1
1

ASSESSING AFRICA’S TWO-PHASE PEACE IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS: 

 POWER SHARING AND DEMOCRATIZATION* 






Donald Rothchild





University of California, Davis

How can the design and initial implementation of political institutions sometimes contribute to the collapse of peace agreements or to the shift from power-sharing regimes to more centralized institutional arrangements? Negotiations have frequently led to power-sharing arrangements that seek to balance power among the main adversaries.  Unable to win a military victory on the battlefield, they agree, sometimes reluctantly, upon compromise formulas providing for the inclusion of major groups in executive, legislative or party organs or for partitioned power on a territorial basis by means of regional autonomy or federalism.  But the implementation record of Africa’s peace accords has proved problematic in a number of cases.  Thus, in such countries as Angola (1992, 1994), Burundi (1993), Rwanda (1994), the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC:1999), and Sierra Leone (1999), carefully negotiated post-civil war peace agreements have proved fragile during the implementation process -- and collapsed. Clearly, implementation is a dynamic process.  Conditions change from the point at which bargains are reached at the negotiating table and have led to consequences not anticipated by negotiators at the end of the war.

This chapter concentrates on a specific aspect of the implementation puzzle -- the problem of institutional design after civil war.  It contends that peace implementation is most appropriately viewed as a two-phase process – the short-term confidence-building phase and the long-term security-building phase. In many cases, these phases involve very different expectations and dynamics.  The expectations of inclusion and autonomy that the parties (most often, the weaker parties) have at the time a peace agreement is signed and in the initial implementation phase that follows may be disappointed later on, for the dominant elite’s political priorities may shift during the consolidation phase. To show how this change of priorities can lead to peace collapse or to a decisive shift of regimes, this chapter begins by examining the different sets of challenges facing the rival parties in both the short- and long-terms.  It then attempts to indicate how these different challenges create strains and affect the type of commitments that the negotiating parties can credibly make to accept and maintain agreements.  In the concluding sections, the chapter discusses the different implications of this two-step implementation process for long-term institutional design.  After indicating some of the main reasons for the instability of power-sharing arrangements, the chapter will explore the possibilities for group inclusion and autonomy that are present within majoritarian systems.


The Confidence-Building Phase 

It is important to discuss the issues that preoccupy the external and internal actors involved in implementing peace accords, because it indicates the reasons for the lack of careful attention given to political institution-building during the initial phase.  Confidence-building efforts in the aftermath of civil wars occur under extremely tense and hazardous conditions.  The mistrust and animosity surrounding the military encounters are carried over into post-conflict relations.   Viewing their adversaries in “zero-sum” terms, leaders of the various political groups are extremely uncertain about the transition to peace, fearing that it will result in their vulnerability and possible elimination – either as a political force or as a physical entity.  Insurgent leaders perceive demobilization and the integration of their trained soldiers into the new army to be threatening to their political survival.  Thus in 1996, former UNITA (the National Union for the Total Independence of Angola) leader Jonas Savimbi, considering the implications of disarmament, demobilization and the reintegration of forces for himself and his movement, expressed his fears of the consequences of implementation as follows: “No leader in history that I have known disarmed and stayed in power” (Rothchild 1997: 140).  These fears of the future contributed mightily to Savimbi’s subsequent decision to defect from the peace accord and reignite the civil war.


If fears of vulnerability following civil war limit what can be achieved through bargaining, what can third-party actors, working with local leaders, do to help design institutions and promote processes to reassure adversaries about their security and well-being in the post-conflict phase?  Statistical data indicate the presence or prospect of a third-party enforcer is important in reducing the risk of the collapse of a peace agreement during its first five years, a period of time that often corresponds with the confidence-building phase (Hartzell, Hoddie, Rothchild 2001: 199).   In reassuring the negotiating parties during the treacherous transition period, the third party must play an active role in a number of interrelated military/security aspects of the peace accord agreed to at the bargaining table: monitoring the cease-fire, verifying the quartering of troops, setting realizable goals on disarmament and demobilization, overseeing the integration (or re-integration) of the new army, and emphasizing police reform and professionalism (Stedman and Rothchild 1996: 18).  A successful effort by the third-party actor to verify and enforce these measures will likely encourage the parties to commit to an agreement, carry through with general elections, and begin the process of designing political institutions for effective governance.


In facilitating the transition process, the third party, supported in most cases by a relatively small peacekeeping force, inevitably relies upon the goodwill and backing of the rival leaders and their force commanders to control the troops in the field and adhere to the spirit and provisions of the peace accord.  Where the state and its institutions are weak and key military and political elites lack commitment to the agreement, as in the DRC or Sierra Leone, the third party’s ability to guide the transition process from a cease-fire to general elections is marked by uncertainty.  When the third party is prepared and able to oversee the military/security-building phase and the rival parties act in a cooperative manner, as in Namibia and Mozambique, it contributes significantly to stabilizing the peace during the transition to elections.  In these cases, third parties played an active role in dealing with local misunderstandings and in reassuring the local parties about the protection of their interests in the years to follow. 

However, in many of Africa’s post-conflict experiences, the UN and its member states have not always been willing or able to make a sustained commitment.  In Angola under the 1991 settlement, with only $132 million allocated to the UN observer team and only 480 monitors deployed to oversee the demobilization of troops and the reintegration of Angola’s armies, the international force was unable to rise to the challenge of implementation (Rothchild 1997: 134).  And in the DRC following the 1999 Lusaka agreement, the Security Council only authorized a 5,537 member force of military observers and support troops (later increased) to monitor the cease-fire in that large and poorly integrated country.  

When those responsible for implementation deal effectively with the short-term, military-related challenges, they help to create a structure of incentives that increase the prospect of a safe landing.  Institutions of governance cannot gain stability and predictability unless the irregularity of civil war is replaced by regular social interactions (Huntington 1968: 24).  Hence, those involved in implementing peace agreements have to focus much of their attention upon the military-related aspects in the early phases of stabilizing the peace, often giving short shrift to implementing the institutions of governance initially agreed upon during the bargaining stage of the settlement. 

The military-related processes are interconnected; nevertheless, I will separate them out to discuss them more effectively.  First, the task of monitoring the cease-fire to prevent violent encounters tests the credibility of the parties’ commitment to the agreement.  Although cease-fires are a necessary beginning of the peace process after civil wars, they are often a cause of uncertainty for both the parties to the conflict and the peacekeepers.  The parties themselves sometimes have reason to fear that the insurgent leaders or their military commanders in the field will contemplate the momentary advantages and attack their opponents   As for the peacekeepers, they usually operate with limited military forces at their disposal and imprecise guidelines regarding their role in the event that controversies arise.  When preventive diplomacy fails to bring an easing of tensions, the peacekeepers face difficult choices with respect to the use of force.  If they utilize too much capacity (as was contended with respect to the Economic Community of West African States Monitoring Group’s [ECOMOG’s] bombing of insurgent positions in Liberia), they open themselves up to charges of bias and the violation of sovereignty. However, if they fail to act decisively or are unable to send sufficient forces to achieve their mission, they are viewed as weak and dismissed contemptuously, as happened with the  Revolutionary United Front (RUF) insurgents’ capture of some 500 lightly-armed UN peacekeepers in Sierra Leone in May 2000.  The result is to make commitments to cease-fires extremely hard to maintain, complicating the transition to the next stage of confidence-building.


Second, intermediaries and peacekeepers promote confidence during the transition by separating the different military units and quartering them at specified assembly points.  This is a most perilous phase in the peace process, for the opposing forces fear that the quartering of troops will leave them vulnerable to attack.  After the negotiations on Zimbabwe’s independence, Patriotic Front leaders expressed extreme uncertainty over possible collusion between the Rhodesian Security Forces and the Commonwealth peacekeeping force. In this context, quartering appeared threatening, for it held out the prospect of entrapment and the loss of everything that the insurgents had achieved on the battlefield (Ginifer 1996: 29-34).  The third party can play a critical confidence-building role under these circumstances, assuring both sides that it will protect the agreement and prevent a surprise attack.  In the end, however, it is the parties themselves who have to be prepared to cooperate with the mediator.  Where, as in Angola, one of the contending forces failed to send its best trained troops and advanced equipment to the assembly points, there was little the third party could do to stabilize the agreement (Hare 1998: 97).


Third, once the quartering of troops is under way, the third party can build confidence in the agreement by overseeing the disarmament and demobilization processes.  The third party’s role in achieving these tasks is critical, because the insurgents, fearing the consequences of reduced military capacity during the transition period, seek an intermediary’s protection as these efforts proceed.  The third party’s roles in observing, verifying, and supervising the disarming and demobilization of forces and in assisting the ex-combatants to reintegrate into society is likely to prove critical for stabilizing the peace.  A peace agreement that is precise about the role of the intermediary in enforcing an agreement, clear about the guidelines on disarming the combatants and disposing illegal arms, and definite regarding the procedures for demobilization seems likely to promote initial commitment to the agreement.  Unfortunately, however, external support for the demobilization programs in Liberia (in 1995) and in Mozambique were inadequate in terms of planning and funding the return of soldiers to a beneficial and self-supporting civilian life. They also failed to reduce or limit the weapons available to discharged ex-combatants, criminal elements or militia bands, increasing societal insecurity as a consequence (Marley 1997-98: 142; Clark 1996: 27).  

         Fourth, in many but not all cases (e.g., Bosnia and Chechnya), it is important for the third party to begin the process of integrating (or re-integrating) the rival armies.  Where this has occurred, it has proved a risky undertaking for insurgents.  This is because the uniting of their military wing with the government army leaves the opposition force potentially exposed and vulnerable. It was the insurgents’ reliance on a separate military arm that provided them with an element of political leverage in the bargaining process.  Now, with their soldiers included in the government army, they are left with little choice but to work within the established political system to secure their demands.  A third party, when dealing with the challenge of military reintegration, can help to allay the uncertainties of the various parties.  It sets timetables, verifies the integration process, proposes formulas on the size and composition of the new armed forces, and advises the international community of any failures to meet commitments.  If the challenge was surmounted effectively, as in Namibia and Mozambique, it was likely to prove instrumental in enabling the peace process to move ahead.  In Angola, however, the failure to unify armies led to an unraveling of the agreement itself and a renewal of the civil war (Rothchild 1997: 140). 

In brief, it is never easy for a third party to convince former adversaries following a civil war to accept the cease-fire, quarter their troops, disarm and demobilize their forces, and reintegrate their armies.  They must also begin the process of re-training and professionalizing their police arms (Stanley and Call 1997).  With distrust of an opponent’s intentions extremely high, the rivals are likely to attempt to protect themselves by taking a variety of dubious measures (including the hiding of arms caches and communications equipment and the withholding of well-trained units from the demobilization process).  The third party plays an indispensable role in overcoming the mutual uncertainty of the ex-combatants by upholding the terms of the agreement and by helping the parties (especially the weaker ones) to commit themselves to what seemed to them to be a potentially hazardous political relationship with their ex-enemy.  If the third party is prepared to invest heavily in the implementation process, and if the former enemies and their supporters are prepared to act in a cooperative manner, it is possible to surmount the uncertainties leading to a founding election.  Then, if this challenge is overcome, it will be possible to move on to tasks of security-building  -- the establishment of institutions and rules that will enhance regular patterns of intergroup reciprocity and political exchange.

  
The Security-Building Phase
Ideally, both the negotiators and those involved in the initial military/security phase of the transition to stable relations should be concerned with the long-term aspects of institution-building; in practice, however, much of the effort that goes into dealing with these complex tasks is left for later consideration.  Those dealing with the military-related features of implementation during the transition may have little additional energy left over for institution-building during the hectic period after the signing of a peace agreement.  An effective peace process requires a long-term commitment on the part of leaders and their followers to engage in an ongoing bargaining encounter over the institutions of governance, negotiating unanticipated issues as they arise.  While most leaders clearly wish to avoid the uncertainty of a breakdown in the implementation process and are prepared to take part in protracted negotiations to resolve critical institutional design, security, and resource allocation questions, the possibility always exists that some spokespersons will not negotiate sincerely (Stedman 1997).  

The long-term process of implementing an enduring peace agreement inevitably involves uncertainty and insecurity at every stage, and problems of post-conflict design are complicated by the difficult political circumstances of negotiation and institution-building.  Most importantly in terms of a durable agreement, the provisions that send reassuring signals to weaker parties and cause them to accept peace agreements in the negotiating phase will not necessarily survive the long-term implementation phase.  In principle, negotiation and implementation should be coextensive; where that happens, the effects are likely to be reduced dilemmas of credible commitment and information.  In practice, however, the processes of negotiation and implementation often diverge – at times, noticeably – because the circumstances of negotiating an end to a war and the institutionalization of a sustained peace are very different.  As Manuel Tome, the secretary-general of Mozambique’s ruling party (Frelimo), put it so clearly, “the peace accord was a means to an end, and not an end [in] itself.  It was an exceptional regime for a predetermined length of time, after which we return to the full norms of the constitution” (Manning 2002: 71).  It is because these dynamics tend to be distinct that frustrations (particularly on the part of losers) can surface and lead to political instability, even to the breakdown of well-conceived peace accords.

Let me now examine the dynamics of negotiation and implementation as they affect institution-building more closely.  During the peace negotiations and the initial phases of implementation, a country’s dominant coalition must take pains to build minority confidence in the peace agreement.  To do this, the ruling coalition must indicate that it will credibly commit not to threaten or exploit the weaker parties during and after the peace process.  This is not easy to achieve, because subordinate (usually minority) elements fear that when the third party withdraws and the local actors are left to their own devices, the dominant (usually majority) groups will use their power to threaten the security and cultural traditions of the weaker ones.  To overcome this diffuse sense of risk, it is necessary for the dominant coalition to reassure its rivals that in the future they will not be victimized or excluded from the political process.   In light of this pervasive uncertainty, the range of credible options is limited.  A critical first step in signaling restraint and goodwill is often the ruling coalition’s preparedness to accept a third-party enforcer’s supervision of the demobilization, disarmament, and military reintegration of the armed forces.  An external protector proved indispensable in upholding the peace bargain in Namibia and Mozambique and its ineffectiveness explains much about the failures of Angola’s negotiated agreements.  


Once the founding election is held and the third party withdraws its troops, a new situation prevails.  At this point, the rules and institutions previously insisted upon by the weaker parties in an effort to reduce minority uncertainty about their future role in the country’s political life may no longer seem binding.  Certainly democratic institutions that provide for regular elections, divided powers at the political center, government transparency and accountability, and individual rights are likely to have a reassuring effect.  They are perceived as offering credible promises of institutional stability over time. In a rather general way, then, the adoption of a democratic regime can have a calming effect.  Currently available statistical data do give some indication of the link between democracy and stable ethnic relations.  Zeric Smith’s data, for example, show an inverse relationship between ethnic conflict and civil liberties (Smith 2000: 32).   Democracy’s ability to channel demands along predetermined lines and the political stability that is likely to follow from this can produce incentives for development that lower the levels of ethnic conflict (Smith 2000: 35).   

         
Even so, it is important to stress how narrow the scope for credible accommodations is in the context of post-conflict relations.  Although attitudes and perceptions may undergo some change during and after negotiations, political memories and continuing uncertainty over the intentions of rivals can lead to ongoing credibility problems.  Not only are some of the provisions in a peace agreement likely to be viewed as disadvantageous to minority interests, but doubts persist that the dominant ruling coalition will actually deliver on its bargains.  Third-party mediators and enforcers can soften these anxieties for a time, but weaker parties know that in the end external actors will want to withdraw their forces and concentrate on pressing issues closer to home (Hartzell, Hoddie and Rothchild 2001: 197, 203).  Over time, an ongoing bargaining relationship can lead to an easing of suspicions and uncertainty.  In Namibia and South Africa, cooperation in coping with joint problems did lead to a learning process regarding each other’s habits, insecurities, aspirations, and shortcomings.  Even so, Rwanda, Burundi and Angola stand as sobering reminders of the risks involved in implementing peace accords.  Where leaders manipulate ethnic loyalties and mobilize their members for destructive encounters, liberal centrist mechanisms of reconciliation can prove extremely fragile, especially in the period after the external protector begins to disengage. 


In order to prevent destructive interactions among identity groups and between these groups and the state, it is important to focus on available state institutions that can engender trust between post-civil war rivals (Rothchild 2000: 246).  Some of the main confidence-building measures provided for in peace accords include provisions that facilitate civil liberties, wide-ranging coalitions, election systems based on proportional representation, the inclusion of minority interests, and formal arrangements for political decentralization that assure minority group leaders a measure of autonomous control over budgets and policymaking.  These measures can be very heartening to minority interests because they signal respect and goodwill; they promote confidence in the intentions of the dominant political coalition, at least in the short term.  Hence, such signals can be critically important in terms of gaining the commitment of weaker parties to the post-conflict bargain.  For example, current data indicate that the insertion of a provision in an agreement on territorial autonomy (although not its implementation) stabilizes the peace significantly in the period after implementation is under way, greatly reducing the likelihood of failure at this stage (Hartzell, Hoddie and Rothchild 2001: 199).                   

Not only can mechanisms of inclusion, proportionality, individual (and possibly group) rights, and decentralization encourage credible commitment to peace agreements in the short run, but they can also contribute to the development of long-term democratization by allaying ethnic group fears of vulnerability and possible victimization.  Where weaker parties feel that they can afford to lose an election because they can compete for office again in the future, or where smaller group interests are assured representation in power-sharing executives or are convinced that they will be in a position to protect their group’s cultural traditions and special interests through measures of political autonomy, they will be more likely to evince confidence in a peace agreement that links their fate to that of their adversaries (Walter 2002: 86). 


Nevertheless, these assurances on minority inclusion made at the time peace agreements are negotiated may not be sufficient to overcome the long-term hazards of political consolidation.  Not only is it difficult for those negotiating an agreement to bind their successors, but political issues can change significantly over time.  As peace becomes accepted, the concerns of politicians shift from reconciliation to governance and to the unending political struggle for power and the maximization of interest.  Now the military-related threats to peace are behind the negotiating parties and the initial post-civil war election has been held.  Party leaders and those engaged in peace implementation must therefore enter the second phase of implementation – that of institution-building.  

During the security-building phase, the pressures on political leaders to establish an enduring peace may be less apparent, but the tasks are no less challenging.  Unless those involved can maintain a long-term commitment and can establish a self-enforcing regime, the possibilities of a return to internal war are still present.  What is necessary at this stage is to implement an acceptable institutional framework that includes rules on future elections, legislative-executive relations, intergovernmental practices, police and military professionalism, autonomous space for civil society, reform of the civil service, and economic rejuvenation.  Lacking the urgency that surrounded the civil war settlement, it may be extremely difficult to overcome the resistance of entrenched political and economic interests to political change.  Therefore, concessions made by the dominant coalition to secure a peace agreement in the heat of war may become difficult to put into effect after the insurgents are disarmed and demobilized and a return to “normality” appears to be in place.


Clearly, variations in institutional priorities between the earlier and later phases of the peace implementation process reflect different political imperatives at distinguishable time periods.  Shifts in goals may represent a logical adjustment to a changing political environment,  notably altered concerns regarding the urgency of maintaining past concessions to secure agreement at the bargaining table.  Some evidence of a trend toward institutional redesign in the later post-conflict period can be seen in the modifications that have been proposed or have occurred for changing political rules with respect to three power-sharing institutions: inclusive executives, electoral institutions designed to promote power-sharing outcomes, and such decentralized political arrangements as regional autonomy and federalism. 


Executive power sharing.  Provisions on executive power sharing represent an important incentive to encourage minority spokespersons to sign on to peace accords (Rothchild 1997: 13-15).  Participation by the leaders of the main minority ethnic interests in the cabinet and other central government institutions has generally been perceived as helpful in reducing the threat of possible future victimization. Executive power sharing normally builds confidence in the agreement because ethnic group representatives are included at the very heart of the decisionmaking process.  In deeply-divided Burundi, for example, some leaders in both major communities viewed executive power sharing as critical to stable political relations in 1994 (Ould-Abdallah 2000: 73-80).  Burundi’s power-sharing approach reappeared in 2000-2001, when former South African President Nelson Mandela, acting as mediator, launched a new peace initiative there and proposed a three-year power-sharing government leading to democratic elections.  Under this transitional power-sharing agreement signed in 2001, a Tutsi president and a Hutu vice-president would hold office in the first period and they would then exchange roles in the second period.  National institutions, including the army and the National Assembly, would also be shared between the two rival ethnic groups, with 14 out of 26 portfolios going to Hutus and 60 percent of the National Assembly seats reserved for Hutu representatives (BBC News 2001: 2).  Any assumptions that the Burundi arrangement could survive intact after democratic elections had taken place seem problematic.  

Because executive power-sharing arrangements involve continuing costs of negotiation and because they open up possibilities for pressure from extremist leaders dissatisfied with the compromise politics these institutions promote, they have frequently encountered problems in establishing the peace.  Following the signing of the Arusha agreement, Rwanda’s hard-line Hutu leadership, viewing the power-sharing arrangement as shifting the balance of group power in a highly disadvantageous manner during the transition, became increasingly determined “to derail it by means of a coup and mass murder” (Suhrke and Jones 2000: 244).  In this case, an agreement on power sharing had a destabilizing impact and failed to survive the turbulent implementation process.  The instability of executive power sharing is sometimes also evident after elections have been held and political leaders concentrate on the challenges of governance.  Not only can power-sharing institutions give rise to “outbidding” politics (where extremist politicians within a group make radical demands on moderate leaders of their own party who are active participants in the ruling coalition), but also communal members in the diaspora who may make radical demands on group representatives in the ruling coalition. Consequently, as fears for the survival of the peace agreement ease, the dominant majority may come to regard the formal provisions on executive power balancing to be a less urgent matter and therefore open to change.  When this occurs, formal power-sharing arrangements may give way to informal power-sharing practices (Sisk and Stefes Forthcoming). 

The experience of South Africa is instructive in this respect, for the consensus democracy of the 1993 interim constitution was quickly overtaken in 1996 by a majoritarian democratic formula (Rothchild 1997: 54).   Under South Africa’s 1993 constitution, any party that won over five percent of the seats in the National Assembly would be included in the cabinet on a proportional basis for a five-year period. After the 1994 general election, this resulted in a 27-member coalition government composed of 18 members from the African National Congress (ANC), 6 from the National party (NP), and 3 from the Inkatha Freedom party (IFP).  With a trend toward majoritarian governance emerging in the period that followed, the NP withdrew from the cabinet.  Although the ANC remained aligned in the cabinet with the Zulu-based IFP and subsequently, with the New National Party, the public was left with few doubts about the preponderance of ANC influence on the country’s affairs.  Power-sharing institutions may well have been useful  as an incentive encouraging the weaker parties to sign on to the agreement and in reducing ethnic and racial minority fears during the transition from the old apartheid state; however, it was soon to prove a fragile protection in the new environment of full democracy.

Electoral institutions to promote power-sharing outcomes.  Elections are clearly a critical part of the transition from civil war to peaceful interactions.  Provided that the competing parties act with moderation and play by the rules of the game, electoral systems hold out the prospect of legitimate governance over time.  Electoral systems have been adapted to local circumstances as Africa’s states have passed through round two of the implementation process.  Thus, President Robert Mugabe, seeking to consolidate central government power in Zimbabwe, ended the practice (designed by the Lancaster House Conference on Zimbabwe’s independence) of reserving 20 of 100 seats in the House of Assembly for whites elected on a separate voter roll prior to the general elections.  Mugabe also encouraged parliament to amend the constitution to allow the president to nominate 30 additional members to the legislature.  Just how significant this amendment was became clear following the 2000 parliamentary election, for Mugabe’s Zimbabwe African National Union-Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF) won a narrow victory over the opposition Movement for Democratic Change and the presidential nominations swelled the ZANU-PF’s margin of influence to a decisive 92-57 majority.     

A post-conflict shift in preferences on electoral institutions is also becoming apparent in South Africa regarding the use of the list system of proportional representation (PR).  For minority groups in such countries as Namibia, Mozambique, Angola, South Africa, and Zimbabwe (1980), the adoption of a PR system was reassuring, because party lists are likely to be ethnically balanced in an effort to attract as many voters as possible.  Moreover, where negotiators sought to further the inclusion of minority interests in the decisionmaking process, as in Namibia, South Africa, and Zimbabwe (for the common roll seats in the 1980 election), the negotiators made use of formulas based on the largest remainder that largely reflected the prevailing configurations of power at the time of the transition (Mozaffar 1998: 90).  

However, as political elites and scholars examined the effects of PR in the years that followed, they sometimes questioned whether, in ethnically heterogeneous societies, the large district form of PR is any more likely to produce proportional outcomes (and therefore be the basis for more inclusive executives) than majoritarian/single member district electoral systems (Reilly Forthcoming).  Others contended that it would be useful to improvise on the initial PR arrangement.  Not only was PR less of a protection for ethnic minority interests than previously assumed (because of the spatially separate nature of ethnic interests), but PR, with its large, multimember districts, appeared to contribute to a lack of contact between the constituents and their representatives (Barkan 1995: 109). Given the advantages of a single member district system in terms of encouraging political accountability and blocking the emergence of extremist parties, constitution makers in South Africa have begun to consider experimenting with customized arrangements that will link PR with single member districts (Reilly 2000).


Political decentralization.  Measures of political decentralization such as regional autonomy and federalism are included in peace agreements to reassure ethnic and regional minorities regarding their possible vulnerability in the future (Deng and Morrison 2001: 2). Unlike executive power sharing which includes spokespersons of the main ethnic and party interests in organs of state at the political center, political decentralization seeks to protect weaker parties by partitioning state power between the center and the regions (Rothchild and Roeder Forthcoming). Regional and ethnic leaders view institutions of territorial autonomy as a means of group protection and empowerment, because these institutions provide them with some political and administrative autonomy in their region in one or more fields.  

As ethnic leaders gain a limited autonomy to deal with such issues as language, education, social welfare, and cultural and social matters, they may become less anxious about their security and well being in the post-conflict environment (Rothchild and Hartzell 1999: 259). Of course, this autonomy can come at a price in terms of stable governance, because smaller minorities remaining in the region may find their situation threatening.  Also, central governments, intent on enlarging their power and capacity for action, may perceive a region’s autonomous control to involve efficiency costs that are deemed unacceptable, and they therefore seek to take back some of the autonomous powers granted to the regions under the peace agreement.


The ruling coalition, when negotiating a peace agreement and shortly afterwards, may be prepared to make concessions on political decentralization to overcome the minority’s reluctance to commit to the peace bargain.  Although this promise of autonomy may in principle seem genuine, it may nevertheless be difficult for the weaker party to accept the commitment at face value.  How can weaker actors be certain that the dominant coalition will deliver on its promises after the insurgents have disarmed and demobilized their forces?  What incentives does the majority have to abide by the peace agreement?  Such problems of credible commitment become acute when one party (usually the dominant majority) cannot reassure its rivals that it will remain dedicated to the bargain during the later, consolidation phase of the implementation process (Lake and Rothchild Forthcoming).

Difficulties of implementation are most likely to emerge in the second, institution-building phase of consolidating a peace agreement, because it is at this juncture that the military-related issues of implementation have been dealt with and the majority has declining incentives to remain true to its commitments to the weaker actors.  As James Fearon (1998: 118) observes, the majority’s “bargaining power [in the new state] will have increased due to the consolidation of police and army capabilities.” Since one set of leaders cannot bind their successors, the next set of leaders may not feel committed to the peace arrangement.  Consequently, should the balance of power between the negotiating parties shift, previously enforceable contracts may become unenforceable.  The prospect of such a change in strategic relations among group interests creates fears of vulnerability and manipulation, making agreements fragile.  And should a reinterpretation of the terms of agreement occur or should the agreement fail to be carried out as anticipated, a breakdown in the basic bargain – even a return to war -- is possible. 

Preliminary data on territorial autonomy do in fact suggest something of a commitment problem over the long-term.  Recent data on territorial decentralization and civil war outcomes, which groups together negotiated and non-negotiated experiences, found no cases of fully decentralized states in the post-civil war period, 45 cases of centralized states, and 9 cases of semi-centralized states (Lake and Rothchild Forthcoming: Table 2.1). The experience of South Africa with political decentralization illustrates a trajectory of political consolidation at work once the implementation process is under way (Lake and Rothchild Forthcoming). During the negotiations on South Africa’s transition to a non-racial democracy, ANC negotiators made concessions on granting limited legislative responsibilities to provincial authorities under the 1993 draft constitution to gain minority support for the agreement.  Although a number of responsibilities were in fact transferred to provincial authorities, the ANC-led central government, determined to consolidate its control over the political process, played down the extent of sub-unit autonomy.  The ANC leadership was careful to maintain central dominance in such areas as taxation and grant disbursement. Opposition leaders, spearheaded by Inkatha’s Chief Mangosuthu Buthelezi, recognized the centralizing trends at work in post-apartheid South Africa and insisted that the final constitution give the provincial governments significant legislative and fiscal powers.  However, the Constitutional Court ruled largely in favor of central government leadership.  Buthelezi’s calls for international mediation on this issue proved unproductive and the trend toward central hegemony remained intact.          

Conclusion: Implications for Power Sharing and Democratization  

The implementation of agreements after a civil war involves a two-phase process – a short term confidence-building phase that deals mainly with the military-related aspects spilling over from the armed struggle, and the longer term security-building phase relating to the building of institutions. To some extent, these phases overlap. The processes of disarmament and demobilization must be dealt with effectively if the complex tasks of winning support for the institutions of governance are to show positive results.  Nevertheless, these phases are marked by distinct logics, and these differences increase the precariousness of designing policies and programs at the initial phase that do not undermine the task of effective governance at a later stage. Countries such as Namibia, South Africa, and Mozambique have managed to navigate their way through these difficult channels, but their efforts required exemplary leadership and, in some cases, considerable international support.


The promise of power sharing contributed importantly to successful confidence-building by signaling the preponderant majority’s goodwill and empathy toward minority interests.  A dramatic indicator of the importance of this signal can be seen in the hazard rate statistics compiled by Mathew Hoddie and Caroline Hartzell (Forthcoming) which suggest that agreements providing for territorial power sharing reduce the probability of settlement failure by 90 percent in the first five years following the settlement. The dominant coalition’s preparedness to hold out the prospect of power sharing is a positive inducement because it creates the expectation that minority leaders will be included directly in the decision-making process. Such backing for confidence-building measures is also essential for maintaining an agreement after it is negotiated, for the power-sharing pledge reassures minorities regarding their future security and well-being.  By providing evidence that minority security will be respected over time, the power-sharing promise can contribute substantially to the preparedness of weaker parties to commit to common institutions.  


In addition to signals of good intent, an agreement on power sharing can contribute to effective consolidation in two ways.  First, power sharing can be a basis for sustained rule, particularly in situations where a majoritarian regime is viewed as an unacceptable alternative.  In Lebanon, for example, there have been four power-sharing regimes since 1861, buttressed in two of the cases by the presence of an external protector.  As Marie-Joëlle Zahar (Forthcoming) comments about the continuity of this regime-type in the Lebanese context, the choice of regimes is not explained by the preferences of the political actors but by the structure of inter-group relations in the country.  Article 95 of the current constitution makes the long-term penchant for an integral solution very clear, for it specifically expresses a preference for ending political confessionalism as a basis for representation in the executive and legislative branches in the long term (Beirut Review 1991).  Lebanese power sharing therefore represents a prudent adjustment to the local balance of forces.  

Second, power sharing can be the basis for a transition to a majoritarian regime. Because the adoption of power sharing at the time of negotiations is reassuring to minority interests, it facilitates a stable transition from civil war to peace.  In South Africa, for example, the institutionalization of power sharing not only sought to hearten local whites about their prospects after the shift to non-racial democracy but also to inspire hope among white investors abroad.  However, once the interim Constitution came into force and the balance of power shifted decisively toward the ANC, power sharing proved to be a brittle basis for mutual adjustment.  Consequently, two years later, the interim South African constitution was amended, and a second phase transition to a majoritarian regime occurred.  The encounter with power sharing no doubt proved to be a constructive one, contributing to the ease with which the second phase transition process took place.  Even so, the public’s demand for greater empowerment during the period that the interim constitution was in place left the government with little choice but to support a majoritarian constitutional system. 


Nevertheless, even these relatively positive experiences with power sharing underline the general instability associated with such regimes over time.  Even in the best of circumstances power sharing has proven difficult to sustain, in part because it requires a minimum of  “convergent expectations” among the main participants regarding the reliability and goodwill of their rivals and their ability to deliver on their bargains (Wagner 1993: 259).  These uncertainties are increased as extremist politicians place pressure on inter-elite relationships by acting to scapegoat minorities or by seeking to outbid moderate leaders within their own group.  Such problems can be further exacerbated when hard-line elements in the diaspora who, because of their generous contributions to local causes, exert enormous pressure on their co-ethnics in key political positions in their country of origin.    

But if these problems are not enough, power-sharing compromises are also tested by the basic challenges of reliable information and credible commitment.  Because power-sharing systems are elitist in nature, information tends to be privately shared among a small coterie of participants within the ruling coalition.  Such low information systems sometimes make it difficult for group leaders to negotiate their differences and to evaluate their rivals’ intentions.  Where suspicions arise that members of the ruling elite fail to reveal vital information or misrepresent their position, it can cause grave doubts and even exacerbate intergroup tensions (Lake and Rothchild 1998: 11-13). 

 Problems of credible commitment can arise when the promises made at the time of the negotiations do not converge with the predilections of the ruling elite during the later phases of implementation.  Thus, the dominant coalition (usually the government) may make a credible commitment to institutionalize power-sharing measures when negotiations take place, but their preferences may change as the contract comes into force and new leaders face unanticipated challenges.  Because the new leadership may not feel bound by the promises made by its predecessors at the time of the negotiations, it may not be able to assure its rivals that it will remain committed to the power-sharing bargain.  This is particularly the case where the balance of power shifts, causing the leaders of weaker parties to fear that the state elite will renege on its promises.  In these circumstances, previously enforceable contracts become unenforceable and bargaining failure may become evident. The distrust of commitments made by adversaries helps to explain the early decision by some leaders, such as Jonas Savimbi, to defect from agreements; such leaders may perceive the structure of incentives under the agreement in a negative light, leaving them better off fighting than compromising.   The prospect of such a change in strategic relations may make concessions on institutions of power sharing appear risky in terms of protecting vulnerable groups. 


Power-sharing safeguards built into peace agreements therefore often represent unstable compromises that may require external protectors for survival.  If an external actor is prepared to undertake the potentially costly assignment of protecting an agreement, new uncertainties may arise.  For one thing, the external protector will want to disengage at some point; for another, the external protector may well have interests in the conflict (for example, Syria in Lebanon), leading it to favor one of the parties against the others (Zahar Forthcoming).  However, if no external protector is prepared to uphold the agreement, the power sharing arrangement must depend upon the maintenance of a balance of forces.  As armies are merged and political centralization follows, a new situation is created on the ground.  The dominant coalition at the political center, may reorganize the institutions of state to increase its capacity for governance and this, in turn, may cause minority leaders to suspect that the concessions made by the ruling coalition at the time the agreement was negotiated lacked credibility.  In this context of suspicion and increasing uncertainty, moderate, centrist institutions such as power sharing may be difficult to sustain.  In worst cases, such as Rwanda and Cyprus, moderate institutions designed to ensure inclusive executives, not only proved fragile but even conflict-creating.

In those political contexts where power sharing appears potentially unstable, the main options seem limited. There is insufficient space here to examine the alternatives in depth, but three main variants deserve comment -- some variant of majority democracy with civil liberties, majority concessions, and partition. Majority democracy has much unexplored potential for stabilizing a peace after civil war, as shown by the experiences of South Africa, Mozambique, and Namibia.  Certainly, there are legitimate grounds in certain circumstances to fear that majorities will misuse their power and repress and exploit their minorities.  Nevertheless, the generalizations made by some writers using the consociational democracy approach seem overdone at times.  Thus, contentions that “majoritarianism will inevitably lead to the violation of the rights of minorities” may be an accurate warning in some circumstances but not in others (Lijphart 1985: 5).  Provided that the state leadership remains committed to civil liberties and to the rules of the game on regular elections, majoritarian frameworks can embrace provisions on an autonomous judiciary and governmental accountability and transparency.  In addition, majority governments may decide to embrace practices that take account of what could be deemed the rights of ethnic groups with the state (Van Dyke 1977).  Such practices as balanced recruitment into public institutions, proportional representation, proportional systems for distributing central revenues, and autonomous rights for religious or ethnic groups can have power sharing consequences (Rothchild 2002: 130-134).  Thus, despite the weakening of formal institutions of power sharing in South Africa, Timothy Sisk’s comments on the carry over of informal power sharing arrangements in that country in the period after the transition to a fully democratic regime are quite apt (Sisk and Stefes Forthcoming).  

Although these governmental policies may contribute to power-sharing outcomes, their survival is largely dependent upon the continuing goodwill of the ruling coalition.  Because majority governments are not likely to feel threatened by limited concessions to minority groups, they may be prepared to respect these special arrangements in an effort to avoid possible resistance and instability.  Yet it must be remembered that no set of elites will necessarily feel bound by special arrangements or concessions granted by its predecessor, and therefore can rescind any such provisions at the point they seem irksome.  

In an effort to provide a more sustained regime that will protect the rights of minorities within a majoritarian system, Philip G. Roeder (Forthcoming) argues cogently for a power dividing strategy as an alternative to power sharing in ethnically heterogeneous societies.  In its essence, a power dividing strategy rests on three interrelated principles – limited governmental responsibilities, a proliferation of interests that cross-cut ethnic groups, and the empowerment of different majorities in multiple institutions.
   Power dividing seeks to limit and disperse government, while preserving the majoritarian principle, regular elections, and protections for civil liberties.  By dividing power between the center and the regions, and by separating the branches at the political center between an executive and legislature (or legislatures) elected by different majority principles, it multiplies the arenas in which decisions are taken and encourages cross-cutting links among ethnic interests intent upon bridging the institutional chasm.  Such thinking seems constructive because it points us toward a new way of linking majoritarian democracy with the inclusion of ethnic interests in key governmental institutions.       

Such proposed variants on majoritarian democracy and concessions by ruling coalitions to minority interests may possibly represent healthy alternatives to power sharing that avoid the perils of the two-step implementation process.  Nevertheless, the possibilities of political instability that marked power sharing schemes in the post-conflict stage can also exist for majoritarian regimes, especially where the minority continues to suspect the credibility of the majority’s commitment to the new rules of the political game.  Should the government renege on promises to respect diversity and individual rights or should its pledges and practices on informal or formal inclusion prove to be nonviable, either regime – power sharing or majoritarian democratic – may collapse and the country become deeply polarized, even return to civil war.  In that event, a non-negotiating process might lead to authoritarian governance, partition or state collapse, with all the costs and risks associated with these alternatives.     

* This is an expanded and revised version of a chapter that is to appear in Volume 27 of Africa Contemporary Record.  The present iteration also draws heavily on work I have done with both Philip G. Roeder and David A. Lake in our various  co-authored chapters for a volume edited by Philip G. Roeder and Donald Rothchild entitled: “Sustainable Peace: Democracy and Power-Dividing Institutions After Civil Wars.”  I am indebted to Caroline Hartzell, Mathew Hoddie, and Edith Rothchild for their helpful comments.     
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