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Power sharing is often purported to lead to civil peace, though its effects are disputed. We identify three types of power

sharing—inclusive, dispersive, and constraining—and analyze their mechanisms of power allocation. We argue that con-

straining arrangements, which limit the power of a party or social group, are most likely to protect vulnerable groups. Con-

straining power-sharing institutions, such as guarantees of civil liberties and independent judiciaries to protect them, create

checks against governmental repression of minority groups and ordinary citizens, whereas other types of power sharing focus

on political elites. Constraining power-sharing institutions limit incentives for mass mobilization and raise the costs of conflict,

thus reducing the probability of civil war. Drawing on a new global data set, we examine the effects of power sharing on the

onset and recurrence of civil war. In contrast to prior findings, our results show that only constraining power-sharing insti-

tutions have a pacific effect.
C ivil conflicts have become the most common form of
state-centered armed conflict, resulting in millions of
deaths among both combatants and noncombatants.

Scholars have increasingly turned their attention to better un-
derstanding why civil conflicts begin and how they can end
(Cederman et al. 2011; Fearon and Laitin 2003; Hegre et al.
2001; Steinberg and Saideman 2008; Walter 1997). To address
armed conflict in societies at risk, a common recommendation
is to include competing factions in institutionalized power-
sharing arrangements (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 2007;
Mattes and Savun 2009; Roeder 2005; Sisk 1996; Walter 2002;
Wucherpfenning 2013). The hope is that, ex ante, each fac-
tion will see the payoff from peaceful cooperation as superior
to the expected returns from violence and that, ex post, the
rewards from cooperative behavior will sustain this expecta-
tion (Mattes and Savun 2009; Walter 2002). Proponents of
power sharing argue that it activates mechanisms that allow
parties to credibly commit to a bargain, thus reducing con-
flict. Given its promise to minimize the risk of conflict, power
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sharing has found widespread favor among analysts and
peace makers. As we will show, however, such support should
be more conditional.

One of the most important challenges in peace building is
making commitments to civil peace more credible. Commit-
ment problems are especially relevant to civil war settlements
because parties that do not control the national government
are often asked to give up their arms and hence their ability
to protect themselves against future violence (Fearon 2004;
Walter 1997). This vulnerability makes it especially difficult
for more powerful actors to make credible commitments to a
peaceful order (Fortna 2003; Powell 2006). Can power-sharing
institutions alleviate this problem? Research on civil war con-
sistently finds that “the quality of country governance or in-
stitutions” affects the likelihood of civil wars (Fearon 2011a, 3;
Walter 2011). We argue that certain power-sharing institu-
tions can reduce the risk of civil conflict by increasing the cost
of repression and armed violence, thus making commitments
to civil peace more credible.
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Not all forms of power-sharing institutions serve this pur-
pose. Some power-sharing arrangements may not constrain
governments from repression that exacerbates social divisions
or exploits the weaknesses of vulnerable groups. Such repres-
sion may in turn create grievances that raise social tension and
make the targets of repression more willing recruits for insur-
gents. It is therefore critical to specify the power-sharing insti-
tutions that most significantly constrain governments from
abusing less powerful groups and individuals, making ordinary
citizens less willing recruits for potential insurgents, solving
the commitment problem, and making conflict less likely. In-
stitutions such as independent judiciaries and the protection
of religious freedom, for example, have been shown to reduce
repression1 (Hill and Jones 2014; Keith 2002; Lupu 2013; Powell
and Staton 2009), yet the power-sharing literature has not suf-
ficiently accounted for these effects.

This article provides and tests a theory that identifies the
power-sharing institutions most likely to reduce the risk of
the onset or recurrence of civil conflict. We make four contri-
butions. First, we identify the mechanisms by which power-
sharing institutions allocate power among key actors. Our fo-
cus is on the mechanism of protection, which can raise the
costs to the government of repressing ordinary citizens. The
key to this contribution is our focus on the need to protect
ordinary citizens, rather than merely opposition elites, in order
to address the government’s commitment problem. Our sec-
ond contribution is that we explain which type of power shar-
ing is most likely to provide protection, thus alleviating the
commitment problem. This argument has important impli-
cations not only for our understanding of power-sharing in-
stitutions but more broadly with respect to the causes of civil
war and the relationship between institutions and conflict.
Our argument focuses on constraining power-sharing insti-
tutions that limit the power of the dominant party or social
group and thus protect ordinary citizens and vulnerable groups
against encroachment and abuse. Many existing definitions
of power sharing omit these institutions. We explain how con-
straining power-sharing institutions alleviate commitment
problems, thus reducing actors’ abilities to renege onbargains,
repress their opponents, and foment conflict. In so doing, we
provide a much-needed link between the literatures on repres-
sion and power sharing.

Third, we note that extant studies have asked whether
power-sharing institutions affect the recurrence of armed con-
1. We follow Davenport (2007), who defines repression as “the actual
or threatened use of physical sanctions against an individual or organization,
within the territorial jurisdiction of the state, for the purpose of imposing a
cost on the target as well as deterring specific activities and/or beliefs perceived
to be challenging to government personnel, practices or institutions” (2).
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flict in post-conflict societies, and that many have confined
their samples to states that have experienced prior civil con-
flict. Yet even governments of states that have not previously
experienced a civil conflict have incentives to repress ordi-
nary citizens in order to remain in power. Such repression
can deepen societal cleavages and generate grievances, lead-
ing to future civil conflicts. Without institutional constraints,
governments of non–post-conflict states may not be able to
credibly commit to refraining from repression, creating a sim-
ilar commitment problem to that faced by governments of
states emerging from civil conflict. If certain institutions can
reduce the risk of conflict recurrence, they might also reduce
the risk of conflict onset in the first place. By drawing on the
new inclusion, dispersion, and constraints (IDC) data set, which
we collected for the purpose of testing our theory, we assess
the relationship between multiple forms of power sharing on
the occurrence as well as recurrence of civil conflict. Finally,
by using factor-analytic techniques to confirm the existence
of distinct dimensions of political power sharing, we mitigate
some of the measurement problems in existing research. In
order to mitigate a potential problem of reverse causality, we
create measures of power sharing without regard to prior con-
flict history.

CIVIL WARS, COMMITMENT PROBLEMS,
AND POWER SHARING
Commitment problems often contribute to the causes of
civil war and make its termination more difficult. Unlike
in interstate wars, combatants in civil wars (other than the
national government) often do not retain independent, post-
conflict armed forces. This significantly increases the difficulty
of committing to respect a settlement after the parties have
laid down their arms (Lake 2003; Powell 2006; Walter 1997,
2002).

A key concern among combatants is the possibility of re-
pression and other forms of reneging on conflict settlements
(Humphreys and Weinstein 2008). When governments are
threatened by opposition groups, they often respond with
repression (Davenport 2007; Moore 2000). A government’s
use of repression can lead to popular dissent and civil unrest
(Lichbach 1987). The state’s use of repression (one-sided po-
litical violence) and the possibility of ensuing civil war (two-
sided political violence) are therefore closely linked (Besley
and Persson 2009).

Civil war settlements that include power-sharing arrange-
ments are often argued to alleviate the commitment prob-
lem (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 2007). Power-sharing pro-
visions constrain actors’ ability to renege and thereby decrease
the sense of insecurity (Mattes and Savun 2009). Because op-
position groups may fear that the government will renege,
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power-sharing “provisions are intended to ensure domestic
groups that they will not become victims of discrimination
and violence in the new state” (Mattes and Savun 2009, 140).
Yet existing definitions and operationalizations of power shar-
ing vary significantly. Walter (2002) introduced the disaggre-
gation of power sharing into political, territorial, and economic
forms. Hartzell and Hoddie (2003, 2007) add a category of mil-
itary power sharing. Jarstad and Nilsson (2008) and Mattes
and Savun (2009) use similar indicators but expand the set of
cases. Mukherjee (2006) focuses on “political power sharing,”
which offers rebel leaders concessions such as government
posts and the right to form their own parties. Roeder (2005)
takes a different approach by distinguishing between power
sharing and power-dividing institutions and arguing that the
latter provide better foundations for peace.

Empirical estimates of the effect of power sharing are mixed
(Binningsbø 2013). Most find that at least some type of power
sharing promotes peace, but scholars disagree as to the (most)
effective forms of power sharing and the most favorable con-
ditions (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 2007; Jarstad and Nilsson
2008; Mattes and Savun 2009; Mukherjee 2006; Walter 2002;
Wucherpfenning 2013). Roeder’s (2005) results differ most fun-
damentally from the others, indicating that power-sharing
dyads tend to be more conflict-ridden than others.

While we have learned much from these studies, they
have several important limitations. First, power sharing is
typically defined by single institutional variables or by an ad-
ditive index of individual institutions. If only one institution
serves as a proxy for all power-sharing arrangements, the va-
riety of such institutions (and the variety of mechanisms by
which they operate) is not taken into account. On the other
hand, tests employing an additive index of power sharing
will likely be biased because this measurement procedure as-
sumes that the different components are mutually indepen-
dent and that their relative weights can be accurately specified
a priori (and are generally equal). To address this problem,
we both expand and disaggregate the definition of power
sharing.

Second, power-sharing institutions tend to be defined in
terms of the type of prior conflict they address, such as con-
flict over territory or conflict over governance (Hartzell and
Hoddie 2003, 2007; Walter 2002). Yet the distinction between
territory and government mixes the solution and the prob-
lem, such that the competitive stakes (territorial autonomy
or governmental authority) are subsumed within the defini-
tion of power-sharing institutions. We use measures of power
sharing that are not coded based on prior (or future) conflicts.

The third limitation in existing research is the focus on
post-conflict states. Most existing studies examine power shar-
ing strictly as a strategy for resolving an existing conflict and
This content downloaded from 068.181
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preventing it from recurring, which is often appropriate de-
pending on the research question. Yet it is no less important
to examine whether power sharing can prevent civil conflict
from occurring in the first place. Previously, data on power-
sharing institutions were not available for societies that had
not gone through prior conflict. Our new data set includes all
polities, regardless of whether power-sharing institutions were
created before or after civil conflict.

Fourth, existing work focuses largely on elites. Political elites
are actors that can organize violence, either through the state
or through a rebel organization. Opposition elites engaged in
organizing armed civil conflict have goals that, broadly speak-
ing, tend to break down into two types: to control the politi-
cal center of a state or to control a noncentral part of the state
(which may entail a demand for political independence). After
opposition elites lay down their arms, it may be difficult for
the government to credibly commit to abiding by the terms
of the peace settlement. Most analyses of the commitment
problem in the civil war context focus on the government
and elites. Yet opposition elites cannot engage in civil war
without some public support. The effectiveness of power-
sharing institutions depends on whether they create credible
commitments to protect the interests of both elites and pub-
lics. We address this limitation by broadening the definition
of power sharing to include institutions that facilitate the
sharing of power between the government and ordinary citi-
zens and by explaining how such institutions can resolve the
commitment problem.

A THEORY OF POWER SHARING, PROTECTION,
AND PEACE
In this section, we argue that a specific type of power shar-
ing, which we refer to as constraining power sharing, allows
governments to make more credible commitments to peace.
This reduces the likelihood of conflict. We begin by discussing
the key mechanism that links power-sharing institutions to
peace: the protection of ordinary individuals from govern-
ment repression. We then discuss the key mechanism that
can link power-sharing institutions to peace: the protection
of ordinary individuals from government repression. We then
turn to defining the different types of power-sharing institu-
tions and conclude this section by explaining how constraining
power-sharing institutions activate the protection mechanism
and alleviate the commitment problem.

While opposition elites often initiate armed conflict against
the government, they depend critically on masses for recruits
(Gates 2002) and for support more generally (Mukherjee 2006).
A rich research tradition has therefore explored patterns of
mass public participation in civil conflicts (e.g., Kalyvas and
Kocher 2007). Opposition elites who might challenge the
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government via armed conflict face many costs. In some
situations, the costs of fighting are too large or elites lack the
capacity to mobilize enough support for combat. If the public
they seek to recruit views armed violence as too risky, it may
withhold its support, in turn making war too costly for the
elites. Potential parties to war will avoid “the ex post ineffi-
ciency of war” and instead “prefer to conclude an ex ante
negotiated agreement” (Mattes and Savun 2009, 739). To the
extent the government can credibly commit to protecting the
masses, opposition elites may therefore find it too costly to
engage in conflict, even if they perceive some benefits to chal-
lenging the state. Institutions that can sever the link between
opposition elites and ordinary citizens by raising the cost of
mobilizing support for a conflict can therefore make com-
mitments to peace more credible.

The mechanism of protection
Governments regularly use repression to weaken potential
challengers, raise their cost of mobilization, and reduce their
resources (Davenport 2007). Repressive tactics include civil
liberties violations, arrests, torture, and killings. Ordinary cit-
izens, especially those who belong to vulnerable groups, seek
credible commitments from the government to protect them
against such abuses of power. In states with a history of con-
flict, governments may find it especially difficult to commit to
refraining from such repression against factions disempow-
ered by conflict settlements. Such factions have likely been
repressed in some way in the past, causing the grievances that
sowed the seeds for the prior conflict. Yet this commitment
problem can be just as salient in states without histories of
armed conflict, which nonetheless contain groups that are
disempowered or otherwise excluded from the governing co-
alition. Governments have powerful incentives to use repres-
sive force against such groups in order to attempt to retain
power, and many governments choose to use such force (Dav-
enport 2007). Given these incentives, committing to refrain-
ing from using such force against weak or minority factions
can be difficult. How does the protection mechanism alle-
viate the government’s commitment problem and reduce con-
flict? To the extent political institutions can prevent the gov-
ernment from using repressive tactics, such institutions activate
the protection mechanism. Protection works to the extent in-
stitutions increase the government’s cost of repressing ordi-
nary citizens, thus making credible the government’s com-
mitment to refrain from such activities. In turn, this has effects
on both publics and opposition elites.

When the government can credibly commit to refraining
from repression, this increases the value of the status quo to
ordinary citizens. Individuals have diminished incentives to
fight to change the status quo and become less likely to mo-
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bilize to support opposition elites. Political institutions that
can protect the general public from repression and guarantee
political access elevate the extent to which ordinary citizens
value maintaining the peace. Such systems offers a wider
range of choices of political contestation, providing nonvio-
lent forms of resolving disputes with the state, which are gen-
erally less costly for citizens than violent conflict (Findley and
Young 2011, 363; Tilly 2003). North, Summerhill, andWeingast
(2000, 7) point out that “establishing credible commitments
requires the creation of political institutions that alter the
incentives of political officials so that it becomes in their in-
terest to protect relevant citizen rights.”

Opposition elites may nonetheless have incentives to go
to war, yet their ability to do so will be diminished because
recruiting supporters will be more costly. This is a bit like the
60’s slogan—“what if they had a war and no one came?” These
heightened costs, in turn, increase insurgent leaders’ incentive
to engage in political rather than military competition. If the
cost of fighting is sufficiently large because the public will
not mobilize, political violence will not be effective no matter
how war-prone elites are.

In a post-conflict society, the effects of the protection
mechanism can be thought of as a credible commitment to
protecting individuals who are associated (ethnically, geo-
graphically, or otherwise) with the faction that gave up its
arms in the conflict termination arrangement. If and to the
extent the government can credibly commit to protecting such
individuals from repression, they will be less likely to take up
arms again, even if the elites in their faction urge them to do so.
In other societies, however, this mechanism can be just as im-
portant: when the government can credibly commit to refrain-
ing from repressing existing or potential opposition groups,
the types of grievances that lead to armed conflicts will be less
likely to arise in the first place.

The forms of power sharing
Which type of power-sharing institution can activate the
protection mechanism? Because much of the literature fo-
cuses on elites, power sharing tends to be defined in terms of
institutions that facilitate the sharing of power among elites.
Our definition of power sharing is broader, aiming also to en-
compass institutions by which the government shares power
with broader publics. We thus define political power sharing
as an arrangement that mandates or facilitates the participa-
tion of a broad set of decision makers in the policy process.

Power sharing comes in three distinct forms, which dif-
fer fundamentally with respect to what it means to “share.”
One form of sharing is evident when political activists de-
mand that elites “share the wealth.” In such contexts the
meaning of “sharing” relates to a call for limitations on a
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2. Our definition of constraining power sharing thus excludes con-
straints such as legislative veto powers and other forms of horizontal ac-
countability (O’Donnell 1998; Tsebelis 2002), which are important but
outside the scope of our argument.
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dominant actor or group. Second, dispersing a good pro-
portionally to different individuals is also a form of sharing,
as for example when family members share an inheritance.
In this context, the meaning of sharing is quite different. It
takes place with the dispersion of goods, which are to be
consumed separately by their respective recipients. Another
common notion of power sharing implies inclusiveness or
jointness in participation. This is the type of sharing in which
individuals experience something together and jointly, like
sharing a house or a memorable occasion. Thus, sharing can
refer to restrictions on some group’s control of the good in
question, the dispersion and individual consumption of a good,
or joint and inclusive consumption.

Following these three different meanings of “sharing,” the
manner in which power is shared politically can thus be di-
vided broadly into three different forms. “Constraining” ar-
rangements limit the power of political office holders, and
thereby serve to protect vulnerable groups, individuals, and
civil society more broadly against encroachment and abuse.
“Dispersive” institutions distribute authority among groups
or regions in a well-defined pattern (e.g., federalism). “Inclu-
sive” arrangements mandate that the representatives of desig-
nated parties or groups hold particular offices or participate
in particular decision-making processes. In some cases, these
types of power-sharing arrangements are part of post-conflict
settlements, such as in Burundi and Bosnia-Herzegovina. In
many cases, however, similar institutions have been estab-
lished and/or evolved through other processes, including lib-
eralization and democratization, such as federalism in Switzer-
land, judicial review in the United States, and Fiji’s system of
reserved legislative seats.

How constraining power-sharing institutions
activate the protection mechanism
While other types of power sharing focus on the sharing of
executive and legislative power, in constraining arrangements
those branches of government share power with the judi-
ciary, civil society, and ordinary citizens. In order to gain so-
cial peace and legitimacy, governments often agree to con-
strain themselves by creating institutions that credibly prevent
them from abusing their power (Fearon 2011b; North and
Weingast 1989). Constraining power-sharing arrangements
aim to safeguard human rights and emphasize the protec-
tion of vulnerable groups or individuals from abuses of power.
By doing so, constraining power-sharing institutions can ac-
tivate the protection mechanism.

Many institutional forms associated with liberal democ-
racy might be conceived of as constraints on the government,
but our focus in this article is not on all the possible forms
of institutional constraints on government power. Our defini-
This content downloaded from 068.181
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tion of constraining power-sharing institutions focuses more
narrowly on those institutions that are relevant to the sharing
of rights between the political elites in government and mi-
norities and ordinary citizens in the public.2 A key constrain-
ing power-sharing institution is the freedom of religion, un-
der which the state can neither sanction nor proscribe religious
practices, thus allowing minority religious groups to practice
their faith. Another key constraining power-sharing institu-
tion that helps enforce such rights is an effective judicial check
on the authority of elected officials, whereby, for example,
the high court has the power of judicial review and judges
have lifelong tenure. Constraining power sharing can also
help deter the capture and abuse of government coercive ca-
pacity for factional purposes. Because the armed forces are
in many societies the organization most capable of such cap-
ture and abuse, bans on military officers serving in the legis-
lature can thus constrain such forces and prevent abuses.
Table 1 provides examples of constraining, dispersive, and
inclusive power-sharing institutions. A full list of these in-
stitutions can be found in appendix B (all appendixes avail-
able online). Based on the IDC data, table 1 also provides
examples of polities that feature each type of power-sharing
institution.

Constraining power-sharing institutions are effective at
preventing civil conflict because they activate the protection
mechanism. Such institutions limit the abuse of power, which
in turn limits patterns of exclusion and discrimination. These
are commitments to protect the rights of minorities who do
not control the central executive. The direct effects of con-
straining power-sharing institutions are felt by the public, se-
curing their rights, increasing the value of the status quo, and
lowering their interest in change. Such institutions drive down
the incentives to bear the costs/risks of fighting. Political in-
stitutions that guarantee a variety of avenues for nonviolent
political expression and protect against political repression
thus provide credible commitments to civil peace. The link
between constraining power-sharing institutions and civil
peace comes from both the expectation and the fulfillment
of respect for minority and individual rights. Although elites
may still wish to take up arms to improve their respective
lots, they will find it more costly to win support from publics
whose rights are better protected.

A key constraining power-sharing institution, the estab-
lishment of the right to religious freedom limits the ability of
.207.175 on January 28, 2016 09:00:23 AM
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3. Organic Law of the Constitutional Court of Benin, Law 91-009 of
March 4, 1991, art. 22.
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elites to shape policy around their religious practices or pref-
erences and thus protects those with other views. Many civil
conflicts are fought over identity issues, a big part of which
is often religion. According to Toft (2007, 42), religious civil
wars were fought between 1940 and 2000. When a regime
imposes laws that discriminate against rival religious groups,
such groups begin to fear for their faith (Philpott 2007). Con-
flicts can also result from elites socially constructing iden-
tities around religious cleavages and mobilizing oppressed
groups to produce new conflicts. As Toft (2007) argues, “When
political elites come under immediate threat, they will work
to reframe issues of contention as religious issues, essentially
attempting to outbid each other in an effort to establish re-
ligious credibility and thus attract domestic and external sup-
port” (97–98). Protections for the freedom of religion can help
prevent these scenarios. Groups that are not being reli-
giously repressed will be less likely to mobilize behind elites
that attempt to foment conflict based on their religious iden-
tity. This will increase the cost of conflict to elites, thus making
war less likely.

Another constraining power-sharing institution that can
credibly protect minority rights from government abuse is an
independent judiciary. If and to the extent the judicial branch
can effectively and independently review and overturn gov-
ernment actions that violate legal agreements, it can also sus-
tain the government’s promises to refrain from abusing its
citizens. “Namely, if an independent judiciary exists, ex-
tremists can be less concerned about a strong crackdown by
the government in the future” (Findley and Young 2011, 374).
Leaders of states with independent courts are significantly less
likely to be able to abuse the human rights of their people
(Hill and Jones 2014; Keith 2002; Lupu 2013; Powell and
Staton 2009). Not all judiciaries have such independence;
the extent to which a judiciary is truly a constraining power-
sharing institution depends on factors such as the processes
This content downloaded from 068.181
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for judicial appointment, the power of judicial review, and
the rules governing judicial tenure.

The Constitutional Court of Benin, created following the
adoption of the state’s constitution in 1990, demonstrates how
this type of institution activates the protection mechanism.
The Constitution of Benin provides numerous human rights
protections and legally incorporates the African Charter on
Human and Peoples’ Rights. Individuals have direct access to
the court when human rights abuses are alleged,3 and Article
121 of the Constitution grants the Court the power to act on
its own motion to determine the constitutionality of laws and
regulations that threaten the fundamental rights of citizens.
Since its establishment, the Court has used its powers to find
violations of human rights in hundreds of cases. The gov-
ernment’s record with respect to human rights abuses has
improved significantly over the same period.

Constraining power-sharing institutions also affect elites.
These institutions can protect the rights of minority elites
and make them less inclined to engage in armed violence. By
activating the protection mechanism, these institutions ren-
der potential supporters less likely to mobilize for war, which
makes recruitment more costly for the elites. As Humphreys
and Weinstein (2008, 436) note, “If [armies] have motivated
participation instead by mobilizing popular discontent with
government policies, post-conflict arrangements must take
more seriously the establishment of institutional arrange-
ments that address discrimination, oppression, and inequal-
ity.” This argument leads to the following hypothesis:

H1. The probability of civil war is smaller in polities
with more constraining power-sharing institutions.
Table 1. Examples of Power-Sharing Institutions
Examples of Institutions
.207.175 on January 28, 20
and Conditions (http://www
Examples of Polities with Form
of Power Sharing
Constraining
 Judicial review
Military legislator ban
Freedom of religion
Ghana (1993–2010)
Taiwan (1975–2010)
Sierra Leone (1979–1991)
Dispersive
 Subnational education authority
State elections
Constituency alignment
Switzerland (1975–2010)
Colombia (1992–2010)
Russia (1994–2003)
Inclusive
 Mutual veto
Reserved legislative seats
Reserved executive positions
Burundi (1995–2010)
Yugoslavia (1975–1992)
Lebanon (1975–2010)
16 09:00:23 AM
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Why other forms of power sharing do not
resolve the commitment problem
Dispersive power sharing. Dispersive power sharing dis-
tributes power by decentralizing decisions across regions or
sectors of society. Most often, the policy process is divided
by giving control of particular territories and processes to
particular groups (Brancati 2006). Institutions commonly as-
sociated with dispersive arrangements include federal struc-
tures, wherein local or autonomous governmental units pos-
sess budgetary and policy autonomy.

Dispersive power-sharing arrangements are primarily elite
oriented. These institutions grant power and influence to re-
gional elites both within their own region and in national
politics (e.g., by granting representation to states/provinces in
national legislatures). Such arrangements are often designed
to offer opposition elites security and autonomy. Leaders of
opposition factions may fear for their personal safety to the
extent that they represent a threat to the state, and the state
has not made arrangements to safeguard their safety. Such
concerns may be especially salient in post-conflict societies
because former belligerents are themselves prime targets.
The government has an incentive to preemptively attack re-
bels who have disarmed so that they cannot rearm. Yet even
leaders of groups that have never taken up arms may fear for
their personal safety because governments may view them as
potential threats.

Dispersive power-sharing arrangements may therefore
seek to build loyalty by granting opposition elites protection
of their persons and property. An example can be found in
Nigeria. Campbell (2013, 31) characterizes the Nigerian post-
civil war patron-client system of power sharing as based on
several rules, such as (1) “no president for life,” (2) patrons
at the pinnacle are never killed by their rivals, and (3) money
accumulated by a political figure in office is sacrosanct. In
addition, there are explicit rules about “zoning” or division
of the spoils and rotation of political offices (particularly the
presidency) between different regions, a form of dispersive
power sharing.

Elite co-optation offers a potential adversary sufficient pri-
vate incentives not to take up arms (Gandhi and Przeworski
2006; Magaloni 2008). One example of such co-optation is
when Revolutionary United Front (RUF) leader Foday Sankoh
in Sierra Leone was offered a position within the post-conflict
government that granted him control over the diamond trade
(Binningsbø and Dupuy 2009). Elite co-optation can but not
need not occur after a conflict; elites of a rival faction can be
brought into a ruling coalition before ever taking up arms.
By making participation in the existing government attrac-
tive enough, elites may be induced to choose peace rather than
war. Over time, co-optation can improve opposition elites’
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loyalty to the regime (Wintrobe 1998), particularly as co-opted
elites become more invested in maintaining the status quo.

Yet opposition elite co-optation and security do not effec-
tively commit the rulers to refrain from abusing weak groups
and individuals. Most importantly, because these mechanisms
focus on opposition elites, they do not credibly constrain the
government from repressing the broader public. And even if
some elites are protected or co-opted, the government can
still repress others, creating an incentive to shift the focus of
repression rather than curtail it. Thus, institutions designed
to induce or co-opt elites to agree to peace are vulnerable to
the problem of credibly committing not to repress.

A further problem is that factional politicians empow-
ered by a power-sharing arrangement may themselves take
up arms against others. The same thing may happen when a
factional party is weak at the time a power-sharing arrange-
ment is forged but subsequently becomes more powerful.
Moreover, co-optation can create perverse incentives by ap-
pearing to reward insurgency and inducing other oppositional
politicians to take up arms (or threaten to do so) in hopes
of gaining similar advantages for themselves (Roeder 2005;
Tull and Mehler 2005). For all of these reasons, concessions
to factional leaders may not build peace in the longer term.

Finally, co-optation can lead to repressive substitution by
governments. Leaders can co-opt parts of their opposition in
order to focus repressive activities on others (Moore 2000).
When autocrats are threatened by groups that have been co-
opted, they tend to respond with concessions, but when threat-
ened by other groups they tend to respond with repression
(Conrad 2011). Insurgents may be able to anticipate this
behavior, thus continuing to conspire or rebel, even when
they hold formal political office (Magaloni 2008).

Others have argued that regional autonomy may reduce
the threat of conflict by appealing to a complicit public (e.g.,
Hartzell and Hoddie 2003). Government concessions to re-
gional autonomy may undercut a particular group’s support
base for armed rebellion. In addition, if dispersive institu-
tions are created in conjunction with credible commitments
to prevent repression, dispersive power sharing may work to
strengthen civil society. Yet ethnic federalism can also sow the
seeds of conflict. While the new province may give a certain
identity-group policymaking autonomy, it also may create new
minorities, as in the former Yugoslavia. Moreover, the cre-
ation of new provinces based on ethnic identity may create
perverse incentives for ethno-politicians to organize armed
conflict in the hope of further devolution. Such autonomy
can increase the risk of future violence unless it takes the
form of full partition (Chapman and Roeder 2007). Nigeria
and India have each had a history of repeated breakups of
existing states, driven by these kinds of incentives. Disper-
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sive institutions can thus have complex and conditional effects
on civil peace.

Inclusive power sharing. Inclusive power-sharing arrange-
ments grantmembers shares in the exercise of political power,
so that each group or party can contribute to important public
decisions. Mutual veto and grand coalitions are key forms of
inclusive power sharing. According to Lijphart, the most im-
portant institution of this type is the grand coalition (Lijphart
1985). The grand coalition may take different forms, including
“a grand coalition cabinet in parliamentary systems, a grand
coalition of a president and other top officeholders in presi-
dential systems, and broadly inclusive councils or commit-
tees with important advisory and coordinating functions” (Lij-
phart 1985, 7). Another example of inclusiveness is a set of
seats in the national legislature that is reserved for members
of a minority group.

Inclusive power-sharing arrangements guarantee policy-
making influence and access to power, which activate the
mechanism of elite co-optation. Advocates of inclusive ar-
rangements focus on how this form of power sharing makes
peace more attractive, by committing the elites of all rep-
resented groups in society. Yet inclusive power-sharing insti-
tutions often do not create mechanisms that protect ordinary
citizens. This may leave them vulnerable to government re-
pression and thus can lead to an unstable peace. Empirical
research suggests that such concerns are not unfounded. Re-
gimes with inclusive arrangements are thus more prone than
others to use repressive tactics such as torture (Conrad 2014;
Frantz and Kendall-Taylor 2014; Vreeland 2008). Although
some opposition elites may therefore be well served by inclu-
sive institutions, the broader public can face government re-
pression and hence be more willing to mobilize against the
state. This situation can in turn lead to the emergence of new
opposition elites who have not been previously co-opted and
the recurrence of conflict.

Inclusive arrangements can also result in two other prob-
lems. First, inclusive power sharing strengthens ethnic divi-
sions by cementing them to guaranteed positions in govern-
ment (Horowitz 2003). The hardening of cleavages strengthens
factional identities and attachments, thereby making it easier
for elites to appeal to norms of group solidarity and kinship
(Gates 2002). Second, inclusive power sharing may also raise
the risk of conflict because it rewards elites who oppose the
state (Tull and Mehler 2005). Once some opposition elites
are rewarded through an inclusive power-sharing arrangement,
leaders of other groups may see challenging the state as a
means to power and influence. Moreover, once those elites
who are co-opted receive their rewards, which are often mon-
etary, it may be difficult for the government to prevent them
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from using these resources to seek the regime’s downfall
(Magaloni 2008). And if their rhetoric has been successful,
it may be difficult for factional leaders to resist such demands
from their constituents. Inclusive power sharing is thus sub-
ject to many of the same limitations that plague dispersive
power sharing. We therefore expect that neither dispersive nor
inclusive power sharing has a positive effect on civil peace.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
We test our hypothesis using new data, collected specifically
for this purpose and in recognition of the research design
limitations of previous research. The IDC data set, which is
further described below and in Strøm et al. (2016), contains
data on 180 countries between 1975 and 2010. Our data pre-
cisely date major institutional changes, such as the intro-
duction of new constitutions or the overthrow of regimes.
This allows us to create a country-day data set. By precisely
dating institutions in place as of a given day (as well as con-
flict onset and termination), we can establish temporal pre-
cedent with a much higher degree of accuracy than is possible
with conventional country-year data.4

Dependent variable
Our dependent variable is the onset of an armed intrastate
conflict.We use the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP)
Conflict Termination data set (Kreutz 2010), which has in-
formation on start and end dates for all UCDP conflicts.
The threshold in the UCDP definition of internal conflict
is at least 25 deaths from armed violence in a year. Because
there is no agreed-upon definition of what it means for a
conflict to end, it is often unclear whether two periods of
armed violence constitute one or two conflicts. For cases in
which violence reemerges, we have relied in our main esti-
mations on an often-used rule that demands a minimum of
one year of inactivity before we code renewed violence as a
new conflict onset. We use the start and end dates in Kreutz
(2010) to measure the time between two distinct episodes of
conflict.

Samples
Our theoretical discussion does not distinguish between post-
conflict and non–post-conflict societies. Our arguments are
intended to apply to both types of societies. We therefore
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include all states in our primary analysis (model 1 below). Be-
cause much of the existing literature has focused only on
post-conflict societies, however, we will also separately test
our arguments in a sample limited to those polities. This sub-
sample (model 2 below) contains only conflict onsets that
happen in states that had previously experienced a conflict.
We are thus able to contrast the post-conflict sample with
a full sample of all countries, so that we can estimate and
compare the effects of power-sharing institutions under both
conditions.

Statistical model
To analyze the relationship between power-sharing insti-
tutions and conflict, we use a conditional logit model (which
is described in detail in app. A because of space consider-
ations). The data structure used in this analysis closely follows
that of Raknerud and Hegre (1997) and Hegre et al. (2001).
We begin with a list of conflict onsets, w, and sort them in
ascending chronological order. At each point in time when
an onset occurs, tw, we take a cross-sectional snapshot of
all other independent countries at that time. The dependent
variable is binary, where “1” denotes an observation of a con-
flict that started on that specific day.

Key independent variables
The IDC data set codes 19 indicators of power sharing. These
variables were chosen a priori because they represent the
key indicators of power sharing, based both on the power-
sharing literature and on our theory of the three types of
power sharing. Factor analysis confirms that these institutions
indeed cluster into three latent factors, as our theory suggests.
Our indicators of constraining power sharing are institutions
that protect the rights of minority groups and ordinary
citizens. These include protections of religious freedom, bars
against military engagement in elected politics, bans on ex-
plicitly ethnic or religious parties, and the existence of an ef-
fective and independent judicial check on the authority of
elected officials. These measures are designed to avoid cap-
turing purely horizontal constraints on executive authority,
such as legislative veto players and other checks and balances.
Our coding of constraining institutions also recognizes that
they may not be effective if they exist only on article and are
not enforced. We therefore include both de jure and de facto
measures of several of our constraints. Our inclusive power-
sharing indicators cover two of Lijphart’s components of con-
sociationalism: grand coalitions and mutual veto. They also
include the reservation of seats or executive positions for spe-
cific minority groups to ensure their inclusion in central-
government decision-making. Our indicators of dispersive
power sharing are grouped along three dimensions: (1) pow-
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ers allocated to regional governments; (2) the election of re-
gional governments by regional electorates; (3) the represen-
tation of regional constituencies in the central government.
A full list of the indicators is provided in appendix B.

The indicators are coded from constitutions, peace trea-
ties, and a variety of secondary sources. Many indicators are
based on de jure institutions, but we also include some de facto
indicators, particularly those that tell us whether core power-
sharing institutions, such as may be included in the national
constitution, are actually implemented. The 19 indicators and
3 indexes are described in greater detail in Strøm et al. (2016).
Strøm et al. (2016) also report factor analysis of these 19 in-
dicators, which shows that, as predicted by our theory, they
cluster around three latent variables, each of which corre-
sponds to one type of power sharing. Based on the factor
loadings, we construct an index measure of each type of
power sharing. In these indexes, higher weights are assigned
to those indicators that are most closely correlated with other
indicators of the same latent variable and, by extension, with
the underlying latent variable.5 We use these index measures
in our analysis.

Control variables
It is possible that certain institutions are more likely to be
created under specific conditions that, in turn, affect the prob-
ability of conflict. There are three aspects to the issue: (a) some
factors might explain both the creation of power-sharing in-
stitutions and the onset of conflict; (b) when conflict recur-
rence is analyzed, aspects of the prior conflict may have af-
fected the end of that conflict and the creation of post-conflict
institutions (see Chapman and Roeder (2007) and Mattes and
Savun (2009) for detailed discussions of this issue); and (c) in
models of conflict recurrence, states “select” into the sam-
ple by experiencing a prior conflict. Existing work on power
sharing and conflict recurrence addresses problems (a) and
(b) by controlling for factors that might explain the creation
of power-sharing institutions and the onset of conflict, which
we include in both models 1 and 2, as well as by controlling
for the factors that predict civil war settlement or the end of
the prior conflict, which we include in model 2. Nonethe-
less, by only analyzing post-conflict states, the inference in
much existing work is threatened by problem (c). By testing
our hypothesis on both post-conflict states and a broader
sample of states (many of which did not experience a prior
conflict), we go further than existing analyses in addressing
problem (c). If we find consistent results regarding the rela-
tionship between power sharing and conflict in both models
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we can better rule out biases resulting from selection into a
prior conflict.

Economic development and population. We control for
the natural log of GDP per capita and the natural log of
population. We use data from World Development Indicators
(2011), supplemented with data from the Penn World Tables.
We control for economic growth using the World Devel-
opment Indicators, supplemented with data from Gleditsch
(2002).

Electoral democracy. Democracies are less conflict prone
than other states (Hegre et al. 2001) and less likely to abuse
the rights of their citizens (Davenport 2007), so publics in
these countries may have fewer reasons to take up arms than
those in other states. Many measures of democracy, such as
Polity, include both institutional and electoral dimensions of
democracy. Including such a measure in our analysis would
be a problem because these institutional features share some
common elements with our power-sharing data. We there-
fore use the measure of electoral democracy provided by
Alvarez et al. (1996), supplemented by the measure provided
by Geddes, Wright, and Frantz (2013) with respect to cases
for which Alvarez et al. (1996) do not provide data.

Ethnolinguistic fractionalization. Identity heterogeneity
is likely to influence political institutions. Ethnicity may also
affect civil conflict, although this point is hotly debated (Ce-
derman et al. 2011; Fearon and Laitin 2003). We control
for this using data from Roeder (2005).

Regime stability. Regime instability can be detrimental to
the effectiveness of power sharing and can foster uncertainty
and subsequent conflict. Following Hegre et al. (2001), we
operationalize regime instability as temporal proximity to
prior regime change, and we operationalize regime change
based on the Gates et al. (2006) definition. We use a decay
function to account for this because the expected relationship
between the effect of a preceding regime change and the risk
of conflict is nonlinear (Gates et al. 2006).6

Interregnum. The IDC data set codes certain polities as
experiencing interregnums. These are periods in which it is
unclear who is in power, or when a state is temporarily with-
out any government or ruler. Many power-sharing indicators
could not be reliably coded with respect to such periods. For
these cases, we code each specific power-sharing institution
as absent and include an indicator variable indicating the
units for which this is the case.
6. The decay function is f (t)p 22t=a, where t represents the number
of days since the previous institutional change and a represents the half-
life parameter. The value of a tells us how long it takes before the effect o
a preceding institutional change on the risk of conflict is halved. We find
12 months to be the optimal half-life parameter for this sample. The measure
is equal to one immediately after an institutional change has occurred and
approaches zero as the institutional change becomes more temporally distant

7. To reduce missing data, coders adhered to a “preponderance of the
evidence” rather than a “beyond a reasonable doubt” standard when assigning
values to a particular indicator. Nonetheless, for some observations credible
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Additional controls for post-conflict model. To test our hy-
pothesis for the sub-sample of post-conflict states (model 2),
we add several control variables that capture characteristics of
the prior conflict. The intensity and duration of the prior con-
flict may affect both the type of settlement reached to end
it and the likelihood of new conflict onsets. We control for
these factors using the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict data set
(Gleditsch et al. 2002). Third parties, such as other states and
the United Nations, often intervene in civil conflicts. These
interventions can both shape the course of the conflict and
have important effects on the parties’ ability to credibly com-
mit to a settlement (Fortna 2004; Walter 1997). We control
for this factor using the UCDP Peace Agreement data set.
We control for whether a peace agreement was signed to end
the prior conflict, as this could affect both whether new insti-
tutions were created and whether the conflict recurs. We also
control for whether the agreement included disarmament pro-
visions, as this can exacerbate the commitment problem. For
both variables, we use the UCDP Peace Agreement data set
(Harbom et al. 2005). Like power-sharing institutions, peace-
keeping missions endeavor to alter the incentives of belliger-
ents to promote peace. Peacekeeping can often enhance the
credibility of peace agreements through international commit-
ments. Thus, they may serve as either complements to or sub-
stitutes for power sharing, and their presence is determined
both by international factors and factors specific to the con-
flict itself. We control for whether a post-conflict peacekeep-
ing mission was instituted using data from Fortna (2008).

Missing data
There are some observations in the IDC data set for which
information on one or more indicators is missing due to a lack
of credible information.7 In our main specification, we im-
pute the missing indicator data using the Amelia 2 program
(Honaker, King, and Blackwell 2011) before running the fac-
tor analysis. We use the resulting power-sharing indexes in
our statistical models. We also include a dummy variable that
indicates those units for which at least one underlying indi-
cator was missing.

RESULTS
The results are shown in table 2. In both models, the co-
efficient for constraining power sharing is significant and
negative, meaning that these institutions are associated with
a lower probability of conflict, as our theory suggests. The
results also indicate that the relationship between con-
information could not be obtained. See Strøm et al. (2016).
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straining power-sharing institutions and conflict is similar
for initial conflict and conflict recurrence. This further in-
dicates that selection into a prior conflict is not likely to ex-
plain the relationship we find between constraining power
sharing and conflict.

Dispersive power sharing does not have a significant re-
lationship with conflict. Interestingly, inclusive power sharing
has a significant positive coefficient in model 1, which indi-
cates that such institutions are associated with a larger prob-
ability of initial conflict, rather than a lower probability, as
much of the literature would suggest. The result supports the
arguments made by Conrad (2014), Horowitz (2003), Maga-
loni (2008), and other authors discussed in the section on
inclusive power sharing as to the potential dangers of these
Table 2. Risk of Civil Conflict
All States
(1)
Post-Conflict States
(2)
Constraining power sharing
 2.341***
 2.278***

(.0846)
 (.104)
Dispersive power sharing
 2.0830
 2.0471

(.471)
 (.159)
Inclusive power sharing
 .142***
 .0485

(.0533)
 (.0635)
Economic growth
 22.231***
 2.893

(.758)
 (.880)
Electoral democracy
 .0625
 2.0454

(.163)
 (.201)
Population (logged)
 .414***
 .267***

(.0408)
 (.0597)
GDP per capita (logged)
 2.461***
 2.341***

(.0691)
 (.0877)
Ethnolinguistic fractionalization
 .883***
 .335

(.259)
 (.335)
Temporal proximity to prior
change in institutions
 .323
 .171
(.227)
 (.269)

Interregnum
 2.884
 21.731*
(.603)
 (1.027)

Missing power-sharing indicator
 2.488***
 2.432**
(.157)
 (.181)

Prior conflict characteristics
Intensity
 .252

(.280)
Duration
 .0000644205***

(.0000169205)
Third-party intervention
 2.441

(.341)
Disarmament
 .206

(.298)
Peace agreement
 .368

(.369)
Peacekeeping
 .0477

(.313)
Observations
 40,640
 18,793

Log-likelihood
 21,132
 2755.9
Standard errors are in parentheses
*** p ! .01.
** p ! .05.
* p ! .1.
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institutions. In model 2, however, the coefficient of inclusive
institutions is significantly smaller than in model 1 and is not
significant. This indicates that we cannot conclude with con-
fidence that inclusive power sharing affects conflict recur-
rence, but in either case the effect is smaller than it is with
respect to initial conflict.

In model 1, a 1-unit increase in the constraining power-
sharing index (e.g., from 21.5 to 20.5 or from 0 to 1) is as-
sociated with a 29% reduction in the probability of conflict
onset. Examples of states with a value of roughly 0 in the
constraining power-sharing index are Czechoslovakia and
Romania during most of the 1970s and 1980s, which had
minor protections for religious freedom, as well as some
judicial powers, but where judges did not have lifelong terms
and did not have the power to review legislative and exec-
utive decisions. An example of a state with a value of roughly
1 is Botswana during the period 1975–2010, which has ex-
plicit prohibitions on state establishment of religion and on
restricting religious freedom, as well as lifelong tenure for
judges and the power of judicial review. In model 2, an
increase in 1 unit in the constraining power-sharing index
is associated with a 24% reduction in the probability of con-
flict onset. Appendix D provides several additional analyses
of marginal effects.

“Economic growth” is associated with a lower probability
of conflict onset but is not a statistically significant predictor
of the recurrence of armed conflict. This is a striking result
especially because this variable captures short-term change.
Read together, the results suggest that conflict recurrence
may be less sensitive to short-term changes in economic con-
ditions than initial onsets, a phenomenon that bears further
investigation. “Population” is statistically significant and posi-
tively associated with a larger probability of conflict onset and
recurrence, as we would expect. “GDP per capita” is negatively
associated with conflict onset and recurrence. “Ethnolinguistic
fractionalization” is positive and statistically significant in the
model that includes all states, which is consistent with the
recent literature on the relationship between ethnicity and
conflict (Cederman et al. 2011). In the post-conflict model,
however, this variable is not statistically significant, and its
coefficient is significantly smaller than in model 1. A possible
reason for this is that this variable changes relatively little
over time. Ethnolinguistic fractionalization may therefore ex-
plain the initial onset and thus selection into the post-conflict
sample, but because the variable remains stable it may not
further explain conflict recurrence.

Interestingly, in model 2, most of the characteristics of
the prior conflict are not individually statistically signifi-
cant (although they are jointly significant). Most of these
variables are significant in an alternate model that excludes
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power-sharing institutions. This implies that, to some ex-
tent, prior conflict characteristics affect the choice of post-
conflict power-sharing institutions, as we would expect, but
that individually they may not affect conflict recurrence once
such institutions are put into place. In addition, by control-
ling for these factors in model 2, we are better able to es-
timate the extent to which power-sharing institutions affect
conflict recurrence independently of the prior conflict char-
acteristics that may have led to such institutions being im-
plemented.
Robustness tests
We estimate a series of additional models to test the robust-
ness of our results. The result of these tests, reported in ap-
pendix C, provide strong support for our theory.

Time since conflict. Civil conflicts are often intermittent,
recurring after pauses of days, weeks, or months. When the
killing stops for a period of time, the conflict could be over
or there simply may be a lull in fighting. It can often be dif-
ficult to determine whether multiple intermittent periods of
violence are part of one conflict or constitute multiple con-
flicts. The ceasefire of April 2012 in Syria, which lasted hours,
clearly did not separate two conflicts. What about the 2002
ceasefire in Sri Lanka, after which the conflict dipped below
25 battle casualties over a calendar year, but resumed again in
2003? We could think of this as two conflicts, but most ob-
servers would not. In contrast, the 20 years between the 1946
and the 1966 Kurdish uprisings in Iraq are uncontrover-
sially two distinct conflicts. How much time does it take
before we can call a conflict over and hence code renewed
conflict between the same parties over the same incompati-
bility as a new onset? If every lull in fighting is counted as
the end of conflict, we would greatly exaggerate the number
of conflict terminations. To address this problem more fully,
we estimate robustness tests that exclude states with recent
recurring conflicts. Rather than set a specific cut-off for what
“recent” means (as we did in our main specification), we in-
stead reestimate model 1 for each value of a measure of time
since the last conflict, in days. In other words, these models
iteratively increase the threshold of conflict recentness and
exclude countries from the sample that do not meet that
threshold. Thus, our sample size iteratively decreases.

Missing data. As noted above, there are missing values
for some of the underlying indicators in the power-sharing
indexes. We test the robustness of our results by using an al-
ternative strategy that codes instances of missing data as zeros.
When coders did not find evidence of the existence of a po-
litical institution, it may be more likely than not that the given
institution did not exist.
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Measures of electoral democracy. Electoral democracy is
one of the most important control variables in our mod-
els but also one that is particularly difficult tomeasure.We test
the robustness of our results using alternative operational-
izations.

Unit of analysis. Although the country-day unit of anal-
ysis allows us to better establish a temporal connection be-
tween institutions and conflict, we test the robustness of
our results using a more conventional country-year unit of
analysis.

Post-conflict indicator. The extent to which states create
power-sharing institutions may be affected by whether or not
they have previously experienced a civil conflict. We add a
variable to the all-states model that indicates whether or not
the state previously experienced a civil conflict.

Time since institutional change. One might expect the
effects of power-sharing institutions to depend on the length
of time during which they have been in place, although the
power-sharing literature does not generally emphasize this
notion and it is outside the scope of our theory. The “Tempo-
ral Proximity to Prior Change in Institutions” variable in our
models helps us test whether the institutions’ relationship
with conflict is independent of the length of time they have
been in place, but does not test whether this relationship
changes over such time. To do so, we estimate robustness tests
that include interaction terms between the three power-sharing
indexes and the “Temporal Proximity” variable. The results
of these models continue to demonstrate a significant nega-
tive relationship between constraining power-sharing institu-
tions and conflict onset.

Individual constraining power-sharing institutions. Al-
though our theory focuses on the relationship between con-
flict onset and constraining power-sharing institutions as a
set of institutions, our main focus has been on protection
from repression offered by religious freedom and indepen-
dent national judiciaries. As a final set of tests, we replace the
constraining power-sharing index with each of these indica-
tors. In the results, each of the individual coefficients of the
indicators is negative, but the coefficients for the religious
freedom variables are more consistently significant. This pro-
vides some evidence, although it is inconclusive, that a key
mechanism behind the negative relationship between con-
straining power-sharing institutions and conflict is the pro-
tection of religious freedom.

CONCLUSIONS
Power sharing, particularly as manifest in institutions that
protect the rights and security of the population at large, pro-
vides a pathway to peace. Constraining power-sharing insti-
tutions, in contrast to inclusive and dispersive types of power
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sharing, embody a credible commitment to peace by provid-
ing protection from repression. Mechanisms that serve to
co-opt rival elites and guarantee their personal security may
work to get fighting parties to sign a peace agreement, but
cannot assure a credible commitment to peace over time in
environments of changing levels of relative power and military
capacity. Inclusive power sharing is inherently elite-focused
and does not adequately address this commitment problem.
Safeguarding against the monopolization of power, constrain-
ing power-sharing institutions work by limiting the govern-
ment’s ability to repress, which raises the costs of mobilizing
a rebel force and creates the conditions for a credible com-
mitment to peace.

Drawing on new data, we have examined the pacific prop-
erties of different types of power-sharing institutions both for
countries that have previously experienced civil war and for
those that have not. Our analysis shows that only constrain-
ing power-sharing institutions are significantly associated
with a reduced risk of armed civil conflict onset, including
the risk of initial conflict and the risk of recurrence in post-
conflict environments. Inclusive and dispersive institutions are
not significantly associated with peace. Constraining power-
sharing institutions are likely pacific because they provide se-
curity for ordinary citizens; protection against government
repression is a key pathway through which power-sharing
leads to peace.

This article suggests several areas for further research.
One is to examine in more detail the causal mechanism of
protection we have discussed in the paper. Existing work
has examined the role of institutions such as independent
courts in protecting individuals from repression in indi-
vidual cases; because of space considerations, we have not
engaged in extensive case study analysis in this article re-
garding the role of protection in linking constraining power-
sharing institutions to a reduced risk of civil conflict onset.
Such work would certainly enrich our understanding of the
causal mechanism and potentially provide a more nuanced
understanding of how constraining power-sharing institu-
tions promote peace. A second area we hope to further ex-
plore is the extent to which the sequence in which power-
sharing institutions are created is related to conflict. It may
be the case that certain institutions are more effective if their
establishment is preceded by other institutions. Relatedly, in-
teractions between individual institutions may also have im-
portant effects. For example, in a federal structure, it may be
interesting to analyze whether dispersive power-sharing in-
stitutions can affect peace if accompanied by constraining
power-sharing institutions within the federal units. Finally,
our findings have important implications for our broader
understanding of the causes of civil war. Much of the litera-
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ture on commitment problems implicitly or explicitly tends to
focus on the government’s commitments to opposition elites.
Our theory and findings emphasize the importance of the gov-
ernment’s commitment to protect ordinary citizens, suggesting
that we can learn more about the causes of civil war by further
examining the links between repression and civil conflict.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The authors’ names are listed in alphabetical order. For
comments on previous drafts, we thank Helga Binningsbø,
Nils-Christian Bormann, Lars Erik Cederman, Marianne Dahl,
Evgeny Finkel, Kristian Gleditsch, Caroline Hartzell, Håvard
Hegre, Simon Hug, David Laitin, Jason Lyall, Mike Miller,
Mansoob Murshed, Hamish Nixon, Håvard Mokleiv Nygård,
Bill Reed, Siri Aas Rustad, Francisco Gutierrez Sanin, Atsushi
Tago, Natascha Wagner, Barbara Walter, Louis Wasser, Libby
Wood, Julian Wucherpfennig, and three anonymous review-
ers, as well as participants in workshops at Emory University,
Erasmus University, Florida State University, George Wash-
ington University, Georgetown University, Kobe University,
the University of Wisconsin-Madison, and Yale University.
REFERENCES
Alvarez Michael, Antonio Cheibub José, Limongi Fernando, and Przeworski

Adam. 1996. “Classifying Political Regimes.” Studies in Comparative
Political Development 31:1–37.

Besley, Timothy, and Torsten Persson. 2009. “Repression or Civil War?”
American Economic Review 99 (2): 292–97.

Binningsbø, Helga Malmin. 2013. “Power Sharing, Peace and Democracy:
Any Obvious Relationships?” International Area Studies Review 16 (1):
89–112.

Binningsbø, Helga Malmin, and Kendra Dupuy. 2009. “Using Power-Sharing
to Win a War: The Implementation of the Lomé Agreement in Sierra
Leone.” Africa Spectrum 44 (3): 87–107.

Brancati, Dawn. 2006. “Decentralization: Fueling the Fire or Dampening
the Flames of Ethnic Conflict and Secessionism.” International Orga-
nization 60 (3): 651–85.

Campbell, John. 2013. Nigeria: Dancing on the Brink. New York: Rowman
& Littlefield.

Cederman, Lars-Erik, Nils B. Weidmann, and Kristian Skrede Gleditsch.
2011. “Horizontal Inequalities and Ethnonationalist Civil War: A Global
Comparison.” American Political Science Review 105 (3): 478–95.

Chapman, Thomas, and Philip G. Roeder. 2007. “Partition as a Solution
to Wars of Nationalism: The Importance of Institutions.” American
Political Science Review 101 (4): 677–91.

Conrad, Courtenay. 2011. “Constrained Concessions: Beneficent Dictatorial
Responses to the Domestic Political Opposition.” International Studies
Quarterly 55 (4): 1167–87.

Conrad, Courtenay. 2014. “Divergent Incentives for Dictators: Domestic
Institutions and (International Promises Not To) Torture.” Journal of
Conflict Resolution 58 (1): 34–67.

Davenport, Christian. 2007. “State Repression and Political Order.” An-
nual Review of Political Science 10:1–23.

Fearon, James D. 2004. “Why Do Some Civil Wars Last So Much Longer
than Others?” Journal of Peace Research 41 (3): 275–301.
This content downloaded from 068.181
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms 
Fearon, James D. 2011a. “Governance and Civil War Onset.” World Bank
Development Report.

Fearon, James D. 2011b. “Self-Enforcing Democracy.” Quarterly Journal
of Economics 126 (4): 1661–708.

Fearon, James D., and David D. Laitin. 2003. “Ethnicity, Insurgency, and
Civil War.” American Political Science Review 97 (1): 75–90.

Findley, Michael G., and Joseph K. Young. 2011. “Terrorism, Democracy,
and Credible Commitments.” International Studies Quarterly 55 (2):
357–78.

Fortna, Virginia Page. 2003. “Scraps of Paper? Agreements and the Du-
rability of Peace.” International Organization 57 (1): 337–72.

Fortna, Virginia Page. 2004. “Does Peacekeeping Keep Peace? Interna-
tional Intervention and the Duration of Peace after Civil War.” Interna-
tional Studies Quarterly 48 (2): 269–92.

Fortna, Virginia Page. 2008. Does Peacekeeping Work? Shaping Belligerents’
Choices after Civil War. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Frantz, Erica, and Andrea Kendall-Taylor. 2014. “A Dictator’s Toolkit:
Understanding how Co-optation Affects Repression in Autocracies.”
Journal of Peace Research, 51 (3): 332–46.

Gandhi, Jennifer, and Adam Przeworski. 2006. “Cooperation, Cooptation,
and Rebellion under Dictatorships.” Economics and Politics 18 (1): 1–
26.

Gates, Scott. 2002. “Recruitment and Allegiance: The Microfoundations of
Rebellion.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 46 (1): 111–30.

Gates, Scott, Håvard Hegre, Mark Jones, and Håvard Strand. 2006. “In-
stitutional Inconsistency and Political Instability: Polity Duration,
1800–2000, ”American Journal of Political Science 50 (4): 261–82.

Geddes, Barbara, Joseph Wright, and Erica Frantz. 2013. “New Data on

Autocratic Breakdown and Regime Transitions.” Working Paper.
Gleditsch, Kristian Skrede. 2002. “Expanded Trade and GDP Data.” Journal

of Conflict Resolution 46 (5): 712–24.
Gleditsch, Nils Petter, Peter Wallensteen, Mikael Eriksson, Margareta

Sollenberg, and Håvard Strand. 2002. “Armed Conflict 1946–2001: A
New Dataset.” Journal of Peace Research 39 (5): 615–37.

Hartzell, Caroline A., andMatthewHoddie. 2003. “Institutionalizing Peace:
Power Sharing and Post-Civil War Conflict Management.” American
Journal of Political Science 47 (2): 318–32.

Hartzell, Caroline A., and Matthew Hoddie. 2007. Crafting Peace: Power-
sharing Institutions and the Negotiated Settlement of Civil Wars. Uni-
versity Park: Pennsylvania State University Press.

Hegre, Håvard, Tanja Ellingsen, Scott Gates, and Nils Petter Gleditsch.
2001. “Toward a Democratic Civil Peace? Democracy, Political Change,
and Civil War, 1816–1992.” American Political Science Review 95 (1):
33–48.

Hill, Daniel W., and Zachary M. Jones. 2014. “An Empirical Evaluation of
Explanations for State Repression.” American Political Science Review
108 (3): 661–87.

Honaker, James, Gary King, and Matthew Blackwell. 2011. “Amelia II: A
Program for Missing Data (Special Vol.).” Journal of Statistical Soft-
ware 45 (7): 1– 47.

Horowitz, Donald L. 2003. “The Cracked Foundations of the Right to
Secede.” Journal of Democracy 14 (2): 5–17.

Humphreys, Macartan, and Jeremy M. Weinstein. 2008. “Who Fights?
The Determinants of Participation in Civil War.” American Journal of
Political Science 52 (2): 436–55.

Jackman, Simon. 2008. “Measurement.” In Janet Box-Steffensmeier,
Henry Brady, and David Collier, eds., Oxford Handbook of Political
Methodology. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Jarstad, Anna, and Desiree Nilsson. 2008. “From Words to Deeds: The
Implementation of Powersharing Pacts in Peace Accords.” Conflict
Management and Peace Science 25 (3): 206–23.
.207.175 on January 28, 2016 09:00:23 AM
and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022002702046001007
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055411000207
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022343302039005007
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.polisci.10.101405.143216
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.polisci.10.101405.143216
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055403000534
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS002081830606019X
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS002081830606019X
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-5907.2008.00322.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-5907.2008.00322.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1257%2Faer.99.2.292
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055407070438
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055407070438
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022343304043770
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1540-5907.00022
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1540-5907.00022
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2478.2011.00647.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2F978-1-4614-3576-1_12
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055414000306
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022343313519808
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2478.2011.00683.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2478.2011.00683.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F2233865912473847
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.18637%2Fjss.v045.i07
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.18637%2Fjss.v045.i07
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F07388940802218945
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F07388940802218945
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-0343.2006.00160.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022002702046005006
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022002702046005006
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022002712459707
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022002712459707
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1093%2Fqje%2Fqjr038
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1093%2Fqje%2Fqjr038
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1353%2Fjod.2003.0033
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0020-8833.2004.00301.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0020-8833.2004.00301.x


Volume 78 Number 2 April 2016 / 000
Kalyvas, Stathis, and Matthew Kocher. 2007. “How ‘Free’ Is Free Riding in
Civil Wars? Violence, Insurgency and the Collective Action Problem.”
World Politics 59 (1): 177–216

Keith, Linda Camp. 2002. “Judicial Independence and Human Rights
Protection around the World.” Judicature 85 (4): 195–200.

Kreutz, Joakim. 2010. “How and When Armed Conflicts Ends: Intro-
ducing the UCDP Conflict Termination Dataset.” Journal of Peace
Research 47 (2): 243–50.

Lake, David A. 2003. “International Relations Theory and Internal Con-
flict: Insights from the Interstices.” International Studies Review 5 (4):
81–89.

Lichbach, Mark Irving. 1987. “Deterrence or Escalation? The Puzzle of
Aggregate Studies of Repression and Dissent.” Journal of Conflict Res-
olution 31:266–97.

Lijphart, Arend. 1985. Power-Sharing in South Africa. Berkeley: Institute
of International Studies, University of California.

Lupu, Yonatan. 2013. “Best Evidence: The Role of Information in Domes-
tic Judicial Enforcement of International Human Rights Agreements.”
International Organization 67 (3): 469–503.

Magaloni, Beatriz. 2008. “Credible Powersharing and the Longevity of
Authoritarian Rule.” Comparative Political Studies 41 (4): 715–41.

Mattes, Michaela, and Burcu Savun. 2009. “Fostering Peace after Civil
War: Commitment Problems and Agreement Design.” International
Studies Quarterly 53 (3): 737–59.

Moore, Will H. 2000. “The Repression of Dissent: A Substitution Model
of Government Coercion.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 44 (1): 107–
27.

Mukherjee, Bumba. 2006. “Why Political Powersharing Agreements Lead

to Enduring Peaceful Resolution of Some Civil Wars, but Not Others?”
International Studies Quarterly 50 (2): 479–504.

North, Douglass C., William Summerhill, and Barry R. Weingast. 2000.
“Order, Disorder and Economic Change.” In Bruce Bueno de Mesquita
and Hilton Root, eds., Governing for Prosperity. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

North, Douglass C., and Barry R. Weingast. 1989. “Constitutions and Com-
mitment: the Evolution of Institutions Governing Public Choice in
Seventeenth-Century England.” Journal of Economic History 49 (4): 803–
32.

O’Donnell, Guillermo. 1998. “Horizontal Accountability in New Democ-
racies.” Journal of Democracy 9 (3): 112–26.

Philpott, Daniel. 2007. “Explaining the Political Ambivalence of Religion.”
American Political Science Review 101 (3): 505–25.
This content downloaded from 068.181
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms 
Powell, Robert. 2006. “War as a Commitment Problem.” International Or-
ganization 60 (1): 169–203.

Powell, Emilia Justyna, and Jeffrey K. Staton. 2009. “Domestic Judicial In-
stitutions and Human Rights Treaty Violation.” International Studies
Quarterly 53 (1): 149–74.

Raknerud, Arvid, and Håvard Hegre. 1997. “The Hazard of War: Reassess-
ing the Evidence for the Democratic Peace.” Journal of Peace Research
34 (4): 385–404.

Roeder, Philip G. 2005. “Power Dividing as an Alternative to Ethnic Power
Sharing. ” In P. G. Roeder and D. S. Rothchild, eds., Sustainable Peace:
Power and Democracy after Civil Wars. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 51–82.

Sisk, Timothy D. 1996. Power Sharing and International Mediation in Ethnic
Conflicts. New York: Carnegie.

Steinberg, David A., and Stephen M. Saideman. 2008. “Laissez Fear:
Assessing the Impact of Government Involvement in the Economy on
Ethnic Violence.” International Studies Quarterly 52 (2): 235–59.

Strøm, Kaare, Scott Gates, Benjamin A. T. Graham, and Håvard Strand.
2016. “Inclusion, Dispersion, and Constraint: Powersharing in the World’s
States, 1975–2010.” British Journal of Political Science (forthcoming).

Tilly, Charles. 2003. The Politics of Collective Violence. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Toft, Monica Duffy. 2007. “Getting Religion? The Puzzling Case of Islam and
Civil War.” International Security 31 (4): 97–131.

Tsebelis, George. 2002. Veto Players: How Political Institutions Work. Prince-
ton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Tull, Dennis M., and Andreas Mehler. 2005. “The Hidden Costs of Power-
sharing: Reproducing Insurgent Violence in Africa.” African Affairs 104

(416): 375–98.
Vreeland, James. 2008. “The Effect of Political Regime on Civil War: Un-

packing Anocracy.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 52 (3): 401–25.
Walter, Barbara F. 1997. “The Critical Barrier to Civil War Settlement.”

International Organization 51 (3): 335–64.
Walter, Barbara F. 2002. Committing to Peace: The Successful Settlement

of Civil Wars. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Walter, Barbara F. 2011. “Conflict Relapse and the Sustainability of Post-

Conflict Peace.” World Bank Development Report.
Wintrobe, Ronald. 1998. The Political Economy of Dictatorship. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.
Wucherpfenning, Julian. 2013. “The Strategic Logic of Power-Sharing

after Civil War.” Paper presented at the Powersharing workshop in
Lucerne, Switzerland, May 1–3, 2013.
.207.175 on January 28, 2016 09:00:23 AM
and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1093%2Fafraf%2Fadi034
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS0020818306060061
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS0020818306060061
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1353%2Fwp.2007.0023
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022002787031002003
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022002787031002003
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2478.2009.00554.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2478.2009.00554.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022002708315594
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS0022050700009451
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2478.2008.01527.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2478.2008.01527.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2478.2008.00500.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022002700044001006
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2Fisec.2007.31.4.97
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2F002081897550384
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1353%2Fjod.1998.0051
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022343397034004002
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022343309353108
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0022343309353108
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS002081831300012X
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1515%2F9781400831456
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2478.2006.00410.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055407070372
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1079-1760.2003.00504008.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0010414007313124

