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"If you want to make peace with your enemy, you have to work with your enemy.
Then he becomes your partner.” ~ Nelson Mandela

1. Introduction

1.1 Civil wars in a global context

A short cyber-journey to the North of Yemen, Chad or Pakistan suffices to remind us that
violent conflicts are neither a spook of the past, nor merely part of the larger ‘African
Tragedy.’ Civil conflicts unfortunately continue to erupt around the globe and often outlast
concerted efforts to end them. Given the detrimental effects on human and economic
development, fighting out differences with violent means has never seemed very prudent
to a security-seeking university student like myself. If one can at all speak of a consensus
within the peace and conflict studies literature, it is that wars are a tricky phenomenon
and that they do not allow for mono-causal explanations. With the end of the Cold War, a
wave of civil conflicts swept the collapsed Soviet Union and Yugoslavia as well as
destabilized states in Africa and Asia. Next to horror and misunderstanding, these
intrastate conflicts stimulated academic inquiry. In the emerging field on the study of civil
conflicts, severe inequalities, easy access to disposable resources, high unemployment
among young males, ethnic hatred, and hostile neighborhoods and topographies — to
name just a few — have all been cited as potent explanatory factors for the occurrence

and resurgence of violent conflicts.

Given their complexity, it is little surprising that no magic formula has yet emerged for
successful conflict settlement. When conflict parties are trapped within the borders of the
same country and have no ‘own’ territory to retreat to after fighting, resolving their
conflict necessarily involves more than drawing a truce line.! Many scholars and
practitioners have argued that civil wars cannot be settled unless one side emerges as the
decisive victor on the battlefield, able to coerce the loser(s) into abiding by the winner’s
terms. According to Kaufman, Licklider and others, reaching a negotiated settlement that
lasts is close to impossible, especially when a conflict is ethnically motivated.? In absence
of a military victory, “the organizational structures left in place make renewal of violence a

"3

constant possibility, undermining conventional politics. Furthermore, initializing

cooperation can be an unacceptable show of weakness in the eyes of deadly antagonists.

! Dividing a war-torn country is hardly ever an option, given the strong international norm against secession
and the difficulty of separating peoples and territories ‘cleanly.” See Licklider (1995).

2 Kaufman (1996).

3 Atlas and Licklider (1999) p.38. This finding was originally voiced in Licklider (1995).

11



12 Franziska Weller: Securing Peace

However, starkly aware of the human and economic costs of all-out violent battles, the
international community has started to get engaged before a war finds a ‘natural’
termination.” Evidence from various data collection projects at the Uppsala Conflict Data
Program (UCDP) shows that between 1989 and 2007, 41 per cent of all violent conflicts
have seen attempts at negotiated settlement via peace agreements.” Public attention
builds up when repeated rounds of negotiations culminate in a handshake between
sunglassed, smiling leaders, who promise to stick to more civilized forms of interaction in
the future. Excitement quickly fades, when later reports inform us that conflict has
erupted anew. Evidently, only some peace agreements have brought peace, while others

merely preceded the recurrence of armed struggles.

1.2 Research question

This research endeavor departs from the observation that the problem with making peace
does not (exclusively) lie in the incompatibility of goals between combatants, the
unwillingness to talk and to negotiate a compromise, or the lack of realization that
cooperation is mutually preferable. Even when such obstacles have been addressed and
an agreement has been reached, armed groups still sometimes opt for retaining their

arms and for continuing to fight.

One conceivable explanation for the divergent success rates of negotiated civil war
settlement is that peace agreements are inherently unstable compromises. If conflict
parties are unwilling or unable to stick to the promised concessions, the peace deal turns
into nothing more than an insincere demonstration of good intent. It becomes cheap ink
on paper. Conflict parties may sign an agreement to buy time, to please an international
patron or to display goodwill in front of the international donor community. What weakens
this argument is that (recent) peace agreements tend to be more than hot air. With the
mediating support from international negotiators, states craft intricate agreements with
mutual guarantees to abide by them. Furthermore, signing ceremonies are highly

publicized events, rendering a one-sided defection politically costly thereafter.

For the purpose of academic inquiry, trouble starts with the seeming non-comparability of
peace processes: each follows an idiosyncratic logic and dynamic. Some therefore posit
that peacemaking must be seen as a process “that involves the achievement of a range of

* Easily forgotten today is the fact that before the end of the Cold War, a prevailing notion was that once a
peace agreement had been signed, peace was practically certain. This was also reflected in the first
generations of UN peacekeeping operations, which largely focused on war limitation. See Doyle and Sambanis
(2007).

> See Harbom et al. (2006).

12
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peace milestones” without falling into a purely linear logic according to which countries
transition from being at war to being at peace without ever recoiling.® Accordingly, it is
neither easy nor entirely sensible to locate the endpoint of a peace process and name it a

success or a failure.

Critical voices in the field of conflict resolution state that an agreement and the process of
implementing it need to produce a self-sustaining, deeply rooted and integrative peace
before one can speak of success.” In order to evaluate such long-term developments, the
process would need to be assessed in all its facets. While such a view is certainly laudable
for setting the bar high, it is not very suitable to focus research. Hampson rightly notes
that observing conflict termination processes across generations causes a problem of
“infinite regress:” we can never be sure that the prospect of failure does not lurk directly
around the corner.® For the sake of feasibility and parsimony, this study scales down the
benchmark for success. Since it seems safe to say that dismantling one’s armed
capabilities is as risky for each conflict party as it is crucial for the larger peace prospects,

demobilization stands at the center of the research question:

When confiict parties have signed a negotiated peace agreement, why do they sometimes
demobilize their armed forces and sometimes stay mobilized and prepared to re-escalate

the confiict?

1.3 Theoretical and practical relevance

Asking what makes or breaks peace processes is of theoretical and practical interest.’
From a theoretical point of view, this Master’s thesis aims to put two determinants of
peace implementation at a test. The two explanatory variables, power-sharing institutions
and external security guarantees, are two amendable and comparable parts of fragile and
hardly controllable peace processes. It is thereby relevant to ask not only about the
general influence of each variable alone, but also about the relative weight of this
influence in combination. Unlike ethnicity or structural factors concerning the
socioeconomic and resource environment, these two factors are to some extent

adjustable by policymakers and practitioners.

© Brown et al. (2008) p.4.

7 Paris (1997), for example, adopts such a strict measure of success and identifies just a single case of
success, Namibia, in his observed universe of cases. However, grouping cases in which all out war recurred in
the same category of ‘failure’ as those where some of the conflict items remained unresolved seems unwise
and unpractical for explaining qualified differences when success is seen on a continuum.

8 Hampson (1996) p.9.

% For why this is desirable in principle, see King et al. (1994) p.15ff.

13



14 Franziska Weller: Securing Peace

To date, the body of literature addressing this or a related object of research has grown
from an array of (sub-)disciplines such as security studies, peace and conflict studies,
political economy, and the feminist and human rights literature. Researchers have made
great strides in the systematic collection of conflict and post-conflict data (partly
attributable to a number of research centers and databases)!® and the identification and
refinement of theories on war recurrence and conflict resolution. Indebted to (and slightly
swamped by) this breath of existing studies, I venture onto the hardly beaten path of
conducting a small-n, cross-national comparative case study. Compared to the
comprehensive yet highly simplified quantitative studies on the one hand and the
narrative, multi-factorial and therefore indeterminate single case analyses on the other, a
qualitative comparison can contribute to the precision of hypotheses while further
enlightening the studied cases empirically. Four cases have been selected for scrutiny:

Angola, Burundi, El Salvador and Tajikistan.™*

Studying cases in which conflict has already erupted, this analysis does not cover the
entire spectrum between war and peace, let alone democracy and development. In effect,
it cannot explain why conflicts sometimes turn violent in the first place and why their
escalation can be completely avoided elsewhere. On a similar note, guaranteeing an end
to the violence may require certain measures that may later inhibit the creation of a
deeper, more sustainable form of peace. Three such measures that are often criticized for
‘buying’ a false peace are purely military interventions that attempt to impose peace by

2 short-term economic relief

non-peaceful means where local parties are still at war,’
efforts that weaken long-term growth, and the political empowerment of the most violent

groups via power-sharing pacts.™

To differentiate between depths and qualities of peace, the literature has coined the
terms ‘negative’ peace, which is achieved with an end to violence and ‘positive’ peace,
which is not achieved until all conflict parties have reconciled the causes of their conflict
and/ or until the country has reached a certain level of democratization. Recognizing that
positive peace is in fact the more desirable goal to achieve in the long run, I hold that
negative peace is by no means negative in the normative sense of the word. In reality,

10 Among the more influential ones are the International Crisis Group, the US Institute of Peace, the World
Bank Research Unit of Conflict and Conflict-Affected Countries and the UCDP.

1 See ch. 4.5.

12 See Galtung (1998).

13 A critique of power sharing for its anti-democratic effects can be found in Roeder and Rothchild (2005b).

14



Franziska Weller: Securing Peace 15

even this inferior level of peace is not an easily attained goal. Not reaching it renders

subsequent steps rather utopian.*

1.4 Method and research design

In terms of structure, the thesis adheres to a positivistic logic. It thereby follows the
behavioralist scientific school with its premises that causal relations exist and that they
help to explain objectively observable social outcomes.” Though social phenomena are
incredibly complex, a scientist can grasp and explain them by making theory-guided
observations. According to this paradigm, complete objectivity, in the sense that the
nature of observations is independent from the scientist’s eye, is difficult to attain, but
possible in principle. As elaborated in chapter four, the thesis employs the central
elements of a positivistic research procedure, namely to identify assumptions, to deduce
explanatory hypotheses from existing theories, to apply them in a cross-national
comparative study and to evaluate the results in view of their relevance for future
theorizing.'® The case-independent definition of one dependent variable (DV) and two
independent variables (IV) provides the framework for a structured comparison of cases.!’
Given the constraints on time, space and data availability, this thesis does not go far
beyond the comparison itself. The downturn of this limitation is that when the test lets us
assume a correlation between the IVs and the DV, the hypothesized causal connection
between them may merely be suggested without proof.® For this purpose, process-

tracing would be the better methodological choice.™

As suggested by the research question, the DV is the degree of demilitarization, one step
on the path towards implementation and a central sub-goal spelled out in practically every
peace agreement. A detailed definition of demilitarization as it is understood in this study

and a justification for the focus on the security sector will be given in chapter 4.1.

Theoretical inspiration for the explanatory hypotheses springs from cooperation theory,
accounting for realist and institutionalist propositions on the conditions that facilitate
cooperation in the most unlikely situations, namely in matters of security. With a realist

spin to it, the credible commitment theory predicts that actors are unlikely to cooperate in

14 Wolff discusses this issue by referring to two distinctive policy choices: conflict management (i.e. putting a
(permanent) end to the fighting and containing the negative effects of conflict) vs. conflict settlement (i.e. “to
settle actual disputes or provide conditions in which the conflict parties themselves could address their issues
in non-violent ways” within an established institutional framework). Wolff (2006) p.133.

15 Hollis and Smith (1991) pp.45-91.

16 Van Evera (1997), ch. 1 and 2.

17.0n the choice of the comparative method see ch. 4.4.

18 See Popper (1953).

19 Note that process-tracing, widely used in qualitative social research, has not truly penetrated the realm of
peace and conflict studies yet.

15
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the absence of some coercive force. An institutionalist interpretation of a credible
commitment concurs that disarmament is difficult to achieve without enforcement, but
stresses consensual aspects over coercive ones. Pointing to the fact that actors can
mutually agree upon requesting third party assistance to make each side’s commitment to
cooperation more credible, institutionalists argue that actors can and will create
institutions that foster cooperation. As long as cooperation is attractive enough, it can
evolve without coercive measures. For the purpose of answering the stated research
question, this implies that the quality of peace agreements,® the nature of post-

agreement (political) institutions, and the presence of third party assistance matter.

In addition, I keep an eye on the most important competing explanations, most of which
single out the conflict environment as the main determinant of peace implementation
success. According to this logic, the structural and sociopolitical factors such as income
levels and resource endowment determine the likelihood of the emergence of spoilers and
their potential strength to obstruct peace. In order to take the baseline prospects for
peace into account, some of these competing explanatory factors are held constant via

the case selection.

1.5 Outline

The thesis is structured into six parts. This introduction is followed by a review of the
most pertinent literature on peacemaking and war recurrence. The review serves a three-
fold purpose: it clarifies central terms, introduces the wider scholarship of post-conflict
studies and offers various competing explanations. The third chapter develops the
theoretical basis for the two explanatory hypotheses. The methodological approach,
including the operationalization of the variables, is described and explained in chapter
four. Chapter five presents the empirical analysis, which is summarized and critically

evaluated in the concluding chapter.
2. Approaching the challenge of conflict settlement

2.1 Locating the post-agreement phase

The object of study being post-agreement phases after conflict, the term conflict should

be clarified. The focus here is on armed intrastate conflicts, as opposed to interstate

20 Even though ceasefires and peace agreements, given their ad hoc nature, are not necessarily institutions,
they perform similar functions which institutionalists set out to be conducive to cooperation: agreements and
the types of institutions they create filter and provide information, reduce uncertainty, set standards and
increase the valuation of the future. See Fortna (2004b).

16
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conflicts or unarmed conflicts. I use the terms intrastate conflict and civil war
synonymously and define them broadly. A civil war is an armed conflict that causes at
least 25 battle-related deaths?* per year, “occurs within the recognized boundary of a
state, involves the state as a principal combatant, [and] includes rebels with the ability to

m2

mount organized armed opposition to the state. Certain conflict stages and

corresponding strategic responses are common to most conflicts.

Conflict . T
Ceasefire/ . lization
stage

Strategic War Limitation Peace 9 Peacebuilding
response
J\

J\

Y
Contalnment Settlement Transformation

Figure 1: Conflict stages and strategic responses®

With the signature of a peace agreement, a conflict moves from the containment to the
settlement phase.?* The term ‘post-conflict’ denotes this specific post-agreement stage in
a conflict (roughly marked by the shaded circle). A peace agreement, or peace accord, is
a written document signed between two or more warring parties consenting to make
peace, “to explicitly regulate or resolve their basic incompatibility.”®> It usually includes
the establishment of a ceasefire and the promise to erect new political and legal
institutional structures.® An agreement never ends a conflict per se. Rather, the phase
that follows an agreement is distinct from the actual conflict phase because agreements
are supposed to “provide a framework in which conflicting goals can be accommodated

and pursued by means other than political violence.”’

To some extent, it is a technical document signed by elites. On another level, it can be of

2t Analogous to the UCDP’s definition. Most quantitative studies adopt the ‘magic” 1,000-deaths per year
threshold to consider a conflict a war. Since my study is more concerned with the strategic behavior of conflict
parties and third party interveners than with the overall number of violent acts committed or the number of
people killed per year, the specific threshold is of marginal interest. Though all cases chosen for the empirical
analysis here produced an enormous amount of victims (thus theoretically allowing for a narrower definition),
I refrain from artificially limiting the applicability of my findings. Furthermore, the question of whether and to
what extent the specific levels of destruction are comparable across conflicts is thereby left aside.

22 Doyle and Sambanis (2000) p.783.

23 Figure adopted from Ramsbotham et al. (2006) p.11. Note that the depiction implies a rough sequence, not
a perfectly linear process.

24 The goal in this particular sequence is to put an end to direct violence, rather than the structural or cultural
violence underlying a conflict. See Ramsbotham et al. (2006) p.10.

%5 \Wallensteen and Sollenberg (1997) p.342.

%6 Bell (2006) p.374.

7 \Wolff (2006) p.155

17



18 Franziska Weller: Securing Peace

high symbolic value for the entire population. One should distinguish between partial/
interim agreements and comprehensive/ final settlements.?® An observable trend over the
last decade is the tendency towards more detailed, comprehensive agreements that often
spell out timetables for implementation and for compliance with commitments. One
reason may well be the increasing presence of international organizations such as the
United Nations (UN) or the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) in
peace processes, bringing along international lawyers and negotiators. Analytical
problems arise when accounting for the common reality that negotiated settlements
usually bring forth a successive humber of agreements, addressing the same or different
points of contention and including the same or different conflict parties. Recognizing the
potential for distortions, this study follows the lead of previous authors and takes the
most comprehensive peace agreement as the point of departure.”® Nevertheless, since
actor behavior must be evaluated as part of an overall process, subsequent agreements,
including less comprehensive ceasefire agreements, factor into the evaluation of the case

on all the variables under consideration.

The object of study is ultimately to analyze and predict conflict party behavior. Thus
choices need to be made on the treatment of groups as the unit of analysis. The terms
group, faction, party and antagonist have been used synonymously throughout the
hitherto discussion. This practice will be continued as we proceed, with the added remark
that the incumbent government is one conflict party according to the here employed civil
war definition. In the empirical analysis, the official group names and acronyms will be
used. It makes sense to “focus on individuals or groups that are in a position to alter
conflict dynamics in one way or another.”® Even when disregarding non-potent groups,
the actor spectrum is diverse. It consists of the main contenders, smaller rebel groups,

political leaders and a range of outside actors.

Group behavior can theoretically be observed on two levels: the individual combatant and
the leadership, which usually converges in the hands of a single male, such as a
president, a commanding general or warlord. It has been rightly pointed out that rebel
groups tend to be highly fractionalized and internally incohesive, rendering the formal
leadership out of control. In addition, many of the assumptions about the motivation of
combatants and their leaders in war are difficult to gauge. Extensive interviews of

28 Bell (2006) sensibly differentiates further between three types of peace agreements, dependent on the
phase of peace talks, which they delineate.

% This makes sense considering that the content of the foregone agreements is usually integrated into the
comprehensive one.

30 Jeong (2008) p.22.

18
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individual leaders and fighters would only start to shed light on the true driving force
behind their actions: were combatants motivated by their feeling of insecurity or did they
mostly weigh their options in economic terms? Generating the kind of data that would be
needed to understand individual motivations in a (post-)conflict environment is not within

reach for this thesis.

As will become clear in the next section, most theorists assume some level of group
cohesion. Treating each group as a single actor reduces complexity for their proposed
analytical models. The theoretical model presented in chapter 3 follows this lead with the

considerable feeling of unease that was just elucidated.

2.2 Review of explanations for peacemaking and war recurrence

Since the deployment of the first UN peacekeeping mission in 1948, much of the practical
experience in conflict resolution has been characterized by learning-by-doing. Systematic
academic inquiry into the topic has only taken foot in the mid 1990s, which means that
determining robust factors for successful peacemaking remains dodgy. Yet in light of the
boom in the literature since then, it is impossible to offer an exhaustive overview here.™
Rather, this sub-chapter outlines the central arguments that have been made to explain
different outcomes of peace processes. It will become clear that the overall complexity of
post-conflict situations does not lend itself to lean theorizing, resulting in the fact that
many scholars have advocated a ‘hodge podge’ multi-factor approach, testing all
potentially potent factors in quantitative analyses or using them to enlighten a single case

in all its facets.

The most common goal in academic research on this subject is to explain war recurrence
or, conversely, a return to peace (and democracy).?* Proposed explanations for this
ambitious endeavor can roughly be grouped into four categories, depending on what is
assumed to primarily motivate combatant groups: hatred, grievance, greed, or fear. The
most pertinent explanations that authors have brought forth differ with respect to these
underlying motivations. Consequently, the brief review of the literature is structured along
these four basic sensations. Note that theories hinging on the fear factor are only briefly

mentioned here and discussed in more detail in the theoretical model in chapter 3.

When hatred is the driving factor, scholars propose cultural, historical, or war-related

group incompatibility as the best explanation for why combatants fail to cooperate. The

31 I recommend the more detailed but succinct overviews by Collier et al. (2008) and Mehler (2008).
32 Note that many explanations for the recurrence of wars are equally applicable to the outbreak of wars;
essentially one complex body of literature addresses both questions.

19



20 Franziska Weller: Securing Peace

most common point of departure is that conflicts are more intractable when different
ethnic groups fight them. Some interpret ethnicity as a primordial phenomenon and an
inherently conflict-stirring factor in social life.> Others stress that ethnicity does not
matter until powerful elites abuse it to attain other goals.>* The common denominator is
that there is a higher potential for conflict in ‘ethnically mined’ states, but that it is not

ethnic difference itself that creates conflict and hampers conflict resolution.*

In a post-conflict environment, group antagonism will always be heightened. The fighting
will have defined identities anew and aggravated mistrust, whether the groups define
themselves in ethnic, religious, political, ideological, linguistic or socio-economic terms.
According to this logic, the costliness of the war, measured in overall duration, the
severity of the Kkilling, the loss of lives, and economic destruction best predicts the

probability of war recurrence.

“Earlier wars set the stage for conflicts that occur in later years because [excessive]
violence exacerbated ethnic divisions making coexistence difficult [...], or because the

human costs of war created psychological barriers to building peace.”®

No consensus has been reached on how to measure or even define ethnicity. The
measures of choice in small-n and large-n comparative case studies are (1) overall ethnic
and religious heterogeneity®” and/ or (2) ethnic dominance and repression.*® It has been
largely agreed that the first measure, ethnic heterogeneity, is neither necessary nor

sufficient to explain why conflicts turn violent,*

partly because a highly stagnant factor is
unlikely to explain something as volatile as violent conflict. Inter-ethnic hatred only comes
to the surface when groups have maltreated each other in the past, which is implied by

the second measure.

When the institutional make-up of a society enforces ethnic polarization, causing ethnic

favoritism and narrowly (instead of nationally) targeted policies, then the disadvantaged

33 A prominent representative of this view is Horowitz (1985).

34 See Snyder (2000).

% Fearon (1995) proposes that interethnic violence would not occur if ethnic difference, combined with
unstable political institutions did not give rise to a commitment problem resulting in mutual fear and mistrust.
Also see Wolff (2006), Sawyer (2004) p.2, Hale (2008) and Lake and Rothchild (1996). Also note that Gurr
(2000) statistically examines an overall decrease in ethnic conflicts in the world.

36 Walter (2004) p.372.

37 See Collier and Hoeffler (2001). Fearon (2003) offers a theoretical and empirical guide on the use and
employability of ethnic and cultural fractionalization indexes.

38 See Birnir (2009).

39 Refer to Collier et al. (2008) for a recent study that has generated such a finding. Interestingly enough,
many quantitative studies seem rather biased in the way they ‘waste’ serious thought on the ethnic factor in
the sense that they have come up with a qualitative proxy.
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group may choose to resort to arms to voice its grievances.” Then grievance is the
primary motivator, and the explanation can be found in the nature of (political)
institutions.*! In this context, the connections between decentralized forms of government
and conflict resolution has started to receive increased attention.* The role of political
institutions after conflict is the topic of chapter 3.2., where I examine the existing

literature on power sharing and some of its alternatives in greater detail.

Somewhat related to institutional arrangements, the structural environment influences
grievances and the baseline prospects for peace.”® Few would disagree that the
probability for former antagonists to cooperate in Angola was lower from the start than in
Macedonia. Especially prominent in quantitative studies, indicators for a higher degree of
difficulty include the overall number of combatants, the number of hostile parties, the
degree of hostility in the region, income levels and state capacities, and the presence of
disposable resources.” All of the above in one way or another condition the specific
opportunity structures shaping the motivation for peace vs. war. And opportunity
structures shape incentives. Doyle and Sambanis differentiate between offensive and
defensive incentives that drive post-war behavior. According to the authors, offensive
incentives include the prospect of reaping the spoils of war by seizing the property of
rivals, imposing a specific ideology on the state and its people, selling readily extractable

resources, or all of the above.®

Offensive incentives entail greed as a motivational element. Those to whom renewed war
is more lucrative than peace may chose to fight on. Specific war economies are especially
pertinent in this context. The greatest challenge in any peace process is to get everyone
with a stake in peace on board while managing or containing those who profit from a
continuation of war. Differentiating between sincere peacemakers and spoilers is the
essence of the spoiler literature around Stedman.* Peace processes are bound to create
winners and losers. Actors who find themselves on the losing end will try to undermine or

derail the process. They will do so by refusing to sign an agreement in the first place —

0 See MacGarry (1993) and Birnir (2009).

1 Ppolitical institutions define the way in which interests are expressed and aggregated and policies are
decided on and implemented. The most commonly examined formal political institutions are constitutions,
government systems, and electoral and legislative rules. Many of these rules and basic laws look rather similar
from country to country without producing the same outcome. Hence it is important to note, as has been
done extensively in the institutionalist literature, that informal rules and norms oftentimes constrain and shape
behavior.

2 Bunce and Watts (2005) and Schou and Haug (2005).

43 The term baseline prospects is borrowed from Fortna (2004b). Stedman et al. (2002) group the variables
defining the implementation environment under a “difficulty index.”

* See Stedman et al. (2002), Walter (2002) and Collier et al. (2008).

% Doyle and Sambanis (2000) p.780.

6 Stedman (1997). Also see Zahar (2003) p.121.
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outside spoilers — or by failing to abide by the agreed terms — inside spoilers. “Even the
best-designed settlements must be prepared for violence from leaders and organizations

who decide that the kind of peace in question is not in their interest.”

Spoiler theory suffers from at least two weaknesses. First, it lacks a magic formula to
differentiate (ex ante) between a spoiler and an armed group that bargains hard but is
honestly interested in making peace. Critics secondly point out that a group leader is
never eternally defined as a spoiler, not least as one spoiler type. On the contrary, “the

"8 and to

concept of a spoiler can only be defined in relation to a given peace agreement
the context in which negotiations and implementation take place. A non-cooperative
armed group may be strategically marginalized along the way (as in the case of the
Khmer Rouge in Cambodia), sigh a separate agreement later on (like the CNDD-FDD in

Burundi), or disintegrate (like various armed factions in Tajikistan).

Stedman argues that what makes the difference between success and failure is that
potential spoilers be treated in line with their identified goals and their level of
commitment to achieving these goals. Depending on this assessment, international
custodians of peace must choose to try and induce, socialize or coerce them.* I will
return to this proposition in the next chapter, where I discuss power sharing as a way to
increase the peace dividend for those who participate (strategy of inducement) and a firm
third-party commitment to the peace process as a way to lower the costs of de-escalation

and to raise the cost of re-escalation (strategy of coercion).

Zartman also departs from the idea of a cost-benefit calculus when he theorizes that
warring parties are unlikely to negotiate in good faith unless the moment is ripe in military
terms. Only when parties have realized that they are locked into a military stalemate will
they be willing to accept something lower than total victory over their opponent.® The
moment to settle a war is ripest when opponents are more or less balanced in their
economic and military capabilities. Such a hurting stalemate is also more likely to occur
when a war has been fought for an extended length of time and when it was costly,
because factions may then lack the manpower and financial capacities to continue their

military efforts.

47 Downs and Stedman (2002) p.8.

48 Zahar (2003) p.116.

% Stedman offers a typology of spoiling potential based on groups’ goals and their level of commitment to
achieving these goals: greedy spoilers with a low commitment pose the lowest risk, limited spoilers (with
limited goals) with a high commitment are more problematic and total spoilers (total goals and a strong
commitment) are likely to completely derail a peace process. See Stedman (1997).

50 Zartman (2001).
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Outside actors can influence the degree to which a stalemate hurts the warring parties by
imposing economic sanctions, denying aid payments, or capping supply chains for
strategic equipment. In the past, the economic muscle of the international community has
usually been used to force the stronger party to the negotiating table. Once an agreement
has been reached, strategic aid disbursement becomes more important, especially for the
demilitarization process. The costs associated with cantonment, the collection and
destruction of weapons, and the compensation of ex-combatants are extremely high.
Well-targeted aid programs and higher levels of development are both associated with

smoother demilitarization processes.

This leaves us with the last of the four underlying motivations: fear. Hinging explanations
on the fear factor makes particular sense for post-conflict situations. Parties may want
peace, but cannot commit to it out of the suspicion to be cheated. The next chapter
elaborates the dilemma of commitment in more detail. It first introduces a security-related
conceptualization of post-conflict situations. The subsequent sub-chapters 3.2. and 3.3.
describe two forms of guarantees with the potential to alleviate the commitment problem,

resulting in the two explanatory hypotheses for the theoretical model of this thesis.

3. Theoretical model: overcoming the commitment

problem

3.1 Credible commitment theory

Credible commitment theory departs from the assumption that antagonists after war,
when they are boundedly rational actors,® are concerned about their security. Without a
clear winner, cooperation is required to secure peace, especially in the military realm.
However, disarming and demobilizing may resemble suicide if the former antagonist
defects. Stated in game theoretic language, in the absence of a credible commitment by
the other to cooperate, defection is the dominant strategy. The decision to end or reignite
a violent conflict, according to this model, depends not only on the evaluation of the
current situation, but also on the anticipation of the risk of being attacked in the future.>

From the point of view of a rebel force that fights for national power, without a credible

! In highly simplified terms, rational actors weigh the costs and benefits of an outcome and chose their
actions accordingly. Rationality is bounded by uncontrollable constraints in the environment of a decision-
maker: limited or asymmetric information, time pressure, high levels of uncertainty, socially determined
heuristic shortcuts, and so on.
%2 See Federspiel (2008) p.13.
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assurance that government forces will not overrun them as soon as the balance of power

shifts in its favor, cooperation is unattractive.>®

Usually applied to the nature of the international system under the defensive realist
paradigm,*® the concept of anarchy also helps to enlighten security concerns of sub-state
entities in weak and destabilized states: limited knowledge about the other side’s actions
paired with the absence of an intact coercive authority creates fear and insecurity.>® Such
mutual security fears, as Snyder and Jervis suggest, contribute to the outbreak or onset
of civil wars. The authors depart from Hobbes’ insights that (1) the state normally
provides a buffer against anarchy and (2) “because individuals are more vulnerable than
are states, the security dilemma is likely to be more severe in civil than in international

anarchy.”®

Walter lists three theoretical solutions to facilitate cooperation in situations with a
weakened or absent sovereign authority.”” First, parties can resort to increased
deterrence by enhancing their unilateral defensive security measures, making an attack
by the other side yet more costly and less likely to be victorious. A (widely contested)
scenario for tense interstate relationships, this is not an option likely to lead to an overall
appeasement of intrastate relations. Also, as Posen points out, the security dilemma is
more difficult to counteract “when offensive and defensive military forces are more or less
identical,” as is the case with light weapons, used in today’s civil wars.>®

A second possibility is the segmentation of the peace process into reciprocal

t.>° Such a

implementation periods, making cooperation per period less risky via tit-for-ta
tactic can ensure that sides are more or less equal during the demobilization process, but
it cannot prevent groups from withholding troops and equipment for later attack. With
limited information and without monitoring, the inter-subjective interpretation of the

situation resembles the prisoner’s dilemma, even when tit-for-tat is encouraged. Without

>3 See Fearon (1995). Note that Fearon was among the first to make use of the commitment problem to
explain the rise of ethnic warfare in the collapsed Soviet Union. Walter and Snyder postulate that the
commitment problem is equally applicable to other conflict or post-conflict situations, whether or not these
involve specifically ethnic factions. See Walter and Snyder (1999).

> See Jervis (1978).

%5 See Posen (1993).

% Snyder and Jervis (1999) p.15.

57 Walter (1999) and Walter (2002).

8 posen (1993) p.104. Light weapons are defined as “man- and truck-portable weapons” like small arms,
grenades and land mines. See Spear (1996) p.377.

% Initially proposed as a solution to cooperation under anarchy in the seminal experiment by Axelrod (1984).
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a third party enforcer, the end result (defection in the final period) will be the same.®®

Consequently, defection is the preferred strategy in each preceding step.

Third, there is mutual or unilateral reassurance:®! If a conflict party is sincerely interested
in @ cooperative outcome, it can send costly signals. According to this logic, reassurance is
the rational answer to mistrust when cooperation is the mutually preferred outcome.®
According to Hartzell and Hoddie, carefully crafted, step-wise implementation processes
can reassure antagonists of their lasting commitment to the overall settlement process.®®
However, as the authors admit, in a context where mutual suspicions, destroyed
infrastructures and information shortages obstruct direct communication, signals may
quickly be blurred or misunderstood. For such precarious scenarios, third party verification

remains an essential ingredient.

The problem with all of these remedies is that they are not automatically binding,
ergo not necessarily credible. This means that even if conflict parties are tired of fighting
and want to make peace, they are faced with the challenge of crafting credible
guarantees against immediate or future exploitation. The two most relevant forms of such
guarantees are introduced below: power sharing as an institutional guarantee and

external security guarantees.

3.2 Raising the stakes: Power sharing as an institutional guarantee

Some promise to share strategic decision-making power has been part of most
negotiated settlements since the 1990s.%* As this chapter will make clear, these promises
can vary greatly in their nature, strength and overall credibility. For a better
understanding of the argument that is made here, it is helpful to take a step back with a

look at the general role for political institutions after civil war.

If territorial partition is not a viable option for solving a civil war, then conflict
resolution requires the (re-)construction of an institutional framework in which a single

sovereign government makes political decisions. Institutions are here defined as the

€ Note that Ostrom et al. (1992) offer a model for devising self-enforcing institutions to overcome
cooperation problems “without a sword.” The essence of Ostrom’s “alternative solution” is the idea that the
actors “themselves can make a binding contract to commit themselves to a cooperative strategy that they
themselves will work out.” (p.15). If an interaction setting extends over time, “and individuals adopt internal
norms, it is possible for individuals to utilize contingent strategies, not simply independent strategies, in
relating to one another.” (p.36). However, if time horizons are short and players heavily discount the future, a
central element of this institutional arrangement is the (mutually agreed upon) appointment of a third party to
monitor and sanction behavior.

61 Advocates of reassurance originated as a critique of the deterrence literature during the Cold War.

62 Kydd (2000).

83 See Hoddie and Hartzell (2003) p.305.

% Hartzell and Hoddie (2007).
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humanly devised constraints on social interaction® that can foster both conflict and
cooperation. Specific institutional arrangements have many interconnected trade-offs and
unexpected side effects, especially in the political realm; finding the right formula is
difficult. As Rothchild and Roeder put it, former antagonists, governments, and
international organizations “are challenged to design political arrangements that can
simultaneously meet the tests of representativeness, democratic accountability, effective

governance, and political stability.”®®

An institutional structure with democratic character is not only internationally more
acceptable than an autocratic one.®” A democratic system constrains the ability to make
unilateral changes to laws and constitutions. Hence democratic structures contain a more
credible and more sustainable institutional guarantee against future exploitation than
autocratic or dictatorial ones. Promising the naissance of a democratic polity, elections
have often served as milestones in civil war settlement. However, evidence shows that
elections after conflict are amazingly destabilizing.*® Before institutions for implementation
and oversight have been put in place, conflicts have often reignited over the contestation

of election results.®®

""Winner-take-all’ elections encourage zero-sum contests. Unless there is some form of
compensation, the loser will have a strong incentive to take up arms and return to a

renewed campaign of violence in pursuit of political objectives.””

Power-sharing pacts have the potential to circumvent this problematique. Although
power-sharing institutions are difficult to craft, manage and enforce, and inflexible for
future adaptation, they may well be the least worst political arrangement to manage the

transition from a negotiated peace to a lasting peace.”

In a broad sense, power sharing refers to joint decision making. Power-sharing

institutions as defined by Roeder and Rothchild are “formal institutions that distribute

6 Analogous to Douglass North’s definition in North (1990).

% Rothchild and Roeder (2005) pp.3-5.

57 See Stedman (1992) for a poignant discussion of the democratic spirit of the “new interventionists” in the
Cold War aftermath.

6 A phenomenon that Collier (2009) recently reemphasized. The current situation in Iraq and Afghanistan are
cases in point.

59 Snyder (2000).

70 Crocker and Hampson (1996) p.63.

1 One of the most contentious issues in the academic and practical world of conflict resolution is how to
manage the transition from power sharing institutions to more flexible forms of democracy that foster
reconciliation and integrationist political parties instead of deepening ethnically based voting blocs. For the
most informative study to date refer to Noel (2005).
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decision-making rights within the state.””?> According to the more detailed definition by

Gates and Strom,

“a power-sharing arrangement is an agreement that constrains the set of agents
(politicians, policy makers) that are empowered to make political decisions in a given
community, for example a state. The parties to such agreements are usually political
parties, armed forces, or other organizations representing different social groups whose

perceived interests are significantly at odds with one another.””?

In other words, the aim of power-sharing agreements is to guarantee inclusive,
partitioned and/ or predetermined decisions via mandates (hard guarantees) or

opportunities (soft guarantees).

Originally, the term dates back to Arendt Lijphart, who prominently coined it in the
context of comparative politics. The idea of power sharing in the sense of Lijphart’s
consociationalism, inspired by cases like the Netherlands or more recently South Africa,”
is to foster cooperation between opposing factions in plural/ deeply divided societies and
to create a moderate and democratic form of government. Thus, it entails much more
than the mere inclusion of the weaker parties in government. The defining elements to be
found in a consociational polity are: (1) a grand coalition cabinet, requiring elite
cooperation, (2) group autonomy, allowing for a certain degree of self-rule regarding
issues that are of interest to particular groups but not to the commonality, (3)
proportionality at the basis of the electoral system and (4) a minority veto, the instrument

of last resort for minorities to protect their interests.”®

In a rather normative debate on the merits of different institutional arrangements for
mitigating ethnic conflict, Horowitz, Roeder, Rothchild and others have opposed Lijphart,
Nordlinger and their followers and propagated an integrative or ‘centripetal’ approach to
sharing power over the consociational group building-block approach. In practical terms,
critics of power sharing hold that majority rule and elite competition are better suited to
moderate ethnically based societal divides by promoting integrative political parties.”®

Authors like Schneckener, Wolff and O’Leary have asserted that this dispute between the

72 Roeder and Rothchild (2005a) p.30.

73 Gates and Strom (2007) p.4.

74 Lijphart (1968) and Lijphart (1994). Nordlinger made a similar case for power sharing in ethnically mined
states. See Nordlinger (1972).

7> Sisk (2003): http://www.beyondintractability.org/essay/power_sharing/ (accessed June 12, 2009).

76 Horowitz (1985), Roeder (2005), Mehler (2008). Also see O'Leary (2005) for an especially poignant
discussion of the points of contention on both sides of this debate.
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two extremes is fruitless for the analysis of recent conflicts.”” They consent that there is
no perfect institutional system that can mitigate conflict as a kind of ‘one-size-fits-all’

formula in divided societies.

This realization is especially pertinent when considering that no war-torn state in
Africa, Asia or Central America has actually institutionalized consociationalism as the
textbook prescribes. If the context of analysis shifts from generally divided societies to
post-conflict settings and from comparative politics to international relations, then power
sharing must be seen as an institutional formula with the potential to make peaceful
cohabitation more attractive than violent conflict.”® Mehler underlines this point when he
states that “power sharing in peace agreements has a less ‘preventive’ character as
intended when power sharing is an ingredient of institution-building in a less conflictive

situation.””®

Hartzell and Hoddie differentiate dimensions of state power in which power can be
shared — the military, political, territorial and economic dimension.®® Similarly to the
emerging complex power sharing literature,®' they reason that the more levels an
agreement involves, the better the chances for sending and detecting signals of
cooperative intent.®> Within the logic of guarantees: The higher the number of
dimensions, the lower the possibility for the minority or the weaker party to be fully
exploited in the future. In other words, even if one party seizes monopoly power of one
area of state power, the opponent can still exert a certain level of influence via the
remaining channels. In a medium-n comparison of cases of war termination, the authors
count the number of dimensions of state power that promise power sharing, leaving them
with an ordinal measure of power sharing extensiveness. The results weakly confirm their

hypothesis.®

Notwithstanding its theoretical logic, the comparability of ‘comprehensiveness’ across
cases is unconvincing: Is each realm of power actually worth the same or do they need to
be weighted? And is an agreement to share power in the political and military sphere

worth less or more than one that simultaneously addresses economic and territorial

’7 Schneckener (2002), Wolff (2007)

78 The connection to the term “peaceful cohabitation” is lent from Lemarchand (2007).

79 Mehler (2008) p.10.

8 Hartzell and Hoddie (2003).

81 Wolff (2009).

8 Fortna makes a similar point for the durability of ceasefire agreements in interstate conflicts. When
reducing uncertainty is one of the main objectives of an agreement to end a war, then the more specific an
agreement, the lower the uncertainty about what constitutes compliance and how noncompliance can be
detected. Fortna (2004b) p.22.

83 Hartzell and Hoddie (2007).
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dimensions? Especially when the sample includes all types of civil conflicts, how can we
rule out the possibility that a rebel group may value territorial autonomy ten times more

than a guaranteed post in the executive?

As a result of these considerations, it makes sense to focus on power-sharing
arrangements at the political center.®* According to Sisk’s definition of the term for post-
conflict scenarios, power sharing denotes any political system that “fosters governing
coalitions inclusive of most, if not all, major mobilized ethnic groups in society.”®® Such
governing coalitions can take the form of shared control over executive positions, quotas
in representative bodies, a predetermined allocation of key ministries, or all of the

above.%®

In fragile post-conflict political systems with strong authoritarian tendencies, capturing
a meaningful position in the realm of the executive is a way for factional leaders to claim
some political reward in return for peace and to try to preserve their influence into the
future. In the absence of institutional restraints on the abuse of power (such as checks
and balances), a strong and active civil society or democratic legacies, one of the defining
merits of democracy, ex ante uncertainty about the division of the political pie after an
election,®” becomes an ex ante impediment to participation by those political contestants
who would receive but a negligible share of power. In other words, power-sharing
arrangements have the potential to influence cost-benefit calculations in a way that “each
player will see the payoff from peaceful cooperation as superior to the expected returns

from violence.”®

The mere fact that a peace agreement contains power-sharing provisions does not imply
that power is actually shared. It seems justified to assume that contestants will need to
see some observable proof of the incumbent’s commitment to share power in reality.
Such a commitment can be demonstrated in the transitional government of the interim
phase between the signature of a peace agreement and post-transitional elections.®
According to the typology by Manning, political power in interim government can be

allocated in four ways: it can remain in the hands of the incumbent, be transferred to an

84 Roeder and Rothchild (2005b) and Bieber (2003).

8 Sisk (1996) p.4. In light of the discussion on ethnicity in ch. 2.2, I widen Sisk’s definition to be applicable to
not specifically inter-ethnic institutional arrangements.

8 See Walter (1999) p.141. Also see the ch. 4.2. on the operationalization of IV1.

87 Ex ante uncertainty makes democracy into a systemic arrangement, which no actor wants to change
unilaterally. Refer to Przeworski’s and Fearon’s (2006) model of democracy as equilibrium.

8 Gates and Strom (2007) p.3.

8 This is only one common definition for the study of interim governments. Transition periods in a more
general sense tend to be more broadly defined as the period between the collapse of one government/
system and the (stable) reconstruction of a new one. In that case, the beginning of the war would be the
more suitable definition of a starting part.
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internationally-run transitional authority (such as in Cambodia), or a popularly elected
transitional government (such as in the recent experiments in Kosovo, Bosnia, and Iraq)®
or it can be allocated according to elite-negotiated quotas (such as the executive power-

sharing pacts I have been discussing above).

Lyons proposes that the nature of political processes (mostly, the degree of participation)
in the interim phase impacts antagonists’ evaluation of the viability of the larger political

process.

“Transitional arrangements will be critical arenas in which ex-combatants and civilians
make assessments regarding whether the post-conflict environment will protect their

interests and whether to support the peace building and electoral processes.”*

Combining theories on power sharing and interim governments as potential bridges to
peace and democracy:** Power sharing in interim government can serve as a confidence-
building measure to build mutual trust among factions, as a terrain for antagonists to
signal a desire for peace, to socialize within the political realm and to induce potential

spoilers to stay on board.” Hence the first explanatory hypothesis is:

H1: The higher the degree of power sharing in interim government, the higher the

probability that confiict parties demobilize their armed forces and de-escalate the confiict.

While there is large consensus that power-sharing pacts are at best a transitional
device, I inquire specifically about the widely stated but hardly tested connection between
power sharing and demilitarization in transition. If conflict parties agree to demobilize
without power-sharing guarantees, then the null-hypothesis cannot be rejected. H1 will
prove incapable to enlighten the studied cases. Such guarantees may then be considered

either unnecessary or insufficient for demilitarization and conflict de-escalation.

After having looked at the options for institutional guarantees, the next section zooms

in on the role for external guarantors in peacemaking.

3.3 Lowering the risks: External security guarantees

Credible commitment theory predicts that cooperation in the field of security between
antagonists after war may be irrational without third party involvement during the
vulnerable post-agreement phase.?® “At a minimum, the explicit involvement of a powerful

third state in maintaining peace invokes international audience costs to violating the

% See Manning (2007) pp.57-66

1 Lyons (2004) p.38.

2 Term adopted from Guttieri (2007).

%3 See Sisk (1996), Jarstad (2006) and Rothchild (2005) pp.255-256.
9% See Walter (2002). Also consult Collier (2009).
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agreement.”> At a maximum, effective external security guarantees threaten to punish
any aggressor that defects from the terms of agreement. Such guarantees simultaneously
serve as a deterrent to defection and as a protection to any party that fears being taken
advantage of during demobilization.® “Third parties can thus ensure that the payoffs from

cheating no longer exceed the payoffs from faithfully executing the settlement’s terms.””’

The idea that only third parties can credibly monitor, verify and sanction antagonist
behavior serves as the raison d'étre for the interposition of peacekeepers or peace
enforcers. Peacekeeping and peace enforcement describe a situation in which a third
party engages in the conflict country with the intent of promoting peace there. The
concepts have been coined within a UN framework, but they relate to a larger context
with or without UN involvement; implied in all of them is the prefix ‘international.” In his
famous “Agenda for Peace™® Boutros Boutros-Ghali defines the concepts according to
their objectives, the level of consent by local parties and the conditions under which force
may be used.” Peacekeeping focuses on monitoring and verification activities conferred
to a third party with the consent of belligerents.’® Therefore, the deterrent capacity of
peacekeeping is limited. In UN practice, a ceasefire is the prerequisite for the deployment

of a peacekeeping mission.'*!

Peace enforcement missions, on the other hand, aim to ensure compliance with a
ceasefire without the consent of the parties. Resorting to the use of violence is justifiable
when it aims at rolling back aggression.'®? In its ability to sanction non-compliance, peace
enforcement poses the most credible threat. However, ever since the disastrous
experiences with failed peace enforcement attempts in Rwanda and Somalia, a ‘peace-
enforcing fatigue’ has afflicted the UN and its contributing countries.!® Further
complicating the picture, peacekeeping missions in the past have ventured into the realm
of enforcement. The lines become especially blurred in the French (and Russian) stance
on peacekeeping. Here the logic goes: In shifting conflict environments, mission success

% Fortna (2004b) p.27.

% Stedman (1996) p.746.

% Walter (1999) p.137.

%8 See Boutros-Ghali (1992).

% For a succinct overview see Stedman (1996).

190 The concepts peacebuilding or wider peacekeeping have been introduced to account for the fact that
peacekeeping today has become multidimensional. The more complex tasks peace-builders are confronted
with include humanitarian assistance, policing, and economic recovery. Many scholars refer to peacebuilding
in a broad sense, describing any effort at restoring peace after war.

101 Originally “UN peacekeeping goals were primarily limited to maintaining ceasefires and stabilizing situations
on the ground, so that efforts could be made at the political level to resolve the conflict by peaceful means.”
United Nations (2003): http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/ (accessed August 10, 2009).

102 See Doyle and Sambanis (2007) and Durch (1993) for two detailed discussions of the topic with respect to
UN missions.

103 Term adopted from Doyle (1996) p.538.
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may depend on the readiness of the intervener to cease being defensive and impartial.
When one conflict party objectively threatens to spoil the peace process, total impartiality

may negatively affect the credibility of intervening forces.'®

While public debate on external (military) intervention in internal conflict situations has
become increasingly critical, most empirical studies confirm a positive connection between

the presence of an external guarantor of security and civil war settlement.

Walter’'s analysis of the Commonwealth Monitoring Force in Zimbabwe provides an
example for a credible external guarantee conceptualized as the commitment by a
powerful third state that facilitated conflict settlement there.’® Thinking along the same
lines, Collier singles out the British intervention in Sierra Leone in 2001 and the long-term
French guarantees to countries in the ‘Francafrique’ as cases in which third party
guarantees were effective at reigning in aggressors.’® Note that in today’s post-Brezhnev
Doctrine world, not many countries are willing to take such a politically costly step on
their own account.’® Focusing on peacekeeping as a type of external guarantee, Fortna
finds that the presence of a UN peacekeeping mission increases peace duration.'%
Hampson measures the effect of external support more broadly and concludes from a
comparison of peace processes from the 1990s that the “quality and level of support” by
third parties during the implementation phase'® are crucial. Others call a similar variable

110

“international capacities, or construct an “international willingness” score for each

sampled post-conflict situation.!!!

Whatever the variable capturing the strength of commitment by an external guarantor is
called, there is consensus that external guarantees can only be expected to have the
desired effect when they are credible. First, it is important to distinguish empty promises
from a credible commitment to intervene. Walter suggests that a mere promise may be
sufficient to convince conflict parties to sign a negotiated settlement but insufficient to aid

its implementation (especially in the military realm) when the promised force never

104 See discussion of Scandinavian, Anglo-Saxon and French policy positions on peacekeeping in UN Institute
for Disarmament Research (1996) p.46ff.

105 Walter (2002).

106 Collier (2009).

7 The UN Charta considers only two circumstances in which the international community can legally
intervene in the affairs of a UN member state: when the events in that state pose a threat to international
security (invoking Chapter VII) or when the state gives its consent (Chapter VI). See Wilkins (1997) p.255.

108 Fortna (2004a).

109 Hampson (1996) p.210.

110 poyle and Sambanis (2000).

11 powns and Stedman (2002) pp.54-61. Fortna (2004b) adopts a similar model for her study on the
durability of international ceasefire agreements.
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comes.''? Second, the capabilities of the third party force must be robust enough to have
an observable influence on the ground. Robustness depends on both strategic and
logistical components, notably power interests and the contribution of resources and

troops.'"
The second explanatory hypothesis for this investigation is:

HZ2: The higher the robustness of external security guarantees, the higher the probability

that confiict parties demobilize their armed forces and de-escalate the confiict.

Accordingly, if parties demobilize in the absence of a robust external commitment to the
process, then the null-hypothesis cannot be rejected and the second IV could not
sufficiently explain the variation in the cases.

Since both of the hypotheses predict a positive relationship between the IV and the DV,
one should expect the two IVs to complement or even reinforce each other. This means
that the case in which both are absent should also exhibit the lowest commitment to
demilitarization. Accordingly, when both types of guarantees are strong and credible, then

parties should more readily agree to disarm and demobilize.

/ Implementation environment

Vi Power sharing in
interim government

V2 External security /

guarantees

Demilitarization | DV

Local capacities

Figure 2: Depiction of theoretical model

4. Methodological approach

4.1 Demilitarization (DV)

The peacebuilding literature has offered various ways to measure peacebuilding/

peace implementation success. The most widely used ones are (1) absence of violence/

12 Walter (1999) pp.152-153.
13 For the operationalization of robustness see ch. 4.3.
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reduction in the conflict level (2) resolution of the underlying disputes''* (3) mandate

achievement of a peacebuilding mission'*® and/or (4) achievements of a sub-goal.''®

The more detailed the studies on peace processes become, the more narrowly defined the
phenomenon to be explained. Sub-goals that are most commonly singled out are the
protection of human rights, refugee repatriation, truth and reconciliation, and
demilitarization. Notwithstanding the rise in demand for civilian and political assistance,
military aspects retain their distinct complexity.'” As a result, the dependent variable is

narrowed down to one sub-goal in peace implementation: demilitarization.*®

Demilitarization lies on the nexus between weapons control and security sector reform. It
is here defined as the act of doing away with the military capability of a nation’s army, a
group or a region. It is often the result of a peace treaty. Note that countries with bloated
militaries have in the past chosen to downsize their armed forces without a foregone
war.'*® In post-conflict settings, demilitarization is especially tricky. Depending on the
case, it entails disarmament, demobilization and social reintegration and/or military
integration (DDR).!%

114 See Bratt (1997).

115 Refer to various internal UN reviews. Using mandate achievement as the proxy creates obvious issues of
non-comparability between cases, a selection bias on such peace processes that involve peacebuilding
missions and endogeneity, since the degree to which a mission is successful directly depends on its ex ante
aspirations.

116 See Walter (2004).

117 See Spear (2002) p.141.

118 Barbara Walter, whose work I am highly indebted to, makes the theoretical connection between the
degree to which former combatants cooperate after war with their willingness to surrender arms. However,
instead of actually measuring the degree to which disarmament and demobilization has been achieved, Walter
resorts to a much more general measure of commitment to peace: the overall success of settlement
implementation measured by the degree to which (1) violence has ended after five years and (2) combatants
make a “good-faith effort” at implementation. Walter (2002) p.54.

119 For a number of recent cases of this kind see Carames and Sanz (2008).

120 geveral nuanced reports on the financial and operational aspects of DDR emerged around the Stockholm
Initiative on SSR (SIDDR) and the UN integrated standards system on DDR. This body of literature is highly
practice oriented, focusing on the comparison of operational aspects of individual cases of DDR failure and
success. Within the UN context of DDR mandates, comprehensive studies of several cases were undertaken
under the umbrella of the UN Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDR) in the 1990s. Terms and concepts
are introduced in the introductory book: UN Institute for Disarmament Research (1996). For a handbook
styled work see Ball and van de Goor (2006) and for an example of a detailed case study see Boshoff and
Vrey (2006). An overview of more recent cases of DDR can also be found in Carames and Sanz (2008).
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Milita - ilization - . - Reinsertion/
4‘1 ‘ Demobilization Disarmament - ‘ !
Downsizing * Assembly Reintegration -
. Weapons Surrender O
* Discharge Into civilian life

Military . - Demobilization - - Integration-
Integration Assembly Into armed forces

Figure 3: Stages of Demilitarization: The DDR Process*!

DDR can be seen as a process involving several sequential or parallel programs. The
underlying objectives for conflict resolution are rather narrow, situated in the military
sphere: to stop fighting and decrease fighting capacities, the creation of a single national
army (also referred to as rebel-military integration) and/ or the separation of combatants
from at least some of their weapons. Eventually, these are means to build stability, to
reduce violence and to increase the security level in support of the overall peace process

and the chances for future democratization.'??

Disarmament describes the process of “eliminating the military capabilities of warring
factions.”*** Demobilization is the “controlled discharge” of combatants from armed
forces. This may require the assembly of armed groups into cantonment areas or safe
zones.'** To lower the probability of conflict relapse, discharge needs to be followed by
reinsertion and long-term reintegration, usually involving special benefits programs, arms-
for-money exchanges and employment initiatives. Evidently, disarmed soldiers without a
job, without a family and safety net will not automatically refrain from resorting to arms in
the future. In these global times, weapons can be re-attained in a timely and covert
fashion on the international marketplace. Notwithstanding the importance of reinsertion/

reintegration, this step will not be part of the formal measurement of the DV here.

The most straightforward reason for this omission is that theoretically as well as
practically, the ‘R’ of DDR is highly dependent on very specifically targeted monetary
assistance programs and the overall financial stability of a country, including employment

opportunities. In short, explanations that may be fitting to explain why combatants agree

121 Own adaptation from Ball and van de Goor (2006).

122Gae UN Institute for Disarmament Research (1996) p.174 and Ball and van de Goor (2006).
123 UN Institute for Disarmament Research (1996) p.171.

124 See Ball and van de Goor (2006) p.2.
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to lay down arms may not be sufficient to explain why they successfully reintegrate into

civilian life in the medium and long term.

Even when narrowed down to disarmament and demobilization (D&D), comparing
demilitarization success across cases is a complicated exercise. The basic measurement
procedure here is to compare baseline numbers on the amount of combatants and
weapons in a post-conflict situation with the goals for D&D in the peace agreement and
the amount of actually disarmed and demobilized forces. Unfortunately, obtaining
adequate baseline figures is merely impossible, particularly on the number of weapons in
circulation. In some cases, such as Tajikistan,'*> such figures were never generated. Or,
as in the case of Angola, armed factions and government forces grossly overstate their
military potential in order to increase the level of uncertainty and to qualify for higher
benefits payments.'?® Promised funds can also be an incentive for non-combatants to
declare themselves as such, giving rise to the term ‘phantom combatants.” Furthermore,
“data may be distorted for political purposes: government agencies may have an incentive
to underplay issues related to potential political instability, or, if they are seeking
assistance in addressing a particular problem, may overstate the dimensions of that

problem.”¥

A second obstacle is that every demilitarization process in the past has run into difficulties
during implementation and none have progressed in a completely smooth, linear fashion

to deserve being called a success.

An acceptable solution can be found when stressing the behavior of ex-combatants and
their leaders over the technical details in the process. Then, the most important indicator
for antagonist cooperation is the degree to which the parties to the peace agreement
initiate the process at all. A second indicator is the proportion of ex-combatants showing
up for demobilization compared to the number set out in the peace agreement. More
concretely, a case is coded as ‘demilitarization success’ when all the major armed factions
in a conflict send forces to cantonment sights and/ or when at least 50 per cent of ex-
combatants targeted by DDR planning are eventually demobilized. In contrast, the DV is
coded ‘demilitarization failure’” when at least one signatory party fails to commence the
DDR process and/ or when less than 50 per cent of ex-combatants targeted by DDR

planning are eventually demobilized.

125 Torjesen et al. (2005) confirm that there was no inventory of weapons in opposition hands during the civil
war.

126 Carames and Sanz (2008) p.27.

27 Torjesen et al. (2005) p.3.
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One may rightly object that these narrowly defined indicators give too much weight to the
quality and content of peace agreements. In an attempt to save this study from coding a
completely defect or misguided peace process as a success (because the opponents failed
to commit themselves to more than a bare minimum concerning demilitarization in the
peace agreement), I include the level of conflict intensity after the official end of the
implementation phase as an additional indicator for the DV. The main source consulted to
measure conflict intensity is the conflict intensity index published each year by the
Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research (HIIK). The HIIK conflict intensity

8

index'?® codes conflict and post-conflict situations according to their level of intensity

between 1 and 5.

non-violent: violent:

1 = latent conflict 3 = crisis

2 = manifest conflict 4 = severe crisis
5= war

Figure 4: Levels of conflict intensity

When the conflict has become non-violent, it is assumed to have de-escalated.

4.2 Degree of power sharing in interim government (IV1)

As justified in the theoretical discussion, the power-sharing variable used here consists of
the promise to share political power within the executive decision-making bodies of
government. The power-sharing provisions promised by agreement texts serve as a first
indicator for this variable. The second indicator is found in the structure and nature of
interim government institutions. It has been argued above that the promise to share
power is more credible when parties (or the ruling party) take concrete steps to share

their power with the opposition.
Accordingly, the indicator for the first IV consists of two parts:
1. The degree to which the agreement text makes political power-sharing provisions and

2. The degree to which actual decision-making power is shared in a ‘grand coalition’
between antagonists in interim government. This will be examined for the realm of (1) the
presidency (2) the cabinet (3) parliament/ the national assembly (4) and any additional

interim governing institutions with legislative and executive functions (such as national

128 gee Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research (2008).
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councils or electoral commissions). The aggregated judgment of the power-sharing
character is then subsumed into a binary variable: the degree of power sharing varies

between *high” and ‘low.’

4.3 Robustness of external security guarantees (IV2)

The definition and operationalization of the robustness of external security guarantees
departs from Walter’s conceptualization of the term: the willingness of a third party to
commit to the implementation of a peace agreement. First, a look at the external actor
spectrum involved in peace negotiations determines whether any third party makes a

promise to “verify or enforce post-treaty behavior?”*?°

Second, even though “force does not need to be used in order to be useful,”* parties
after conflict can be expected to notice when a promised force never comes. In order for
third actor involvement to be classified as a security guarantee, the guarantor(s) must

follow through and “provide the expected service.”*!

Third, robustness depends on the strategic intent and the technical and physical
capacities of the guaranteed force. Theoretically, military capabilities must be sufficient to
reign in a defector. Potential indicators for military capability are the size of the third
party’s armed forces and its power standing in the world. Walter does not formally
operationalize this part of the measurement but calls upon the reader’'s common sense in
pointing to cases in which a big country got involved in a small one: "“Britain
overshadowed Zimbabwe, Ethiopia dwarfed Sudan, and the United States could restrain
the Dominican Republic.”*** Another indicator is an outside state’s inherent self-interest in
the country. Such an interest is more likely to be present when colonial ties or alliance
loyalties are involved, or when the outside state has a strategic power interest in the
region. However, both of these factors rely on speculations and subjective perceptions

that conflict parties are unlikely to make in the heat of the moment.

Instead of looking at crude power relations, the mandate and the size of the deployed
force serve as a more appropriate indicator for the robustness of an external guarantee.
In sum, Walter codes her cases along a six-point scale with varying degrees in the

mandate’s robustness and the size of the force:'*?

129 walter (2002) p.64.

130 YN Institute for Disarmament Research (1996) p.73. The authors actually paraphrased a famous comment
on peace enforcement by John Ruggie.

131 Walter (2002) p.65.

132 \Walter (1997) p.340.

133 See Walter (2002) pp.64-68. Note that I slightly modified Walter’s ordinal scale by integrating insights from
the similar indicator employed by Doyle and Sambanis (2000).
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0 No security guarantee

1 Informal promise to protect without defined mandate and force

2 Willingness to deploy verification mission of under five hundred observers

3 Willingness to deploy verification mission of at least five hundred observers

4 Willingness to deploy an armed (traditional or multidimensional) peacekeeping
mission force of under five thousand

5 Willingness to deploy an armed peacekeeping force of at least five thousand, with

capacity to enforce

Figure 5: Levels of robustness of external security guarantees

Keeping this entire range in the levels of strength in mind, I redefine the IV2 as a binary
variable for the purpose of this small-n study. This means that anything from no
guarantee to a verification mission is coded as a ‘weak security guarantee.” Accordingly,
the deployment of a peacekeeping force with a sizeable troop contingent counts as a

‘robust security guarantee.’

4.4 Comparative case study

As the introduction pointed out, the aim of this thesis is to test the applicability of the two
identified explanatory hypotheses. Theoretically, this could be done in three ways: in an
experiment, a quantitative, large-n study or a qualitative comparative case study.** Given
the ethical and technical impracticability of the first and the obstacles before data
collection and measurement exactitude of the second, the format of choice is a small-n

comparative case study.

Based on the Mill's philosophy of science, a comparison can resort to the logic of
congruence, difference or a combination of the two, while the first is methodologically the
most problematic.’* The method of difference, also called most-similar case design, is
certainly not perfect either. The central point of critique pertains to its oversimplification
of complex causal mechanisms. It is also insufficient for the explanation of nuanced
variance across cases, since it rules out the simultaneous, step-wise, or combined effect
of several variables.'*® Nevertheless, it is one of the most common methods used in the
social sciences. Resorting to it is well justifiable as long as the research motivation is to
identify general tendencies in the relationship between variables and to test existing

theories.

13% van Evera (1997) p.50.
135 For a detailed discussion on Mill’s method, see George and Bennett (2004) p.31.
136 George and Bennett (2004) p.32.
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4.5 Case selection

In the most general sense, any period in the history of a country, where a peace
agreement has formally ended a civil conflict, qualifies as a case for the empirical
investigation. The number of potential explanatory variables is much larger than the
number of cases I can scrutinize in a small-n study. Unfortunately, the number of
inferences that can be made cannot be greater than the number of observed implications.
In order to circumvent indeterminacy to the best of my ability, I examine a total of four
cases: Angola (1991-92), Tajikistan (1997-2000), Burundi (2000-2005) and El Salvador
(1992-1994).

Of course the above cases were not selected randomly. “Random selection and
assignment have serious limitations in small-n research.”**” The ‘second best option’ is the
intentional selection of observations. This allows the researcher to control for variables
that are important but can be excluded from the explanation.'*® This lowers the potential
for omitted variable bias,’* but dramatizes the potential for selection bias. To increase
the explanatory potential of the model in a most similar case design, it is desirable for the
selected cases to vary substantially on their values for the IVs.!* This posed a particular
challenge for this research endeavor. In a nutshell, when faced with the two
methodological evils of (1) making an unconvincing argument due to the outright
omission of a large number of variables and (2) comparing cases that are slightly too

similar, I chose the latter.

Concerning the level of variation of the first IV, power-sharing provisions in peace
agreements, I can only recount what has already been hinted at in the theoretical

overview: In the age of the “democratically supportive zeitgeist,”*!

parties hardly sign a
substantive peace agreement that grants not at least limited guarantees to share power
in the future, either in the form of a promise to hold free elections, to form a coalition
after elections or to govern cooperatively in the interim phase. However, the cases
nevertheless vary in the degree to which interim governments actually integrated

opposition parties.

With respect to the variation in the second 1V, external security guarantees, preliminary

research showed that identifying strongly varying cases ‘from the real world” would pose a

137 King et al. (1994) p.115.

138 See ch. 5.1.

139 For a discussion of the problem and potential remedies see Leuffen (2007).

140 \When the cases are selected according to their variation on the IVs. See Hénnige (2007).

141 As Linz and Stepan famously coined the post-Cold War international norm. See Linz and Stepan (1996)
p.74.
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challenge. According to UCDP’s Peace Agreements Database, which documents all peace
agreements after armed civil wars between 1989 and 2005, there was only one country
that dispensed with a third party to underwrite the agreement: Djibouti. Unfortunately,
the case of Djibouti had to be dropped due to the serious lack of information.'* In
addition to the common practice of asking for third party witness and external support,
there is an understandable bias in the literature in favor of cases in which the UN was

somehow involved in peacemaking activities.

Unfortunately, my case selection reflects this bias: in all four cases, at least a UN observer
mission was guaranteed and sent to monitor the commitment to peace. Hence, the cases
do not cover the entire spectrum between ‘no guarantees’ and ‘very strong guarantees.’
On a positive note, this means that (1) my case studies do not loose touch with reality
and (2) I can make qualified judgments on the effect of different levels of peacekeeping

and peace enforcement activities.

The bulk of the gathered data stems from the analysis of primary source (like the original
texts of peace agreements, public statements etc.), secondary sources like journal
articles, reports published by international organizations, and conflict databases. To
complement these sources, extensive news analysis (using Lexis Nexis) was conducted for
each respective examination period. This qualitative research method has the added
advantage that it enables the researcher to take certain case-specific dynamics into
account, which can be important to assess to what extent the conflict parties seemed

willing to share power in the first place and then strove to make consensual decisions.

Regarding the period of examination, I have already made clear why the focus is on the
short term. The standard examination period used in the literature is two or five years
after the signing of a peace agreement. There are a number of justifications for this
choice:'* Some aspects characterizing the conflict environment might attenuate over
time, the effects of institutional arrangements are likely to change in the long term, a
renewed war after a decade or longer is likely to involve vastly different parties, and there

are only a few incidences in practice where civil war resurged after more than five years.

Since the speed of implementation depends in part on the timetable defined by the terms
of agreement, merely counting the number of years is rather arbitrary. Interested in the
first steps of peace implementation, I define the examination period for each case as the
interim phase, meaning the time between the signing of a peace agreement and the first

142 Try googling the ‘Djibouti Peace Process’ and you are sure to get over 1,000 hits pertaining to the peace
process in Somalia, but none (well, maybe five) that actually concern Djibouti.
143 See Hartzell et al. (2001) p.187.
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post-conflict election. This can be only a bit over one year as in the case of Angola, a bit

over two years in El Salvador, three years in Tajikistan, and five years in Burundi.
5. Empirical analysis

5.1 The implementation environments

The four cases of peace implementation chosen for the empirical analysis resemble each
other in various theoretically relevant respects. First, recent peace processes in Angola,
Burundi, El Salvador and Tajikistan, took off in largely unfavorable contexts. The countries
are situated in unstable, conflict-ridden neighborhoods. Also, international actors
intervened during each war in (covert or overt) support for a local party: the Great
Powers, South Africa and Cuba in Angola; Russia, Afghanistan and other neighboring
states in Tajikistan; the US, Cuba and the Sandinistas in El Salvador, and rebel groups

based in Rwanda and Tanzania in Burundi.

Second, peace processes in all four cases suffered from high levels of fractionalization,
unstable alliances, and weak group structures. None were saved from the eruption of

confrontations among former allies in the post-settlement context.'*

A third factor relating to the baseline prospects for peace that can be held sufficiently
constant across the four cases is wealth. In any study on conflict or post-conflict
situations, one can always count on income/ GDP to significantly correlate with the
probability that (renewed) conflict breaks out. When Doyle and Sambanis say “local
capacities,” they measure GDP.!* When Collier speaks of the “Bottom of the Billion” as
the most conflict-prone group of countries,** he means the world’s lowest income group.
It almost seems like a new ‘iron” law: rich people fight less. Though this finding leaves
room for bewilderment (rich people are reportedly neither happier nor less greedy than
poor ones), I largely circumvent an analysis of the connection. Since most civil conflicts

%7 it is not too difficult to control for income and

take place in the poorer lot of countries,
still find variation across cases. A quick and rough measure will suffice to rule out stark
distortions here. I resort to the county ranking used by institutions like the World Bank:
Countries with a GNI per capita (purchasing power parity, in USD) of at least 11,906 are

categorized as high income countries, between 3,856 and 11,905 as upper middle

144 Regarding this last point see Atlas and Licklider (1999).

195 To their defense: they add life expectancy as another proxy.

196 The term was coined much earlier but is picked up again in Collier (2009).

147 Again, I am not taking the causal connection easy here: the problem of reverse causality is not off the
table.
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income, between 976 and 3,855 as lower middle income, and 975 or less as lower income

countries.!*®

All the cases selected for the analysis belong to the lower middle income and lower
income category. As the figure below shows, all but El Salvador even belonged to the

lowest income group throughout the respective observation periods.

4000

......................................................................................................... -/ $ 3,855

3500

3000

2500

= Angola
= Burundi
El Salvador

= Tajikistan

2000

1500

1000

$ 975

500

0 ‘

S N > g D D ) © N\ ) O N > v O > )
FIITIII I I IS S

Figure 6: GNI per capita (PPP, in USD), selected countries and years4®

A forth variable with a potential impact on the likelihood that conflict parties peacefully
agree on a post-conflict institutional framework is a country’s previous experience with
democracy. Constructing completely new participatory institutions can be more
challenging and spur more skepticism than making institutional adaptations. To measure a
country’s previous regime type, I resort to the Polity IV score.™ The aggregated polity
score ranges from negative 10 to plus 10. It combines several key indicators:
competitiveness of executive recruitment, constraints on the chief executive, level of
restriction in the regulation of participation and competitiveness of participation. A country
that is coded -10 demonstrates the strongest tendency towards authoritarianism, a state

that scores +10 has the least autocratic and most democratic tendencies.**

48 See the World Bank's classification of economies in The World Bank (2009):
http://go.worldbank.org/K2CKM78CCO (accessed October 5, 2009).

149 Source: World Bank Development Indicators.

150 The score has been constructed by researchers at George Mason University and the University of
Maryland. Depending on the country, the dataset offers polity scores dating back well into the 19" century.

151 Marshall and Jaggers (2009).
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To put this into perspective, in 2008, Germany scored 10, Brazil 8, Chad -2 and Belarus -
7. Since a 0 is already pretty bad in terms of the level of democratization, I consider a
country’s previous experience with democracy to be similarly low as long as the polity
score before the outbreak of the war in question was 0 or lower for at least 20 years.
Even though El Salvador and Burundi experimented with democracy before and during
the conflict somewhat more than Angola and Tajikistan, all four were autocratic, as their

respective polity IV scores attest.'*?

Finally, in order to justify the focus on executive power sharing, the contestation over
national power must have at least in part motivated the original conflict. According to the
classification in two conflict databases (the HIIK Conflict Barometer and the UCDP Peace
Agreements Dataset) and based on extensive background research, the main rebel
groups in the four conflicts were in fact in opposition to the political structure and/ or
contested for power against the incumbent government. In the HIIK typology,'*® at least
one of the conflict items was “national power” in all four conflicts. In the UCDP’s logic, the

incompatibility is “government” or “government;/ territory” (not only “territory”).!>*

The next sub-chapters present the analysis of each case with respect to the DV and IVs.
In the sub-chapter 5.2. on the DV — demilitarization — a brief description of the conflict

history and the major conflict parties will introduce each case.
5.2 Demiilitarization

5.2.1 Angola

For the largest part of its recent history since having gained independence from Portugal
in 1975, Angola has seen little peace. The three nationalist groups that had been engaged
in a fight for independence, the Popular Liberation of Angola (MPLA), the National Union
for the Total Independence of Angola (UNITA) and the National Front for the Liberation of
Angola (FNLA), quarreled over the physical and ideological control of the country for
decades.™ Only with the end of the Cold War and the related end to US and Soviet Union

covert support, did a first major chance to crafting peace turn up. The two parties, the

152 The dataset is downloadable from http://www.systemicpeace.org/inscr/inscr.htm (accessed October 13,
2009).

153 The Barometer lists ten conflict items in total: Territory, Secession, Decolonization, Autonomy,
System/ideology, National power, Regional predominance, International power, Resources, and Others.

15% See Hogbladh (2006).

155 The literature on the history of the Angolan civil war during the Cold War is extensive, especially with
respect to super power involvement. For a concise overview consult Vines and Human Rights Watch (1999)
pp.13-19.
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MPLA™® and UNITA™ began to hold peace talks in 1989.'8 By the early 1990s, when the
first truly concerted effort at crafting peace emerged with peace negotiations in Bicesse,
Portugal, the war had already killed between 100,000 and 350,000 people (estimates
wary).

On May 31, 1991, MPLA president dos Santos and UNITA president Savimbi signed the
Bicesse Accords. In hindsight, many analysts have declared these settlement efforts
doomed to failure from the start. The two most common explanations concern the lack of
a truly hurting military stalemate and the externally imposed nature of the agreement.
Certainly, there is a grain of truth in these interpretations. However, the analysis of
statements, news articles and background reports from the time reveals that most

participants and observers actually believed that peace was a realistic option.'*

With their signature of the Bicesse Accords, MPLA and UNITA nominally agreed to disarm
and integrate their military wings.'®® The benchmarks for demobilization were only
ambiguously defined. This stems in part from the parties’ half-hearted commitment to the
process and in part to the fact that there was no reliable baseline data to depart from.
Both sides grossly overstated their military capabilities, though it is unknown by how
much exactly. The bloated numbers state that the MPLA’s armed forces consisted of
113,700 soldiers and UNITA's of 37,300. Out of the estimated total, a new Angolan Army
consisting of 50,000 was to be formed and the remaining combatants to be demobilized.

There was no information on weaponry.

As any report on the behavior of the main rebel force in Angola in the 1990s attests,
UNITA failed to implement most of its pledges in the realm of military issues. Most of the
troops that showed up at assembly points belonged to the national armed forces. Of
those that came, only a few were demobilized. In September 1992, when the process was
supposed to be concluded, only 24 per cent of UNITA and 45 per cent MPLA troops were
demobilized; disarmament had hardly begun. Stated differently, UNITA held on to an
estimated 30,000 armed soldiers and the MPLA to around 10,000.%' Furthermore, UNITA

held back heavy weapons, stationed soldiers at strategic points around the country and

156 At this point the MPLA was the official but internationally not fully recognized governing party.

157 Note that the FNLA had joined forces with UNITA by then.

158 \Williams (1993).

159 With respect to a military stalemate, for instance, most observers emphasize that the frontlines were
relatively stable, the territory evenly divided between MPLA and UNITA forces and military victory unattainable
for either side.

160 Annex 1, Art C.1. reads: “All the armed forces shall be assembled 60 days following the entry into force of
the ceasefire.” The appendix identifies 50 centers for assembly dispersed throughout the Angolan territory.

161 See Fortna (1993) p.402.
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hid battalions across the border in Zaire.'*® Although a united Angolan army with a shared
command was created on paper in the interim period, real power over remaining forces in
the country remained with the two parties’ presidents. The defunct disarmament process
altered the military balance between the two opponents in UNITA’s favor. When it
became clear that the electorate favored the MPLA with dos Santos as president (though
the scheduled run-off to determine the ultimate result never took place), Savimbi
calculated that his chances of winning a bigger share via the return to military means was

greater than his chances of tipping election results.

With their respective armies kept sizeable and intact, the parties launched large-scale
attacks less than a month following the elections. After the short but hopeful interlude,
the war resumed with even fiercer intensity than in the episodes before. Each conflict
database that I consulted coded the year 1992 in Angola as a period of violent war until
the next settlement effort started with the Lusaka Peace Process.'®® In the end, it was not
until 2002, when the national army struck a military victory against UNITA and killed
Savimbi that the war finally terminated durably.

5.2.2 El Salvador

The civil war in El Salvador lasted for 12 years and took the lives of some 75,000
people.’® Similar to the turn of events in Angola, it was not until the international
environment became more favorable to a peaceful solution with the end of the Cold War
that the parties launched substantive peace negotiations.’®® The first talks between the
government, led by the right-wing National Republican Alliance (ARENA) and a coalition of
five leftist opposition forces, including the Farabundo Marti National Liberation Front
(FMLN), were held in 1987 and again in 1989. The process failed at first due to the
parties’ incapacity to find an acceptable transition mode into a future government. The
ARENA government made insurgent participation in politics conditional on the latter’s
foregoing demobilization. The FMLN demanded the process to run in reverse: it was
unwilling to disarm and demobilize in absence of a guaranteed integration into governing

institutions.6®

162 stedman (1997) p.37.

163 On a human rights-focused case history of the Lusaka Process, see Vines and Human Rights Watch (1999).
164 Munck (1993) p.75. Also see UN Institute for Disarmament Research (1997).

165 Despite an effective military stalemate, both parties engaged in continued military build-up thanks to direct
US military aid flowing into government coffers and Soviet, Cuban and Sandinistan (Nicaragua) support for
the FMLN.

166 See UN Institute for Disarmament Research (1997) pp.123-129.
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Under the auspices of the UN, renewed negotiations finally culminated in the
comprehensive “Final Agreement on Peace,” signed in Chapultepec, Mexico in January
1992. The agreement set out a detailed and ambitious roadmap for implementation,
especially with respect to military aspects. The parties agreed to restructure and downsize
the national armed forces and to demobilize most of the FMLN combatants. A major
obstacle in the process was the bloated size of the armed forces. In the 1980s, the
national army had grown from 16,000 to 56,000 soldiers. The FMLN had mobilized a
military force of around 7000-8000 by 1992.'*” In line with the implementation schedule,
FMLN demobilization was to be completed by 31 October 1992 and the El Salvadoran
armed forces to be halved over a period of two years. To fulfill the former goal, FMLN

forces had to gather in one of 15 secure areas.'®®

Despite the degree of detail, the implementation in reality did not proceed without
disruptions. Mutual accusations about non-compliance on vital political and economic
issues (including land reform) delayed the first phase of the FMLN’s demobilization by two
months.'®® The government similarly missed its agreed deadline for the first phase of

cantonment for military personnel.

In the end, UN observers supervised the assembly of approximately 63,000 members of
the armed forces and practically all FMLN combatants and verified troop behavior and
weapons destruction thereafter.'’® The national armed forces eventually downsized to
32,000, even more than the envisaged half. The FMLN demobilized 100 per cent of its
pledged contingents at a pace of 20 per cent per month.'”! By the end of the D&D
process, the FMLN had turned in 9,851 individual arms, 379 support weapons, over four
million rounds of ammunition, 140 rockets, and 9,228 grenades, 5,107 kilograms of
explosives and 74 surface-to-air missiles.!’? In August 1993, FMLN Coordinator General
Schafik Hanal declared on behalf of the five constituent groups that the insurgent

structures had been dismantled in compliance with the terms of agreement.

167 UN Institute for Disarmament Research (1997) p.131.

168 Munck (1993) p.84.

169 The greatest obstacle in the overall implementation process was to come from the higher ranks of the
Salvadoran Army. It had been agreed that those officers in the higher military echelons with records of human
rights violations were to be purged. When the military leadership obstructed this move, the FMLN immediately
halted its demobilization. In an effort to curb the ensuing crisis, Boutros-Ghali proposed to postpone the
deadline for demobilization of the FMLN to December 15, extending the duration of the process by another
month and a half. The two parties immediately accepted his proposal.

170 See Wilkins (1997) pp.285-288.

171 Even though the last group of former guerrillas had not yet been demobilized, ONUSAL attested that the
FMLN had completed its obligations in the realm of D&D on December 14, 1992. See Stanley and Holiday
(1997).

172 YN Institute for Disarmament Research (1997) p.138.
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In sum, notwithstanding the unfavorable conditions for peacemaking, demilitarization was
successful in the process of peace implementation in El Salvador. As a report by the
UNIDIR concludes, “the FMLN ceased to exist as a fighting force and the purification and
downsizing of the armed forces did take place.”*”> The opposing parties never seriously
questioned the validity of the process and no side ever seriously breached the ceasefire
agreement. With demilitarization largely achieved, the new administration that was
elected in 1994 continued with the implementation of outstanding issues of the peace

agreement, namely judicial and land reform.

The success in the realm of official D&D as prescribed by the peace accord coincided with
an end to large-scale, politically motivated violence. For the year 1994 already, the HIIK
attests a conflict intensity score of 1. Nevertheless, the peaceful settlement of the El
Salvadoran civil war could only do so much to curb violent crime there; security and

weapons control continues to be a contentious issue for the entire population.

5.2.3 Tajikistan

When Tajikistan declared its independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, the ruling
Communist party stayed in power and silenced a growing opposition with nationalist,
Islamic and/ or democratic agendas. It outlawed opposition parties and forced many
political leaders into exile. Clan in-fighting, a weak economic base and barely existent
unified institutional structures left the country fragile and helped the power struggle to
turn violent a few months after the first post-independence presidential elections. The war
in Tajikistan certainly had a sizable territorial component. Yet it is classified as a “power
struggle between a new class of political entrepreneurs.”*’* The first year of the war was
the most intense in terms of the number of dead and displaced it caused: estimates state

that in 1992 alone, around 30,000 lives were lost”®

and around 660,000 people were
internally displaced or sought refuge in neighboring countries.'”® After this most intensive
year of fighting, the parties continued their struggle in guerilla warfare. Until 1997, the

war inflicted as many as 50,000 battle-related casualties.'”’

After several rounds of peace negotiations, the inter-Tajik talks concluded with the
signature of the “General Agreement on the Establishment of Peace and National Accord
in Tajikistan" on 26-27 June 1997 in Moscow. The main parties to the 1997 General

173 YN Institute for Disarmament Research (1997) p.140. Also: The Guardian (1992).

174 Abdullaev and Barnes (2001) p.8.

175 Brown (1998) pp.93-95.

176 See  Background Information on  UNMOT  website in  United Nations  (2000):
http://www.un.org/Depts/DPKO/Missions/unmot/Unmot.htm (accessed October 10, 2009).

177 See Serrano (2003) p.156.
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Agreement were the incumbent government led by President Rakhmonov (who joined the
People’s Democratic Party (PDP) in 1998) and the United Tajik Opposition (UTO), a
weakly unified bloc created at the onset of negotiations. The UTO was dominated by the
Islamic Renaissance Party (IRP) but also hosted an array of smaller parties with various
interests, of which the (unarmed) Democratic Party of Tajikistan was the largest. In
addition, several more or less independent warlords, in charge of small groups of armed
combatants, were militarily active across the country. Though they lacked a political
agenda, most of these smaller grouping aligned either with the government or with

(especially Islamic components of) the UTO.

Of all the protocols in the General Agreement for Tajikistan, the one on military issues
was implemented most successfully. The agreement prescribed both forms of
demilitarization: the integration of the numerous armed forces into a unified military and
D&D of the remaining combatants. Like in the case of El Salvador, the parties agreed to a
staged process: During the first stage, armed units of the various groups unified under
the UTO were to assemble for registration and a medial check. Those units situated in
Afghanistan first had to transfer back into Tajikistan. In the second stage, the assembled
UTO soldiers were to be transformed into corresponding units of the armed forces of
Tajikistan. The DDR strategy in Tajikistan was thus unique in the sense that opposition
forces were integrated into the national army without being disarmed first. Evidence from
registration lists shows that, for the most part, fully intact UTO units were incorporated
into the armed forces.!”® This unconventional approach to DDR has been interpreted both

179 and a recipe for success.’® In the final stage of the process, the

as a major oversigh
‘unfit” bunch among the UTO fighters was to be demobilized and reintegrated into civilian

life.

The fragmentation of armed groups across different regions posed an obstacle to the
creation of a unified national military force. Command and control structures were weak
or nontransparent. For the most part, real power was in the hands of field commanders,
who enjoyed the loyalty of their recruits and were seen as the guardians of safety in the
regions. Consequently, opposition fighters began to move slowly from their bases and
hide-outs to UN-monitored camps in early 1998.% Only 4,335 UTO fighters and 1,562
weapons were registered by May 1998.'%? By the end of the same year, UTO leadership

178 Torjesen and MacFarlane (2009) p.50.

179 Mostly by authors emphasizing the importance of achieving a ‘positive peace.’
180 See Torjesen and MacFarlane (2009).

18 See The Economist (1998).

182 See United Nations (1998).
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announced that it had closed all its military and operational bases in Tajikistan and across
the southern border.'® In a final head count in 1999, a Small Arms Survey report on
Tajikistan states that 6,238 UTO fighters (out of the estimated 7,000-8,000) were either
demobilized or integrated into the armed forces and 2,119 (36 per cent of the estimated

total) weapons handed in overall,'®*

In sum, demobilization/ military integration was largely implemented in accord with the
agreed upon goals. The 