PAGE  
15

Problems in Applying Executive Power Sharing to Africa: The Impact of Sequencing on Political Consolidation     

                            Donald Rothchild





 University of California, Davis

Presented at the Annual Conference of the International Studies Association, Honolulu, Hawaii, March 1-5, 2005.  Copyright Pending.
    Problems in Applying Executive Power Sharing to Africa: The Impact of Sequencing on Political Consolidation*




Donald Rothchild 



       University of California, Davis





“Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold.”







W. B. Yeats

Broad support is evident among diplomats and scholars for adopting power-sharing arrangements after civil wars. Such institutions are reassuring to weaker parties and therefore give them an incentive to commit to agreements.  Among the various forms of power sharing, I distinguish among three forms: inclusive decisionmaking (e.g., shared decisionmaking in the branches of government by the representatives of the major segments of society); partitioned decisionmaking (e.g., a limited autonomy exercised by authorities at the regional level); and predetermined decisionmaking (e.g., preset formulas for sharing, such as constitutional amendment and electoral formulas).
  In this paper, I focus upon inclusive decisionmaking.  By establishing formal rules on the inclusion of all major groups in key governmental positions according to the principle of proportionality, executive power sharing institutions ensure the main actors access to decision-making at the highest levels.  The effect of this is to promote confidence among the bargaining parties about their future roles.  They view inclusion in the inner circles of state power as representing a guarantee of participation in the matters that affect them most critically.  Furthermore, external mediators and observers, anxious to facilitate an end to fighting and destruction, are inclined to favor institutions that hold out the promise of minimally satisfying the expectations of all negotiators.  For example, even after the breakdown of the Arusha process in Rwanda and the terrible genocide that followed, the U.S. ambassador on the scene, David Rawson, told a press conference in 1994 that “the closer that … the current arrangement can hew to the Arusha formulas [on power sharing], we believe, the more chance there is for success.”
  


But does this widespread support for power sharing take full account of the dilemmas of implementing such arrangements after civil wars?  Is the likely outcome of such systems to be a transition to the joint exercise of political power over time, or a step on the way to the dominant party’s consolidation of power?  To be sure, power sharing arrangements have proven extremely useful in facilitating a transition to majority rule, as was seen with South Africa’s move to a majority rule constitution in 1996. Such a transition is also currently in place in Liberia.  But can these institutions be constructed to provide for patterns of governance that will prove durable?


In this paper, I begin by discussing power-sharing institutions in terms of their short- and long-term implications, examining the possible lack of fit between power sharing as an incentive to reach agreements during the negotiation phase while proving a source of conflict during the longer-term consolidation phase.  In the next section, I plan to analyze Africa’s real-world experiences with power sharing, looking at the details on experiments in the 1990s after civil wars.  With this information at hand, I will discuss the question of reassuring weaker parties, linking the search for increased political, economic and strategic security during the negotiation phase with the changed circumstances that prevailed during the consolidation phase. Finally, in the conclusion, I will probe the anticipated and unanticipated consequences that may follow from the adoption of power-sharing systems in Africa.  In a future study, I plan to discuss the appropriate arrangements that may be put in place to reassure weaker actors about their long-term well-being.

I. The Short- and Long-Term Implications

Reassuring weaker parties about their future participation in governance is a problem during negotiations and implementation, because the short-term motives for adopting power-sharing arrangements may conflict with the long-term incentives to consolidate political power.
  During negotiations on a peace agreement, power-sharing institutions are attractive to weaker parties, for they hold out the prospect of inclusion in decision-making activities and, therefore, the ability to protect the interests of their communal membership.  “In times of crisis,” writes Ahmedou Ould-Abdallah, the UN secretary-general’s special envoy to Burundi in the mid-1990s, “the presence of a community’s representatives within a government acts as some reassurance to that community that its vital interests will not be ignored.”
  In most African countries, with the state a critical actor in terms of allocating resources and providing security and the private sector small in size and offering limited opportunities, weaker groups feel that it is crucial for them to be a part of governmental deliberations at the highest level.  Group leaders reason that to be shut out of the cabinet, the legislature or other decision bodies is to be unable to protect their group against exploitation, even victimization.  This urge for inclusion has led numerous political oppositions to cross the aisle and join the dominant party and, after civil war, to negotiate for a proportional role at the country’s political center.  


Thus power-sharing arrangements respond to a weaker party’s felt need for participation in affairs of state.  In situations where weaker parties have not been defeated on the battlefield and a continuance of the war holds out no prospect of military victory, their spokespersons are likely, as Table 1 indicates, to consider some form of power sharing to be less costly than prolonged fighting.  When dominant parties or ruling coalitions are prepared to act in an accommodative way on this issue, it becomes an incentive to weaker parties to reach agreement.  Barbara Walter’s data shows that if a peace treaty includes power-sharing guarantees, 38 percent of the combatants are more likely to sign the agreement.
  Walter adds, “rival factions appear concerned with the postwar distribution of power and do seem to demand guaranteed representation as the price for peace.”
 


Being unable to achieve a military victory and at the same time unprepared to accept partition or separate independence, the negotiating teams may compromise on a transitional arrangement to share power in the major institutions of state.  They seek to allay minority uncertainty about co-existence in a common state through a co-operative arrangement, designing institutions for joint decisionmaking on the basis of some predetermined formula of group representation.  Power sharing is exemplified by the two-year transitional constitution of the DRC agreed upon in April 2, 2003 by government and rebel representatives of the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) at Sun City, South Africa. At Sun City, provision was agreed upon that DRC President Joseph Kabila would retain his post and would be assisted by four vice-presidents. These vice-presidents would take charge of government commissions, each comprising Ministers and Deputy-Ministers.  In addition, as shown in Table 1, government ministries were distributed among the parties with great precision.  

Table 1: Distribution of Ministers in the DR Congo, 2004
[image: image1.png]Commis | Government | RCD mLC Political Cvil RCD- | RCD-N | Wai-
sion Opposition_| Society | ML Mai
Poltical | -Interior TDefence | -Foreign | -Justice “Human | -Regio-
Commis | Decentrali- | Demob | Affairs -Solidarity | Rights | nal
sion zationand | and and and Coope-
Security Former | Interna- | Humani- ration
-Pressand | Combatan | tional tarian Affairs
Information | ts Coopera-
-Family | tion
and
Wommen's
Condition
Econo- | -Finances “Economy | -Planning | -Mines “Public ,
mic and | -Industry and | -Portfolio | -Budget Func- Extern
Finan- | PME [?] - tions al
cial Agricultur Com-
Commis e merce
sion
Recon- | -Energy PTT “Public “Scientific “Urbani | -Tou- | -
struction (Post  + | Works Research zation | rism | Rural
and Telecoms) | and ~Transport Deve
Develop Infrastruc- lop-
ment ture ment
Commis -
sion Envi-
ron-
ment
Social | -Health Tabour | -Primary | -Social
and -Arts and and Social | and Affairs
Cultural | Culture Security | Seconda- | -Land Affairs
Commis -Superior | ry
sion and Education
Tertiary | -Youth
Education | and Sport
7) (7) (7) 7) 2) 2) 2 (2





Source
The Democratic Republic of Congo, Inter-Congolese Dialogue Political Negotiations on the Peace Process and on Transition in the DRC: Global and Inclusive Agreement on Transition in the DRC, Institute for Security Studies (Pretoria: 16 December 2002), pp. 13-14. http://www.iss.co.za/AF/profiles/DRCongo/cdreader/bin/6global.pdf. 

On July 17, the four Vice-Presidents were sworn in and included Mr. Yerodia Ndombasi (the former Government component), Mr. Azarias Ruberwa (the former rebel Rassemblement Congolais Pour la Democratie – RCD-Goma), Mr. Jean-Pierre Bemba (the former rebel Mouvement Pour la Liberation du Congo – MLC), and Mr. Arthur Z’Ahidi Ngoma (a representative of the unarmed political opposition).
   The All-Inclusive Agreement sought to end the fighting by bringing the government representatives together with the rebel leadership in the same institutions of governance.  The consequences of such arrangements are still uncertain.  Although this diplomatic outcome did reduce the fighting in the period that followed, the arrangement nonetheless seems very shaky.  For example, in August 2004, RCD-Goma leader Ruberwa, warning of war over the murder of Congolese refugees in Burundi, suspended his party’s participation in the power-sharing government.

Power sharing under post-civil war circumstances essentially represents a concession by a more powerful actor to a less powerful one in an effort to gain the latter’s assent to the peace accord.  In a context of prevailing distrust and uncertainty, as Ben Reilly and Andrew Reynolds assert, weaker parties “typically have a greater need for inclusiveness and a lower threshold for the robust rhetoric of adversarial politics than their established counterpart.”
  Concessions therefore become essential, even though the effects are often to create a weak state with limited reach and capacity for effective governance.

When parties sign on to a power-sharing agreement, what does this compromise entail?  In contrast to the Westminster model which is based on “competitive”, even adversarial relations, a power-sharing regime is “coalescent” and involves rules to ensure the inclusion of the main parties in a government of national reconciliation.
  Third parties can encourage local actors to agree to a grand coalition of elites, but the survival of this fragile institution over the long term depends upon the negotiators’ acceptance of the rules of the game and their preparedness to deliver on their bargains.  “[P]ower-sharing practices are likely to have conflict-mitigating effects,” warns Timothy Sisk, “only if the disputants arrive at them through a process of negotiation and reciprocity that all significant parties perceive as fair and just, given their own changing interests and needs.”
  

Current data suggests that the presence of a mediator facilitates both the negotiation and implementation processes.  Walter finds that once peace agreements have been signed, the parties are 20 percent more likely to implement the arrangement if a third party acts as a protector.
  Yet, in the later phases of implementation, when the external actors disengage, it is the local parties who must take up the slack and make the arrangement a credible one.  Hence the likely durability of the rules and their ability to meet the essential needs of the majority and minority parties for security, participation, and effective governance are critical to continued cooperation.  

In sum, power-sharing measures are a logical response to the configurations of power in contexts where the forces are deadlocked militarily and view the costs of compromise on peace as lower than the continuance of war.  Power sharing is a face-saving mechanism that enables the adversaries to avoid a worse outcome.  However, the short-term benefits in terms of bringing organized violence to a halt may come at a long-term cost in terms of effective governance and political uncertainty about future relations.  This results in a dilemma.  Power sharing arrangements may enhance the prospects of peace in the short term, providing incentives to weaker parties to sign on to agreements, while becoming a potential source of instability, ineffective governance, and intergroup conflict in the long term.  The problematic remains unresolved: how can an energetic majority and an insecure minority co-exist simultaneously within a state during the consolidation phase after civil war?

II. African Experiences with Power Sharing

Not surprisingly, power-sharing institutions have attracted considerable support in contemporary Africa.  Following civil wars, African governments have found that signaling a willingness to collaborate with insurgents in national reconciliation governments is costly but acceptable in order to maintain their country as a single entity. In signaling a preparedness to concede the sharing of power, the dominant coalition is indicating an understanding of the security fears that weaker parties have about their future and a willingness to establish institutions to protect themselves against the possibility of an emergence of majority tyranny.  Provided the fears and antagonisms of civil war are superseded by the emergence of shared norms and practices on constitutionalism and moderation, power-sharing agreements can set the foundation for democracy and for governmental respect for human rights.  Where the best-case scenario prevails, as occurred in South Africa, problems of credible commitment may ease and civility and respect for difference may become expected practice.


However, moderation and civility are normally in short supply after the brutality of civil war.  Suspicion and mistrust wither slowly and only after members of the dominant groups are perceived to be displaying a genuine concern for the well-being of weaker peoples.  Moreover, the economic scarcities and lack of opportunity that mark relations in a post-civil war context heighten conflictive relations.  As Victor Azarya observes, “civility in social conduct may be hard to expect in countries with acute shortages and extreme gaps between levels of aspirations and accomplishments.”


Not surprisingly, therefore, contemporary African experiments with power-sharing institutions display mixed outcomes.  Following the signing of peace accords in my sample of recent cases – Burundi, Côte d’Ivoire, DR Congo, Liberia, Rwanda, and Sudan – several patterns are in evidence.  First, a shaky co-existence is present in Burundi, DR Congo, and Liberia, where, following intense mediation efforts by external parties, power-sharing institutions have been agreed to (in principle, at least) by local patrons but the implementation process has proven difficult and incomplete.  The partial nature of these consolidations is indicated by the continuance of lawlessness and violence and the slow emergence of trust that has developed among the cartel of elites making up the ruling coalition.  Burundi’s National Forces for Liberation (FNL), which continues to engage government forces in the field, still has not agreed to talks to bring the decades- long war to an end.
  And UPRONA (the Tutsi-led National Union for the Progress) resisted implementing the Pretoria Agreement provisions on power sharing in July 2004, urging that the percentage of seats reserved in the National Assembly for the Tutsi be designated for the Tutsi parties only and not include Tutsi who are members of the Hutu-led parties.  Unless UPRONA is assigned 40 percent of the seats, warned its spokesman, “the elections will signify the elimination of the Tutsis from power.”
    

In Liberia, serious divisions have surfaced in 2004 not only among the factional patrons who make up the cabinet but within the main rebel group, Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD), as well.
  At each of these levels order was restored, but only after the UN Secretary General’s Special Advisor, Jaques Paul Klein, and the U.S. Ambassador, John Blaney, helped shore interim President Gyude Bryant against opposition leaders from within his own cabinet and Bryant himself took measures to halt the crisis at that time within the LURD leadership.
 

The second pattern found is that negotiations progress to the point of a North-South agreement in Sudan, but remain to be applied to the country in its entirety.  The bargaining parties have achieved a milestone with the signing of the Nairobi Declaration on the Final Phase of Peace in the Sudan on June 5, 2004, reaffirming, among other things, the Protocol between the Government of Sudan and the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM) on Power Sharing.   These arrangements were reaffirmed in the January 2005 peace agreement.  As shown in Table 2 of this paper, the agreement on power sharing carefully balanced power in the national cabinet between various Northern and Southern interests, distributing cabinet seats to the various parties according to the following proportions: the National Congress Party (NCP), 52 percent; the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM), 28 percent; other Northern political forces, 14 percent, and other Southern political forces, 6 percent.  

However, Sudan’s peace seems incomplete, with intense fighting still taking place in the Northern enclave of Darfur.
  As Jan Pronk, the UN envoy to Sudan observed: “Without a solution in Darfur, the north-south will not remain a sustainable peace agreement.”
  How can the incompleteness of Sudan’s peace process be explained? Perhaps Northern leaders, fearing that successful negotiations with the SPLM will provoke a contagion of autonomy demands in Northern enclaves, have come to fear a process that could culminate in the country’s fragmentation.  As one journalist commented on the process at work here, Northern political leaders are less concerned over the potential economic costs of the North-South agreement than with “the precedent of a region winning terms which allow it to secede.  With this comes the threat that other marginalized and disaffected groups will be encouraged to follow suit.”
   Consequently, despite years of careful and effective deliberations, the Sudanese peace process remains a  limited one. 

The third pattern includes cases of partial or full breakdowns in power-sharing institutions.  In the Rwanda experiment, the institutions were designed to promote a sharing of power among President Juvénal Habyarimana’s largely Hutu Mouvement Révolutionnaire National pour le Développement (MRND) and the Tutsi-led Rwanda Patriotic Front (RPF) as well as various moderate Opposition parties that sought to avoid extremist ethnic politics (see Table 2).  In the externally-mediated Arusha Accords, power was distributed equally in the cabinet between Habyarimana’s MRND and the insurgent RPF, with the main Opposition parties being allocated a significant bloc of positions.  The effect of this compromise was to shift the perceived balance of forces in the cabinet to the advantage of the RPF and the moderate Hutu Opposition parties.  This proved highly destabilizing, for the hard-line Hutu leadership “perceived [this] negotiated outcome to be inimical to their power,”
 causing Habyarimana to lash out in late 1992 against the protocols and to call upon the militia for continued backing.  
Habyarimana pursued what Alan Kuperman describes as a two-track strategy, attempting to co-opt the Hutu moderates while simultaneously working with the extremists to develop “a forceful option.”
  Perception of a changing balance of forces resulted in a sense of imminent exclusion (especially on the part of the hard-line Coalition pour la Défense de la République [CDR] from the power-sharing coalition created under the 1993 Arusha Protocol).  The effect was heightened tensions among the Hutu extremists, contributing to their fateful decision to launch a concerted program of genocide.  The power-sharing formulas in the Broad-Based Transitional Government featured significantly in this terrible outcome, because “it pushed well beyond what was acceptable in key sectors in Kigali.”
 

In Côte d’Ivoire, the peace agreement, negotiated by the government of Laurent Gbagbo and the Northern rebel groups in Marcoussis, France, was a shaky political and military deal from its outset.  This compromise arrangement split power at the top between Gbagbo, who stayed on as president, and Seydou Diarra, a Northern Muslim who became prime minister charged with heading the government of national reconciliation.  Political balance was evident in the selection of government ministers, for two ministers were appointed from Laurent Gbagbo’s Ivorian Popular Front (FPI), two from the rebel forces, two from ex-President Henri Konan Bedie’s Democratic Party (PDCI), and two from former Prime Minister Alassane Ouattara’s Rally of the Republicans (RDR).  Instead of bringing a sense of relief to the country, the peace agreement was born amidst rioting against French interests by Gbagbo’s supporters, who viewed the French diplomats as biased in favor of the Northern Muslims.  This sense of Southern uncertainty was heightened, particularly in the army, by rebel demands that Northern leaders be appointed to the important ministries of defense and the interior.
 

Given the prevailing hostility and the ambitions of the Ivorian elite, it is not surprising that implementation of the Marcoussis power-sharing agreement has proven to be difficult.  Southern political leaders frequently criticize the Marcoussis agreement, describing it as a French-mediated sellout to terrorism, while Northern leaders claim that Gbagbo reneged on private and public promises he made regarding the powers to be exercised by the prime minister and appointments to the cabinet. In February 2003, Guillaume Soro, the Secretary-General of the Northern-based Côte d’Ivoire Patriotic Movement (MPCI), announced that the rebels no longer insisted that the ministries of defense and interior be placed in Northern hands, but he did demand that the President transfer effective powers to Prime Minister Diarra.
  

Northern resentment threatened the continuing operation of the power-sharing system in March, as rebel representatives failed to appear for meetings, and in July, rebel military commanders ordered their ministers to suspend further participation in the government.  Matters reached a new level of intensity on September 23, when the rebel group, now renamed New Forces, again suspended their participation in the government to protest Gbagbo’s failure to give effective powers to the Prime Minister. It was in fact only the key New Forces Ministers who temporarily terminated their participation in the power-sharing cabinet, for the Ministers of such lower-ranked Ministries as Handicrafts and Organization of the Informal Sector, Technical Education and Professional Training, Territorial Administration, and Youth and Civil Service stayed on in Abidjan to meet with their colleagues.
  Nevertheless, tensions rose to a new level at this time when Gbagbo insulted the Northern representatives, describing them as “kids with pistols” and thereby further complicated cabinet relations.
    Northern representatives did return to the cabinet in late December, only to leave again in March 2004.  The deeper meaning of these departures lay not in differences over policies on appointments but in the polarization of perceptions and the evident lack of trust. Thus the New Forces withdrew their ministers from the unity government again in October 2004, contending that the army was preparing to launch a new military assault. 
  In such a context, the competition that is likely to accompany forthcoming elections may prove tension-creating.
  In that event, attempts to manage conflict by means of power sharing will have already proven counter-productive.


The data in Table 2 on recent African experiences with executive power-sharing institutions indicates a preparedness on the part of both stronger and weaker parties to commit to agreements is more likely when power-sharing institutions are included than when they are not. Power sharing is certainly not everyone’s preferred solution, but it is a readily available one that may be mutually acceptable to all the main negotiating parties.   Matthew Hoddie and Caroline Hartzell appear to be right that, “at the end of civil wars no alternative set of rules can provide the reassurances demanded by groups in polarized societies to initiate the transition to peace and democratic practices.”
  In terms of durability, moreover, it is apparent that another factor is at work: when the terms of power sharing were carefully negotiated by the local parties over time, as in such Pattern 1 and 2 cases as Burundi 2003 and in Sudan 2004, the possibility of a stable transition seems more likely. By contrast, where power-sharing institutions seem incomplete or have gained only partial legitimacy in the eyes of local parties, as in Côte d’Ivoire and Rwanda, the prospects for instability and a return to civil war seem greater.  

All of the cases show that it is important not to obscure the messiness of the situation on the ground or the continuance of feelings of suspicion or insecurity.  Hence, the strategy of returning to peace by means of power-sharing arrangements often comes into conflict with the uncertainty of implementation, especially during the longer-term phases of the consolidation process.  The implementation of peace accords after civil wars encounters multiple and complex challenges.  If settlements are to prove durable, they must cope simultaneously with the challenges of security, self-determination, representativeness, effective governance, and economic development.  Power-sharing institutions appear to be logical responses to the need for ethnic self-determination and representativeness; however, as I indicate in the next section, these institutions can involve a possible price in terms of political stability, effective governance, and economic development. 

TABLE 2.: Recent Post-Civil War Power-Sharing Peace Agreements in Africa

	Country/Accord/Year
	Executive / Cabinet
	Transitional Legislature
	Security Forces
	Other:

	Burundi
	The new Convention of Government provides for a 25 member power-sharing executive cabinet (55% from the presidential majority (Frodebu), 45% from the opposition minority), the Conseil national de sécurité (CNS).  Presidential powers are greatly curtailed.
	National Assembly is not affected by power sharing. The June 1993 parliamentary election results were maintained and Frodebu (predominately Hutu) retained its majority.  However, the powers of legislature are considerably reduced under the convention.
	
	

	Convention of Government
	
	
	
	

	10 Sept. 94
	
	
	
	

	Country/Accord/Year
	Executive / Cabinet
	Transitional Legislature
	Security Forces
	Other:

	Burundi
	Under the Arusha agreement, the government of the president, Pierre Buyoya, was allotted 18 months in office. The agreement stipulates that once this period has elapsed President Buyoya is to be replaced by a Hutu president who will rule for a further 18 months, when a general election will take place.
	The assembly is composed of representatives of all the parties that signed the Arusha peace accord, as well as civil society representatives appointed by the president. As stipulated by the Arusha agreement, the assembly is 60% Hutu and 40% Tutsi regardless of party affiliation
	
	

	Arusha Process and Reconciliation Agreement
	Transitional cabinet comprised of 60% for the G-7 (Hutu parties in the government) and 40 %

for the G-10 (Tutsi parties in the government)
	The senate is a new body that includes former presidents, other dignitaries, several Twa, and equal numbers of Hutus and Tutsis.
	
	

	28 Aug. 2000
	
	
	
	

	Country/Accord/Year
	Executive / Cabinet
	Transitional Legislature
	Security Forces
	Other:

	Burundi
	On 30 April 2003, Hutu Domintien Ndayizeye succeeded Pierre Buyoya as President as part of the terms of the 2000 power-sharing accord.
	Transitional National Assembly comprised of 60% Hutu and 40% Tutsi.
	Regular troops in the armed forces will be divided along a 50% Hutu -50 % Tutsi ethnic equilibrium, regardless of their political affiliation. However, the makeup of the new armed forces will be determined at a later date on the recommendation of the military officers.
	The institutional framework outlined in the 2003 Pretoria Protocol is a continuation of the Arusha Process begun in 2000.

	Pretoria Protocol on the Arusha Peace Process and the Global Cease-fire Accord
	A 27 member transitional executive cabinet based on a 50%-50% ethnic split (Hutu-Tutsi) regardless of political affiliation - CNDD-FDD (Conseil National pour la Défence de la Démocratie-Forces pour la Défense de la Démocratie)

will have four ministries and is the second parliamentary group in the National Assembly
	CNDD-FDD is given the assistant general secretariat and 15 deputies in the National Assembly, two of the 15 deputies are the 2nd Vice-President and the Deputy Secretary.

CNDD-FDD refuses a bipolar senate
	The CNDD-FDD is reserved 40% of the military staff and senior officer corps and the Transitional Government (FAB) is granted 60% the posts. Implementation of an integrated Headquarter. Superior of the Headquarter is Adophe Nshimirimana, named by presidential decree.


	CNDD-FDD will hold 3 provincial posts, 5 counselor posts, 2 ambassador posts, and 30 municipal mayorships.

Of the agreed posts of the global peace accords, the CNDD-FDD has already acquired 2 governors, 29 administrators, 2 ambassadors, and a director of a State enterprise has already been named. 



	8 Oct. 2003 and

16 Nov.  2003
	
	All other parties maintain seats from the 1993 elections: Frodebu (Front pour la Démocratie au Burundi) will have 65 seats, while Uprona (Unité pour le Progrés National) will maintain its 16 seats.
	The police force and intelligence will be based on the principle of 65% of the force for the Transitional Government and 35% for CNDD-FDD, based on the principle of a 50%-50% Hutu-Tutsi ethnic balance.
	CNDD-FDD will hold the direction of 20% of the public enterprises



	Country/Accord/Year
	Executive / Cabinet
	Transitional Legislature
	Security Forces
	Other:

	Côte d’Ivoire
	Government-FPI (Front Populaire Ivoirien) - 9 ministries
	
	
	The transitional government should, within six months of the agreement, propose a naturalization law (Article 35 of the Constitution) with clear criteria and a straightforward application process.   This was not done and remains a crucial point of contention between the rebels and the government of the Côte d’Ivoire

	Linas-Marcoussis Agreement
	Opposition- PDCI (Parti Democratique en Cote d’Ivoire) - 7 ministries
	
	
	

	24 Jan. 2003
	Opposition- RDR (Rassamblement des Républicains) - 7 ministries
	
	
	

	
	Rebels- MPCI  (Mouvement Patriotique de Cote d’Ivoire) - 7 seats (including defense and interior ministries, hotly disputed by Ivorian government and armed forces)
	
	
	

	Country/Accord/Year
	Executive / Cabinet
	Transitional Legislature
	Security Forces
	Other:

	DR Congo
	Vice Presidencies
	August 22, 2003- national Assembly and Senate are inaugurated. Olivier Kamitatu (MLC) head the National Assembly and Marini Bodho (civil society) leads the Senate
	DR Congo Memorandum on Army and Security signed on 06 March 2003 does not specify the composition of the future armed forces.
	

	Pretoria Agreement - Global and Inclusive Agreement on Transition
	Vice -Presidencies - 4   (At swearing-in of 4 VPs, RCD representatives refused to pledge allegiance to President Kabila)
	500 Deputies in the Transitional National Assembly (NA) / a 120 seat Senate (S)
	August 19, 2003

Kabila appoints Chiefs of Staff of the Armed Forces, as well as the commanders and deputy commanders of each of the 11  military regions in the DRC. He incorporated elements from former rebel groups (those who signed the power-sharing agreement) as well as Mayi-Mayi militias.
	Ceasefire Accord signed on October 1, 2003 in Shabunda, South Kivu among Mayi-Mayi militia and RCD-Goma.

	17 Dec. 2002
	Parti pour la réconciliation et le développement (PPRD) (Government) - Abdoulaye Yerodia Ndombasi
	Government  - 94 Deputies / 22 Senators

	At least 3 RCD commanders and deputy commanders are among those named (after having rejected an earlier list proposed by RCD). Big-Gen Laurent Nkunda was named commander and Elie Gichondo and Erik Ruhorimbere were named deputy commanders. 
	

	
	Opposition (OP) - Arthur Z'Ahidi Ngoma
	OP - 94 Deputies/ 22 Senators

3rd Deputy Chairman of the Bureau of the National Assembly and 2nd Deputy Chairman of the Bureau of the Senate
	By early May, 2004, an appointment is designated to a member of the PPRD (government) to the post of governor in the Katanga province (a post which was to be designated by the Mayi-Mayi )
	

	
	Mouvement pour la libération du Congo (MLC) -  Jean-Pierre Bemba
	MLC - 94 Deputies / 22 Senators

Chairman of the Bureau of the National Assembly and 2nd Assistant rapporteur of the Bureau of the Senate
	
	

	
	Rassemblement congolais pour la démocratie (RCD) - Azarias Ruberwa
	RCD - 94 Deputies / 22 Senators

2nd Deputy Chairman of the Bureau of the National Assembly and 1st Deputy Chairman of the Bureau of the Senate
	
	

	
	Transitional Cabinet
	Civil Society - 94 Deputies / 22 Senators

1st Assistant rapporteur of the National Assembly and Chairman of the Bureau of the Senate
	
	

	
	35-Minister Transitional Commission (25 vice-ministers) - 7 ministers each
	RCD-ML - 15 Deputies / 4 Senators

3rd Assistant Rapporteur of the Bureau of the National Assembly and Rapporteur of the Bureau of the Senate
	
	

	
	Government of DR Congo - 7 ministries and 4 deputy ministries  (including President J. Kabila)
	RCD-N - 5 Deputies / 2 Senators

2nd Assistant rapporteur of the Bureau of the National Assembly and 1st Assistant rapporteur of the Bureau of the Senate
	
	

	
	OP - 7 ministries and 4 deputy ministries
	Mayi-Mayi militias -10 Deputies/4 Senators

Rapporteur of the Bureau of the National Assembly and 3rd Assistant rapporteur of the Bureau of the Senate
	
	

	
	MLC- 7 ministries and 4 deputy ministries
	
	
	

	
	RCD - 7 ministries and 4 deputy ministries
	
	
	

	
	Civil Society - 2 ministries and 3 deputy ministries
	
	
	

	
	RCD-Mouvement de libération (RCD-ML) – 2 ministries and 2 deputy ministries
	
	
	

	
	RCD-National (RCD-N) – 2 ministries and 2 deputy ministries
	
	
	

	
	Mayi-Mayi militias – – 2 ministries and 2 deputy ministries
	
	
	


	Country/Accord/Year
	Executive / Cabinet
	Transitional Legislature
	Security Forces
	Other:

	Liberia
	21 Ministries
	76 Seat Transitional Legislature
	Forces were to disengage immediately and move to pre-established cantonment positions or be confined to barracks. The new armed forces are to be put together in regards to the 'national balance' and with respect to educational, professional, medical and fitness qualifications as well as prior history with regard to human rights abuses.
	

	Accra Comprehensive Peace Agreement
	Government of Liberia – 5
	Government of Liberia -12
	
	

	18 Aug. 2003
	LURD (Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy)– 5
	LURD -12
	
	

	
	MODEL(Movement for Democracy in Liberia) – 5
	MODEL -12
	
	

	
	Political Parties and Civil Society – 6
	Political Parties - 18
	
	

	
	
	Civil Society - 7
	
	

	
	
	County Representatives - 15
	
	


	Country/Accord/Year
	Executive / Cabinet
	Transitional Legislature
	Security Forces
	Other:

	Rwanda
	MRND (National Revolutionary Movement for  Development) (President Habyarimana) = 5 ministries + presidency
	Power of the legislature and the presidency was greatly reduced in favor of the power sharing cabinet
	New armed forces to be 60% former Rwandan Armed Forces (FAR) and 40% from the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF).   At the officer level (down to battalion commanders) a 50% (FAR) / 50% (RPF) split was proposed.
	

	Arusha Accords
	Opposition Parties (MDR- Democratic Republican Movement, PL- Liberal Party, PSD-Democratic and Socialist Party, and PDC-Centrist Democratic Party) = 9 ministries + prime minister
	
	
	

	25-Jul-93
	Rwanda Patriotic Front (RPF) = 5 ministries + vice prime minister
	
	
	


	Country/Accord/Year
	Executive / Cabinet
	Transitional Legislature
	Security Forces
	Other:

	Sudan
	Until elections, the current incumbent President remains President and Commander-in-Chief of the Sudan Armed Forces (SAF).


	NCP (National Congress Party) - 52% of all delegates
	Under the "Agreement on Security Arrangements During the Interim Period" agreed upon in Naivasha on 25 Sept. 2003, "There shall be formed Joint/Integrated Units consisting of equal numbers from the Sudanese Armed Forces (SAF) and the Sudan People's Liberation Army (SPLA) during the Interim Period. The Joint/Integrated Units shall constitute a nucleus of a post referendum army of Sudan, should the result of the referendum confirm unity, otherwise they would be dissolved and the component parts integrated into their respective forces."
	Federalism: Extensive autonomy was granted for the south. A referendum on self-determination for Southern Sudan was agreed to be held in 6 years.

	Machakos Protocol and the Naivasha Protocol on Power Sharing
	SPLM Chairman serves as First Vice President and the President of the Government of Southern Sudan (GOSS) and Commander-in-Chief of the Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA).
	SPLM  - 28%
	
	National Civil Service: 20% to 30% of positions reserved for Southerners

	20 July 2002 and 26 May 2004
	National power-sharing executive cabinet:
	Other Northern political forces - 14%
	
	Oil Revenue: 50% of oil revenue derived from oil produced in Southern Sudan shall be allocated to the Government of Southern Sudan and 50% to the National Government and States in Northern Sudan.



	
	National Congress Party (NCP) - 52%
	Other Southern political forces - 6%
	
	Southern Sudan Government: The SPLM is guaranteed 70% of the posts in the Southern Government and the interim Southern legislative assembly, with the rest reseved for other Southern political forces

	
	Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM) - 28%
	
	
	

	
	Other Northern political forces - 14%
	
	
	

	
	Other Southern political forces - 6%
	
	
	


IV. The Limits of Reassurance 

As Table 2 indicates, power-sharing institutions are up and running in contemporary Africa.  Few people, scholars or practitioners, would contend that these are ideal institutions but rather represent pragmatic adjustments to difficult circumstances in deeply-divided societies.
  Certainly, in the best of circumstances, power-sharing institutions offer several positive potential benefits.  First, they can assist the parties to end the fighting, or, as in Burundi and the DRC, to significantly reduce the violence.  By bringing the leaders of the various warring factions into the ruling cartel, they help to make them stakeholders in the political process.  This enables leaders of weaker parties to gain an advantage by working through the system to achieve their objectives instead of rebelling against it.  Second, the proximity to other patrons opens up new possibilities for interaction among political parties as well as among former adversaries.  As the government of national reconciliation meets to engage in common problem solving activities, it fosters reciprocities and the development of bargaining norms which can have a stabilizing effect.  By promoting an iterated exchange process, power-sharing institutions can lay the basis for an ongoing relationship.  Over time, these iterated exchanges can create networks of trust among separate political actors, which are the basis for cross-cutting perspectives on specific issues.  The effect of this can be to encourage self-sustaining encounters.  Power sharing, like democracy, does not end uncertainty, but it can create institutions and facilitate relationships. These institutions may hold up during the transition because the alternatives are so frightening.

Despite these possible benefits, power-sharing institutions awaken skepticism regarding their ability to survive in the face of intense conflict or to protect the interests of weaker groups.  In the uncertain conditions after a civil war, groups have negative political memories, whether real or unreal, of their opponents, and they project these  images into the future.  Such memories and projections lead to fears of imminent exploitation or to uncertainty over the possibility of physical harm at the hands of tenacious foes who will search for the first opportunity to take advantage of their vulnerability.  Hence the task of transforming the interactions among groups toward closer, more predictable relations is a sensitive and difficult process.  
In many instances, the uncertainty of a post-civil war context seems likely to persist into the peace that follows. Power sharing, which rests on the maintenance of a balance of forces, may do little to facilitate political consolidation. In attempting to explain the limited ability of power-sharing arrangements to reassure weaker parties, I will begin by analyzing three general factors that complicate implementation. After that, I will turn to some of the more specific aspects drawn from the African experience.

Unreliable information.  Following a civil war, communal polarization remains extreme and crosscutting and intergroup connections are circumscribed and specific.  Although political elites meet formally for prescribed purposes, groups live for the most part within recognized and separate boundaries.  With contact essentially confined to the group, reliable public information is scant, contributing to widespread uncertainty over the intentions of former combatants.  Suspicion over the good will of rivals who otherwise dwell in separate, watertight compartments often emerges and complicates negotiations within power-sharing institutions, as leaders fear that their opponents are not bargaining sincerely and will renege on an agreement when it becomes advantageous to do so.  This problem is further complicated when parties deliberately misrepresent the facts in an effort to minimize these weaknesses or to maximize their strengths.  Either way, lack of reliable information or the presence of misinformation contributes significantly to bargaining failure (Lake and Rothchild 1998, 12).  Such failure undermines political stability and undercuts the assurances that emerged from the peace agreement, possibly contributing to new spirals of violence.

The lack of credible commitment.  If peace agreements are to be viewed as the equivalent of binding contracts between former belligerents, they require trust on all sides that their terms will be upheld.  This means that each party must believe that the other party will honor the bargain it made.  Rival leaders will be expected to persuade their ethnic or religious supporters to maintain their commitments, even in the face of militant outbidding politicians who seek to rally support for a less accommodating course.  In theory, all parties will gain by maintaining the peace and abiding by the agreement; in practice, however, majority party leaders cannot credibly commit that they will abide by the bargain in the future.  Despite expressions of goodwill, Sudanese government leaders cannot guarantee that future leaders will actually hold the promised referendum on Southern self-determination six years after the 2005 agreement was reached.  Later, after the confidence-building period has elapsed and the agreement has begun to structure stable relations, the urgency of maintaining the compromises agreed to during the negotiation phase may well fade and majority elites may no longer feel the need to reassure weaker parties about the future.  They therefore come to place a higher priority on achieving their programs and fulfilling the interests of their constituents, and in the process pay less heed to fulfilling the peace bargain. With little in the way of accepted norms and values or an established high court system to prevent them from reneging on the agreement, in whole or in part, the ruling coalition may decide to alter the accommodations originally put in place to reassure the weaker parties. 
 This inability to commit in a credible way underlines the fragility of compromises on power-sharing institutions.  Power-sharing arrangements, which carefully balance competing group interests in order to reassure the weaker parties regarding their inclusion in the decisionmaking process, are seriously impaired by the decision of the dominant majority to alter the rules of the game in favor of a more integrated approach.  Because the power imbalance facilitates majority party leaders in their determination to move their country in a more centralized direction, there is little the opposition can do on its own to defend the agreement.  This can contribute to the opposition’s dismay and even to a sense of betrayal.  Paradoxically, then, the very provisions in the agreement intended to promote minority security may become a cause of insecurity and lead to intense intra-state conflict.           
Inappropriate external protection.  Because it is difficult for the ex-belligerents to overcome the information and credible commitment dilemmas on their own, they often rely on external actors to play an important role in maintaining their formally agreed upon relationship.  For example, external actors can help to keep open the lines of communication between the parties and mediate issues left unresolved in the peace agreement.  They can also reassure the parties that the other side is delivering on its bargains, monitoring the implementation process, and verifying to other actors that their opposite number has been carrying out the terms of the agreement in good faith.  That the third party interveners are critically important in building support for the implementation process is suggested by recently compiled aggregate data that indicate that the presence of a third-party state increases the chances of maintaining the peace during the consolidation phase by an estimated 98 percent.
     When the external actor intervenes and is effective in protecting the peace agreement, the parties are reassured by its involvement.  However, as the third party fails to assume its role fully and as it seeks to disengage from the risks and responsibilities of protecting the agreement, the weaker parties are likely to lose confidence in the dominant majority’s willingness to remain committed to accommodations such as the power sharing that had been reached earlier.  The UN, which had been asked by both sides to assist in implementing Rwanda’s 1993 peace agreement and to support the transitional government, failed to deploy sufficient forces to the area and, as a consequence, the transitional government was never inaugurated.
  This failure contributed to a loss of faith in outside protestors that still lingers.
Thus far, I have been assuming that the third party plays the role of a reasonably impartial protector of the agreement.  But what happens if the third party is a biased actor that favors one participant in the power-sharing arrangement as against the others.  This was indeed the case in Lebanon where, in different periods, French authority was partial toward the Maronites during the Mandate period and the Syrian administration favored the Muslims after The Ta’if agreement was negotiated.  In these cases, moreover, the outsider propped up the power-sharing institutions for an extended period of time, but external influence merely masked the fact that deep intergroup resentments divided these interests from within.   Clearly, where the survival of power-sharing institutions is dependent on a foreign power as protector, the arrangement is likely to be lacking in legitimacy and possibly conflict creating.  As Marie-Joëlle Zahar explains, the presence of the third party protector creates winners and losers.
  Once the third party begins to disengage, it weakens its hold, opening the way to a restructuring of relations. As internal relations shift, the dominant majority may seek to centralize power or the weaker parties may attempt to decentralize it.  Either way, as Yeats observes, the political center does not hold. 
In addition to these general difficulties with implementing power-sharing institutions after civil war, several significant aspects drawn from Africa’s experience are worth noting.  First, groups may fear a weakening of power as a consequence of participation in a national grand coalition. It is assumed that participation in a grand coalition represents a form of pressure that pushes them in the direction of cooperation.   However, the political moderation that follows from this may weaken their autonomous power base. In Liberia, for example, the leaders of two former rebel movements -- Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD) and the Movement for Democracy and Elections in Liberia (Model) – who were members of the transitional cabinet reportedly tried for a time to undermine it.  “This is partly because LURD leader Sekou Damateh Conneh and Model leader Thomas Ninely Yaya want[ed] to keep their militias intact should their services be required again by their respective sponsors in Guinea and Côte d’Ivoire.”
 They feared that if the militias were dismantled their bases of power would be gravely weakened.  The effect was to place a strain on the institutions of power sharing during the initial confidence-building period, because cooperation raised the prospect of uncertainty, possibly to unacceptable levels.
  
Second, because power sharing results from a bargain among the main parties, it can make no claim to being a fully inclusive arrangement.  The incompleteness of the deal creates potential problems in its wake.  Those parties that are left out of the arrangement may feel disadvantaged and possibly vulnerable. They feel excluded from the decisionmaking process.  At the Inter-Congolese Dialogue in Sun City, South Africa in 2002, the government of Joseph Kabila and Jean-Pierre Bemba’s MLC negotiated an agreement, but they left out Etienne Tshisekedi’s Union pour la démocratie et le progress social and the important rebel group, the RCD/Goma led by Azarias Ruberwa.
  Moreover, as one report on the Liberian peace process noted, exclusion from the power-sharing coalition can give “incentives for warlords to ‘spoil’ the [peace] process … and for current groups to further factionalize.”

Third, African experiments with power sharing have been handicapped by a lack of shared norms and aspirations.  The polarized and hostile perceptions that contributed to civil war are not transformed by power-sharing arrangements after the peace.  These arrangements preserve the separate identities of the former belligerents and include them in the grand coalition at the political center, which virtually assures limited compromises but not decisive moves to solve common problems.  Without common norms and aspirations, it becomes difficult to maintain a balance of forces, especially where uncompromising leaders, including warlords, enter the cabinet. If the Sudanese negotiators had common aspirations, concludes an IRIN report, the negotiating parties “would have [achieved] a done deal months ago.  It is their lack of common aspirations and conflicting political agendas that have meant they have to fight tooth and nail for every gain they make or loss they concede.”
  Not surprisingly, these political leaders carry conflicting political agendas over into the grand coalitions that are cobbled together to implement the peace.  
The power-sharing institutions put in place after civil wars may represent an effective short-term response to the needs that Africa’s weaker parties have for reassurance about their security, but they are not likely to prove stable long-term solutions unless common rules of interaction and common aspirations develop.  As UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan wrote in a report on the situation in the DRC, “the peace process faces daunting challenges.  The most crucial issue concerns the ability of the transitional leaders to act as a truly unified government and overcome the persistent atmosphere of distrust.”
  More pointedly a local observer points to the lack of confidence prevailing in the Congo, stating that “leaders themselves do not have trust in each other; as the power-sharing is conceived in zero-sum game perspective: one wins, not with the others, but at the expense of the others.  The necessary atmosphere of trust is lacking.”
  Unfortunately, power sharing, the logical response to post-civil war circumstances, is not likely to prove a sufficient basis for political consolidation after Africa’s civil wars.
Fourth, experiments with African power sharing are constrained by the painfully difficult economic situation that follows in the wake of civil war. The immediate costs of financing demobilization, disarmament, the return of former combatants to their villages and to socially useful occupations, the reintegration of armies, and the reform of the police are all very expensive undertakings.  Moreover, the tasks of getting the economy moving again and creating new opportunities for the citizenry are urgent matters that require substantial investment.  Third party promises of economic assistance if the belligerents will sign a peace accord hold out an attractive prospect of a peace dividend.  However, recent work indicates that in a majority of African cases there was little evidence that the end of civil wars was followed by significant rises in U.S. development assistance.
  The impact of this disappointing performance is to place limits on the possibilities for economic expansion and, with it, the ability members of the ruling coalition to allocate resources to their clients.    As a consequence, the constrained economic circumstances that follow a civil war give the members of the power-sharing coalition little incentive to act with civility towards members of other groups.  The pie remains small, resulting all too often in intense competition among the members of the elite cartel for control of the meager resources available to them all.

V.  Conclusion
Can one reasonably expect power-sharing arrangements to reassure weaker parties in Africa about their future after civil wars?  In theory, such institutions are logical responses to the need for ethnic self-determination and fair representation.  They can, as the experiences of Burundi, Côte d’Ivoire, Rwanda, Liberia, Sudan, and the DRC indicate, help to provide a basis for ending the fighting  – at least in the short term.  This occurs because they propose a mixed package of incentives to the combatants, offering the stronger parties a means to bring an end to the war while holding out the possibility of inclusion in the government to the weaker actor or actors.  Moreover, agreement during the negotiations on power sharing creates the possibility that the parties may be able to use this arrangement as an initiating point for an iterative bargaining process that can lead to new institutions during the subsequent political consolidation period.  As Table 3 suggests, majority concessions on power sharing were acceptable to the various minority elements in at least half the cases.  The concession on inclusion of group leaders in the governing institutions at the political center goes far toward satisfying the elite’s desire for political power and the members’ need for security and access to scarce resources.      
TABLE 3: Majority-Minority Interaction in Recent African Power-Sharing Agreements
 

Minority Accepts Majority Reassurances?

	           Liberia 2003 

           Burundi 2003 

           Sudan 2004 

            
	    DR Congo 2002 

    Burundi 2000 


	           Rwanda 1993 

      
	    Burundi 1994 

    Côte d’Ivoire 2003 

    





  Yes



  No

       


Yes

Majority Offering Reassurances?

            No

However, the political center cannot be expected to hold.  If power-sharing arrangement were reassuring to weaker parties during the confidence-building phase of implementation, it all-too-often becomes the source of suspicion and intense rivalry as the dominant majority seeks to maximize its interests and feels less and less inhibited by the need to allay the fears and uncertainties of the weaker actors.  In the political consolidation phase, new elements come to power and do not necessarily feel bound by the promises made by their predecessors at the bargaining table.  In addition, the presence of a third party protector during the initial phase becomes less and less of a restraint after the general elections and the passage of time.  At this point the general constraints of credible commitment, unreliable information, and inappropriate external protection come into play.  Also, as seen with the African experiences, such factors as weakening group power as a consequence of participation in the grand coalition, lack of full party inclusion, an insufficiency of shared norms and aspirations, and the difficult post-conflict economic environment all threaten the precarious balance that marks a power sharing approach to conflict management.  
Although power sharing does not appear to be a durable solution to many of Africa’s structural arrangements after intense civil conflicts, it is important nonetheless to recognize the significant contribution that informal rules on inclusion makes to reassuring minorities about their security and well-being as peace is consolidated.  In particular, informal rules on inclusion enlarge the representational depth of the dominant coalition without imposing formal, rigid constraints on the choice of coalition partners.  Clearly, it is critical to examine how powerful majorities can design political institutions that will join formal or informal practices of balanced representation with regimes that are capable of coping simultaneously with the challenges of security, effective governance and economic development.   
* I wish to thank Nikolas Emmanuel, Camille Sumner, and Eileen Ortiga for their help on the research for this paper.
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� This table represents the interactions between the majority (i.e., the group in power) and minorities (i.e., the groups out of power) in a given peace agreement.  It asks two questions: first, does the majority make an offer of credible reassurances to the minority; second, does the minority find this offer reassuring and acceptable?


� Does the minority group (i.e., the group out of power) find the offer on political representation and security put forward by the majority (i.e., the group in power) adequate?   If yes, the minority accepts the agreement.  If no, the minority declines the agreement.


� Liberia – Accra Comprehensive Peace Agreement – 18 Aug. 2003:  In August 2003 the international community (ECOWAS and US) brokered a deal in which President Charles Taylor leaves office and goes in to exile in Nigeria.  An interim power-sharing arrangement is reached after negotiations in Accra between the Government of Liberia, opposition political parties, civil society movements, and the two main rebel factions, LURD and MODEL.  Divisions emerge within the leadership of the LURD movement (between the leader Sekou Kamara and his wife, Aicha Kamara, over the naming of the finance minister), and some clashes breakout over poorly organized disarmament process, but the power-sharing institutions remains on track.  Nigerian troops under the guise of ECOMOG move into Liberia, and by the end of 2003 are slowly replaced by a 15,0000-strong United Nations peacekeeping force.


� Burundi - Pretoria Protocol – 8 Oct. 2003:  The Pretoria Protocol agreed to on 8 October 2003 is a continuation of the Arusha Peace Process agreed to in 2000, but were not successful due to the lack of a ceasefire between all of the main armed factions (notably the CNDD-FDD and the Palipehutu-FNL). After months of continuing violence after the beginning of the Arusha Process, President Ndayizeze met with Hutu rebels from the CNDD-FDD, and concluded a ceasefire and peace agreement, under which, the their leader, Pierre Nkurunziza was brought into a power-sharing government. However, the other primary armed Hutu rebel movement Palipehutu-FNL continued to carry out military offensives.  The CNDD-FDD is brought into the power-sharing government, which stipulates that they are to have 4 seats in the transitional cabinet and 15 seats in the National Assembly.  In addition, the CNDD-FDD is granted 40% of the officer corps in the armed forces and 35% of the positions in the national police force.  The Palipehutu-FNL announced early in 2004 that they would observe a unilateral cease-fire and would be willing to enter into negotiations with the transitional government.


Burundi Global Peace Accords – 16 November, 2003: After one year of negotiations from the first cease-fire agreement signed in Arusha in 2002, a global cease-fire agreement was signed among CNDD-FDD and the transition government in Dar es Salaam on16 November, 2003.� These accords have modified the last power-sharing agreement within the transitional government to include, by presidential decree, a new government with four members of CNDD-FDD and with Jean Pierre Nkurunziza as their legal representative. According to the accord, the CNDD-FDD will obtain three ministry positions as well as the Minister of State. At the legislative level, the accord allots CNDD-FDD the representation of 15 deputies, two of which are the Second Vice-President and the Deputy Secretary of the National Assembly. However, the CNDD-FDD has refused participation in the Senate (50% Hutu and 50% Tutsi representation) due to its bi-polar ethnic composition. Nonetheless, this Hutu party will hold more than 3 provincial governor posts, 5 councilor posts, 2 ambassador posts, 30 community administrator posts, and will acquire 20% of the direction of public enterprises. Finally, because security is such an important aspect, the Global Accords take into consideration security forces and officers. At the end of January 2004, the implementation of an integrated Headquarter took place is composed of 60% FAB officers and 40% CNDD-FDD officers.  The institutional framework set out by Arusha is upheld. 





� Sudan – Machakos Protocol - 20 July 2002 - Naivasha Protocol on Power Sharing - 26 May 2004:  After more than two years of negotiations, the Machakos Protocol, which was originally signed the Government of the Sudan and the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A) on 20 July 2002 has been complemented by several additional protocols on security (September 2003), wealth sharing (January 2004), as well as integrating the areas of Nuba Mountains and Southern Blue Nile; and Abyei into the agreement.  Sudan will be managed by a national government, which will act as the sovereign body of all Sudan. A bicameral parliament will operate alongside a national unity government in which the south would be proportionately represented.  This guarantees southerners a share of senior and middle-ranking positions within the civil service, and the government is also committed to the principle of “collegial” decision-making by the executive and to the fair division of revenue between the north and south.  The principle that the unity of Sudan will remain the ultimate aim of any peace agreement and that it is to be considered the priority for both sides. However, it also stipulates that the South has a right to control and govern affairs in its own region and have the right to self-determination through a referendum, to be held six years after the signing of an accord.  However, the current conflict in the Darfur risks undermining the recent gains. According to an interview with the BBC Abdel Aziz Adim, a senior SPLA commander said that his organization would reconsider cooperating with a planned coalition government if atrocities in the Darfur continue.


� DR Congo - Pretoria Agreement - 17 Dec. 2002: The Inter-Congolese Dialogue, an on-going-process brokered by South Africa, is a complex power-sharing arrangement aimed at ending the civil war in the Democratic Republic of Congo since 1997 and has killed, directly or indirectly, some 3 million people.  The current efforts originated from the Lusaka cease-fire agreement reached in 1999 and has led to a transitional power-sharing government which includes representatives of the government of the DR Congo, three different rebel movements, the pro-government Mayi-Mayi militia, several political parties from what is known as the “unarmed opposition”, and representatives from civil society.  It is headed by the president, Joseph Kabila, and includes four-vice presidents, a 35-member cabinet, a 500-seat legislature and a 120-member senate.  These institutions are divided along the lines reached in negotiations under the Inter-Congolese Dialogue.  However, the unity government has been unable to assert its authority throughout the country, leaving populations especially in the east of the country at the mercy of armed gangs and ethnic militias supported by the DR Congo’s neighbors, such as Rwanda and Uganda.  As of July 20, 2004, there have been many delays in the implementation of the Global and All-Inclusive Peace Accord. The major problems seem to be the nomination of provincial governors and regional military officials as well as the reintegration of the army. Additionally, each component is hanging on to their command and control structures helping to further divide the country.  The existing distrust among the parties coupled with and an unwillingness to compromise on appointments continues to undermine the peace in the country as a whole.  


� Burundi – Arusha Process – 28 Aug. 2000:  Nelson Mandela brokered the Arusha agreement, signed 28 August 2000, following the death of Julius Nyerere.  Unfortunately, although the Tutsi-dominated government of Pierre Buyoya, Burundian armed forces, and most of the Tutsi armed factions agreed to the accord (after heavy pressure from Mandela), the agreement was reached without a ceasefire among the principal rebel groups, namely the predominately Hutu CNDD- FDD and Palipehutu-FNL, who denounced it and stepped up their military campaigns.  Under the Arusha agreement, the government of the president, Pierre Buyoya, was allotted 18 months in office. The agreement stipulates that once this period has elapsed Buyoya is to be replaced by a Hutu president who will rule for a further 18 months, when a general election will take place.  In addition, a transitional power-sharing cabinet is designed and comprised of 60% by the G-7 (Hutu parties) and 40% from the G-10 (Tutsi parties).  The transitional constitution leaves the president with considerable powers, but also envisages an active role for the transitional National Assembly and the transitional Senate. The assembly is composed of representatives of all the parties that signed the Arusha peace accord, as well as civil society representatives appointed by the president. As stipulated by the Arusha agreement, the assembly is 60% Hutu and 40% Tutsi. The senate is a new body, which includes former presidents, other dignitaries, several Twa, and equal numbers of Hutus and Tutsis.  However, violence by Hutu and Tutsi armed factions continues to destabilize the peace process and terrorize civilians.  In the instability, Tutsi soldiers in Burundian Armed Forces stage two coup attempts against President Buyoya and the peace process in 2001.  


� Rwanda – Arusha Accords - 25 July 1993: After repeated military success by the mostly Tutsi Rwandan Patriotic Front (RFP) in early 1993 and increasing international pressure, the Habryiamana government is forced to enter into peace negotiations in Arusha, Tanzania.  A power-sharing agreement is signed in Arusha, Tanzania on 25 July 1993 by representatives of the majority Hutu government (ruling-MNDR), the Rwandan opposition parties (MDR, PL, PSD, and PDC) and the minority Tutsi RPF. The agreement is met with hostility by extremist factions of the MNDR who fear exclusion from the new power-sharing government, and form a new party, the Coalition pour la defense de la republique (CDR).  The CDR, along with some Hutu army officers, and other politicians who had remained in the MRND but were hostile to the Arusha agreement, began arming and training civilian militias, recruiting particularly among those displaced by the RPF in the north of the country. They also established a radio station called Radio television libre des mille collines (RTLM) to help organize the militias and to spread Hutu-supremacist propaganda. This was part of a larger plan to eliminate Hutu moderate politicians and all Tutsi in Rwanda.  The assassination of Burundian Hutu President Melchior Ndadaye in October 1993 by Tutsi elements in the Burundian army served to only to accelerate the activities of these Rwandan Hutu extremists and their desires to exaggerate the fears of average Rwandan Hutus.   The Arusha accords officially ended on 6 April 1994, after the shooting down of the plane bringing President Habryiamana back from Arusha. The extermination of Hutu moderates and Tutsis, along with a RPF began within hours.


� Burundi 1994:  After the October 1993 assassination of recently elected Hutu President Melchoir Ndadaye and the death of his successor, Hutu Cyprien Ntarayamira (killed in a plane crash in April 1994 with Rwandan President Habryiamana), along with the growing fear of the diffusion of violence from the Rwandan genocide.  In October 1994, all of the major political factions agreed to the Convention of Government, which would replace the existing constitution and install an interim power-sharing government.  The Convention establishes a new executive body, the Conseil national de securite (CNS), comprised of 25 members (55% from the presidential majority (Front pour la démocratie au Burundi or FRODEBU), 45% from the opposition minority) as is given broad powers. The new coalition government represents 7 of the 13 main political parties in Burundi. However, the CNS power-sharing government was unable to curb the escalating ethnic violence between Hutu and Tutsi militias after it was put into place.   This was most probably due to the lack of credible commitment of the members of the coalition government to the Convention, and their covert support for the various armed ethnic militias. The Convention ended with a coup d'état carried out by the former president Pierre Buyoya in July 1996.   In the conclusion of a 1995 Report by the United Nations’ Security Council Mission to Burundi, “Extremist elements, both Tutsi and Hutu, both within the coalition Government and outside it, have for their own reasons not accepted the power-sharing arrangements contained in the Convention. Those extremists have usurped the political initiative, at the expense of the moderate elements that constitute the majority of the population and have been silenced through threat and intimidation. This is the root cause of continuing political instability in the country … Activities of all these extremist forces have also contributed to crippling the coalition Government and putting its future in doubt, thus undermining peace and stability in Burundi.” 


� Côte d’Ivoire - Linas-Marcoussis Agreement – 24 Jan. 2003:  Linas-Marcoussis Agreement, brokered under close French supervision, is singed 24 Jan. 2003 by all major political parties (ruling-FPI, PDCI, RDR) and rebels movements (New Forces), and set up a transitional consensus government between the major factions, which began meeting in April 2003.  However, shortly after, anti-Northerner violence and inflammatory rhetoric in Abidjan by pro-Gbagbo and youth militias leads to the withdrawal of rebel leader Guillaume Soro and his New Forces ministers from the power-sharing institutions. In addition, the New Forces claim that central questions such as the issue of Ivoirité (Ivorian citizenship and electoral eligibility – Article 35 of the constitution) were not properly addressed in the Marcoussis talks. After a brief attempt to reconvene the consensus government starting in January 2004, Soro’s New Forces and several opposition parties withdrawal their representatives.  The decision of the New Forces to end participation in the power-sharing executive cabinet solidified when in April 2004 when pro-Gbagbo militias in Abidjan attack Northerners and foreigners, killing at least 120 people.


� Is the majority group (i.e., the group in power) willing to offer significant concessions on political representation and security to minority group(s) (i.e., groups not in power? If yes, the majority proposes to share power with the minority.  If no, the majority fails to propose a credible deal.
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