggr in the
NetherlandsBerkeley: University of California Press

Arend Lijphart, (1977) Democracy in plural socisti@ comparative exploration. New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press.

Arend Lijphart, (2004), “Constitutional design fdivided societies”, Journal of Democracy,
Vol. 15, No. 2, 96-1009.

Article 35 (Para 1) of the Comprehensive Peace émgent for Liberia (Accra, 18 August 2003)

Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement for Bdir(#rt. 2-3)

AU, PSC, Communiqué of 19 February 2010, Para. 6.

Barbara F. Walter (1999), “Designing Transitionsonfr Civil War: Demobilization,
Democratization, and Commitments to Peace,” latiional Security, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Summer.

Barbara F. Walter, (2002) Committing to Peace: Buecessful Settlement of Civil Wars,
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Barbara F. Walter. (2004), Does Conflict beget CairflExplaining recurring civil war. Journal
of Peace Research 41 (3): 371-388.

Barry, Brian (1975). Political Accommodation andrSociational Democracritish Journal
of Political Sciencevol. 5(4), 477-505.

103



BBC News“Probe into Kenya Sell-off” BBC News, Jus& 2008.

Bennett, Andrew and George, Alexander. (20@&se Studies and Theory Development in the
Social Science€ambridge, MA: MIT Press

Bogaards, Matthijs. (2006), Democracy and Powerksgan Multinational States: Thematic
Introductioninternational Journal on Multicultural Societig¥ol. 8(2), 119-126.

Brendan O’Leary, (2005) Debating consociational itfpsl normative and explanatory
arguments. Chap. 1 in From power sharing to deaoycrPost-conflict institutions in
ethnically divided societies, ed. Sidney J. R. IN@e 43. Montr'eal: McGill-Queen’s
University Press

Bumba Mukherjee, (2006), Why Political Powginaring Agreements Lead to Enduring Peaceful
Resolution of Some Civil Wars, But Not Otheta®rnational Studies Quarterly0 (2):
479504.

Burundi Constitution, articles 129, 168 &257

Bithe, Tim. (2002), Taking Temporality Seriouslyodling History and the Use of Narratives
as EvidenceThe American Political Science Revjé36(3):481-493.

Caroline Hartzell and Matthew Hoddie (2003) “Ingtibnalizing Peace: Power Sharing and
Post- Civil War Conflict Management,” American dioal of Political Science, Vol. 47,
No. 2,

Caroline Hartzell and Matthew Hoddie, (200Cyafting Peace: Power-sharing Institutions and
the Negotiated Settlement of Civil WdPenn State Press

Caroline Hartzell Matthew Hoddie, and Donald Rofiltth(2001) Stabilizing the Peace After
Civil War: An Investigation of Some Key Vari- aBlen: International Organization, 55,
1, 183-208.

Caroline Hartzell, A., and Matthew Hoddie, (200B)stitutionalizing peace: power sharing and
post-civil war conflict management. American JouwfaPolitical Science 47 (2): 318—
332.

Chandra Lekha Sriram Olga Martin-Ortega, and Johadarman (eds.) (2010) Peacebuilding
and the Rule of Law in Africa: Just Peace?, LondRwoutledge

Chandra Lekha Sriram, (2008) Peace as GovernamoeerPSharing: Armed Groups and
Contemporary Peace Negotiations London: Palgraaenhllan; 107-142:180

Chandra Lekha Sriram, Olga Martin-Ortega, and Joadderman (eds.) (forthcoming 2010),
Peacebuilding and the Rule of Law in Africa: Jasaice? London: Routledge.

Cheeseman, N. & Tendi, B-M. (2010), Power-Sharm@Gomparative Perspective: the dynamics
of unity government’ in Kenya and Zimbabwe,Tihe Journal of Modern African
Studies 48

Christine Bell, (2008), On the Law of Peace. PeAgeeements and the Lex Pacificatoria,
Oxford, Oxford University Press: 149-153

Christopher J.Anderson, and Christine A. Guilla997. Political institutions and satisfaction
with democracy: a cross-national analysis of cosgs and majoritarian systems. The
American Political Science Review 91 (1): 66-81.

Dan-Musa, Iro Abubakar ed. Party Politics and Po8teuggle in Nigeria, 2004

104



Danzell, Orlandrew E. (2011), Political parties:emhdo they turn to terror? Journal of Conflict
Resolution forthcoming
Data from a survey (n=2,011) conducted by the St@adGroup from March 28 — April 2, 2008.

Donald Horowitz, (2000) Ethnic Groups in ConfliBerkeley, University of California Press

Donald L. Horowitz, (1990), Making moderation palye comparative politics of ethnic conict
management. Chap. 25 in Conflict and peacemakingultiethnic societies, ed. Joseph
V. Montville, 451 -475. Lexington, MA: Lexingtond®ks

Donald L. Horowitz, (2008), Conciliatory Instituie and Constitutional Processes in Post-
conflict States, William & Mary Law Review, 49, 4,

http://scholarship.law.wm.edu/wmir/vol49/iss4/7

Donald Rothchild 2001b, “ Assessing Africa’s TwoaBk Peace Implementation Process: Power
Sharing and Democratization,” Manuscript, Univigrsif California, Davis.

Donald Rothchild, (2001),“Power Sharing Institusoas a Response to Insecurity after Africa’s
Civil Wars,” Manuscript, University of Californidavis, 25

Donald Rothchild, (2008) Africa’s Power Sharing tingions as a Response to Insecurity:
Assurance Without Deterrence, in: Stephen M. Saateand Marie-Joélle Zahar (eds.),
Intra-State Conflict, Governments and Securitye@imas of Deterrence and Assurance,
London: Routledge, 138-143: 150-160; 253

Donald Rothchild, A. (2001), “Power Sharing Indiibms as a Response to Insecurity after
Africa’s Civil Wars,” Manuscript, University of Qifornia, Davis, 1

Donald Rothchild,(2001b),“ Assessing Africa’s Twbd3e Peace Implementation Process:
Power Sharing and Democratization,” Manuscriptivearsity of California, Davis, 9

Elkins, Zachary, and John Sides. (2007), Can ugits build unity in multiethnic states?
American Political Science Review 101 (04): 698.70

Erdmann, Gero. "Party Research: Western Europeas &1d the 'Africa Labyrinth'." In Votes,
Money and Violence: Political Parties and Electiom Sub-Saharan Africa, eds. Matthias
Basedau, Gero Erdmann and Andreas Mehler. Swétediska Afrika institutet, (2007)
34-64.

F. Osler, Hampson 1996lurturing peace: why peace settlements succeedilpr()S Institute
of Peace Press: 88

Hartzell, C. and Hoddie, M, (2007 Crafting Peace: Power-sharing Institutions and the
Negotiated Settlement of Civil WaPenn State Press

Hartzell, Caroline and Hoddie, Matthew. (2003),tilasionalizing Peace: Power-sharing and
Post-civil War Conflict Managemewtmerican Journal of Political Scienc®¥ol. 47(2),
318-332.

Hedstroem, Peter and Swedberg, Richard. (18®)ial Mechanisms: An Analytical Approach
to Social TheoryCambridge: Cambridge University Press

Henry Amadi, (2009), “Kenya’s Grand Coalition Gowerent — Another Obstacle to Urgent
Constitutional Reform? Africa Spectrum, Vol. 43.\8, 149-164.

105



Hoddie, M. & Hartzell, C. (2005), Power SharingReace Settlements: Initiating the transition
from civil war, in P. Roeder & D. Rothchild (edsJustainable Peace: Power and
Democracy after Civil WamlNew York: Cornell University Press, 83-106

Horowitz, Donald L.(1985),Ethnic Groups in Conflict University of California Press —
Berkeley, Los Angeles and London, 598-599

Horowitz, Donald. (1991)A Democratic South Africa? Constitutional Enginegrin a Divided
Society Berkeley: University of California Press

Horowitz, Donald. (2002), Constitutional Design.oposals Versus Processes in A. Reynolds
(ed) The Architecture of Democracy: Constitutional Desigonflict Management, and
Democracy Oxford: Oxford University Press

lan O’Flynn and David Russell (eds.) (2005), Powéraring: New Challenges for Divided
Societies, London: Pluto Press. Paris, Roland420At War's End: Building Peace
After Civil Conflict, Cambridge: Cambridge UnivéssPress.

International Crisis Group “Rebuilding Liberia; Bpects and Perils,” (2004) ICG Africa Report
No 75, Freetown, Brussels, January 30.

Isak Svensson, (2007). Bargaining, Bias and PeaokeBs: How Rebels Commit to Peace.
Journal of Peace Researdd (2):177194.

Jacob Bercovitch and Simpson, Leah, (2010), Intemnal Mediation and the Question of Failed
Peace Agreements: Improving Conflict Managemert amplementation, in: Peace &
Change, 35, 1, 68-103.

James D. Fearon. (2003), Ethnic and cultural ditseby country. Journal of Economic Growth
8 (2): 195-222:191

Jarstad, A K. (2009), The Prevalence of Power-8haitxploring the Patterns of Post-Election
PeaceAfrica Spectrum44, 3, 46-47

Joakim Kreutz, (2010), How and when armed confletsl: Introducing the UCDP Conflict
Termination datasefournal of Peace Researdif (2): 243250.

Joan Esteban and Debraj Ray. (2008), On the saliehethnic conflict. American Economic
Review 98 (5): 185-2202.

Keating, Michael, (2007)The creature from the Dayton Lagoon' or, Institnabdesign inBiH,
Puls demokratije, No. 6

Ken Menkhaus (2007) “Mediation Efforts in SomaligiD Centre Background PapeAfrican
Mediators’ Retreat, April

LeVan, A. Carl and Patrick Ukata. 2010. "Nigeri#gn" Countries at the Crossroads 2009: A
Survey of Democratic Governance, eds. Sanja Kdllgristopher Walker and Jake
Dizard. New York: Freedom House

Lewis, A.Politics in West AfricaLondon: Oxford University Press, (1965)

Lijphart, Arend. (1969), Consociational Democrag¥orld Politics Vol.21(2), 207-225. 223

106



Lijphart, Arend. (1979), Consociation and FederaticConceptual and Empirical Links,
Canadian Journal of Political Scienceol. 12(3), 499-515.

Lijphart, Arend. (1991), Power-Sharing Approach, JnV. Montville (ed) Conflict and
Peacemaking in Multiethnic Societidéew York: Lexington Books

Lijphart, Arend. (1997),Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Exptmn. (New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press)

Lijphart, Arend. (2002), The Wave of Power-sharidgmocracy, in A. Reynolds (edhe
Architecture of Democracy: Constitutional Desi@ignflict Management, and
Democracy (Oxford: Oxford University Press)

Lustick, lan. (1979), Stability in Deeply Dividedb8eties: Consociationalism versus Control,
World Politics 31(3), 325-344.

Lustick, lan. Lijphart, (1997), Lakatos, and Conationalism,World Politics 50(1), 88-117.

Margaret J. Anstee, (1996Qrphan of the cold war: the inside story of thelapse of the
Angolan peace process, 1992{@Basingstoke ; New York : Palgrave Macmillan, 147

Marie-Agathe Baroan, (2010), Démocratie et élestien Cote d’lvoire: Ombres et lumieres,
Paper presented to the World Congress of thenatienal Association of Constitutional
Law: 26p.

Marie-Joélle Zahar, (2005a) Power Sharing in LebaRoreign Protectors, Domestic Peace, and
Democratic Failure, in: Philip G. Roeder and Dan@bthchild (eds.), Sustainable Peace:
Power and Democracy after Civil Wars, Ithaca amidon: Cornell University Press,
219-240.

Marie-Joélle Zahar, (2009b) Foreign Interventiod &tate Reconstruction: Bosnian Fragility in
Comparative Perspective, in: Denisa Kostovicovd ®esna Bojicic-Dzelilovic (eds.),
Persistent State Weakness in the Global Age, Lonélshgate. 117-130

Matthew Hoddie, and Caroline Hartzell. (2003), CiWar Settlements and the Implementation
of Military PowerSharing Arrangementdournal of Peace Researdld (3): 303320.

McGarry, John and O‘Leary, Brendan. (2006), Corstgmial Theory, Northern Ireland's
Conflict, and its Agreement: What Consociatiortalisan Learn from Northern Ireland,
Government and Oppositipd1(1), 43-63.

Mehler, A. (2008), Not Always in the People's Irgst. Power-Sharing Arrangements in African
Peace AgreementBrooks World Poverty Institut&8WPI Working Paper 40, 6

Mehler, A. (2009), Introduction: Power-Sharing ifrida, Africa Spectrum, Vo#4, 2-10

Mehler, Andreas, (2009) Peace and Power Sharidgrina: A Not So Ob- vious Relationship,
in: African Affairs, 108, 432, 453-473.

Michaela Mattes & Burcu Savun. (2009), Fosteringadee After Civil War: Commitment
Problems and Agreement Desid¢miernational Studies Quartery3 (3):737759.

Miles, Matthew B. and Huberman, Michael A. (1984)awing Valid Meaning from Qualitative
Data: Toward a Shared CratEducational Researchet3, 20-30.

107



Mugenda, G. A., & Mugenda, O. (199®esearch methods: Quantitative and qualitative
approachesNairobi, Kenya: ACTS

Mukherjee, B. (2006), Why Political Power-Sharingréements Lead to Enduring Peaceful
Resolution of Some Civil Wars but not Othehsternational Studies Quarterlyol. 50,
479-504

Nils B. Weidmann and Michael D. Ward, (2010), Petidg conflict in space and time. Journal
of Conflict Resolution 54 (6): 883 —901

Norris Pippa, (2008)Priving Democracy: Do Powers-haring Institutions W® New York:
Cambridge University Press.

North, Douglass ed, (1990) Institutions, Institnt Change and Economic Performance.
Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press

O'Donnell, Guillermo and Philippe C. Schmitter. 869, "Negotiating (and Renegotiating)
Pacts." In Transitions from Authoritarian RuleoBpects for Democracy, eds. Guillermo
O'Donnell, Philippe C. Schmitter and Lawrence Whédad. Baltimore and London:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 37-47

Oluoch, Fred. (2008), "Power-Sharing Bad for Caemnin Says Kriegler." In The East African,
Nairobi

Oyugi, Walter O. "Ethnicity in the Electoral Proseghe 1992 General Elections in Kenya."
African Journal of Political Science 2(1): (1991)}-69.

Palmer, L. Kendall. (2005), Power-Sharing Extended: Policing and Education Raf in
Bosnia-Herzegovina and Northern Ireland Dissertation at University of North
Carolina, Chapel Hill

Paris, Roland, (2004) At War's End: Building Peadéer Civil Conflict. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press

Patterson, Molly and Monroe, Kristen R. (1998), fidtive in Political Science Annual Review
of Political Sciencel: 315-331.

Paul Collier, Anke Hoffler, and Mans Soderbom. (2008), Post-Conflict Ridksrnal of Peace
Research 45 (4): 461-478.

Paul D. Williams, (2007), “From non-intervention toon-indifference: the origins and
development of the African Union’s security cuiyyrAfrican Affairs, Vol. 106, N° 423,
pp. 253-279.

Philip G. Roeder and Donald S. Rothchild, eds.08)0 Sustainable Peace. Power and
Democracy after civil wars Ithaca, NY: Cornell Meisity Press, 52-82

Philip G. Roeder (2005), ‘Power Dividing as an Aftative to Ethnic Power Sharing,’ In Philip
G. Roeder and Donald Rothchild (eds) Sustainabkc® Power and Democracy after
Civil Wars, pp. 51-82. Ithaca NY: Cornell UniveysPress.

Pierre M. Atlas and Roy Licklider, (1999) Conflietmong Former Allies After Civil War
Settlement: Sudan, Zimbabwe, Chad, and Lebanodpurnal of Peace Research, 36, 1:
35-54

Protocol Il Democracy and Good Governance, Chdpteransitional Arrangements, article 15,
Para. 2

Rhodes, Carl and Brown, Andrew D. (2005), NarratWeganizations and Research
International Journal of Management Review&3): 167—188.

108



Roland Paris, (2004At War's End: Building Peace After Civil Confli€ambridge / New York:
Cambridge University Press

Rothschild, Donald and Philip Roeder. (2005b) "Pof#karing as an Impediment to Peace and
Democracy." In Sustainable Peace: Power and Dexogpdkfter Civil Wars, eds. Donald

Rothschild and Philip Roeder. Ithaca: Cornell Unsity Press, 29-50.

Ruth Lapidoth, (1996), Autonomy: Flexible Solutiotes Ethnic Conflicts, Washington D.C.:
USIP Press

Saideman, Stephen M. and Marie-Joélle Zahar (e@Q0?2) Intra-state Conflict, Governments
and Security: Dilemmas of De Schneckener, Ulribkgking Power-Sharing Work:

Lessons from Successes and Failures in Ethnic i€gnfi: Journal of Peace Research, 39, 2,
(2008) 203-228. London: Routledge.

Sarah-Myriam Martin-Bralé, (2008) Tackling the Aoy Within: The Role of Deterrence and
Great Power Intervention in Peace Operations,Stephen M. Saideman and Marie-

Joélle Zahar (eds.), Intra-State Conflict, Governtea@nd Security: Dilemmas of Deterrence and
Assurance, London: Routledge, 182-204.

Schneckener, Ulrich, (2002), Making Power-SharingrkV Lessons from Successes and
Failures in Ethnic Conflict, in: Journal of Pedesearch, 39, 2, 203-228

Schneider, Gerald, and Nina Wiesehomeier, (2008)gdxThat Matter: Political Institutions and
the Diversity-Conflict Nexus, Journal of Peace é&sh, 45, 2, 183-203.

Sisk, Timothy. (1996), Power-Sharing and International MediatiorEthnic Conflicts United
States Institute of Peace Press

Sithole, Chipo (pseudonum). (2008), "High Costrafllisive Government.” In Institute for War
and Peace Reporting. Zimbabwe

Southall, R. "Alternatives for Electoral Reform Kenya: Lessons from Southern Africa.”
Journal of Contemporary African Studies (2009) 327 445-61

Spears, lan S. (2002), "Africa: the Limits of Povharing." Journal of Democracy; 13(3):123-
136.

Spears, lan S. (2000), “Understanding inclusivecpeagreements in Africa: the problems of
sharing power”Third World Quarterly21(1): 105-118.

Stef Vandeginste, (2010), Stones Left Unturned. Lavd Transitional Justice in Burundi,
Antwerp, Intersentia, 392-393.

Stefan Wolf, (2006), Ethnic conflict. A global ppesctive. Oxford: Oxford University Press

Steiner, Jurg. (1981), The Consociational Theoy Beyond,Comparative Politics13(3), 339-
354

Stephen E. Gent. (2011). Relative Rebel Strength Rower Sharing in Intrastate Conflicts.
International Interaction87:215228.

Stephen J. Stedman. (1997), ‘Spoiler Problems iac®d’rocesses
22(2): 5- 53

Stephen M. Saideman and Marie-Joélle Zahar (e@0OD8) Intra-state Conflict, Governments
and Security: Dilemmas of Deterrence and Assurdmmadon: Routledge

Sumantra Bose, (2005) “The Bosnian State a Decéige Bayton,” International Peacekeeping,
Vol. 12, No. 3, Autumn

Tanja Ellingsen, (2000), Colorful community or dathrwitches’ brew? Journal of Conflict
Resolution 44 (2): 228 —249.

, International Security,

109



Ted Robert Gurr, (2002) Attaining Peace in Dividgdcieties: Five Principles of Emerging
Doctrine, in: International Journal of World Peat®, 2, 27-51:28

The 25 May 1999 Lome Agreement for Sierra Leongusdted (under Art. X — Review of the
present Constitution)

The Agreement between the Government of Nepal hadJnited Democratic Madhesi Front
(28 February 2008), online:<http://www.unmin.oq/aiownloads/keydocs/2008- 02-28-
Agreement.SPA.Govt.UDMF.ENG.pdf>, was negotiatecddress the demands of one
key group.

Timothy D. Sisk (2003) “Power Sharing, in Beyontréctability,eds,Guy Burgess and Heidi
Burgess, Conflict Research Consortium, UniversftZolorado, Boulder.

Timothy D. Sisk, (2003), “Power Sharing,” Beyond Intractabilityeds, Guy Burgess and Heidi
Burgess, Conflict Research Consortium, UniversftZolorado, Boulder 4.

U. Schneckener. (2002), “Making Power-Sharing Wasdssons from Successes and Failures in
Ethnic Conflict Regulation”, Journal of Peace Resh, 39, 203-228: 211

Violence in Africa, in K. Matlosa, G. Khadiagalach¥. Shake (eds.) (2004Vhen Elephants
Fight: Preventing and Resolving Election-Relateahflicts in Africa (Johannesburg:
EISA), 14

Weller, M. and Wolff, S. (2005), ‘Recent Trends Awtonomy and State Construction’, in
Autonomy, Self-governance and Conflict Resolutiomnovative Approaches to
Institutional Design in Divided Societies, ed. Mgrc Weller and Stefan Wolff. London:
Routledge, 262-270.

Wolff, S. and Weller, M. (2005), ‘Self-determinatioand Autonomy: A Conceptual
Introduction’, in Autonomy, Self-governance and Conflict Resolutibmovative
Approaches to Institutional Design in Divided ®tieis ed. by Marc Weller and Stefan
Wolff. London: Routledge

Zimbabwe’s Power Sharing Government: The Struggle<30n, The Economist, 4 June 2009,
online:

<http://www.economist.com/world/mideast-africa/defstory.cfm?story _id=13788284>; see

also, Alex Perry and Simba Rushwaya, Mugabe PuBhek Against Zimbabwe Power Sharing

Deal, Time, 7 October 2008, online:

<http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,18%P,00.htmI> .

110



