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Abstract

This thesis argues that negotiated peace agreements to regulate ethnic conftlicts need to be
understood as a process of within-bloc as well as between-bloc elite bargaining. The
proposition advanced here is that the nature of the agreement depends upon the dynamics
within each respective ethnic bloc. The theoretical framework of the thesis entails a shift
in the conceptual paradigm for viewing ethnic blocs as unitary actors. Rather than
viewing ethnic blocs as unitary actors (like nation-states), it argues that in the fluid
dynamics of divided societies ethnic blocs consist of an area in which there 1s a
constellation of factions that seek to exercise a monopoly of legitimate power and
compete for control over the bloc’s population. The nature of within-bloc competition
shapes elite incentives and preferences in negotiating an inter-ethnic bargain. The nature
of the bargain, whether a comprehensive maximal peace agreement or a limited minimal
pact, 1s influenced by three important variables concerning the nature of ethnic blocs: (1)
the configuration of within-bloc competition; (2) the tradition of elite accommodation;
and (3) exogenous influence or dependence.

Efforts towards the regulation of ethnic conflicts by negotiation between the
respective conflict blocs are inclined to focus on minimal bargains to resolve threats to
the leadership of the negotiating elites from within their ethnic bloc rather than
comprehensive conflict regulation. The fractious nature of ethnic blocs dominates elite
incentives to achieve inter-ethnic peace. The typology of three organisational dimensions
which influence elite bargaining outcomes advanced in the thesis — ethnic-bloc
configuration, elite accommodation, and external resource dependence — is established to
highlight the effect of institutional, structural, and procedural ethnic-bloc dynamics on
the respective elites negotiating positions and on the nature of the agreement reached.

The typology 1s applied to four negotiated peace agreements reached in the
[sracli—Palestinian and Northern Ireland cases. Subsequent chapters provide an analysis
of the internal ethnic bloc determinants and factional competition on inter-ethnic elite
bargaining. By considering the factors that led to minimal and maximal agreements, the
study 1llustrates the transformative potential of inter-ethnic elite negotiation and the

influence of institutional innovation on the nature of the agreement reached.
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1 Introduction

1.1 The argument

Donald Horowitz asserts in Ethnic Groups in Conflict.

In short, a principal limitation on interethnic cooperation 1s the configuration of
Intraethnic competition, both present and anticipated. Theories of accommodation that
rest on elite initiative must include variables related to group structure and competition,

for these constrain the opportunities for interethnic relations. (Horowitz 2000: 574)

Following Horowitz, this thesis begins with the notion that ‘a principal limitation on
inter-ethnic co-operation 1s the configuration of intra-ethnic competition’. It considers
the nature of inter-ethnic co-operation and whether incumbent ethnic-bloc elites coalesce
over limited and exclusive minimal security bargains or comprehensive inclusive
agreements. The study attempts to contribute to the understanding of the configuration of
intra-ethnic competition and the incentives for elite co-operation between conflicting
ethnic groups.

The propositions advanced give rise to the following hypothesis, which will be

examined within the subsequent case studies:

o Contrary to the literature on negotiated settlements,' inter-ethnic Agreements are
determined by the influence of intra-ethnic factional competition on ethnic-bloc

elite incentives. The nature of the agreement reached, whether it is exclusive and



limited or inclusive and comprehensive, is dependent upon the influence of within-

bloc factional competition on the incentives of the incumbent ethnic-bloc elites.

Based on the assumption that ethnic-blocs are not unitary, but rather a constellation of
factions engaged 1n an effort to gain authority over the bloc, the incentives for incumbent
ethnic bloc elites to negotiate inter-ethnic agreement are subject to a degree of
competition which is affected by the degree of leadership autonomy they possess.
Assessing the dynamics of factional elite competition within blocs provides greater
insights into the origins of incumbent elite incentives and the influence of within-bloc
factional constraints on leadership autonomy. Moreover, the rationale behind the nature
of the agreement or inter-ethnic bargain reached 1s 1lluminated by the incumbent ethnic-
bloc elite incentives. Whether agreements take the form of inclusive, comprehensive
peace settlements or exclusive security driven pacts 1s determined by within-bloc
competition, otherwise described as factionalism. Within-bloc competition 1s illustrated
by three dynamics: the configuration of the ethnic bloc, the nature of elite
accommodation, and external resource dependence. These three dynamics influence
incumbent bloc elite preferences and ultimately shape the comprehensiveness of the
Agreement reached. The exclusive or inclusive nature of the agreement reached is a

condition of the influence of within-bloc competition on ethnic bloc elite preferences.



1.2 Case selection

The thesis examines four cases of negotiated peace agreements between ethnic conflict
groups, which illustrate the impacts of intra-ethnic bloc elite competition. Two cases are
taken from two different periods in the conflict in Northern Ireland between nationalists
and unionists and their (externally recognised) respective ethnic-bloc elite
representatives: the British and Irnish governments in the first case, and the various
factional elite leaders and guarantors in the second case. Similarly, two cases are taken
from two different periods in the conflict in Israel/Palestine, between Israelis and
Palestinians and their (externally recognised) respective ethnic-bloc elite representatives,
the Isracli and Egyptian governments in the first instance, and the Israeli government and
the PLO leadership in the second case.

The Good Friday Agreement of 1998 in the Northern Ireland case is an example
of a maximal comprehensive agreement, in which core conflict concerns are addressed in
sum or 1n part, whereas the other three agreements, the Anglo-Irish Agreement of 1985,
the Camp David Accords of 1978, and the Oslo Accords of 1993, are exclusive minimal
bargains, in which the signatories prioritise arrangements of co-operative containment
(O’Dufty 1996: 285) that minimise shared threats or exclude a ‘common foe’ (see Diehl
and Goretz 2000: 247, Rabushka and Shepsle 1972: 80-92). The assessment of four
cases over time controls specific time-sensitive influences and the comparative nature of
the cases counters concerns about geographic specificity. The minimal nature of the Oslo
Accord 1n the Israeli—Palestinian case discounts the idea that exclusive minimal bargains

are always incremental arrangements that create by virtue of their existence the means for



negotiating an inclusive comprehensive agreement. While the existence of a limited
exclusive bargain can often create subsequent inter-ethnic co-operation, and increase the
probability of inter-ethnic blocs coalescing over time, the tailure ot the Oslo negotiations
to create a maximal comprehensive agreement, advancing from the Camp David
Agreements, suggests that minimal bargains need not necessarily evolve into maximal or
comprehensive bargains. In short, comprehensive, inclusive maximal agreements do not
necessarily follow from limited or exclusive minimal bargains.

Complementary circumstances and intervening factors impact the nature of
subsequent agreements. It 1s the case that negotiating bloc elites ‘bargain in the shadow
of the future’” and negotiated agreements are bargaining outcomes which affect the
history, institutions, and resources of the respective blocs. However, it is also the case
that bargaining occurs in the shadow of bloc members’ opinions and under the constant
threat posed by insurgent factional elites seeking to replace the negotiators (Lupia and
Strom 2003: 4). Agreements are not solely a series of incremental minimal bargains
towards the achievement of a comprehensive settlement. Despite the best efforts of elites
to maintain their leadership positions, within-bloc elite competition alters the identity of
the incumbent elite by open competition, electing new leaders or assassinating or
deposing existing leaders.

The examination of the negotiated agreement cases addressed here indicates that
subsequent negotiations and bargains borrow heavily from previously negotiated
elements and features, and often include the ‘scratched out clauses’ of former bargains
creating palimpsest like agreements. The exact nature of the deal reached depends upon

deliberate decisions made by the negotiating bloc elites in the particular political context.



A series of minimal bargains may serve as confidence-building measures, and elicit a

degree of familiarity and trust between ethnic-bloc elites, enabling greater inter-ethnic co-

operation and co-ordination over time by establishing stable rivalries (Diehl and Goertz
2000: 110, Maoz and Mor 2002: 51). But these factors are not sutticient to explam why
the minimal bargains are agreed. The scope of policy learning, established rivalries, and
path dependence between incumbent ethnic bloc elites, while influential, are not the
determining factors for the emergence of a subsequent comprehensive maximal bargain
that addresses more than peripheral concerns. The nature of the agreement reached is
mitigated not only by the intensity of inter-ethnic co-operation or conflict but also by
intra-ethnic determinants, namely the configuration of the respective ethnic blocs,
traditional elite accommodation, and the external resource dependence of the respective

bloc elites.

1.3 Methodology

The original basis of this comparative research emanates from extensive Public Records
Office research on the nature of the foundational agreements negotiated in each of the
chosen conflict cases (Ragin 1987). The documented archival sources on Anglo-Irish
Treaty negotiations from 1920 illustrated historical precedents for the subtleties of inter-
ethnic elite bargaining and intra-ethnic bloc determinants on the respective British and
[rish elite negotiators. The nature of the negotiations over Palestine in 1921 and later the

demise of British-mandated Palestine and the emergence of the UN Partition Plan of



1947 accentuated the influence of Israeli (Jewish) and Palestinian (Arab) factions on
British elite decision-making and exposed the comparative importance of the nuances of
factions within groups and factors otherwise obscured by the interests of Empire and

international dynamics.

The focus on factions borrows from political anthropology, while the
consideration of within-bloc competition 1s framed by the comparative politics literature,
in particular the work on political parties, coalition building, consociational theory and
questions of power sharing in the regulation of ethnic conflicts. Studies on the nature of
ethnic cleavage, divided societies as well as territories, enduring rivalries, negotiated
settlements, and third-party intervention drawn from security studies and international
relations complemented the core literature on ethnic conflict.

The case oriented qualitative approach adopted here, faces the ‘many variables,
small N’ problem, and the difficult task of i1solating and systematically vary a single
variable with a limited set of evidence, while addressing any number of explanatory
variables (Lyphart 1971: 685). The remedy to this methodological difficulty 1s
theoretical reductionism, minimising the number of variables under scrutiny by applying
a fixed and limited analyitical approach.

The methodological foundation of this study on how within-bloc or intra-ethnic
competition configures between-bloc or inter-ethnic elite bargaining and the nature of the
bargain reached is the first-hand investigation of the formal and informal positions,
power and motivations of the elite involved by way of systematic, detailed personal
interviews (Putnam 1976). This investigation incorporates eighty independent interviews

at first hand (second and third interviews of the same subjects are not double-counted)



with politicians, negotiators, government officials, decision-makers, tactional and ethnic-
bloc leaders, civil servants, agreement drafters, NGO leaders, journalists, and experts in
each of the cases studied and from an array of intra-ethnic groupings. These interviews
were conducted in London, Dublin, Leitrim, Belfast, Berlin, Wtlton Park, Jerusalem, Tel
Aviv, Haifa, Gaza City, Ramallah, Jenin, Alfula, Durah, Boston, Hanover NH, and Halki.
The first round of 1nitial interviews was in-depth and semi-structured in form, and the
interviewees often made themselves available for a second and third less formal, more
open interview. The majority of the interviews were recorded. Because of the sensitive
nature of the information or the position of the interviewees, certain interviews were
either not recorded or are recorded but are unattributable. In cases where the identity of a
particular interviewee was not or could not be provided for reasons of security and the
nature of his or her position, dialogue with two or more interviewees provided
triangulation. In order to increase the reliability of the information gathered and mitigate
the influence of retrospective assessment and defective and partial memories, 1t was
verified by one other independent source and, when possible, confirmed by elites from
members of the opposing negotiating bloc. Interview material was corroborated, where
possible by primary documents of public record and, on occasion, by drafts of particular
ethnic-bloc negotiating positions and drafts of agreements 1n the possession of the
interviewee and revealed to the interviewer.

The information obtained from these interviews represents an important and
original contribution to the understanding of the configuration of intra-ethnic competition
and how it shapes the negotiation of inter-ethnic agreements. The interviews often

provide a first-hand account of the motivations of the negotiators and ethnic-bloc leaders



as well as the interests of the hidden hand of the faction leaders. The material obtained
and the analysis that follows provide insight into the mechanisms that contribute to inter-
ethnic elite bargaining as well as the internal ethnic-bloc determinants. It 1s clear from
this research that between-bloc bargaining 1s influenced by within-bloc competition. This

research and analysis provide persuasive support for the central conclusion of this thesis:

o that the configuration of intra-ethnic bloc competition, elite accommodation, and
dependence on external resources influence factional imperatives, shape elite
incentives In negotiating inter-ethnic bargains, and determine the nature of the

agreement reached, whether limited and exclusive or maximal and comprehensive.

1.4 Colluding to exclude: the nature of inter-ethnic agreements

Negotiating peace agreements involves ‘cumbersome, tedious and sometimes devious
rituals of compromise’ (Bailey 1969: xii1). This thesis argues that negotiated peace
agreements to regulate ethnic conflicts need to be understood as a process of intra-ethnic
as well as inter-ethnic elite bargaining. Long described as insoluble due to the
irreconcilable ethno-national® principles that pervade in each case, the Israeli—Palestinian
and Northern Irish conflicts can be viewed as enduring rivalries (Diehl and Goertz 2000:
15) with established institutionalised parameters of conflict and segmented political
competition (Lustick 1993: 43). These protracted ethnic conflicts (Azar 1990) have

often, as a result of enduring rivalries, been perceived as a conflict of ‘solidary [sic]



groups’ or unitary actors (Barry 1975b: 502, Lyphart 1977: 31). When ethnic blocs are
considered to be homogenous and insular, they are perceived to behave as unitary actors.
In keeping with the unitary actor assumption in much of political science relating to
nation-states and political parties, ethnic blocs are often treated as unified bargaining
actors. Ethnic-conflict literature argues that in deeply divided societies and territories,’
conflicts are most successfully regulated by agreement between the contlicting ethnic
groups or blocs as opposed to imposed external third-party agreements (Kreisberg 1997,
Lake and Rothchild 1995: 21). As a result explanations for reaching agreement have
generally been attributed to macro-conflict considerations, such as changing global
dynamics, the end of the Cold War (Jacoby and Salsby 2002), the New World Order
(Philips 2001, Stern and Druckman 2000). Settlements are successfully reached because
of internecine stalemates and ripeness (Zartman 2001: 10, 2000a: 225), balance of power
dynamics, the divisibility of stakes (Pillar 1983: 24), and mediation (Walter 1997: 348,
2002: 15).

When such thinking 1s applied to ethnic conflict regulation, 1f negotiations are
successful, the peace agreements negotiated by the incumbent leaders of each group are
seen to be reached between ethnic blocs, implicitly equating the motivations presumed to
be held by the bloc with those of the negotiating elite or leadership. The dominant
assumption that ethnic blocs are cohesive unitary actors means that leadership
motivations which reflect those of the entire bloc are inferred when inter-ethnic co-
operation leads to an agreement. In sum, the decisive capacity of the negotiating elites 1s
ascribed to the unity or cohesion of the bloc and limited competition within 1it. The

fractious nature of the blocs is concealed by the achievement of reaching agreement.



The characteristics of that agreement, whether minimal and security-oriented,
based on co-operative containment, the regulation of a common foe and shared threat, or
maximal and comprehensive, based on the regulation of the contlict, are therefore rarely
linked to the nature of the negotiating actors and bargain signatories. Instead, variations
In the nature of peace agreements, ranging from minimal security bargains defined here
as pacts limited to mutual security agreements (Sisk 1996: 81) to comprehensive conflict
settlements addressing core conflict concerns, are attributed to macro-conflict
considerations, such as changing global dynamics, the end of the Cold War, the New
World Order (Philips 2001, Stern and Druckman 2000), ‘ripeness’ and mutually
detrimental impasse or ‘hurting stalemate’ (Zartmann 2000a, 2000b, 2001).

The creation of a mutually hurting stalement 1s said to provide a ‘window of
opportunity’ for negotiation and third party intervention. Conflict ‘ripeness’ heralds an
optimal time for mediators to engage parties to the conflict in dialogue and negotiation.
Zartman asserts that contlicts cannot be mediated ‘any old time’, and ripeness 1s a
necessary (but insufficient) condition for initiating negotiations (Zartman 2000b: ).
When parties to the conflict perceive themselves to be in a ‘no win’ situation and the
costs of contlict are mutually unstainable the hurting stalement is reached and the
partiesto the conflict ripe for negotiation and mediation with the assistance of a third
party.

The theory of ripeness provides a frame of reference for assessing negotiations
(Kleiboer 1994: 109). It does not, however, address two important elements required to
apply the notion of ripeness to negotiation initiatives. Ripeness theory omits a suitable

measure for assessing stalemate thresholds above which parties are more likely to
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negotiate. It also fails to account for ‘greenhouse effects’, the influence of mechanisms
or environments conducive to generating the prerequisite ‘hurting stalement’ and
eventual ‘ripeness’. While Zartman observes that in protracted ethnic conflicts the
mutually hurting stalemate can signal a (perseverance) ‘win’ for the non-state challenger,
it does little to identify the prerequisites for ripeness and 1mpedes Zartman’s larger
scheme (Zartman 2000b: 9). Acknowledging the importance of agency in negotiating
conflict, Zartman alludes to the significance of factions and within-group splits but
explains that factional activity is either provoked and perturbed by the ‘ttiming’ of talks
and stages of negotation.

In Committing to Peace Walter argues that the two most important factors in
convincing combatants to sign and critically implement peace bargains are third party
security guarantees and power-sharing pacts (Walter 1997: 348, 2002: 15). The omission
of credible commitments or guarantees constitutes a disincentive for negotiating elites
and limits the scope of agreement as elites bargain in the shadow of the future.

Walter observes:

Contrary to common expectations, combatants do not have the greatest difficulty
resolving underlying conflicts of interest and reaching bargains. They have the greatest
difficulty implementing the resulting terms. In short, the conditions that encourage

groups to initiate negotiations and sign settlements do not appear sufficient to bring peace

(Walter 2002: 5).

However, it is also the case that bargaining occurs in the shadow of ethnic bloc members’
opinions and under the constant threat posed by insurgent factional elites seeking to

replace the negotiators. The existence of limited minimal agreements, however, suggests

11



that the preferences of elites are shaped by the dynamics within ethnic blocs as well as
inter-ethnic conflicts (Kalyvas 2001: 103, O’Duffy 1996, Wilkinson 2000: 10). Within-
bloc dynamics impact upon the nature of the agreement reached, suggesting that it 1s
factional elites rather than ethnic ‘groups’ that initiate negotiations. Where public
support 1s the linchpin of leadership power (Lupia and Strom 2003: 8), incumbent elites
share the desire to maintain and gain legitimacy for their position (Barker 2001: 4,
Silverson 1998: 3). Equally, ethnic bloc elite leaders have incentives to limit the number
of issues that might threaten their position, often resulting in a minimal and limited
security bargain motivated by the exclusion of the common toe (Diehl and Goetz 2000:
285). Minimal security pacts describe inter-ethnic bloc elite bargains agreed between
ethnic bloc incumbent elites who collude to exclude a shared threat or common foe.
Defined as any factional group treated as an enemy, both incumbent bloc elites seek to
contain and/or exclude from the established ‘enduring rivalry’ (Diehl and Goertz 2000:
2477).

The new institutional arrangements created in a minimal security bargain are less
a means of resolving inter-ethnic conflict than mechanisms to elicit the continued support
of the bloc while simultaneously signalling strategic considerations to exogenous
custodians or third parties by the signatories of the bargain or executive agreement
(Martin 2003: 2). Minimal security bargains are not solely or primarily conflict
regulation mechanisms but rather tactical arrangements among ethnic bloc leaders linking
a shared security concern be i1t military or political, to create a durable non-permanent
security regime (Buzan and Waever 2003: 491). The aim of the minimal security bargain

often involves ‘papering over, rather than settling core disputes’ (Higley and Burton
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1998: 101). The shared threat of a common foe can often, though not always, entice
ethnic bloc leaders to coalesce and reach an accommodation or mutually beneticial
bargain with the incumbent leadership of the opposing ethnic bloc. Shared threats create
the common interest to bargain, without which there is nothing to bargain for and without
conflict, nothing to bargain about (Ikle 1987: 2). A minimal bargain constitutes a limited
and exclusive security pact. It is often driven by a shared threat from a common foe,
which 1s of mutual concern to the negotiating elites. An inclusive, maximal bargain
represents a comprehensive peace pact addressing 1 sum or in part core conflict
concerns. An exclusive minimal bargain, for example, may involve a co-ordination pact
between ethnic-bloc elites allying against a common threat or foe emanating from within
either ethnic-bloc (Fearon 1998: 269). When ethnic blocs are viewed as oligopolies and
inter-ethnic bloc agreements as elite bargains or security pacts, the Camp David
Agreement of 1977, the Anglo-Irish Agreement of 1985 and the Oslo Accords of 1993
can in turn be viewed as concordats reached by ethnic bloc incumbent elites, binding on
their bloc at the expense of their within-bloc factional competitors (Lijphart 1985: 90).
Conversely, comprehensive inter-ethnic bargains tend to be inclusive pacts, with
tactional representatives usually in the guise of political parties, willing to participate in
bargaining (1f not always to commit to the bargain). Comprehensive security bargains
tend to incorporate incumbent as well as insurgent intra-bloc factional elites and tend to
address core conflict concerns. Furthermore, inclusive comprehensive agreements
contain elements of an agreed inter-ethnic arrangement, externally endorsed and
constituting a distinct political accommodation viewed from the /ongue durée or long

term. The Camp David Accords, the Anglo-Irish Agreement, and the Oslo Accords are
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defined here as limited or minimal exclusive security bargains, forged to address a
common foe. The Good Friday Agreement of 1998, however, 1s described as an
inclusive, comprehensive maximal bargain.

In distinguishing between minimal or limited security pacts and comprehensive
bargains, the study attempts to address why it is that ‘the conditions that encourage
groups to initiate negotiations and sign settlements do not appear sufficient to bring
peace’ (Walter 2002: 5, 1997: 336). Walter and others examine the constraints restricting
bargain implementation rather than consider the nature of the bargain created and
associated incentives and constraints. The capacity of incumbent leaders to represent
their ethnic blocs in negotiations s taken for granted (Lijphart 1977: 25, 31, Nordlinger
1972: 118). The proposition advanced here 1s that the nature of the agreement reached
needs to be understood as a process of intra-ethnic as well as inter-ethnic elite bargaining
and depends upon the dynamic within each ethnic bloc. The decision to negotiate, the
Incentive to reach agreement and the type of agreement reached depend on the nature of
the within-bloc political constraints placed on ethnic bloc factional leaders.

The consideration of intra-bloc competition between competing elites integrates

. « s . e . 7
the literature on consociational theory and research on consociational parties’ as well as

0 - :
Incorporating

the study of coalition bargaining,® the role of factions’ and that of elites,’
studies on enduring rivalries, security and peacemaking.'’

In applying these literatures to the material on ethnic conflict regulation and

* the study addresses the way in which an inter-ethnic

negotiated settlements,'
accommodation or bargain 1s configured by existing and anticipated intra-ethnic

competition (Horowitz 2000: 574).
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Accounts of the agreements reached in negotiations in the Israeli-Palestinian and
Northern Ireland conflicts have yet to be explained in these terms. The Agreements in
the Northern Ireland case, namely the Anglo-Irish Agreement of 1985 and the Good
Friday Agreement of 1998, are linked indirectly to a process of peace. The Camp David
Accords of 1978 and the Oslo Accords of 1993 in the Israecli—Palestinian case are also
causally linked to a process of peace. Previous accounts omit the influence of elite
incentives on the agreements reached, the exclusive or inclusive nature of the bargain,
and whether the bargain reached attempts to address the core conflict concerns or seeks

only to collude in order to exclude and secure a moderate, limited pact.

1.5 The puzzles

Approaching inter-ethnic peace agreements without consideration of elite incentives and
the way they are shaped leads to a series of interesting puzzles. In the Northern Irish
case, tor example, the Anglo-Irish Agreement of 1985 was a security-driven bargain
[imited and exclusive in nature. Numerous questions arise as a result of this pact
(Horowitz 1990: 452). What led the British and Irish governments, as the dominant
factional elites representing British Unionism and Irish Nationalism, to converge on the
final bargain when this outcome deviated substantially from the options considered at the
outset of the negotiations? Why was the Irish government, as the representative of the
Nationalist bloc, agreeable to committing itself to greater responsibility for Northern

Ireland without a concomitant increase in power? In the later 1998 Good Friday
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Agreement, the paradox was that an inclusive comprehensive agreement was reached
despite the contradictory end goals of the negotiating ethnic-bloc elites. Why would
competing factional elites with divergent ambitions agree to an inclusive and
comprehensive bargain?

In the Israeli and Palestinian case, the two substantive peace agreements suggest
further puzzles. The Camp David Agreement of 1978 was an exclusive limited bargain
between Israel representing the Israeli ethnic bloc and Egypt, in this instance,
representing the Palestinians and therefore the Arab bloc. The Agreement alluded to the
prospects of a more comprehensive agreement addressing the Palestinian question and for
peace 1n the Middle East. The difficulty lies in the willingness of the leadership of the
[sraeli bloc, committed to a greater Israel and territorial Israeli expansion, to relinquish
land to Egypt. Why did the ethnic-bloc elites agree to a partial pact that failed to accede
to the articulated goals of either bloc? In the later Oslo Accords of 1993, between the
PLO leadership and the Israeli government, what accounts for the willingness ot the
leaders of the respective ethnic blocs to agree to a partial, limited security pact in secret
negotiations 1n the midst of a comprehensive initiative with international sponsors to
address the core conflict concerns?

The puzzles arise from a prior consideration of the nature of the agreements
reached without explicit attention to the motivations of the leadership of the respective
ethnic blocs and their desire for agreement. This thesis argues that the degree of ethnic
bloc cohesion and uniformity, as well as the influence of within-bloc dynamics (Mitchell
1995), shapes the preferences of the elites and crucially the nature of the agreement

made. Exclusive security pacts described as essential, minimal, and limited bargains can
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be negotiated by incumbent elites representing blocs that contain intense internal
factional competition. This type of exclusive bargain limited to security may be agreed
upon in order to contain an intra-ethnic leadership challenge from a factional elite within
a bloc that seeks to escalate inter-ethnic conflict. The threat of an insurgent or challenger
to the equilibrium of the existing conflict regime or ‘status quo’ impacts upon the
traditional rivalries (Maoz and Mor 2002: 71) between the incumbent elites of both ethnic
blocs and creates a shared incentive for the leaders to negotiate an exclusive inter-ethnic
minimal bargain in order to secure their respective positions in light of the mutual threat.
The existence of limited minimal agreements, however, suggests that the preterences ot
elites are shaped by intra-ethnic as well as inter-ethnic conflicts.

Bloc elites have incentives to agree to a minimal bargain that controls intra-
ethnic insurgents who constitute a common foe. The ability and incentives of bloc elites
to reach exclusive and hmited rather than comprehensive agreements compel
investigation into the features that shape inter-elite bargaining. When negotiated inter-
ethnic agreements are viewed as the product of bargaining between leaders of fractious
rather than unitary ethnic blocs, it is possible to clarify the fundamental aspects of
factional within-bloc influences on inter-ethnic bargaining.

Distinguishing between the incumbent elite or leadership and the insurgent
factional elites of the ethnic bloc reveals the complexity obscured by the misleading
perception of the bloc as a unitary actor. The thesis advanced here is that ethnic blocs are
not unitary actors but a constellation of factions. An ethnic bloc includes: the incumbent
factional elite leadership, elite factional challengers, and the demotic, united in the bloc

by virtue of any number of shared racial, ethnic, historical, linguistic, religious, cultural,
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national or territorial ties (Connor 1994, Smith 1983). Ethnic-bloc categories are
described as ‘social phenomena, which exist only where there is a convergence of views
and understandings among “the X” of what is and what 1s not a reasonable claim to “x-
ness’’ (Ruane and Todd 2003: 6). The bloc is created by the members’ tacit agreement
to pursue a common articulated goal. The nature of the declared goal of the ethnic bloc
may be liberation, unity, reunification, self-determination, or a similar aim to which the
majority aspire (Kelly 1968: 62). Ethnic blocs share an alleged ascriptive identity or
concord on par with Renan’s description of the nation as ‘a daily plebiscite’.  Ethnic
blocs as such are fractious and subject to episodic change.

It 1s a group’s mutual antagonism to an opposing ethnic bloc that is perceived as
threatening the realisation of its particular bloc goal and which forms the important
feature of inter-ethnic anmimosity. The ‘other’ bloc is equally shaped by an array of
associations as well as a broadly agreed goal that challenges and conflicts with the
aspirations of the first bloc. The existence of a dominant ethnic cleavage broadly defined
(Connor 1994: 73-6, 207, Brubaker 2002: 169), and conflicting aspirations that threaten
the ability of each bloc to fulfil its respective goals, unifies each bloc against the other.
Within-bloc cohesion and between-bloc opposition are perceived as resistant to change
and able to survive quite radical social and political change (Ruane and Todd 2003: 17).
The apparent cohesion within ethnic blocs in times of conflict 1s often mistaken for
political homogeneity (see Lyphart 1977: 25, Nordlinger 1972: 118). The inter-ethnic
conflict can obscure the degree of division within blocs and the existence of divergent
preferences around which factional elites evolve and form the basis of challenges to the

incumbent bloc leaders (Enloe 1977: 150). Factional elites share the broad aspirations of
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the bloc and tend to co-operate with the incumbent bloc leaders under certain contlict

conditions usually in order to compete more effectively with the opposing ethnic group

(Cook 2002: x1).

1.6 Pernicious factions: the role of within-bloc dynamics

A faction refers to any group within the ethnic bloc that seeks to exert authority over it
(Rose 1964: 36). Blocs may contain factions that reflect ideological, religious or political
movements, or parties that preserve separate identities within the bloc community. The
political effectiveness of a faction within the bloc 1s a function of the ruling factions
potential for control and for unity (Dahl 1958: 465). The term faction, while broad,
focuses attention on the inner dynamics of ethnic blocs, providing a unit of analysis that
allows for functional equivalence as factions form an appropriate application in the
analysis of within-bloc dynamics (Sartor1 1970: 1034).

Factions provide the opportunity to study the interaction and competition within
and among political parties, segments, cliques, networks, patron—client dyads, and
paramilitary organisations, as well as the consideration of strategic deciston-making by
self-promoting leaders in stages of conflict and transition (Brumfiel and Fox 1994: 6).
Addressing the role of factions provides for greater understanding of how within-bloc
dynamics shape leaders’ perceptions and decision-making (Kelman 1970). While
incumbent elite motivation is a necessary condition for initiating and engaging 1n inter-

ethnic bargaining (Nordlinger 1972: 118), leadership or incumbent elite intentions are
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variables rather than constants (Horowitz 2000). Factional competition 1s also an
important force for social transformation (Brumfiel and Fox 1994: 3) all the more
significant when ethnic blocs are perceived as social phenomena (Ruane and Todd 2003:
7) 1n the ever-changeable dynamics of divided societies and territories. In ethnic blocs in
which there 1s a constellation of factions that seek to exercise a monopoly of legitimate
power and compete for control over the bloc’s population, the nature of intra-bloc
competition shapes leadership incentives and preferences in negotiating an inter-ethnic
bargain.

The purpose of this study 1s to consider the constraints on what Horowitz
describes as the ‘latitude of leadership’, or elite autonomy, namely the influence of
institutional and structural mechanisms on the exercise of leadership autonomy. It
considers how and in what way intra-bloc dynamics influence incumbent factional
preterences and shape subsequent inter-ethnic bargains as exclusive or inclusive.

Borrowing from Lupia and Strom, bargaining is defined as:

a process by which actors engage in communication for the purpose of finding a mutually
beneficial agreement. Bargaining is required to reach such agreement, if there exist
individual benefits that can only be achieved through collective action, if there are
multiple ways of distributing the benefits associated with such actions and no actor can

simply impose a collective arrangement upon another. (Lupia and Strom 2003: 5)

Individual benefits mean parties to the bargain can accomplish more working together
than they would otherwise. It follows that bargainers have incentives to adapt their

behaviour because of transaction costs by structuring agreements in particular ways:
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“When uncertainty and the threat of opportunism generate large transaction costs,
[bargaining elites] have an incentive to seek restrictive arrangements’ (Lupia and Strom
2003: 13). Some bargains or settlements therefore seek at best to ‘tame’ and contain
rather than resolve conflict. Minimal or limited inter-ethnic bargains tend not to be
“principle driven” making ethnic bloc leaders vulnerable to the charge of striking ‘heretic
bargains’ (Higley and Burton 1998: 99). Such bargains can result in the apparent or
actual abandonment of core ethnic bloc commitments (communalities) and co-operation
and generate a challenge to the dominant elite within the bloc, arising from a shift in the
leadership’s policy over the bloc’s shared aspiration or goal, for example. Inter-ethnic
bargains can exacerbate both ‘schismatic factionalism’ which refers to divisions between
well-defined and cohesive elements within the ethnic bloc such as political parties, and
‘pervasive factionalism’, which involves a partial failure of otherwise cohesive elements
within the incumbent elite (Siegel and Beals 1960a: 109).

In ethnic blocs power and authority 1s confined to a small group, a controlling or
elite faction which arrogates power to itself (Lenczoski 1975: 1). If all incumbents have
rivals, ethnic blocs are a configuation of factions defined as any group within the bloc
that seeks to exert authority over it (Bueno de Mesquita ef al. 2003: 16, Rose 1964: 36),
with a ruling elite who ‘to some degree exercise power and influence over other
[factional] actors’ (Dahl 1958: 465). Factional dominance is not permanently fixed;
leaders can continue to lead only so long as they have followers (Barry 1975a: 396).
Disaffection within the established elites can result in the emergence of an insurgent
counter elite faction challenging the incumbent leadership (Enloe 1977: 152). Within-

bloc competition for dominance of a particular ethnic group can alter the traditional
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between-bloc rivalry. On occasion, the emergence of a ‘common foe’ (the PLO, Sinn
Féin or Hamas), constituting a political threat to the leadership of its own bloc and a
military and therefore political threat to the leadership of the opposing ethnic bloc,

creates a common concern and shared security threat ‘between otherwise rivals’ (Diehl

and Goertz 2000: 247).

1.6.1 Within-bloc dynamics

To reiterate, the nature of within-bloc factionalism or competition influences inter-bloc
bargaining. In intra-ethnic competition the three crucial dynamics mentioned above,
become transparent. These are: the configuration of the ethnic bloc (Horowitz 2000:
574), the tradition of elite accommodation (Nordlinger 1972: 60) and external resource
dependence (Burton 1990, Carment 1993, Herman 1996, Rubin 1981). Factional
dynamics are analysed using the variables that relate to the nature of ethnic bloc structure
and competition. The value of the variables 1s their 1llustration of the institutional and
procedural ways in which within-bloc competition influences the decision-making and
bargaining positions of the incumbent bloc elite. While one or more of the variables may

dominate the factional nature of competition within a bloc at any given time their

b/

influence translates into motives for explaining incumbent elites’ decision-making

(Nordlinger 1972: 54) and why it 1s they decide to *do things differently’.
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1.6.2 The configuration of the ethnic bloc

First, the configuration of the ethnic bloc, the constellation of factional actors within the
bloc, considers the institutional procedural nature of the ethnic bloc. The configuration
of the bloc refers to the internal, structural nature of the ethnic group insofar as it has an
incumbent elite or ‘leadership’ involved in negotiations. Whether the bloc 1s made up of
a series of political parties, paramilitary or quasi-political organisations, or whether it 1s
embodied 1n the guise of a charismatic leader or ‘warrior gangs’ (Enzensberger 1994: 22)
shapes the configuration of the ethnic bloc. Any within-bloc elite challenge of the
incumbent faction elite manifests itself differently, depending on the procedural
institutional structure of the bloc and the mode of competition within the bloc. It the
ethnic bloc 1s broadly defined, the parameters for within-bloc competition are numerous.
For example, the emergence of pan Arab nationalism or pan-Arab movement led to the
creation of a pan-Arab bloc advocating the political union of Arab states in the 1950s and
led by the leaders of the Egyptian, Syrian, and Iraqi regimes. The bloc was short-lived,
the parameters of the bloc were multifarious and numerous with little tangible consensus.
Made up of factional elites of state regimes, these leaders vied for supremacy as the
representative leader of pan-Arabism, but they failed to speak with one voice. Unable to
seize the monopoly of power in the bloc for any substantial amount of time, pan-Arabism
dissolved long before the competing regime leaders relinquished their claims over its
authority (Mufti 1996). Pan-Arabism was a tool of legitimacy used by competing regime

elites in the Middle East. The Egyptian leadership, for example, asserted its position to
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speak for the Palestinians during the Camp David negotiations on the basis of 1ts pan-

Arab credentials.

If the ethnic bloc consists of factional units of political parties, the nature of
competition will differ from an ethnic bloc composed of political and paramilitary
elements. If, for example, the ethnic bloc elite represents a democratic state government,
the bloc instituted will be different from one 1in which the ethnic bloc elite represents a
body of disenfranchised armed men without a recognised territory. In divided societies,
blocs tend to contain a number of functionally distinct elite factional actors. The
propensity for inter-ethnic violence often endemic in unresolved ethnic conflicts signals
the existence of paramilitary factional elites often in tandem with political elites. The
nature of intra-bloc competition 1s sometimes shaped by the existence of factional elites
with force of arms. In these situations, relationships between factional elites tend to be
instituted differently as incumbent elites engage in ongoing competition over the
monopoly of force.

The configuration of the ethnic bloc influences the autonomy of the bloc
leadership. The institutional structure of the bloc shapes the internal power structure, ‘the
mode of interaction’, or the way in which incumbent elites accommodate intra-bloc
threats and challenges (Scharpf 1997: 43). The configuration of the ethnic bloc 1s
influenced by the nature of its composite elements whether political parties, revolutionary
movements or otherwise. The composition of the bloc influences the centralised or
decentralised nature of the bloc and the structure of elite dominance (Nordlinger 1972:
73).  Whether or not the bloc comprises political parties, paramilitary groups or

revolutionary movements, in turn, influences the nature of elite accommodation and
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whether it is centralised [resulting in pervasive factionalism] within the incumbent
leadership, or decentralised resulting in open competition between schismatic factions

within the bloc.

1.6.3 Elite accommodation

The ‘tradition of elite accommodation’ referred to in the consociational literature here
addresses the pattern of institutional competition within the ethnic bloc. It considers the
way In which incumbent ethnic bloc leaders contain factional challengers and orient their
position to maintain dominance over shared preferences or ‘values’ that elicit consensus
among the ethnic group members (Nordlinger 1972: 60, Scharpf 1997: 43). Elite
accommodation signifies the potential shift in the support of the people in the bloc for the
leadership. If the bloc 1s traditionally decentralised with schismatic factionalism, for
example, where the incumbent bloc elite forms the leadership of a single-party majority
government and 1s challenged by a faction (in party politics this faction would be
described as an opposition party) conventionally opposed to the governing elite’s
preferences, this challenge is less likely to undermine the leadership of the bloc than 1t
the challenge were to emerge newly from within the governing political party itself.
Equally, if the incumbent ethnic-bloc elite leads a revolutionary political movement and
operates a ‘catch-all’ policy of accommodating dissent within a broad coalition, and finds
it cannot include the current factional insurgents within the consensus, then the threat to

the autonomy of the leadership increases. The failure of the incumbent elite to co-opt the
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emerging dissenters suggests that a shift in the internal power structure has occurred
within the bloc and the tradition of elite accommodation (Nordlinger 1972: 60). Any

change in the mechanisms of elite accommodation alters the path dependence of ethnic
bloc competition and the way in which the bloc 1s oriented (Higley and Burton 1998: 114,
Ruane and Todd 2003).

Any fissure in the support of the bloc factions for the incumbent elite can threaten
the leadership position and increase the salience of the threat of both schismatic factional
(or opposition party) challenges from rival elites within the bloc and pervasive factional
challenges from within the incumbent elite (or governing party). The consequences of
the change 1n the traditional nature of elite accommodation, altering the operational code
of do ut des or ‘give that you may be given’, can affect the incumbent elite’s monopoly
over shared bloc values and allow room for insurgent factions to compete over core
principles, the consensus generating values and guiding or binding principles of the
ethnic bloc (Manstield 1964: 934). For example, if the bloc’s common articulated
aspiration refers to reunification of the national territory as a secular nation-state, and 1t
the orientation of factional bloc elites has shifted from secular to religious, the failure of
the incumbent secular elite to incorporate and reflect this change would threaten its
monopoly over ethnic bloc representation in inter-ethnic bargaining. The monopoly over
the consensus values of the bloc forms an important part of the latitude of the incumbent
elite leadership.

The ideological proximity or distance of the schismatic faction 1s significant in
anticipating what if any accommodation can be found between the incumbent elite and

the insurgent faction. Whether the faction adheres to the Weltanschauung model of
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politics in which the group seeks to ‘make the world conform to their basic philosophy or
world-view’ (Lipset 1959: 93) alters the ethnic bloc regime dynamic. Factional adherents
of the Weltanschauung model are not likely to be integrated into the bloc leadership.
Where factionalism 1s 1ideologically driven within bloc, the challenge of the insurgents is
less perceived as a competition for resources but rather an i1deological belief in the truth
of the world view of the faction and the inherent error in the preferences of the incumbent
elite (Lipset 1959: 94).

The threat to the incumbent elite monopoly has consequences for the negotiating
behaviour of the ethnic-bloc leadership. Negotiation with the opposing ethnic bloc can
increase the vulnerability of the bloc leadership, as co-operation with ‘the enemy’ can
invite one’s own destruction (Putnam 1993: 26). The incumbent elite’s autonomy, its
flexibility to act without fear of strong within-bloc censure is influenced by the traditional
nature of within-bloc elite accommodation of the bloc. If the orientation of the bloc’s
preterences has shifted and public support for the incumbent elite has weakened then its
leadership position may be threatened. The threat may become explicit if the bloc’s
tradition of elite accommodation falters. For example, if the tradition of elite
accommodation within the bloc 1s one of co-option (internalising elite challengers within
the 1nstitutional structures of the leadership elite) and it is found that this mechanism 1s
no longer effective, thereby making schismatic factions pervasive then the possibilities of
elite accommodation have been fundamentally altered. When the incumbent elite can no
longer accommodate the factional challengers internally, then the emergence of open
competition within the bloc emerges, creates schismatic factions and constrains the

previously dominant elite’s autonomy. To minimise this threat, the incumbent elite’s
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position shifts to address the changing preferences exhibited by the challenging factional
challengers or ‘ethnic entrepreneurs’ (Kasfir 1979: 372) within the bloc. The nature of
these preferences is often expressed by a countervailing and often centrifugal tendency in
the bloc.

In both instances, the incumbent ethnic-bloc elites’ negotiating position is shaped
by the change in support or position of the bloc it represents and the orientation of the
bloc in terms of the leadership and its autonomy and monopoly over bloc power, voice
and control. To a large degree, the vulnerability of the leadership to these intense

factional challenges and shifting internal dynamics i1s intluenced by its dependence on

external resources, the third factor central to this analysis.
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1.6.4 External resource dependence

Today, | have come bearing an olive branch and a freedom-fighter’s gun. Do not let the
olive branch fall from my hand. Do not let the olive branch fall from my hand. Do not

let the olive branch fall from my hand.
Yasser Arafat, PLO Chairman, UN General Assembly Address,
13 November 1974 (Journal of Palestine Studies 1975: 192)

Who here really believes we can win the war through the ballot box? But will anyone
here object if, with a ballot paper in one hand and the Armalite in the other, we take

power In Ireland?
Danny Morrison executive member address, 77* Sinn Féin

Ard Fheis, 31 October 1981 (NIPC P940)"°

The third factor is the incumbent elite’s dependence on external resources for leadership
monopoly and autonomy within the bloc. External resources can be matenal, financial or
status-ortented. The role of third parties or actors can be coercive or non-coercive,
exogenous actors can become guarantors for negotiated inter-ethnic bargains and can be
experienced positively or negatively. The role of exogenous third parties varies
(Bercovitch 1984, 1986: 155). In some inter-ethnic bargains, third parties exercise
authoritative decision-making whereas in others influence can be mild (Burton 1990: 188,
Osler Hampson 2001: 387). The role of third parties or external actors can be decisive
for the incumbent ethnic bloc elites and for other third-party protagonists (Mandel and
Tomhin 1991:43, Wagner 2000: 482). Inter-ethnic elite bargains may form part of a
nested game between competing parties exogenous to the conflict with a vested interest
in particular conflict outcomes or bargains (Tsebelis 1990a: 164).

The 1974 and 1981 speeches cited above, advocating a tactical change 1n strategy
by both the PLO and Sinn Féin in their respective conflicts suggest otherwise. Perceived
as political spoilers, Sinn Féin and the PLO were politico-paramilitary anti-regime
organisations seeking to rupture the existing political parameters of their conflicts. The

publicised policy shift of these particular political entrepreneurs towards partial political
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engagement in tandem with paramilitary activity illustrated a desire by the PLO and Sinn
Féin to engage the existing inter-ethnic conflict regime both by foul and fair means. The
policy shift advocating the use of negotiation and a degree of political participation,
threatened the monopoly held by other ethnic bloc actors over ‘fair means’. The appeals
made by Yasser Arafat to the United Nations General Assembly and Danny Morrison to
the Sinn Féin Ard Fheis represented tactical shifts, advocating a dual strategy for both the
PLO and Sinn Féin 1n their respective conflicts.

The appeals addressed distinct audiences. The PLO leadership’s dual strategy
was directed towards the international community at the UN, while Sinn Féin appealed to
its organisation members. Both audiences were selected as the custodians of the
respective leaderships’ positions. The PLO leadership’s legitimacy emanated as much
from states sympathetic to the Palestinian situation as it did from displaced and dispersed
Palestinians often described as refugees first and Palestinians second. Support from a
majority of Irish Republicans for the dual political and paramilitary strategy was equally
indispensable to the Sinn Féin leadership.

Ethnic-bloc elites may be externally constrained from achieving or supporting a
particular bargain, or conversely, within-bloc factional elites may be encouraged by way
of legitimacy, a great power ‘arming a favoured faction’, or by financial incentives to
agree to a particular bargain (Osler Hampson 2001: 389). When ethnic bloc leaders are
dependent upon one or more exogenous actors tor support, the probability of an imposed
bargain increases (Burton 1990: 196). Recognition and sustained support from external
actors may maintain the position of the bloc leadership. Recognition of nsurgent

factional elites, by exogenous sponsors or actors, however, can also escalate the threat of
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the challenge to the incumbent elite and constrain its autonomy. Conceptions of
leadership status can be decisive in factional challenges because recognition of a degree
of status parity is required prior to inter-ethnic bargaining (O’Dutfty and Githens-Mazer
2002: 120). If the incumbent elite is recognised as the legitimate representative of the
bloc, then the leadership i1s predisposed to negotiate for and on behalf of the bloc,
reasserting its inter- and intra-ethnic monopoly position.

Ethnic-bloc dependence on external resources can mitigate within-bloc conflict;
if, for example, an external resource 1s only made available or indeed made conditional
upon a bloc consensus. Such resources can entice intra-ethnic consolidation and
cohesion. Equally, exogenous actors can represent a shared threat to the bargaining
intentions of the incumbent bloc elites, and encourage the negotiation of an exclusive
bargain without the imposition of the influential third party, rather than an inclusive
bargain to which the third party would be privy.

The Oslo Accord of 1993 exemplifies this situation where external or third parties
represented a shared threat to the bargaining intentions of the incumbent elite blocs in
numerous ways. First, the declining support of the leadership of the Arab regimes for the
PLO leadership and their increasing sponsorship of the insurgent Hamas faction
threatened the incumbent position of the PLO. Secondly, the Israeli and Palestinian
negotiators agreed to a minimal bargain under the auspices of exogenous actors acting as
neutral facilitators, specifically the Norwegian non-governmental organisation FAFO,
with the assistance of the Norwegian and Swedish governments. Rather than arrive at an
inclusive, comprehensive bargain under the auspices of the United States government

acting as facilitator for negotiations in Washington taking place concurrently, the Oslo
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signatories exploited the existence of numerous exogenous actors. The twin-track
diplomacy dynamic was conducive for the leaders of the blocs to prioritise their factional
elite preferences of a minimal exclusive bargain over a comprehensive agreement
addressing core conflict concerns.

Combined, these three fundamental within-bloc dynamics affect the respective
incumbent elites’ bargaining positions, preferences, incentives and leadership autonomy,
influencing the ‘collude to exclude’ or ‘core contlict concerns’ nature of the agreement

negotiated.

1.7 Colluding to exclude or considering core conflict concerns?

The nature of the agreements reached between ethnic bloc leaders can be defined as
limited exclusive pacts where leaders collude to exclude a shared threat or common foe,
or comprehensive inclusive agreements that address core conflict concerns. The contlict
regulating agreement reached i1s dependent upon the autonomy of the incumbent bloc
elite. This thesis provides an account in factional terms of the negotiated agreements
reached 1n the Israeli-Palestinian and Northern Ireland conflicts. The Agreements in the
Northern Ireland case, the Anglo-Irish Agreement of 1985, and the Good Friday
Agreement of 1998, are linked to a process of peace. The Camp David Accords of 1978
and the Oslo Accords of 1993 in the Israeli-Palestinian case are also understood as

features of a negotiated process of peace. The nature of the agreements reached whether

exclusive and limited security pacts or comprehensive attempts to address the core
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elements of conflict are dependent upon the influence of within-bloc dynamics on the
Incentives of the incumbent elite.

In the Northern Irish case, for example, the security-driven Anglo-Irish
Agreement of 1985 was an exclusive, limited bargain. Numerous questions arise as a
result of this pact. What, for example, led the British and Irish gow:mmentsl'4 to
converge on the final minimal security bargain and deviate from the more substantive
political options considered at the outset of the negotiations? An elite incentive and
factional dynamic explanation argues that the elite accommodation within the Irish
ethnic-bloc had altered. The escalating electoral support of Sinn Fein within Northern
Ireland and the Inish Republic challenged the existing mechanisms of elite
accommodation within the Irish ethnic bloc while exacerbating the mtlitary and political
challenge of Sinn Féin to the British ethnic-bloc elite’s dominance. Sinn Féin became a
stalking horse politically for both the British and Irish ethnic-bloc elites and an escalating
security threat for the incumbent British elite (government). The creation of a common
foe provided the impetus for negotiation. By the time the negotiations were concluded,
electoral support for Sinn Féin, no longer an imminent political threat, eased the incentive
for a more substantive arrangement and the bargain reached attempted to limit the
military security threat posed by Sinn Féin.

Why was the Irish Government (the incumbent ethnic-bloc elite) content to adopt
greater responsibility for Northern Ireland without the correlative power? The electoral
success of Sinn Féin altered the configuration of the Irish ethnic bloc, previously an anti-
system faction. The adoption of electoral mechanisms and partial participation

threatened the factional dominance of the moderate SDLP in the Northern Ireland
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political arena as well as altering the nature of elite accommodation 1n the Republic. The
Irish government, in agreeing to the Anglo-Irish Agreement, gained greater security
responsibilities without proportional rights in Northern Ireland" in a bid to limit the
permanent reconfiguration of the Irish ethnic bloc.

The paradox of the later 1998 Good Friday Agreement was the nature of the
comprehensive, inclusive peace agreement, notwithstanding the competing end goals of
the ethnic-bloc elites. Why would competing ethnic-bloc factions, incumbents and
(some) nsurgents, agree to an inclusive maximal bargain when they have divergent
ambitions? An elite incentive and factional dynamic explanation argues that the nature of
the Good Friday Agreement as a comprehensive, inclusive, maximal bargain maintained
the consensus values of each respective bloc. The consensus value of each bloc refers to
the nature of the ethnic-bloc’s collective aspiration: a united Ireland for (Irish)
Nationalists and remaining within the United Kingdom for (British) Unionists. The
Agreement recognised both conflicting aspirations while addressing the pressing
concerns of the respective Nationalist, Republican, Unionist and Loyalist factional elites.
The consociational power-sharing nature of the comprehensive bargain allowed the
factional elites within Northern Ireland to access power while maintaining their
respective factional positions.

The comprehensive nature of the Good Friday Agreement was facilitated by the
consensus and convergence between the British and Irish governments as the incumbent
ethnic-bloc elites. Their willingness to act as Agreement guarantors to facilitate the

institutional and structural features of a framework for accommodating the various
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factional elites within Northern Ireland to negotiate a power-sharing consociational
arrangement was imperative to the comprehensive nature of the agreement.

In the Israeli and Palestinian case, the two substantive and partial agreements
raise additional questions. The Camp David Accords of 1978 constituted two bargains.
Both were exclusive and limited. The expressed aim of the Accords set out the
parameters for peace in the Middle East. The Accords were two-part bargains. Only the
initial bargain addressing the return of the Sinai Peninsula to Egypt was fulfilled. The
bargain alluding to the prospects of a more comprehensive agreement was never
implemented.

The paradox lies in the willingness of an Israeli ethnic-bloc elite commatted to
[sraeli expansion to relinquish land. Why did the ethnic-bloc elites agree to a two-part
partial pact that failed to accede to the goals of either bloc? An elite incentive explanation
argues that the configuration of the Israeli bloc altered and the incumbent governing elite
of the Likud (Unity) party emerged amid an ideological cleavage within the Israel
ethnic-bloc regarding land and the aspiration for Eretz Y'Israel or the greater Israel
(Lustick 1993). Dependent on the US government for external resources, however, the
incumbent elite complied with external pressure to negotiate a partial bargain,
relinquishing the non-sacred land of Sinai while maintaining control over the Gaza Strip
for security reasons and the sacred land of the West Bank (Judea and Samaria).

The Camp David Accords were an exclusive partial agreement. Israeh
recognition of the incumbent Egyptian government as the representative leadership of the
Arab ethnic bloc provided the Israeli incumbent elite with the opportunity to diminish the

sense of threat perceived by the Israeli bloc while establishing a negotiating precedent
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and securing recognition from an Arab state (Lieberteld 1999: 73). The Accords
simultaneously endorsed the legitimacy of the Egyptian government to the exclusion of

competing factional elites, such as the PLO, which threatened the traditional elite
accommodation of the pan-Arab ethnic bloc. The high external resource dependence of
the respective incumbent ethnic elites on the US government assisted in the exclusion of
the Soviet Union from negotiations.

In the later Oslo Accord of 1993, what accounts for the willingness of the
incumbent ethnic-bloc elites to agree to a partial pact reached in secret negotiations
despite the 1nitial comprehensive initiative to address the core conflict concerns? An elite
incentive and factional dynamic explanation argues that the configuration of the
Palestinian bloc, previously a schismatic faction of the Arab bloc, had altered due to the
emergence of Hamas. The mechanisms of elite accommodation within the Palestinian
bloc, unable to adapt to the religious orientation of the bloc’s followers and the
schismatic challenge of Hamas, threatened the monopoly of the secular PLO leadership
elite. The elite’s dependence on material external resources, financial support from third-
party sponsors and exogenous legitimacy created the incentive for the PLO leadership to
reach a minimal limited pact with the incumbent Israch elite.

The bargain was based on the Israeli (governing) elite’s recognition of the PLO as
the representative of the Palestinian people, achieving the desired PLO legitimacy. The
[sraeli leadership’s incentives for reaching a partial pact arose from the common inter-
elite threat posed by Hamas. Intra-ethnic motivations include the changing nature of the
[sraeli ethnic-bloc’s configuration with the arrival of the Soviet Jewish Aliyah, creating

new factional elites and a shift in the traditional consociational accommodation
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mechanisms of the Israeli bloc with the elemental radicalisation in response to the
Intifada. The external resource dependence of Israel on the international community and
on the USA, in particular, was influential. The escalation of inter-ethnic violence and the
Israeli leadership’s security response to the Intifada were criticised internationally. The
exclusive, partial pact at Oslo provided an alternative to the comprehensive multilateral
peace negotiations in Washington. The limited Oslo bargain also addressed the important
concerns of the incumbent Israeli elite without the necessary compromise of a
comprehensive settlement of core conflict concerns.

In divided societies, the initiative to engage with 1f not within the political
parameters of the disputes altered the configuration of these two conflicts and the
positioning of all the conflict protagonists. The partial encroachment of the PLO and
Sinn Fein into the political sphere of conflict influenced the 1deological distance between
the other contlict protagonists or actors (Sartor1 1976: 121) and in so doing shifted pre-
existing conflict rivalries. In adapting their strategies, the PLO and Sinn Fein provide the
conflicts’ protagonists with an incentive to negotiate what often became cumbersome,
ever tedious and occasionally devious bargains of compromise. While prepared to
‘employ all means’ to achieve the PLO’s objective ‘to liberate all Palestinian territory’,
Arafat also wanted to participate in the proposed negotiations towards an agreed Middle
East.'® Similarly, in the speech to its Republican membership, the Sinn Fein leadership
was ready to forgo its traditional policy of abstentionism, advocating instead a dual-
policy of electoralism with militarism to achieve its objectives (Feeney 2002: 303).

Within-bloc factional changes altered existing between-bloc rivalries and with them

incumbent bloc elites incentives.
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Chapter 2 will consider the nature of ethnic blocs, arguing that retaining the unitary
actor assumption impedes the ability of conflict analysts to consider the significance of
within-bloc determinants on conflict regulating accommodations. Furthermore, it
assesses the characteristics of ethnic blocs, whether they predominantly consist of elites
from political parties, paramilitaries, revolutionary or other segmental groups. The nature
of incumbent and 1nsurgent elites is considered in order to chart the impact of ethnic-bloc
elite incentives and the role of factions within and beyond the bloc. Three influential
dynamics of within-bloc competition, namely (1) the configuration of the ethnic bloc; (2)
elite accommodation, the way in which competition 1s managed within the group; and (3)
external resource dependence or the influence of third party on intra-ethnic bloc
dynamics are considered.

Chapter 3 considers the Camp David Accords of 1978 as an exclusive limited
inter-ethnic elite bargain, masquerading as a comprehensive peace agreement
accommodating peace in the Middle East. In this case the Egyptian and Israeli
governments secured their immediate national security objectives, culminating in the
return of the Sinai Peninsula to Egypt, the Israeli government securing a negotiating
precedent and a diminished sense of threat. Both negotiating elites extracted desired
outcomes to endorse their domestic bloc positions by coalescing to the detriment of a
common foe, in this case the PLO. For the Egyptian elite, as self-proclaimed leader of
the pan-Arab bloc, the PLO constituted a schismatic faction, threatening the Egyptian
governing elite’s domestic Egyptian and broader regional interests and autonomy. For
the Israeli incumbent elite, the inclusion of the Egyptian government as the recognised

co-signatories of an adequate and limited ‘cold peace’, at the expense of the PLO,
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excluded a common foe. The incumbent Israeli leadership accommodated potential elite
insurgents in an eclectic coalition government mitigating schematic factional challenges.
Finally, the case illustrates the nested nature of ethnic contlict settlements. The influence
of leadership dependence on external resources in examining the role of the United States
as sole sponsor of the Camp David Accords rather than act as co-sponsor with the Soviet
Union as nitially proposed.

Chapter 4 examines the Oslo Accords of 1993 as an inter-ethnic elite minimal
bargain to exclude the common threat from Hamas. The case illustrates the security
features of an exclusive bargain between incumbent ethnic bloc elites seeking to
neutralise the challenge from a common threat or common foe for both the PLO and
[sracli government. The Oslo Accords illuminate the shift in the configuration of the
[sracli ethnic bloc towards increasingly schismatic factional challenges and open
competition in the midst of increasing inter-ethnic violence. Similarly, the configuration
of the Palestiman ethnic bloc had shifted. Where once factional challenges were
accommodated internally the emergence of the insurgent elite Hamas provoked a shift
towards schismatic factionalism and threatened the autonomy of the PLO leadership.
Furthermore, the Oslo case study considers the influence of external resource legitimacy
and the role of multiple third parties.

Chapter 5 analyses the Anglo Irish Agreement of 1985 as an exclusive inter-
ethnic elite minimal bargain. The insurgent threat of Sinn Féin to the structural
predominance of Nationalists as opposed to Republicans within the Irish ethnic bloc
altered the mode of elite accommodation from solely schismatic open competition

towards a pervasive factionalism of the Irish bloc. The creation of the New Ireland
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Forum incorporated all Irish political parties with the exclusion of Sinn Féin and
attempted to limit the changes to the configuration of the ethnic bloc provoked by its
challenge. The British and Irish governments inter-ethnic bargaining attempted to
undermine the shared electoral threat posed by Sinn Féin and the combined electoral and
military threat posed by Republicanism. The chapter illustrates the position adopted by
the representative governing elites of the ethnic blocs and illuminates the factional
constraints that shaped the incentives of the elites and the nature of the final bargain.

Chapter 6 provides an analysis of the Good Friday Agreement of 1998 as an inter-
cthnic elite comprehensive bargain notwithstanding the competing end goals of the
incumbent ethnic-bloc elites. The chapter illustrates that in negotiating the nature of the
Good Friday Agreement the ethnic bloc factional elites (both incumbent and insurgent)
bargained while adhering to the consensus values of each respective bloc. The chapter
examines how the inclusive nature of the Good Friday Agreement was facilitated by the
consensus and convergence between the British and Irish governments as the
representative incumbent ethnic-bloc elites. The willingness of the governments to act as
Agreement guarantors to facilitate the institutional and structural features of a framework
for accommodating the various factional elites within Northern Ireland to negotiate a
power sharing consociational arrangement was imperative to the comprehensive nature of
the agreement.

Chapter 7 concludes the study with a consideration of the nature of the ethnic bloc
and the significance of factionalism on within-bloc conflicts and inter-ethnic elite
preferences. [t addresses the prescriptive considerations of viewing ethnic blocs as a

constellation of factional elites and negotiated inter-ethnic peace agreements as inclusive
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and exclusive bargains. Adapting the lens that comparativists use to study political
parties, intra-party dynamics and coalition building to assist contlict regulation theorists
and practitioners illuminates the nature of ethnic blocs as institutions. To examine the
nature of ethnic blocs, students of conflict regulation are required to trespass across
disciplines and use all necessary conceptual tools to explain and illuminate, in the best
possible manner, the way in which within-bloc factional dynamics impact upon
incumbent elite incentives and explain how and why they commit to a particular peace

preterence.
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2 Elite incentives and the role of factions

2.1 Introduction

This chapter considers the configuration of within-bloc competition and the influence of
factions on ethnic-bloc elite preferences. The importance of factions and factional
behaviour arises from the advocacy of elite-based formulas for regulating ethnic conflict
by negotiated inter-ethnic elite settlement (Lyphart 1977, 1985). Elite-driven conflict
regulation perspectives tend to adhere to three suppositions: a prerequisite ethnic-bloc
leadership exercising a high degree of leadership latitude or ‘autonomy’ 1n decision-
making (Lyphart 1965, 1977, see Horowitz 1985, 2000: 574), the assumption of a stable,
fixed and constant leadership, and the functioning of an ethnic bloc as a unitary actor.
This study argues that ethnic blocs are configured differently and function as oligopolies
with a controlling or elite faction which arrogates power to itself (Leczoesk: 1975: 1).
The incumbent oligarchs vie with challengers to maintain their position. Viewed in this
way, ethnic blocs are a constellation of factions described as groups within the bloc that
seek to exert authority over it (Rose 1964: 36), with a ruling elite who ‘to some degree
exercise power and influence over other [factional] actors’ (Dahl 1958: 465). Measuring
the degree of latitude exercised by incumbent ethnic-bloc elites 1s made possible only by
considering the nature of constraints imposed by within-bloc challenges.

The fractiousness of an ethnic bloc illustrates the parameters of the particular

bloc. Far from distinct unitary actors with fixed surrounds, ethnic blocs are built on
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institutionalised relationships and based on a shared consensus over the recognition of an
‘in group’ (Brubaker 2002: 167, Ruane and Todd 2003: 7) subject to episodic shifts. In
divided societies, the ‘other’ bloc is equally shaped by association and a broadly agreed
goal that challenges and conflicts with the aspirations of the ‘out’ group. ‘The self-and-
other aggregative definitional dimension of “us” versus “them” and with “‘them” versus
“them” 1s close enough 1n awareness and contractive experience to be called a
consciousness’ (Grove 2001: 358, Spira 2004: 255). While it is agreed that ethnic blocs
broadly conform to an amalgamation of ethnic and national sentiment, the debate over the
notion of the institutional manifestations of the ethnie and the nation has generated as
many descriptive terms for ethnic groups as there are ethnonational or ethnopolitical
ogroups (Brass 1991).

The nature of the definitive ethnic bloc 1s contested. What or who constitutes the
people (Jennings 1956: 56) 1s complicated by the ‘imagined’ (Anderson 1991) or the self-
differentiating nature of the nation (Connor 1994: 42). Similarly, ethnicity may be
perpetuated by intervening factors with little to do with its emergence (Comaroff 1998),

postulating continuity between the ethnic and national dimension (Conversi 2004: 3). As

Spira asserts:

Ethnic identity and modern nationalism have tended to arise out of specific types of
frequently negative interactions between the leadership of centralizing states and elites

from non-dominant ethnic groups, especially but not exclusively on the peripheries of

their resident states (Spira 2004: 249).

43



Throughout this work the term ethnic bloc is synonymous with ethnonational or
ethnopolitical. Definitional ambiguities result from the often dynamic nature of ethnic
blocs. The institutional nature of the bloc privileges certain behaviours and can shape the
expectations and preferences of political actors (Luebbert 1986: 29—44). The apparent
cohesion of blocs created by the dominant ethnic cleavage tends to be perceived as
political homogeneity (Lyphart 1977: 25, Nordlinger 1972: 118), obscuring, in turn, the
divergent within-bloc preferences around which insurgent factions form. This thesis
argues that within-bloc competition or factionalism has an inherent dynamism grounded
in the malleability of ethnic blocs' and the nature of competitive strategising.
Acknowledging the fractious and dynamic nature of ethnic blocs, the power
afforded to political entrepreneurs vying to represent ethnic blocs in divided societies as
well as divided territories is often elusive.” The way in which ethnic blocs are instituted
can hinder examination of the locus of power which resides within patterns of factional
accommodation concealing (often) diverse elite preferences. The ability of elites to exert
power within the often-ambiguous parameters of an ethnic bloc 1s intluenced by three
factors. The way in which the bloc 1s configured impacts upon the autonomy of the
incumbent elite. Whether factional actors are more likely to be political parties,
revolutionaries or paramilitaries acting within a democratic state or a national movement
influences the autonomy of the bloc leadership. Moreover, the way factional elites are
accommodated 1s influential. If factional competition within the bloc 1s untempered (Cox
and Rosenbluth 1996: 260), and competition within the bloc is open, with schismatic
factional elites challenging the incumbent recognised bloc leadership by election, then

within-bloc dynamics are transparent. If competition is closed, with challenges

44



accommodated internally, leading to the creation of coalitions, dynamics tend to be
concealed. The nature of accommodation, whether broadly open or broadly closed,
influences the monopoly of power wielded by the incumbent ethnic bloc elite (Siegel and
Beals 1960). Finally, the dependence of the incumbent and insurgent elites on exogenous
or external resources influences the strategies (Bloomfield 1997) available to the
factional elites and the competitive dynamic of the bloc.

The nature of ethnic-bloc (1) configuration and (2) accommodation as well as (3)
the dependence of rival within-bloc factional elites (incumbent and insurgent) on external
resources 1nfluences the bloc leadership’s incentives in negotiating inter-ethnic
agreements. Elite incentives, shaped by the need to maintain a monopoly over the bloc
consensus or i1deology to sustain the legitimacy of the leadership and its capacity to
mobilise the bloc, are considered in the hght of factional impediments and
accommodating leadership strategies. These three dynamics are considered in order to
1llustrate the way 1n which within-bloc competition configures inter-ethnic elite
bargaining and the nature of agreements reached. Combined and considered, these three
dynamics — the configuration of the ethnic bloc, the pattern of elite accommodation
within the bloc, whether 1t 1s schismatic and open or pervasive and the dependence of the
bloc elites on external resources — prompt the need for appropriate elite incentives as a

necessary condition for initiating and engaging in inter-ethnic bargaining.
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2.2 Elites

A ruling elite is a controlling group less than a majority in size that 1s not a pure artifact of
democratic rules. It is a minority of individuals whose preferences regularly prevail in

cases of differences in preference on key political i1ssues. (Dahl 1958: 465)

Insurgent and challenging factional elites are political entrepreneurs. By virtue of their
authoritative position, elites are able to affect political outcomes regularly and
substantially by advocating ‘ideas with hegemonic potential’ in the political arena of the
ethnic bloc and 1n so doing ‘shape the cognitions and values of the incumbent elites and
masses’ (Lustick 1993: 123). Their aim 1s to (re)define, for their own purposes, the
allowable boundaries and the appropriate stakes of political competition. The capacity
for insurgent elites in divided societies to reorient the already flexible boundaries of an
ethnic bloc 1s greater than would be the case in societies free of violent inter-ethnic
conflict with strong unmalleable institutions establishing the parameters of political
competition as givens, permitting decision-making, bargaining and other forms of
political activity to proceed ‘normally’ (Lustick 1993: 43).

Defined as those ‘who get most of what there is to get’ (Lasswell 1958: 13). The
role of elites in democratic transitions is well documented (Higley and Burton 1998). As
are efforts to examine the influence of mass action on elite and regime types and
transitions (Perthes 2004: 3). Sisk, reviewing the empirical evidence from South Africa
and Northern Ireland asserts that ‘the elite-mass dichotomy is too simplified and that
pivotal players are mobilized mid-level elites’ (Sisk 1996: 84). Perthes reters to these

elites as ‘the political relevant elite’ to describe a powerful stratum that can influence the
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decision making of incumbent elites (Perthes 2004: 3). The notion of the politically
relevant elite (PRE) is helpful in distinguishing between temporary elites, namely those
who gain a position of political relevance but do not necessarily maintain elite status and
more politically influential functional segments such as elements of government,
administration or the military. In keeping with Sartori’s observation pertaining to the
significance of political parties and party systems, not all elites are ‘relevant’ (1970).

In divided societies, the parameters of political competition are influenced by the
dynamic nature of the PRE defined here as factions and subject to episodic change. The
ability of incumbent bloc elites to withstand challenges 1s influenced by the configuration
of the bloc. The structure of the bloc i1s only partially considered in conflict regulation
literature that emphasises the role of incumbent bloc elites and autonomous leaderships in
negotiating conflict regulating agreements (Lijphart 1999 ef al.). The nature of the ethnic
bloc regime i1s, however, instrumental in determining the autonomy and authority
afforded to the bloc leadership.

A structurally centralised bloc 1s one 1n which the bloc leadership dominates or
monopolises the bloc institutionally. The configuration of an ethnic bloc, for example, 1s
structurally predisposed to centralisation and a distinct elite monopoly if modelled on the
Westminster system with a plurality electoral system. Conversely, a multi-party ethnic
bloc with proportional representation allows a structurally less centralised system. An
institutionally decentralised bloc tends to have numerous sources of legitimacy
manifested in groups and actors or factions. The ‘leadership latitude’ (Horowitz 2000:
57), or monopoly of authority attributed to the incumbent elite, can become more difficult

to discern in an institutionally decentralised bloc. The pattern of elite accommodation
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within an ethnic bloc is determined by whether the bloc can be described as structurally

centralised or decentralised.

The traditional pattern of accommodation used to co-opt or accommodate
factional challengers to the incumbent elite’s authority 1s influenced by the existing
configuration of the bloc. If the bloc is described as centralised then accommodating
challengers by way of coalition or co-option enables the leadership to absorb (Tsebelis
2002: 12) the factional challengers, so that factional competition is pervasive rather than
schismatic. Successful absorption or co-option of a factional challenge can result in the
independent or distinct openly competitive faction reverting to the position of a
tendency.” A newly modified or ‘tamed’ tendency may maintain a niche monopoly
although 1t no longer poses a threat or a challenge to the leadership. Centralisation of this
kind 1s common 1n ethnic blocs with longstanding dominant incumbent elites and 1s often
found 1n liberation movements (Irvin 1999: 20). The bloc elite might be instituted as a
liberation movement, for example, and operate a ‘catch-all’ policy of accommodating
dissent within a broad coalition. But where i1t finds i1t cannot include a present or current
factional challenge within the bloc consensus, it must either change its pattern of
accommodation or anticipate a weakening of its authority. If the ethnic bloc 1s a hybrid
of political actors with militaristic affiliates, as is often the case in ethnic conflict blocs,
the elite and the challenging factions may be inclined to suffer from both schismatic and

pervasive factionalism and employ various means of both open competition and internal

accommodation mechanisms in tandem.”
The monopoly of leadership authority is revealed by the mechanisms used within

the bloc whether structurally centralised or decentralised. Two means of maintaining the
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leadership are available to the incumbents. The first one 1s open competition,
characterised by the absence of attempts to centralise and co-ordinate or co-opt factions.
When a bloc adopts open competition mechanisms, the challengers or factions to the
incumbent elite compete for votes (in the case of electoral politics) or members and
affiliates (in the case of liberation movements). The mechanism of internal
accommodation 1s characterised by the existence of patterns of co-ordination of the elites
across different factions. There 1s usually an absence of (imminent) electoral competition
and attempts to ‘poach’ members. These two mechanisms are not mutually exclusive,
suggesting a degree of ambiguity. Should an elite choose to engage in internal
accommodation when 1t conventionally adheres to open competition to allay a factional
threat, the change in mechanism informs the nature of the threat and the extent of the
factional challenge. Within-bloc competition i1s usually assessed by way of elections.
The incumbent elite will have the monopoly of leadership authority if there are limited
challenges to its authority. In ethnic-blocs in which the leadership 1s elected, a vote of no
confidence would constitute a threat to the monopoly of the incumbent elite’s authority.
In short, the factional challenge manifests itself differently, depending on whether
the bloc is structurally centralised or decentralised and shapes the pattern of
accommodation or ‘the mode of interaction’ (Scharpf 1997: 43), namely the way
preferences are formulated within the bloc. If the bloc leadership, for example, is a single
party majority government and is challenged by an opposition faction traditionally
opposed to its preferences, this challenge 1s less likely to undermine the bloc leadership

than if the challenge came from within the governing elite (or party) itself.
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A centralised structure may refer to the nature of the political institutions,
whereby the system and its electoral mechanisms centralise the bloc. In cases of ethnic
conflict where within-bloc competition openly manifests 1tself in electoral party
competition, factional (party) challenges lend themselves more readily to examination
(Mitchell 1995:773). Within-bloc open party competition 1s further influenced by the
hierarchy of intra-bloc cleavages (Lipset and Rokkan 1967:6). The ‘hierarchy of
cleavages’ may alter from region to region and and may be socio-economic, class or
ideologically oriented.” Moreover, the influence of bloc configuration on inter-ethnic
conflict has been addressed 1n relation to policy concerns and the way in which within-
bloc elites engineer frictions and tensions in the wider conflict environment (Fearon and
Laitin 1996: 730). The ramifications of these findings, while important for examining the
influence of intra-ethnic party divisions over policy preferences, go further, and highlight
the mmportance of within-bloc constraints on incumbent elites’ decision-making and
1llustrate the significance of the configuration of the ethnic bloc on elite decision-making.
Similar conflicts over policy preferences in ethnic blocs configured by non-party political
factions would not be so readily visible, but would nevertheless play an important 1t
undisclosed role in the decision-making of the bloc leadership. The importance of
factional concerns has been addressed in the literature on party politics and coalition
building.® Where elections determine the identity of the governing elite, electoral
competition becomes the focus of elites (Mayhew 1974:20, Mitchell 2001: 2) albeit to
ridicule or delegitimise the elections as a mechanism of appeasement. Usually, the
transparency provided by the (often) open schismatic factional competition between

distinct political parties creates patterns of elite accommodation within the party system
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as they would within an ethnic bloc. Within-bloc factional coalitions form 1n a similar
manner to those formulated in factional or consociational parties common 1n some party
systems. In the case of Japan defined as a factionalised predominant party system, the
Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) dominates Japanese politics (Lieserson 1968: 70). In
this case, political party factions are described as imprimatur having the sanction of the
party and therefore mainstream or non-mainstream without party sanction (Cox and
Rosenbluth 1996: 268)..7

The transformation of a standard form of consociationalism between segmental
parties to consociationalism within a single (consociational) party assists in assessing
within-bloc dynamics. Power sharing within a party, as compared to power-sharing
between parties, can be analysed with the help of the concept of the consociational party
(Bogaards 2002: 10). A consociational party 1s described as one made up of separate
organisational entities that function as a unity (usually) in the context of multi-party
elections. The alliance party describes a consociational party made up of separate
organisational entities that function as a unity in the context of comparative multi-party
elections and skilled at vote-pooling (Horowitz 1991). Conversly, the ‘congress model’
party consisting of factions and/or subnational party organisations representing
ethnoplural constituencies and operates within a multi-party system, the congress party
model 1s more a system than a party (Kothart 1964, Liyphart 1996) modelled on the
Indian Congress Party and characterised by a system of consensus that has assumed
dominance. The congress party model illustrates schismatic factionalism, whereas the
alliance party model suggests more pervasive factionalism. There is a plurality in the

form of factions, internal competition 1s sustained and factions from outside the

51



consensus are absorbed making it a ‘continuing accommodation of interests’ performed
by way of ‘conciliation machinery’ (Kothari 1964: 1168, Bogaards 2002: 8). The study
of consociational intra-party dynamics illustrates the significance of within-bloc factional
dynamics and provides a model to adapt to ethnic bloc factional segments.

The Israeli case proves valuable as the ethnic bloc (broadly) corresponds with the
political party system. Israel’s low electoral threshold of 1.5 per cent allows for the
inclusion of an array of perspectives, voice 1s given to single issue preferences and there
are often one-man list parties (Hirschman 1970).° Israel is described as having a
consociational party system (Liyphart 1985: 61, Liyphart 1999, Arian 1999, Hazan
1999b). In considering the effective number of parties (to influence the creation of a
cabinet (Taagepera 2002)) within the Israeli system, the nature of factional
accommodation among party elites 1s important for assessing the flexible legitimacy of
the bloc leadership. As a result factionalised and coalition parties tend to be counted as
‘one and half parties in terms of effectiveness’; the same description i1s provided for
closely aligned parties (Lijphart er a/. 1999: 33). The nature of elite accommodation and
the degree of party factionalisation is addressed when considering the effective numbers

of parties in a party system. As Lijphart argues:

a three party system in which all three parties are completely independent entities is more
fragmented than a three party system (with the same party sizes) in which one of the
parties is highly factionalised. Conversely, a three-party system in which all three parties
are completely independent entities is more fragmented than when two of the parties are

closely and perpetually allied with each other. (Liyphart ef al. 1999: 33)
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In the same manner, changes in the instituted pattern of factional accommodation
(whether broadly schismatic or pervasive) within the ethnic bloc retlect the degree of
leadership latitude or autonomy. In the case of Israeli political parties, the description of
party effectiveness is reflected in the ideological placement or positioning of the parties.
A shift in the traditional nature and direction of elite accommodation in ethnic blocs,
whether from schismatic to pervasive or pervasive to schismatic, charts the ideological
diversity (distance or proximity) of insurgent factional elites to the incumbent leadership.

Insurgent challenges to the leadership become more explicit when ideological
diversity within the bloc 1s great (Sartor1 1999: 14). Assessing the ideological proximity
of the ethnic bloc to the incumbent elite provides a gauge as to whether the tendency
within the bloc membership 1s centritugal or centripetal. For example, the emergence of
the Hamas faction within the Palestinian bloc threatened the traditional pattern of
pervasive factional competition within the bloc. Unable to co-opt the religious and
ideologically distinct Hamas elite into the secular and ideologically proximate factions
within the ‘catch-all’ PLO, the pattern of factional competition within the Palestinian
bloc became more schismatic. Open competition between the PLO leadership and
Hamas created a new pattern of factional competition based on divergent 1deological
preferences. The monopoly of ideology held by the PLO leadership was challenged and
traditional modes of accommodating such challenges were ineffectual. Open competition

between schismatic factions within the Palestinian bloc threatened the incumbent regime.
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2.3 Ideology

Elite assertions to the monopoly of legitimacy and authority within a bloc include claims
on the monopoly of 1deology. Defining the ethnic bloc as a coalition of groups united 1n
minimal consensus regarding a shared ethnic goal or aspiration highlights the importance
of within-bloc dynamics. Ethnic preferences are deemed to be intense and non-
negotiable (Rabushka and Shepsle 1972: 66). Party leaders are vulnerable to outflanking
by rival ethnic parties claiming to be the ‘authentic voice’ of the bloc (Wilkinson 2000
:3). It requires that the incumbent elite can guarantee its autonomy when challenges to
existing orthodoxy in bloc ideology or identity occur. The ability of the leadership to
maintain and secure an ideological or value consensus is vital in order to counter any
schismatic factional challenge to its elite autonomy (Putnam 1993).

Ethnic bloc ideology forms the basis for bloc consensus. Competing over bloc
ideology threatens the cohesion of the bloc’s core resource. Maintaining the monopoly
over 1deology constrains the ability of the bloc leadership to negotiate comprehensive
agreements with the opposing bloc’s leadership. In comprehensive peace settlements,
bloc incumbents effectively adopt the policy that ‘their competitions will no longer be
driven by principles’ (Higley and Burton 1998: 100).

A high degree of leadership autonomy i1s required in order to reach inter-ethnic
bloc agreements as the features of the bargain may constitute a shift that challenges bloc
ideology and threatens the minimal consensus aspiration that forms the basis of bloc

cohesion. Maintaining the monopoly of 1deology 1s important for ensuring the continued
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existence of elite authority as ethnic-bloc actors ‘attribute far deeper meaning to the
historical battles that define collective identities than to the transient conflicts of daily
politics’ (Katzenstein 1996: 8). Comprehensive settlements can be more readily achieved
when elites are ‘relatively free to strike heretical bargains ... and avoid backlashes’
(Grzymala-Busse 2001: 88, Higley and Burton 1998: 100). Any challenge to the
leadership’s advocacy of the legitimate ethnic bloc ideology threatens the authority of the
incumbent elite and heightens within-bloc conflict (Lindholm-Schulz 1999: 73). The
failure of the leadership to co-opt ideological dissenters (usually schismatic factions
(parties) as opposed to pervasive factions) suggests a shift has occurred in the pattern of
accommodation within the bloc.

The ideological proximity or distance of the schismatic faction is significant in
anticipating what 1f any accommodation can be found between the incumbent elite and
the insurgent faction. Whether the faction adheres to the Weltanschauung model of
politics, in which the group seeks to ‘make the world conform to their basic philosophy
or world-view’ (Lipset 1959: 92—4) alters the ethnic bloc regime dynamic. Factional
adherents of the Weltanschauung model are not likely to be integrated into the bloc
leadership. Within-bloc competition 1s not perceived as a competition for resources but
rather an ideological belief in the truth of the preterences of the faction and the inherent
error in the world view of the incumbent elite (Lipset 1959: 93). In the Palestinian bloc,
the emergence of Hamas is a case i pomt. In this instance patterns of elite
accommodation or integration fail to transcend the 1deological cleavage.

The autonomy or ‘leadership latitiude’ of the incumbent ethnic bloc leadership,

(Horowitz, 2000: 574) is related to the degree of freedom 1t has from the constraints
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imposed by the institutional and structural features of the bloc and from associated
within-bloc factional conflict. Moreover, this thesis argues inter-ethnic bargaining i1s
driven towards enhancing the internal bloc status of the bloc elite. Intra-ethnic factional
imperatives influence (Wolfers 1962: 103) and drive inter-ethnic bargaining, shape the
conduct of the ethnic-bloc elites, and the nature of the elite bargain.

The existence of intra-ethnic competitive contlict 1s perceived to have an
ambivalent effect on the overall regulation of the ethnic conflict. The literature reveals
that violent conflict within ethnic blocs reduces inter-ethnic conflict (Horowitz 2000:
598). Ethnic contlict actors are perceived to have only a determined amount of resources
and violent conflict within the bloc reduces the capability for inter-ethnic violence (Coser
1956). This atfords greater significance to the nature of intra-ethnic contlict.

[f conflict within the bloc is violent, it deflects the attention and resources of the
bloc from engaging in violent conflict with the opposing ethnic bloc. If, however,
conflict within the bloc i1s a consequence of schismatic factionalism that i1s open
factionalism between ethnic bloc elites, usually over dominance of the bloc and with
political power imperatives, it can exacerbate ideological distance between the elites,
within the bloc and result in a bloc wide directional shift towards centrifugal competition
(Sartori 1977: 121, Liyphart 1977: 165). As a result, violence threatens the bloc
leadership’s authority, alters the leadership’s transaction costs (those of making,
monitoring and enforcing agreement between leaders), and changes inter-bloc incentives,
often exacerbating existing inter-ethnic tenstons. The relationship between inter-ethnic

and intra-ethnic conflicts is complicated as noted 1n the following excerpt:
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[I]nter-ethnic conflict may be reduced by arrangements that emphasise intra-ethnic
conflict instead. Intra-ethnic conflict is usually (though not always) less dangerous
and violent than inter-ethnic conflict. If intra-ethnic conflict becomes more salient,
this may reduce the energy available for conflict with other groups ... Some sub-
ethnic contlict, however, 1s conducive to a species of intra-ethnic party competition

that tends to exacerbate inter-ethnic contlict. (Horowitz 2000: 598)

The susceptibility of ethnic elites to within-bloc conflict, however, runs contrary to the
assumption that ethnic-blocs are unitary actors. Ethnic groupings have been described as
coalitions based on sub-ethnic ties often with niche monopolies (Olzak 2002). The
proposition advanced here is that ethnic-blocs are a configuration of factions rather than
unitary actors and are only occasionally coalitions.” The incentives for bloc leaderships to
negotiate inter-ethnic agreements are subject to the degree and direction of competition
within the bloc, whether or not elite competition adheres to traditional pervasive
factionalism among imprimatur factional elites or whether open competition between

schismatic non-mainstream factions influences the ‘leadership latitude’ or autonomy they

POSSESS.
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2.4 Legitimacy

The preferences of leadership elites, when attempting to regulate ethno-national conflict,
are welighed by their motivation for asserting or securing their authority within their
respective ethnic-blocs.'® The focus on leadership autonomy in the literature highlights
the importance of — usually self-designated — bloc leaders who are able to represent and
negotiate for the bloc while having the power to implement any deciston made. The
leadership 1s deemed to have the de facto monopoly of ‘legitimate concern’ or power
within a bloc. Autonomy does not characterise ethnic-bloc leaderships. It is the pursuit
of leadership autonomy through legitimacy, the desire for greater leadership latitude
affording power and prestige and the impact of certain institutional factors in this pursuit
that characterises ethnic-bloc leaderships.

The claim for legitimacy usually ‘involves the capacity of a political system to
engender and maintain the belief that existing political institutions are most appropriate’
(Lipset 1959: 86). The claim for legitimacy among leaderships refers to the activity of
gaining authority and greater autonomy. The greater the degree of legitimacy or support
achieved, the greater the leadership autonomy. Contemporary considerations of ‘new
civil wars’ (Kalyvas 2001: 101) attribute the declining importance of ideology in
legitimating the position of protagonists and competing factions arguing instead that there
iIs no longer any need to legitimise actions of factions viewed as ‘warrior gangs’
(Enzensberger 1994: 22-30). Protracted ethnic contlict and attempts to regulate it,

however, can lead to challenges to the autonomy of an incumbent leadership if 1t 1s
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perceived as unable to defend or protect the bloc it represents or 1t a challenging faction
has a greater capacity.

Conversely, negotiated inter-ethnic bargains can sometimes increase and endorse
the legitimacy of the elite if it is apparent the leadership is able to defend, protect and
advance the position of the bloc. The nature of the bargain or agreement reached is
influenced by the desire to create input-oriented and/or output-oriented legitimacy
arguments. Whether the elite 1s primarily concerned with generating the means of
executing good government and instituting the necessary structures and procedures or
whether the elites 1s preoccupied with securing its legitimacy by creating elite power
enabling and action enabling features of government (Scharpf 2003: 3).

Legitimising actions often have unintended consequences and in inter-ethnic bloc
agreements are no exception. Consensual inter-bloc elite agreements which alter the
parameters of the existing conflict dynamic can, however, also result in factional shifts.
Resulting changes 1n inter-bloc conflict dynamics can threaten incumbent elite autonomy,
making 1t vulnerable to new factional challenges emerging from the new conflict
dispensation. In short, the incentives for the incumbent elites centre on maintaining the
leadership authority position while minimising and marginalising the constraints on
leadership autonomy most commonly manifest as factional threats.

The traditional patterns of elite accommodation in the bloc influence the degree to
which the incumbent bloc elite or leadership can make decisions and gain the acceptance
and compliance of its support base. Within-bloc support can depend upon the leaders’
strategies and policies. The ability of the incumbent elite to gain or maintain support for

a policy or agreement is based on the ability of disaffected bloc members to shift their
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support from the leadership to that of a challenging faction. A fixed support base reters
to the 1nability of dissenters to alter their affiliation or support.“

The configuration of the bloc, the extent to which a consensus exists over shared
preferences or ‘values’ among the ethnic group members (Scharpt 1997: 43) 1s important
because it signifies a potential shift in the support of the masses or people (demotic) in
the bloc. Any change in bloc support for the leadership threatens its position and
escalates the threat of a factional challenge. Divisions or splits within the bloc may occur
less because of leadership loss of previously maintained unity and more because of
prevailing factions and pre-existing divisions become schismatic and open competition
within the bloc ensues (Rose 1964: 45). An example of this is illustrated in the Irish case
where the existing configuration of the predominantly nationalist Irish bloc was altered
by encroaching Irish Republicanism in the guise of the Sinn Féin party. The incumbent
Irish government and leadership of the bloc feared that the ‘underbidding’ or moderation
of Republicans made manifest in the changing policies of Sinn Féin combined with the
increasing radicalisation of the Nationalist electorate provoked by continuing alienation
of Catholics in Northern Ireland was encroaching on the support of the Northern Ireland

nationalist party the SDLP. As Garret FitzGerald observes:

The hunger strikes tempted Sinn Fein into the political field with the success of the H
block candidates and they thought they could in fact win a majority of the nationalist
community vote in NI, while continuing the campaign of violence and thereby gain a new
credibility that might force the British hand, perhaps even to raising things to civil war
level in NI with a mandate from the majority of nationalists. That was our fear, the whole
forum and Anglo Irish negotiation was designed to block that and focus nationalist

loyalty sufficient to pull opinion back, that worked. '
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The fear of a centrifugal shift to republicanism mobilised the Irish government to work
with SDLP. Ideologically, the SDLP was closer to the existing parties within the Irish
political system advocating a United Ireland by consensual means.

This approach was closely paralleled by that of the moderately nationalist Fine
Gael party in governing coalition with the Labour party of Ireland. In a bid to address the
open challenge posed by Sinn Féin, the broadly nationalist parties agreed to convene a
New Ireland Forum. The objective of this forum being: ‘to reverse a trend within the
nationalist community towards SF dominance’” and ‘to establish a working consensus
over the parameters of a New Ireland and the negotiating terms acceptable to the
majority’'* of the party elites. Consensus was delayed, hedged and modified by the most
ideologically Republican of the entire Forum’s parties, Fianna Fail. The Fianna Fail
party attempted to maximise the benefits of the Forum by challenging the positions of the
moderately nationalist parties while simultaneously securing its position as a moderate
choice tor Republican bloc members otherwise predisposed to support Sinn Féin. The
two-level game played by Fianna Fail, the main opposition challenger to the incumbent
government — affiliating with the moderately nationalist parties while simultaneously
reasserting 1ts Republican credentials — resulted in schismatic division as a pervasive and
prevailing faction within the party, the conservative and moderately nationalist faction of
Fianna Fail, seized the opportunity to challenge the Fianna Fail leadership openly and

create a new political party known as the Progressive Democrats."”

The potential for ethnic bloc members to shift support from the incumbent elite’s
‘constituency’ to that of a challenging taction, and the ability of the leadership to appeal

to their supporters, are a measure of the maintenance of the leadership’s bloc authority.
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Popular support for the incumbent elite is associated with two interrelated factors: intra-
ethnic outbiddine and bloc mobilisation. Intra-ethnic outbidding refers to the nature of
intra-ethnic factional competition and the ability of factional elites to ‘outbid’ one another
in order to exploit shifting bloc membership values and constituencies (Mitchell 1993).
Intra-ethnic outbidding occurs explicitly in schismatic tactional competition when two or
more factional elites (often political parties) compete for bloc support. When outbidding
occurs, each factional elite promotes increasingly extreme positions, which in turn alter
the leadership’s incentives towards inter-ethnic bargaining and negotiation (Kaufman
1996: 109). 'Outbidding' prevails when leaderships and elites have political (and
ideological) space to shift within the ethno-national bloc (Horowitz 2000: 359).

The power to outbid within-bloc rivals relies on an elastic bloc, where bloc
loyalties are liable to shift, usually in response to mobilisation. Mobilising the bloc can
alter its configuration and alter the fixed nature of bloc support. In response, the
incumbent bloc elite threatened by changes in the tendency of the bloc to alter the shared
consensus can attempt to outbid its immediate within-bloc rivals in order to restrict
challenges to the existing bloc order (Gagnon 1996). In this study, bidding 1s used to
assist in qualifying the centrifugal nature of competition among factions within blocs and
the effect of underbidding or centripetal competition in arriving at inter-ethnic

agreements.
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2.5 Mobilisation

The second feature of elite accommodation is mobilisation (Grove 2001: 361). Elements
of schismatic factionalism, centrifugal competition and outbidding arise during a period
of ethnic mobilisation within a protracted conflict. Two types of mobilisation can arise
and are not mutually exclusive, and they may be exhibited at different phases within the
same conflict. The ‘classical model’ develops when the position of the incumbent elite is
more extreme than that of the average ethnic-bloc member, creating incentives for the
elites to modify and moderate positions.

The second model develops when the position of the individual is more extreme
than the position of the incumbent ethnic-bloc elite (Meadwell 1993: 241). In the second
case, leadership moderation increases disaffection among factional challengers, creates
elasticity, and weakens the autonomy of the incumbent elite, reorienting the monopoly of
within-bloc power. The threat to the leadership may result in an attempt to accommodate
the disaffected members and cadres who may be inclined to support factional challengers.
The mobilisation crisis may prompt an initiative to accommodate pervasive factional elite
challengers in a forum where grievances can be aired internally, thereby modifying
dissent and censoring open competition.

The process of mobilisation illustrates the leadership constraints shared by actors
in each ethnic bloc that are built into a system of ethnic conflict regulation. When
support for the leadership is relatively fixed, less incentive exists to engage in within-bloc
accommodation when factional challenges are made. The capacity for both mobilisation

models to exist within the ethnic-bloc dynamic at different times constrains leadership
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autonomy and creates a ‘follow me, I’'m right behind you’ dynamic between elites and
the members of the bloc.'

A change in the orientation of the bloc influences the incumbent elite’s monopoly
power and allows factional elites to compete for authority over the bloc. The
mechanisms of electoral outbidding and bloc mobilisation constrain the status of the
incumbent elite and impact their autonomy. The impact of shifting bloc support on the
bloc leaders’ negotiating preferences reveals the ethnic-bloc as diverse and segmented.
The vulnerability of the leadership to these dynamics 1s influenced by its capacity to
mobilise external resources, the ability of external actors or resources to mobilise the bloc
and the dependence of the bloc elites on external actors. The third influential factor on
elite bargaining incentives deals with elite dependence on external resources. Prevalent
in maintaining the autonomy and authority of the leadership 1s the ability to regulate the
impact of fluctuating legitimacy. The legitimacy afforded to incumbents by external and
international actors i1s subject to the interests of the external actors and the effects on elite
Incentives.

External recognition can guarantee the incumbent elite authority and status when
it 1s the sole financial benefactor of the relationship of external sponsor within the bloc
(Bercovitch 1986, Pechota 1971). This third influential factor of external resource
dependence can be decisive when intra-factional elites compete for recognition and
external actors seek to influence the dynamics of the bloc by favouring elite challengers
(formally, financially or otherwise) over the incumbent. The utility of external actor
recognition can be variable and often unpredictable. The incentives of external actors are

often unclear. They may ascribe legitimacy to elite challengers to promote regime
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change within the ethnic bloc, usurp the influence of the bloc leadership or acquiesce to
the demands of its own domestic constituency and factional challenges. This can create
vicious circles of political distrust and coercion (Putnam 1993). External recognition for
pervasive factional challengers can exacerbate divisions, altering the pattern of elite
accommodation — from pervasive to schismatic — within the bloc and create schismatic or
open competition when insurgents have access to resources prejudicing their abilities to
challenge the existing regime and to constrain its autonomy (Byman et al. 2001).

When ethnic bloc leaders rely on one or more external actors the likelihood of an
imposed inter-ethnic bargain 1s said to increase, particularly when one or more external
actors are prepared to act as co-sponsors and guarantors for the bargain reached (Walter
2002: 26). External co-sponsors can therefore influence elite incentives to reach
agreement and shape the nature of the agreement reached. Conflict regulation efforts
have, however, increasingly emphasised the role of the bloc ehte or autonomous leaders
In negotiating agreements for the regulation of ethnic conflict, advocating
consociationalism as a device both in terms of process and institutional structure for
regulating inter-ethnic contlict.

Consociationalism and power sharing inter-bloc accommodations can provide for
a consensus agreement between the incumbent elites of the respective ethnic blocs while
including the insurgent elites within the divided ethnic blocs. Inter-ethnic grand
coalitions have been addressed in the consociational literature (Lyphart 1968, 1977,
1997). Inter-ethnic-bloc patterns of accommodation that appeal to the demands made at
the ethnic-bloc or group level, such as consociationalism or power sharing, often require

the need for external actors as guarantors or co-sponsors. The consociational literature
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addresses the instruments and mechanisms of power sharing between contlict groups.
Consociational bargains or power-sharing arrangements provide for a consensus
agreement between the incumbent elites of the divided ethnic blocs as well as a device in
terms of process and institutional structure for regulating inter-ethnic conflict.
Nevertheless, 1n the negotiation of inter-ethnic agreements, as well as in consociational
arrangements, the freedom of incumbent bloc leaders to negotiate and enter into

agreements 1s taken for granted, assuming the following contingencies:

that political elites enjoy a high degree of freedom of choice, and that they may resort to
consoclational methods of decision-making as a result of the rational recognition of the

centrifugal tendencies inherent in plural societies and a deliberate effort to counter act

these dangers. (Lijphart 1977: 165)

Defined as an association of communities, consociation is the outcome of a bargain or
pact between representative political leaders of ethnic or religious groups in deeply
divided societies (Lustick 1979: 328, O’Leary 1998: 2). Based on four critena,
consociationalism requires cross community representation in the executive by way of
grand coalition, concurrent representation across blocs and pluralitarian levels of support.
Conventionally outlined, consociationalism requires: (1) the participation of
representatives of all significant groups; (2) the proportionality principle to serve as the
basic standard of political representation; (3) a high degree of community autonomy or
self-government; and (4) minority veto rights to protect their interests (Lijphart 1997:

495). The central factor for successful power sharing requires co-operation among elites

capable of accommodating divergent interests and factional demands with the ability to
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transcend cleavages and to join in a common effort with the elites of rival ethno-national
blocs. The capacity of the incumbent bloc leadership, in turn, depends on its
commitment to the maintenance of the regime and to the maintenance of existing modes
of accommodation while recognising the ‘perils of political fragmentation’ (Lijphart
1969: 216). Within consociationalism, a critical role is attributed to incumbent ethnic
bloc leaders. The final feature of conventional consociationalism is the representation of
community autonomy and minority veto rights.

The pattern of inter-ethnic accommodation 1s matched in the quasi-consociational
features adopted within ethnic blocs in order to alleviate factionalism. Evidence of this
may be found in Israel,'’ where the Israeli political system and its party system have been
described as functioning on quasi-consociational grounds. Based on four criteria, this
form of quasi-consociational arrangement (within rather than between groups) regulates
open competition and creates pervasive factions as it requires the participation of all
significant subgroup representatives within the bloc elite or leadership to enable power
sharing between aspiring elites, becoming an elite coalition of the respective subgroup
leaders within the bloc (Liyphart 1997. 495). The proportionality principle of
consociationalism serves as the basic standard of political representation between groups
and 1s adapted i1n internal or in-group consociational attempts to the representation ot
factions within the institutions and structures of the ethnic bloc. The ‘umbrella’
institutions of the Palestinian Liberation Organisation function on this basis.

Within ethnic blocs, the autonomy of subgroups exists in their niche (religious,
ideological, cultural) or geographical monopolies; the difficulties with autonomy and

factionalism arise when the groups attempt to challenge the elite and dominate the ethnic
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bloc. Successful power-sharing within blocs necessitates the capacity of the incumbent
bloc elite to accommodate divergent interests and factional challenges (Lijphart 1969:
216). Similarly, the internal organisational aspects influencing contlict regulation have
been addressed 1n the study of corporatism (Lehmbruch 1993). It has been argued that
corporatist arrangements in Western Europe were less successtul in states that lacked
monopolistic trade unions (Scharpf 1997: 235).

In negotiated conflict regulation, ethnic bloc leaders initiate the bargain or
arrangement reached, suggesting that ‘it is within the confines of the political elites that
many of [the] explanatory variables are presumably to be found’ (Nordlinger 1972: 40).
The ethnic-bloc leadership, however, often ‘has limited freedom to choose its own path’
(Horowitz 2000: 574). Analysing within-bloc relations identifies the mechanisms that
mitigate elite autonomy and create intra-ethnic conflict. The dynamics that influence and
mobilise ethnic bloc challenges to the incumbent elite induce intra-ethnic factionalism
(Gagnon 1996). The incentives for incumbent bloc leaderships to negotiate inter-ethnic
agreements are subject to the degree of within-bloc competition conditioning the degree
of leadership autonomy they possess. Assessing the dynamics of factions within blocs
provides greater insights into the nature of elite or leadership autonomy. The
examination of factions is motivated by this literature on consociationalism, coalition

formation and party competition.
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2.6 Factions

[f leaders are the central actors and decision-makers in negotiated bargains then 1t follows
that any influence on their performance from factionalism is in turn likely to influence the
nature of the agreement or bargain reached. Factionalism refers to conflict within a bloc
which ‘leads to the increasing abandonment of co-operative activities’ (Siegel and Beals
1960a: 399). Ethnic blocs hinge on co-operative activities and broad consensus. Any
deviation in the tentative concordat that constitutes the bloc alters the nature of the bloc
regime. Within-bloc conflicts escalate when factional elites crave a particular seat of
power or compete to be the provider of benefits for the bloc membership. If all
incumbents have rivals, ethnic blocs are a constellation of factions defined as any group
within the bloc that seeks to exert authority over it (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003: 16,
Rose 1964: 36), with a ruling elite who ‘to some degree exercise power and influence
over other [factional] actors’ (Dahl 1958: 465). Factional dominance 1s not permanently
fixed; leaders can continue to lead only so long as they have followers (Barry 1975: 396).
Disaffection within the established elites can result in the emergence of an insurgent
schismatic counter elite faction openly challenging the incumbent leadership (Enloe
1977: 152). The ramifications of intra competition for dominance of a particular ethnic
group can alter the traditional inter-bloc rivalry and the nature of the inter-ethnic conftlict.
The way in which ethnic blocs cultivate their common interests and manage
internal conflicts influences the effectiveness of the bloc leaders’ ability to lead. As is the
case with the formation of coalition governments, internal bloc competition and conflict

constrains the degree of elite autonomy 1n negotiating inter-ethnic conflict-regulating
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frameworks as the leaders bargaining inter-ethnic agreements have incentives to adapt
transaction costs (Scharpf 1997: 117) by structuring the agreements in particular ways:
‘When uncertainty and the threat of [within bloc elite] opportunism generate large
transaction costs’ leaders have an incentive to seek restrictive agreements or limited
bargains (Lupia and Strom 2003: 13, Maor 1998: 11).'® Therefore, the nature of the
ethnic-bloc dynamic in divided societies means that any inter-bloc bargaining presents
controversy.

The focus on factions is based not only on the coalition structure of ethnic blocs
but also on the characteristics of ethnic-bloc actors. These within-bloc actors, while
distinct, tend to share the same objective of within-bloc power. Although tactics may
differ, the goal of the faction and the object of a factional challenge involves gaining or
regaining leadership and predominance within the bloc. As parties constitute an essential
part of the institutional machinery and policy-making process in a state, so within-bloc
factions seek to control bloc organisation and to shape and dictate the policy of the ethnic
bloc (Zarisk1 1960: 38).

In the party literature in which a political party may be defined as ‘a large-scale
organisation whose purpose 1s to control the personnel and policies of the government’,
factions have been defined as ‘an element inside a party whose purpose 1s to control the
personnel and policies of the party’ (Ranney and Kendall 1956). In cases of inter-ethnic
conflict, bloc participants can be both factions and parties, in ethnic bloc regime
dynamics, political parties tend to represent elite accommodation where open competition
is prevalent and factional autonomy 1s greatest. Open competition suggests a

decentralised ethnic bloc where schismatic factionalism between distinct groups exists as
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the means of factional competition within the bloc. In blocs where elite accommodation
is instigated openly, there tends to be a substantial degree of distance between the
1deology and preferences of the incumbent elite and those of its challengers. Blocs
centrally organised with peak association and rigid hierarchy tend to exhibit more
pervasive factionalism, and institute internal accommodatory mechanisms sanctioning
‘imprimatur’ tactions. In blocs with internal accommodatory mechanisms there tends to
be greater ideological proximity between factions and a traditional pattern of internal elite
accommodation. To accommodate these characteristics, ethnic bloc actors’ factions are
broadly described as any organisational unit of political competition that seeks to gain
authority over the bloc (Rose 1964: 37, Lawson, 1979: 1170) and more specifically
referred to as schismatic or pervasive.

These distinctions allow for the inclusion of political parties while providing a
scope 1in which to reveal the significance of intra-party cleavages and cadres. Similarly,
the non-‘governing’ or insurgent, as opposed to incumbent, factional actors within
national liberation movements (some with quasi-political or militaristic features) are
included. The use of a factional analysis allows comparison between the often diverse
configurations of actors in the respective ethnic blocs, allowing for the inclusion of
political parties, liberation movements and other organisations, equating factional elites
with one another.

In inter-ethnic bloc negotiation, the incumbent representative bloc elite initiatives
may differ in their bargaining preferences; nevertheless the between-bloc leaders are
driven by a shared desire to maintain and enhance the primacy of their leadership

positions within their respective ethnic-blocs. This requires an examination of the
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features and characteristics of within-bloc dynamics and the role of factions, namely, a
self-conscious organisation whose membership or affiliation maintains a measure of
discipline, operating socially with a degree of persistence over time. The features
outlined distinguish factions from loosely connected tendencies and provide an analysis
of the determinants of ethnic bloc structure and the social, religious, or i1deological
composition of the faction (Zaiski 1960: 43). The social or membership composition of
the faction refers to the perception of factions as niche monopolies based on geographical
or sub-ethnic ties combined with peak associational, institutional, and organisational
arrangements with a large degree of autonomy (Hobsbawm 1990: 12)."” Factions operate
within the associational, institutional and organisational features of the ethnic blocs. The
three dynamics of bloc configuration, traditions of elite accommodation and the role of
external resource dependence exercise influence over ethnic bloc elite incentives 1n inter-
ethnic bargaining.

Just as the unitary actor theory has long been upheld in coalition theory, although
in the reality of a coalition 1t 1s not realistic (Timmermans 2003: 11), the notion of ethnic
blocs as unitary actors constrains the ability of students of ethnic conflict to consider the
dynamics that shape and influence the incentives of ethnic bloc leaders to bargain for
minimal and limited or maximal and comprehensive bargains. Nordlinger’s study of the
structural predominance of elites and Horowitz’s assertion that the consideration of elite
mechanisms requires an assessment of the variables related to group structure and
competition (as well as Zartman’s ‘theory of timing’® and associated features of
mutually hurting stalement and ripeness described above), as tncentives for elite co-

operation (Horowitz 2000: 574). This study advocates the analysis of factional dynamics
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as a means of considering the imperative for examining elite incentives to reach minimal

and limited or maximal and comprehensive bargains in the regulation of ethnic conflict.
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3 Colluding to exclude the PLO: the 1978 Camp David

Accords

3.1 Introduction

The Camp David Accords of 1978 between Egypt and Israel (and facilitated by the
United States) exemplify an inter-ethnic elite bargain. The Accords consist of two
distinct and independent documents agreed in tandem and paradoxically nested one
within the other (Tsebelis 1990a, 1990b). For political reasons, the two agreements could
not have been agreed independently although they have no bearing on each other in terms
of implementation. The first document charts a Framework for Peace in the Middle East
and invites other parties to the Middle East conflict to ‘adhere to it’.' The second
document 1s a concise and exacting Framework for a Peace Treaty between Egypt and
Israel and functions as a bilateral security pact. The Camp David Accords were less of an
Agreement to itiate peace (Princen 1991: 57) than an accommodation defined as ‘some
form of agreement reached with terms, but does not entail that they take a particular
form’ (Barry 1975a: 396).

The readily agreed document that provoked the Accords was the Framework for
Peace between Egypt and Israel. Israel’s agreement to withdraw from the Egyptian Sinai
Peninsula acquired after the 1967 war was rewarded with the promise of complete

Egyptian recognition of Israel and the establishment of full diplomatic relations. Egypt
agreed to recognise Israel and, as the first Arab State to do so, created a precedent for

other states to follow suit; in return, Egypt’s territorial integrity was restored with the
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return of Sinai. The agreement or rather this part of what became known as the Camp
David Accords has been maintained for 25 years. Agreed within six years of the last of
three wars fought between Egypt and Israel, the bilateral pact between Egypt and Israel
provided Egypt with increased economic and military aid from the United States,
allowing the return of Sinai from Israel. The agreement provided recognition for Israel,
creating a negotiation precedent, the maintenance of the West Bank and a diminished
sense of threat. The difficulties arose concerning the second document, the Framework
for Peace in the Middle East.

The Framework for Peace in the Middle East was a residual document, a
compromise and face-saving arrangement, agreed after failed attempts to renew the
inconclusive multilateral Geneva Conference of 1973 (Arur1 2003: 55). The Agreement
was necessary to deflect criticism from Egypt for agreeing to what was in essence a
bilateral agreement with Israel. The Agreement also allowed an American unilateral
peacemaking and regional advantage over its rival superpower, the Soviet Union.
Signing two agreements allowed Egypt to assert its role as Arab world leader and to
encourage other Arab states to participate in the framework for a comprehensive peace
agreement. The criticism unleashed on Egypt after the Accords were signed in
September 1978 would undoubtedly have been greater internationally had the Agreement
only been a single minimal, bilateral security pact with Israel, the signing of the bilateral
agreement was delayed until March 1979.

The Framework for a Middle East peace was meant to address core conflict
concerns, in particular the problem of Palestine, and provided legitimacy to the Egyptian

initiative. The Framework for Middle East peace also appeased heightened American
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concerns over its regional influence in light of escalating instability in both Iran and
Afghanistan and allowed Israel to begin a process of normalisation in the Middle East.
The aspirational framework for a comprehensive peace provided a pragmatic exclusive
and partial Egyptian—Israeli security proposal.

The Accords were signed on the same day 17 September 1978, under the auspices
of the United States government and reflect the outcome of 13 days spent at the
presidential Camp David retreat by Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin and Egyptian
President Anwar Sadat to redress 30 years of hostility. The negotiations were
unprecedented and the first of this kind of the era and the personalities of the participants
later dominated accounts of the negotiations and were perceived to dominate outcomes.”

The Camp David environment created a negotiating precedent; the respective
negotiators were secluded from external distractions; meetings were held late at night and
while the Egyptians and Israelis met formally twice during their time at Camp David, the
role of the American facilitators was to shuttle between the two groups drafting and
amending proposals. The negotiations were held in a news blackout and the impetus to
reach agreement was reinforced by American President Jimmy Carter.

Moshe Dayan and Ezer Weizmann, Israel’s foreign and defence ministers
respectively, were instrumental in persuading Prime Minister Begin to agree (provisional
on the endorsement of the Israeli Knesset) to the removal of the Israel1 Yamit settlement
at Rafah in Sinai (Maoz and Maor 2002: 158) as part of a complete Isracli withdrawal
from the peninsula and to recognise the ‘legitimate rights of the Palestinian people’
without reference to the word ‘national’ (Dayan 1981, Sayigh 1979). The Egyptian elite,

however, functioned differently. The resignation of Ismail Fahmy, the Egyptian deputy
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Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, in 1977 is attributed to the decision by President
Sadat to make an unprecedented visit to Jerusalem and the Israeli Knesset 1n order to
Initiate a public dialogue with Israel which was previously unthinkable to the Arab States
(Volkan 1997: 30).° The subsequent resignation of the Egyptian Foreign Minister,
Muhammad Kamel, and the Egyptian delegation’s principal legal advisor, Nabil al-Arabi,
on the day the Camp David Accords were signed, was attributed to both men being
unable to bear responsibility for President Sadat’s concessions to Israel (Kamel 1986:
363). The diversity between the modes of interaction within each negotiating team is
illustrative of the distinct dynamics within each grouping the Egyptian (as the incumbent
bloc elite for Pan Arabism and the Palestinians in particular) and Israeli (Dayan 1981,
Fahmy 1983). The Accords were received in equal measure as a negotiating failure and
success."

The Egyptian resignations arose from the Framework for Peace for the Middle
East Agreement and the willingness of Egyptian President Sadat to withdraw from Arab
consensus and negotiate with Israel. President Sadat’s strategy was rewarded with
Israel’s recognition of the Egyptian government as the representative leadership of the
Arab ethno-national bloc and endorsing the legitimacy of the Egyptian government to the
exclusion of competing factional elites, such as the PLO. Egypt’s increasing alignment
with American policy and access to American resources endorsed the legitimacy of Sadat
as leader, and Egypt as acceptable representative of the Arab world, in the eyes of the rest
of the world.

The decision of the Israeli, Likud-led government to relinquish land won 1n battle

conflicts with party ideology and its aspirations for Eretz Yisrael and threatened to
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jeopardise the party’s recent success. The 1967 war had reactivated the temporal concept
of Zionism and with it the pre-Independence debate on the ‘desirable boundaries’ of the
Jewish state (Lustick 1993: 26, Seliktar 1988: 31). The astute choice of Israeli Prime
Minister Begin to recruit Moshe Dayan (the general responsible for winning Sinai and
ideologically affiliated with the Labour opposition party) to act as Foreign Minister
attempted to fix Israeli support for relinquishing Sinai in favour of securing Israel’s
position concerning the West Bank and Gaza Strip areas by virtue of the second
Framework for Middle East peace proposals. Equally influenced by dependence on
external resources, Israel hoped that by complying with the negotiations, 1t would ensure
American security guarantees to diminish its strategic vulnerability after the territorial
loss of Sinai.

The Accords are best understood as a means for managing a mutual threat posed
by the PLO as well as territorial and regional security concerns. The mutual recognition
advanced in exchange for additional security guarantees provided and endorsed by the
United States increased the negotiating elites’ preferences for the bargain (Maoz and Mor
2002: 217). The influence of factions and the three operative variables on the
motivations of the negotiating elites will be considered in this chapter. An examination
of the constraints within which these motivations are manifest and the substantive
dependence on external resources asserts that the Camp David Accords were driven by
elite priorities.

The chapter will first consider the architecture of the Agreement. The
institutional and functional ramifications will be compared along with the bargaining

positions of the negotiating elites. Secondly, the nature of the Camp David bargain will
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be assessed with particular reference to the nested nature of the Agreement and the
exclusion and influence of the PLO. Finally, the composition of the ethnic bloc, the
tradition of elite accommodation and resource dependence of the respective bloc elites
will be considered and the influence of these factions on the nature of the Camp David

Accords assessed.

3.2 The architecture of the Agreement

[t’s been more than 2,000 years since there was peace between Egypt and a free Jewish
nation. If our present expectations are realized, this year we shall see such peace again

President Jimmy Carter address to Congress September 18" 1978

The Camp David Agreement was a partial pact. The Agreement formed the basis of a
separate, bilateral peace treaty between Egypt and Israel within a framework for a
comprehensive settlement of the ‘Arab—Israeli’ conflict in all its aspects, including 1ts
root cause, the problem of Palestine (Sayigh 1979: 3). Of the two agreements, ‘the
Framework for Peace in the Middle East’ alludes to a comprehensive pact; it is not a
peace agreement per se. The framework formed only the procedural basis tor peace,
establishing principles that would serve as the foundation for negotiations to be
conducted later to conclude a peace treaty with Egypt and autonomy for Palestinians.
The Agreement was made conditional on the approval of Israel’s Knesset and upon the

ratification of Egypt’s parliament. Peace negotiations with Egypt would be conducted

and finalised prior to discussions on the Palestinian 1ssue.
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The Agreement involved a total Israeli withdrawal from the Sinai Peninsula in
recognition of Egyptian sovereignty over this territory. In turn, Sinai would be
demilitarised under the supervision of United Nations forces, also responsible for
ensuring the free passage of shipping through the Gulf of Eilat.” The Israeli objective
centred on proceeding towards a normalisation of relations with Egypt. This ‘Framework
for the Conclusion of a Peace Treaty between Egypt and Israel’’ was the most substantive
agreement. United Nations Security Council Resolution 242 was accepted and applied to
the resolution of dispute between Israel and Egypt. A timescale for implementation of
the Agreement was established. Interim withdrawal of Israeli forces would begin
between three and nine months after the signing of the peace treaty; Israeli forces would
withdraw east of a line extending from a point east of El Arish® to an agreed point. A
deadline of two to three years was agreed in order to allow the withdrawal of Israel’s
armed forces from Sinai, an exercise of Egyptian sovereignty to the internationally
recognised border between Egypt and mandated Palestine. Sinai would be demilitarised
with only the United Nations forces stationed in part of the area in Sinai to ensure
freedom of passage for shipping through the Strait of Tiran. Access required by Israel
was provided by Egypt. The Yamit Israeli settlement in Sinai (a sticking point in the
negotiation) would be vacated and both States would recognise their shared border and
demilitarised zone. The bilateral feature of the Camp David Accords was transparent and
specific.

The Camp David Accord was a two-part minimal bargain. The second part of the
Accord consisted of the Framework for Peace in the Middle East agreed at Camp David.

The broader Middle East framework established Israeli-Egyptian and American-agreed
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guidelines for a peaceful settlement of the conflict between Israel and its neighbours on
the basis of UN Resolution 242. The appropriate framework for achieving ‘a just,
comprehensive and durable settlement of the Middle East conflict’” required the
involvement of ‘all those who have been most deeply affected by the conflict’. The
framework proposes a basis for peace not only between Egypt and Israel but also between
[srael and each of its other neighbours prepared to negotiate with Israel on this basis.
This framework included the possibility that the representatives of the Palestinian people
along with Egypt, Israel and Jordan ‘participat[ing] in negotiations on the resolution of
the Palestinian problem 1n all its aspects’.

The Framework for Middle East Agreed Peace reached between Egypt and Israel
proposed establishing a ‘self-governing’ authority in the West Bank and Gaza Strip to
replace the existing Israeli military government regime. Authority or self-rule for the
Palestinians 1n these areas would be determined by Egypt, Israel, Jordan and
representatives of the Palestinian people (the term Palestinian people was explained 1n a
side letter from President Carter to Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin as being
understood by Israel to mean Palestinian Arabs). The self-governing authority in the
Palestinian areas would exercise the powers conferred upon it for a five-year transition
period after which time the final status of the West Bank and Gaza would be determined
In relation to ‘its neighbours’. The powers of the self-governing authority however were
not detailed. The responsibilities and powers of Palestinian self-rule would be decided
during anticipated negotiations among the parties by consensus. Each interested party

(Egypt, Israel and Jordan) had the right of veto on the powers of the proposed self-
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governing authority with the exclusion of Palestinian representatives should they
participate.

The participation of Palestinian representatives was not mandatory, nor did Egypt
or Jordan have to agree to host Palestinians in their delegation. Moreover, the
Framework Agreement was drafted without Jordanian consultation and while Jordan’s
role was anticipated by the other parties (Egypt, Israel and the USA), it had not been
confirmed; Jordan’s inclusion without consent antagonised King Hussein of Jordan and
created greater Jordanian antipathy towards Egypt. While the Jordanians were included
without consent, the Palestinians likewise could be excluded without consent. Any
proposals made by Palestinian members of a delegation (Egyptian, Jordanian) would
have to be sanctioned first by its host delegation. Representatives of the Palestinian
people would, by virtue of their association with one or more of the states, be required to
make proposals through the state with which they were affihated. Independent
Palestiman participation of the people or the inhabitants of the West Bank and Gaza
would be forthcoming in the negotiations for Palestinian ‘selt-government’. The
participation of the Palestinians attending any negotiations would be by proxy (Sayigh
1979: 8). Should the Palestinians refuse to be represented in this way and as a means of
ensuring the implementation of the provisions relating to the West Bank and Gaza ‘in
order to safeguard the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people’, Egypt was prepared to

assume the Arab role emanating from the provisions, following consultation with Jordan

and the representatives of the Palestinian people.’

The proposal by President Sadat to represent the Palestinian people contradicted

the agreed position of the PLO and the leaders within the West Bank and Gaza to the
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Camp David proposals. Egypt’s attempt to vouch for the Palestinians tlouted the agreed
position of the Arab states reached in 1973 at the Arab Summit Conference in Algiers
where (with the exception of Jordan), all of the Arab states committed themselves ‘to
restor[ing] the legitimate rights of the Arab people of Palestine as will be decided by the
PLO’. The subsequent Rabat Arab League Summit in 1974, on this occasion with
Jordanian support, confirmed the commitment to restore the national rights of the
Palestinian people ‘in accordance with the resolutions that will be accepted by the
PLO’.'"” Egypt’s Camp David position to serve as the representative for Palestinian
concerns constituted a challenge to the PLO and an attempt to alter the configuration of
the Arab, and specifically the Palestinian, bloc. Furthermore, Egypt’s willingness to
advocate 1nitiatives for and on behalf of the Palestinians increased polarisation within the
Arab bloc.

The Camp David framework proposals for the West Bank and Gaza, while
appearing to postpone all decisions until negotiations occurred, nevertheless secured
important Israeli concerns. The Israeli military presence in the West Bank and Gaza
would persist, although the army would withdraw from the large Palestinian population
centres and redeploy elsewhere in the territories in order to maintain Israel’s security
interests. Both the anticipated five-year interim self-rule schedule as well as the plan for
determining the future of the Palestinian areas in relation to their neighbours established
certain precedents. It allowed a previously condemned Israeli presence in the West Bank
and Gaza for five years.

Described as a peace agreement the Accord framework however, omitted core

conflict concerns. A series of contentious 1ssues excluded from the framework document
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were addressed in a series of letters, stating the position of each negotiating party. The
issue of Jerusalem featured not in the framework for peace but rather in the series of
position letters between Egypt’s President Sadat, Israel’s Prime Minister Begin and US
President Carter. Notwithstanding pressure from Begin to amend the American position
on Jerusalem, President Carter reaffirmed the United States’ position on the status of
Jerusalem with reference to US policy statements made in 1967 and 1969. In President
Carter’s letter, the statements were alluded to rather than repeated. President Sadat’s
letter referred to the position of Arab Jerusalem as an integral part of the West Bank and
suggested the essential functions of the city should be undivided.'' The negotiating
parties were unable to reach explicit agreement and the 1ssue was consigned to a series of
letters; as such, the question of Jerusalem does not form part of the proposed negotiations
regarding self-government in the West Bank and Gaza.

The 1ssue of Israeli settlements was one of the most explicitly divisive features of
the negotiations at Camp David and subsequently for the Israeli elite (Weizmann 1981
369). An Israeli assurance was given that ‘during the agreed period of negotiations tfor
the conclusion of the peace treaty, no new settlements [would] be established by the
Government of Israel in Sinai, in the Gaza District, and 1n the area of Judea and Samaria’
[the West Bank].'* The ambiguity arose concerning the statement ‘during the agreed
period of the negotiations’. It was not clear whether Begin referred to the three-month
period prior to the negotiations on which a separate Egyptian—Israeli peace treaty was
scheduled as was his intention or whether President Carter’s interpretation of a halt in
settlement activity applied to the duration of the negotiations for the period of the planned

self-governing authority in the territories (Sharon 1989: 406).
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Advocates of the Accords heralded the merits of the framework (Eban 1978: 346).
The priority placed on the foundation of all negotiations on the basis of UN Resolution
242 was an important feature of the Accords. Were negotiations to occur the negotiators
would recognise the ‘legitimate rights’ of the Palestinian people and ettforts would be
made to resolve the Palestinian problem.

The reference to Resolution 242, however, 1s selective; the Camp David Accord
fails to incorporate the complete context of the Resolution, excluding the reference to the
‘inadmuissibility of the acquisition of territory by war’ while emphasising that ‘every State
in the area can live in security’. The selective application of Resolution 242 is
problematic and not unexpected. When the Resolution was first drafted, the definite
article ‘the’ existed in the French but not in the English translation of the phrase
‘withdrawal of Israel armed forces from territories occupied in the recent conflict’ in the
sub-paragraph of the operative paragraph one of the resolution (Sayigh R. 1979: 25).
The reference to the recognition of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people caused
controversy, because the tautological nature of the phrase °‘legitimate rights’ was
ambiguous (Sayegh F. 1979: 28). The Resolution failed to refer to national rights and

only to the more opaque term ‘rights’. Prime Minister Begin referred to the repetition ot

the words ‘legitimate rights’ as benign. "

The Accord also refers to the resolution of the Palestinian problem in all its
aspects and adopts a three-stage incremental approach in the Framework for Peace
Accord. The use of the phrase ‘in all 1its aspects’ allowed the negotiators the leeway to
advocate the final goal most desired by their constituents. The self-rule and selt-

government references were used by Egyptian President Sadat as synonyms for
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Palestinian self-determination whereas for Prime Minister Begin self-rule referred to the

administration of local government and the politics of the Palestinian inhabitants ot the

territories of the West Bank only.

Excluding procedural concerns, the Accord deferred agreement on the issues
relating to the Framework for Peace in the Middle East. Important areas ot concern were
conspicuously absent from the Accord, namely, the final status of Jerusalem, the 1ssue of
settlements, the withdrawal of Israeli forces, and sovereignty over the West Bank and
Gaza. The nature of the Camp David bargain provided for the maintenance of that status
quo. The proposed withdrawal of Israeli forces made provision for Israeli military and
territorial security arrangements as well as its societal security (Buzan 1991) needs. The
ideological associations with ‘Judea and Samaria’ constitute a societal security issue for
[srael (Lustick 1993: 26). The willingness of Israel to allow a UN force in Sinai while
prohibiting the introduction of foreign forces in the West Bank reveals the distinction
between the territories and their resonance for Israel. The Sinai Peninsula, defined as a
territory acquired under the auspices of war victory, was perceived as a peripheral rather
than integral part of Israel: territory. Conversely, the West Bank (referred to as Judea and
Samaria) 1s perceived as being held at the ‘metropolitan centre’ of Israel’s territorial
perceptions of the territorial boundaries of the state for adherents to the theory of a
Greater Israel (Lustick 1993, O’Leary et al. 2001: 65). The Gaza Strip on the other hand
has an anomalous position, under Egyptian control until an Israeli raid in 1955, the Gaza

4 :
was not perceived

Strip inhabited by Palestinian refugee camps, with limited resources.
by Egypt or Israel as part of the territorial heart of either state and the outcome of the

Camp David Accords illustrates this ambiguity (Roy 1995: 103).
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As a result of the ideological ambiguities, the location of boundaries proposed 1n
the Frameworks for Peace Accord is associated with the question of settlements in the
West Bank and 1s deferred, to be addressed after the interim period. The question of the
sovereignty of the West Bank and Gaza was postponed as was the final status of the West
Bank. These core Israeli concerns were noted as Israeli Prime Minister Begin’s ‘three
noes’: no to a Palestinian state, no to a plebiscite on the West Bank and Gaza and no
negotiations with the PLO (Schindler 1995). The three outlined noes had parallels in the
Arab bloc. At the Khartoum Conference in 1967, the Arab States addressed three noes to
[srael: no to the recognition of Israel, no to negotiations with Israel, and no to peace with
[srael.

Egypt was the first Arab state to break with the Arab consensus against
recognising Israel. The Isracli-Egyptian dialogue meant that Egypt had broken with
Arab League Policy prohibiting bilateral negotiations with Israel and culminating in
Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem; the Israeli Knesset outlined the need for the Framework for a

Middle East peace:

Any separate peace between Egypt or Israel, or between any Arab confrontation
state and Israel, will not bring permanent peace built on justice in the entire region.
Rather, even if peace between all the confrontation states and Israel were achieved,
in the absence of a just solution to the Palestinian problem, never will there be a

durable and just peace upon which the entire world insists today '

Sadat’s appeal to the Israeli parliament the Knesset, and to the rest of the Arab world for

a multilateral and comprehensive peace encapsulated the core elements of the Carter
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Administration’s proposals to renew the Geneva Conference first convened to implement
the ceasefire after the 1973 war. The results of the 1973 war had created a new impetus
for peace. In the aftermath of the war, President Sadat had attempted to renew previous
ties with Syria to include Syrian President Hafez al Assad in a coalition for peace.
Sadat’s efforts failed and the Egyptian embassy in Damascus was bombed 1n protest at
this proposed 1nitiative.

In 1974 at the Palestinian Liberation Organisation National Council (PNC)
meeting, the PLO adopted a new political programme. At the twelfth session of the
meeting in Cairo, the PNC departed from its previous statements stating it would ‘employ
all means, and first and foremost armed struggle, to liberate Palestinian territory and to
establish the independent combatant national authority for the people over every part of
Palestine that is liberated’.'® The statement no longer called for the immediate
elimination of Israel and the establishment of a Palestinian state over all of Palestine.
The change in the PLO’s position signalled the desire of the PLO leadership to participate
In any negotiation pertaining to peace in the Middle East and the position of the
Palestinians in particular.’ However, contrary to Sadat’s Knesset speech and the Geneva
Conference proposals, the subsequent Camp David Accords excluded the PLO. The next

section considers the exclusive nature of the Accords.
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3.3 The nested nature of the Agreement and the exclusion of the PLO

The Framework for Middle East peace was inclusive in design only. The Accord
excluded the PLO in spite of preliminary American discussions with the PLO’s Fateh
leadership regarding participation and a dialogue regarding the necessary concessions
required from the PLO to facilitate its involvement. Instead, the proposed multilateral
comprehensive Geneva Conference framework was altered and supplemented with the
Camp David Accord. The change in the nature of the proposed bargain can be examined
as a consequence of the constraints imposed from within-bloc dynamics as well as the
nested nature of the bargain. The term ‘nested’ 1s borrowed from the literature on nested
games and is used here to describe the multi-layered features of constraints involved 1n
the Camp David Accord. The configuration of the ethnic blocs — the Israeli bloc, the
Arab bloc (within which the Palestinian bloc was nested) — in this bargain 1s numerous
and their external resource dependence plays an instrumental role in the Accord, traming
the nature of the bargain reached. The Cold War dynamic and the role of the USA as
facilitator to the Accords altered the parameters of the bargain.

The Geneva Peace Conference of 1973, imnitially convened to ensure a ceasefire
and disengagement after the 1973 war, was heralded as an attempt to secure Arab
agreement to dialogue with Israel (Eban 1978: 346). The negotiations initially
orchestrated by the USA to facilitate two troop disengagements between Egypt and Israel
were successful. The official objective of the Geneva Conference was for a multinational
conference including Israel, Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, the Palestinians, the USA, the

Soviet Union, and the United Nations Proposals for a Geneva Peace Conference based on
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UN resolution 338 that called for the immediate opening of negotiations between Israel
and the Arab States. The proposed structure of the Geneva Conference mvolved
delegating the USA and the USSR as joint chairs of the talks (Arur1 2003: 55). The joint

US—Soviet statement on the Middle East stated that the:

fundamental solution to all aspects of the Middle East problem in its entirety is
negotiations within the framework of the Geneva peace conference specifically
convened for those purposes, with participation in its work of the representatives of all

the parties involved in the conflict including those of the Palestinian people.'®

The reference to the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and the suggestion of
renewed Soviet involvement was opposed by the Israeli and Egyptian governments
respectively (Arur1 2003: 456, Katamidze 1989: 10). Within days, a paper formulated by
[sraeli Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan and known as the ‘Dayan—Carter working paper’
made clear that acceptance of the joint statement was not a prerequisite for the
reconvening of the conterence.

Egypt’s President Sadat and King Hussein of Jordan had initially proposed an all-
party Geneva Conference with a role for the PLO while rejecting formal peace with Israel
as long as 1t retained occupied land. The joint Egyptian—Jordanian statement reaffirmed
recognition of the PLO as the sole Palestinian representative and insisted that it should
participate in the talks as an independent interlocutor on par with the other delegations,
adding that the process should lead to the creation of an ‘independent Palestinian entity’
(Sayigh 1999: 414). Privately, President Sadat increasingly perceived an all-party

Geneva Conference as an intolerably protracted if not dead-end road to peace.lg

90



Israeli Prime Minister Begin met with President Carter in Washington in July of
1977 and established the Israeli proposals for participation. The 26 points outlined
[srael’s position and preferences.”” The Geneva Conference would be held in accordance
with Resolutions 338 and 242, with accredited representatives of Israel, Egypt, Syria and
Jordan. Israel proposed a series of bilateral committee meetings within the framework of
multilateral Geneva talks. The issue of Israeli borders and the question of the West Bank
were addressed to President Carter in private. Begin asserted that Israel was determined
to maintain the West Bank and Gaza but was prepared to ‘make significant withdrawal
from Sinai’ (Dayan 1981: 20).

The US administration’s memorandum proposals for the Geneva talks retferred to
[srael’s withdrawal from all fronts and the creation of a Palestinian entity to allow the
future realisation of Palestinian self-determination. The Israelis rejected this article of the
American memorandum outright; the threat of a Palestinian ‘entity’ to Israeli security
was considered too great when considered with the territorial features of the refugee
problem if the Palestinian refugees from 1948 onwards were to have territory that would
be under their exclusive control. The proposal that Israel withdraw ‘from all fronts’ was
rejected and Israeli withdrawal was understood to refer to the meaning given in UN
Resolution 242, that 1s ‘to mutually agreed, secure and recognised borders’.

The Israeli government prepared working papers and agreed to dialogue with the
Palestinians. For the first time, Israel provisionally agreed to discuss i1ssues with
Palestinians independently rather than as part of a Jordanian or other delegation. In the

interests of the multilateral negotiations in Geneva, Begin initially proposed to President

Carter that Israel would not investigate the credentials of the Palestinians who would be

91



attached to the Jordanian delegation. In agreeing to consider the Geneva negotiations,
[srael hoped to gain an American commitment to a long-term defence treaty in exchange
for territorial concessions. Israel desired a defence treaty on par with the concrete
proposal the American government had provided to NATO, as a security guar::mtee..21

The US impetus for peace encouraged the PLO to initiate communication with
‘dovish’ Israelis interested in opening a dialogue. King Hussein of Jordan renewed the
idea of a Palestinian—Jordanian federation and met with the speaker of the Palestinian
National Council (PNC) to consider joint concerns. The King was conscious of dialogue
between the US administration and the PLO and asked for assurances that any proposed
Palestinian entity not include part of Jordan’s East Bank.

PLO leader Yasser Arafat consulted with UN Secretary General Kurt Waldheim
and the PLO opened offices in European capitals in preparation for participation in the
Geneva Conference. The basis of the Geneva dialogue was UN resolution 242 and the
readiness of the PLO to participate would mean that the PLO would be prepared to
acquiesce and co-exist with Israel. The failure of the PLO Charter to recognise Israel or
to accept UN Resolution 242 and 338 as the basis for negotiation prohibited the PLO
leadership’s participation in Geneva. The PLO leadership had taken the initiative to
change the PLO Charter and even held discussions in Egypt over possible amendments to
the PLO Charter. The Sadat government, while being seen to acquiesce to the Palestinian

leadership’s desire for involvement in the Geneva Conference, was simultaneously

thwarting efforts for a united Arab delegation to Geneva.

Egypt was the exception among the Arab states as it was opposed to a united Arab

delegation proposed by Syria and was prepared to start negotiations before the convening
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of the Geneva Conference. Prior to the proposal of Palestinian PLO representation,
President Assad of Syria had suggested that the Palestinians be represented at Geneva by
the League of Arab States.”” The Geneva Conference was thwarted by the concerted
efforts of the Israeli and Egyptian governments; the lack of Palestinian representation,
Israel’s refusal to withdraw from the West Bank, and a united Arab delegation.

The Geneva initiative was usurped by a unilateral Egyptian action. President
Sadat’s decision to address the Knesset in Jerusalem altered the pan-Arab consensus over
[srael. The decision to visit Jerusalem constituted a tacit recognition of Israel by Egypt.
The decision alienated Egypt from the rest of the Arab bloc of States and increased
President Sadat’s leverage in bargaining for Egypt with Israel and the United States.
Sadat’s Jerusalem initiative further undermined the prospects for a comprehensive
settlement and the United States was eager to be the unilateral powerbroker. Rather than
collaborate with the Soviet Union, the USA drove a sole initiative that would alienate the
Soviet Union from the Middle East, enabling the USA to acquire dominance in this
particular sphere of Cold War influence. The Soviet Union sponsored the Syrian and
[raqi regimes as well as the PLO. It had lost the ‘prize’ Egyptian satellite during Sadat’s
Presidency. The Egyptian flirtation with Soviet support was a consequence of Israel’s
1955 raid on Gaza. Gaza had been under Egyptian control and the Gaza raid had a
substantial impact on Egyptian foreign policy (Roy 1995: 95).> Not only did the raid
highlight Egypt’s military weaknesses to Israel, it also constituted a major domestic

threat to the incumbent Egyptian regime leading Sadat to illicit military support from the

Soviets.
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Egypt was now trying to align itself with the United States and disassociate itself
from the Soviet Union after twenty years of Soviet support.”* The repercussions were felt
in the failure of the Geneva Conference and the makings of a comprehensive settlement.
The origins of the comprehensive settlement required much greater co-operation between
the respective actors than the subsequent Camp David Accord. The exclusion of the PLO
from the Camp David Accords allowed a bilateral bargain between Egypt and [srael to be
negotiated, while setting the procedures for future negotiations concerning the question of
the West Bank and Gaza Strip, without the same degree of constraints on the bargaining
elites as would have been the case with the inclusion of the PLO. The influence of the
PLO 1n Lebanon, the question of Palestinian refugees, the issue of Jerusalem, the problem
of the Israech settlements and sovereignty of the Palestinian state were not core bargain
concerns with Egypt, regardless of Sadat’s rhetoric.

I[srael’s Prime Minister Menachem Begin secretly hoped for ‘Sadat to blink’,
while Sadat unflinching arrived in Jerusalem to address the Knesset without having read
the working paper proposals for the Geneva Conference.” The visit to Jerusalem was
paramount (Dayan 1981: 85) for the bilateral bargain and for the initiative to be one
dominated by Egypt as the representative of the Arab bloc. The Sadat initiative altered
the dynamic. Egypt was prepared to negotiate in advance of the Geneva Conference and
was amenable to immediate proposals. The United States proceeded with the Camp

David initiatives, the Geneva Conference was sidelined and the position of the

Palestinian bloc, the PLO leadership and the Arab bloc had altered.
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3.4  The configuration of the Arab bloc and nature of the Palestinian bloc

3.4.1 The PLO

From 1948 to 1967 the Arab states overlooked the question of Palestinian national selt-
determination. Sayigh observes, ‘it was to diffuse and contain irredentism that the Arab
heads of state approved the formation of the Palestinian Liberation Organization in 1964°
(Sayigh 1999: 666). Shortly after the first Arab Summit Conference in Cairo, the PLO
was established at the Palestinian congress convened 1n Jerusalem. The congress met at
the behest of Jordanian King Hussein, keen to cury favour with Nasser. King Hussein
selected many of the 422 Palestinians invited to attend, nevertheless, the ‘entity’ or
organization created exhibited institutional and functional autonomy (Sayigh 1999: 96).
Adopting a Palestine National Covenant or Charter, founding documents and statutes
created a parliamentary body in the name of the Palestinian National Council (PNC).
Each executive committee member was allocated a ‘ministerial’ portfolio generating
governing mechanisms in tandem with Palestinian Liberation Army (PLA).

Despite strong Egyptian influence, Ahmad al-Shuqayri the Nasser appointed
leader of Palestinian delegation at the first Arab Summit in Cairo and the first Chairman
of the PNC and ‘leader’ of the PLO, created a national institution seeking formal Arab
recognition as such (Sayigh 1999: 99, Yodafat and Arnon-Ohanna 1981: 22). By 1968
Shugayri’s attempts to generate an autonomous PLO independent of Egyptian or

Jordanian state dominance (and constraint) succeeded with Fatah’s ascendancy and

leadership of the PLO.
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As previously mentioned, by 1973 at the Arab Summit Conference in Algiers, with the
exception of Jordan, all the Arab states committed themselves ‘to restore the legitimate
rights of the Arab people of Palestine as will be decided by the PLO’. The subsequent
Rabat Arab Summit in 1974 with Jordanian support confirmed the commitment to restore
the national rights of the Palestinian people, ‘in accordance with the resolutions that will

be accepted by the PLO”.*®

At the Palestinian National Council meeting in March 1977 Anwar Sadat said:

The Palestiman people are the sole decision-maker with respect to anything that concerns
its destiny and its cause. No one, whoever he may be, may exercise a trusteeship over, or
impose his will upon, the Palestinian people. For a decision which does not emanate from a
free will 1s devoid of its very essence. We in Egypt insist that the Palestinian will shall
remain sovereign and independent, free from bondage or interference. We equally insist
that all the decisions which have emanated from that shall be fully respected — foremost
among which is the decision to designate the Palestinian Liberation Organisation as its sole

legitimate representative, the defender of its rights and interests.”’

The PLO was acknowledged by the Arab state elites as the legitimate representative
of the Palestinian people. Within the Palestinian bloc, factionalism was pervasive.
Factions had been institutionalised largely under the collective umbrella of the
Palestinian Liberation Organisation (PLO). The PLO prosed and initially sponsored by
Egyptian president Nasser at the first Arab summit conference in 1964 was established
and quickly dominated by Fateh, the largest faction (Becker 1984:38). With the
assistance of the 1967 war and subsequent weakening of the neighbouring Arab

governments, Fateh rapidly achieved the largest share of the seats in the Palestinian
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National Congress. Initially ambivalent towards the PLO, the Fateh faction recognised
the value of Arab legitimacy afforded to it (Sayigh 2000: 206). Institutionally, the PLO
spanned the spectrum of Palestinian nationalist and predominantly secular ideology.

Organisational unity was based on five principal points of agreement:

l. the liberation of Palestine:

2. the need for armed struggle to attain this goal;

3. reliance on Palestinian self-organisation;

4, co-operation with friendly Arab states; and

5. co-operation with international forces (Cobban 1992: 24).

From its formation 1in 1958, one of Fateh’s guiding principles was the tmportance of
autonomy from and recognition by established (Arab) state actors in determining the
form and purpose of Palestinian political institutionalisation (Sayigh 1999: 206).
Challenges to the primacy of Fateh’s elite autonomy were commonplace. Moderate
dissent within the PLO in the early years was largely due to the geographically
decentralised nature of the organisation. The 1960s elements of such dissent had been
based — and often externally sponsored — intermittently in Amman, Damascus, Beirut and
Tunis. The extent of the PLO’s infrastructure in Jordan created ‘a state within a state’,
leading to civil war and its subsequent expulsion from Jordan in 1970 and relocation with

no less onerous albeit postponed consequences in Lebanon.
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3.4.2 Elite accommodation and the nature of the support for the Palestinian bloc

Fateh aimed to co-opt and accommodate factional and leadership challenges by absorbing
the challenging faction when possible into the National Council. Institutional dynamics
within the PLO centred on internally accommodating challenges in order for Fateh to
maintain its leadership authority.

The movement had little time, however, to re-orientate itself with the outbreak of
the 1973 October war between Israel and the Arab states. The PLO leadership response
involved signalling 1ts interest as the Palestinian representative in the proposed Geneva
Conference. Arafat tacitly acknowledged United Nations Resolution 242 as the basis for
a comprehensive peace subject to modifications, such as the endorsement of the
unequivocal right to Palestinian national self-determination rather than the existing
Resolution reference to the Palestinian 1ssue as a refugee concern. The debate concerning
recognition of the Resolution led to internal PLO division. Opposing factions within the
PLO established a ‘rejection front’ as they regarded the PLO leadership stance as an
atfront to the core principles of PLO unity. The rejectionist factions were led by the
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) and constituted the ‘Front of
Palestinian Force Rejecting Surrenderist Solutions’ (Cobban 1984: 62). The support for
the opposition came from the refugee camps, the traditional supporters of Fateh, and the
Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine (DFLP). The challenge to the leadership
deliberations over acknowledging Resolution 242, led to within-bloc violence, open

competition and the assassinations of alternate faction members within the PLO. The
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PLO leadership’s legitimacy internationally had increased, after Arafat addressed the UN
General Assembly in which the PLO was awarded observer status.

As the PLO’s policy of internal accommodation failed and the Fateh leadership’s
monopoly of legitimacy was undermined, the opposition factions of the leftist and
Syrian-sponsored PFLP and later the DFLP, and the Communist (later the People’s) party
called for an end to the intra-factional fighting. The unstable situation in Lebanon and
the beginnings of the civil war resulted in the co-operation between the factions fighting
together under joint commands in Lebanon. The rejectionist front persisted as an open
institutional challenge to the PLO’s executive committee for the next four years and
influenced the success of pervasive co-option of factions, shifting the nature of
competition and the configuration of factions within the PLO.

Encouraged by the need to maintain bloc cohesion and Fateh’s need to assert its
dominance in March 1975, the PLO representative in London called for an end to the
state ot belligerency 1f the PLO became a partner in the negotiating process. The PLO
demanded the withdrawal of Israel to the borders of the 1967 agreement as part of a
peace settlement. The establishment of a Palestinian state in the areas returned by Israel,
and the creation of open borders between the State of Israel and the Palestiman state,
would encourage economic and cultural ties and activities. The right of Israelis to live in
the Palestinian state could be agreed in exchange for the right of an equivalent number of

Palestinians to live in Israel as well as the provision of joint security guarantees for the

Palestinian state and for the state of Israel.”®

In 1977 the PLO leadership was located in Beirut after its expulsion from Jordan.

The joint Egyptian—Syrian statement calling for resumption of the Geneva Peace
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Conference reaffirmed recognition of the PLO as the sole Palestinian representative and
inststed that it should participate in the talks as an independent interlocutor on par with
the other delegations, adding that the process should lead to the creation of an
‘independent Palestinian entity’ (Sayigh 1999: 414). Syria’s President Assad endorsed
the establishment of a Palestinian state in the territories occupied by Israel in 1967 “1f that
is what the Palestinians want’.”> The US impetus for peace encouraged the PLO to
initiate negotiations with Israelis interested in opening a dialogue. King Hussein of
Jordan renewed the 1dea of a Palestinian—Jordanian federation and met with the speaker
of the Palestinian National Council. PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat met with UN
Secretary General Kurt Waldheim, and the PLO opened offices in European capitals as
Arafat asserted that the PLO was prepared to participate in the Geneva Conterence. The
basis of the Geneva dialogue was UN Resolution 242. The readiness of the PLO to
participate meant that the PLO leadership was prepared to acquiesce and co-exist with
Isracl. The failure of the PLO Charter to recognise Israel or to accept UN Resolution
242 and 338 as the basis for negotiation was perceived by the USA as prohibitive to the
participation of the PLO leadership’s in Geneva. The leadership had, however, taken the
initiative to change the PLO Charter and held discussions in Egypt regarding possible
amendments to the Charter. The imperative remained self-determination for the
Palestinian people and an independent Palestinian state. The nature of the state was
implicitly limited to the West Bank (including Jerusalem) and the Gaza Strip and the

PLO was prepared to negotiate. In so doing Fateh the PLO’s dominant leading faction

attempted to limit Jordanian influence and assert itself independently.
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The Geneva initiative, however, divided the PLO. The PFLP and DFLP rejected
the proposed changes to the Charter and the moderating inttiatives of the leadership.m

The PFLP led by George Habash asserted that the international dialogue was intended to
exclude and ‘wipe out, finally’ the PLO. The PFLP promised to take the initiative and
attack Israel (Sayigh 1999: 416). Open and public divisions within the PLO emerged
between groups associated with and externally sponsored by Syria. The schisms within
the PLO were substantial and escalated the climate of distrust in the Palestinian bloc,
Increasing the polarisation and configuration of the bloc while undermining the autonomy
of the leadership.

The sporadic violent intra-factional Palestinian fighting in the refugee camps in
Lebanon threatened to undermine the efforts of the PLO leadership to assert itself as a
viable negotiating partner for the Geneva Conference. The difficulties were enhanced for
Syria. President Assad’s influence in Lebanon was undermined by the intra-Palestinian
thighting. However, Syria was intent on improving relations with the PLO when it
became clear that Egypt was realigning itself with the United States.”’

Indirect dialogue between the PLO and the Carter administration increased
Jordan’s fears, and King Hussein sought assurances from Secretary Vance that any
Palestinian homeland should not include the East Bank of Jordan. The PLO leadership
was optimistic in June 1977 when the American administration stated ‘the need for a
homeland for the Palestinians whose exact nature should be negotiated between the
parties’ (Cobban 1984: 88, Quandt 1986: 73). Fateh informed the American President
that the PLO was willing to live in peace with Israel, in return for a US commitment to an

independent Palestinian ‘state unit entity’ associated or affiliated to Jordan (Quandt 1986:
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85, Sayigh 1999: 420). US Secretary Cyrus Vance alluded to the possible US acceptance
of a form of Palestinian state in the occupied territories after a transition period of ten
years. The PLO’s participation was conditional on the acceptance of UN resolutions 242
and 338. The PLO leadership’s concern was, however, the nature of the Palestinian issue
as one of refugee status as opposed to a question of national self-determination. The
Palestinians shared their proposed acceptance documents with the Egyptians and
concealed their activities from Syria after Syrian President Assad suggested an Arab
rejection front to include Iraq and Libya (Sayigh 1999: 414). Assad proposed that the
Palestinians be represented at Geneva by the League of Arab States. The Syrian initiative
was disregarded as Secretary Vance told the United Nations General Assembly on 29
September, ‘we believe that the Palestinian people must be assured that they and their
descendants can live with dignity and freedom, and have the opportunity for economic
tulfilment and for political expression’ (Sayigh 1979: 5). The US administration was
providing the PLO leadership with the facility to represent the Palestinians at Geneva
contrary to the Syrian proposals.

The PLO leadership initially confirmed i1t would accept UN Resolution 242 if
modified to address more than solely the Palestinian refugee problem. The head of the
PLO political department, Qaddumi, stated that the PLO would accept both the resolution
and the right of Israel to exist if the Jewish state recognised Palestinian rights. The aim
of the PLO centred on establishing an independent state in the occupied territories that
would not pose a threat to Israel (Sayigh 1999: 422).>* The situation in Southern Lebanon
between PLO factions of the PFLP, DFLP and Israel escalated as the diplomacy

concerning Geneva advanced. The PLO leadership’s conciliatory statements were
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deemed to be too far beyond the acceptable list of phrases proposed by Brezinski,
President Carter’s national security advisor, to be credible (Rubin 2003: 81, Rubin 1981).

Meanwhile, the Soviet Union threatened to undermine the PLO leadership’s
initiative. The Soviet and Syrian sponsored factions within the Palestinian bloc and
within the accommodatory institutional parameters of the PLO, in particular the DFLP,
suggested that in light of the leadership’s recognition of UN Resolution 242, the internal
alignments within the PLO would change to isolate the initiative towards dialogue with
Egypt and the USA by the ‘centrist right’.

The overt threat to the pattern of elite accommodation from the Palestinian bloc
constrained the leadership’s decision to accept UN Resolution 242. The incentive to
accept the Resolution had diminished as the Americans informed the PLO leadership that
acceptance of the Resolution would not necessarily provide a seat at the Geneva
Conference although 1t would ensure continued American dialogue. The Fateh-based
leadership directed a special meeting of the PLO Central Council on 26 September which
chose not to accept the resolution (Sayigh 1999: 422).

The initial proposals made by the USA and endorsed by Begin for the Palestinian
representatives at Geneva to be unrecognised PLO members appealed to the PLO
leadership. Begin initially asserted that their identities would not be too readily
scrutinised. When this proposal was withdrawn, it was perceived to be a concession to
the Israelis. The Fateh Central Committee in response reiterated its position that ‘the
PLO is the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people [...] and will not

accept any manoeuvre aiming at taking away or sidestepping it’ (Cobban 1984: 91). The
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decision ruled out the option for Arafat to nominate Palestinian delegates to Geneva and
required that PLO represent the Palestinian people without a proxy.

The PLO leadership had been acting under the misconception that President Sadat
had been lobbying to gain PLO access to the Geneva Conference. It was not until Sadat’s
speech 1n the Egyptian Parliament in the presence of Arafat and Qaddumi head of the
political department invited as guests, that Sadat’s Egyptian tnitiative was accurately
understood. Arafat and Qaddumi left the chamber in the middle of Sadat’s speech in
protest (Rabin 2003: 81).

The Egyptian initiative split the Fateh Central Commuittee over whether or not to
support Sadat’s initiative. The Sadat rejectionists prevailed and Arafat signed a joint
communiqué with Syna’s President Assad condemning Sadat’s visit to Israel. Relations
between the PLO leadership and the Egyptian government deteriorated. Sadat’s initiative
resulted 1n a new programme of PLO partisanship in inter-state struggles when previously
the PLO had aimed to balance its allegiances between the powerful Arab States. The
[srach invasion of South Lebanon in retaliation for the attack near Haifa resulted in UN
resolution 425 and the call for an immediate withdrawal of Israel from south Lebanon.

Arafat later accepted the overall ceasefire in South Lebanon, the first open
acceptance of the PLO leader of a ceasefire with Israel. The UN had agreed to meet with
Arafat to negotiate the ceasefire and in so doing legitimated him. This decision was
influenced by the escalation of violence in south Lebanon and the inability of the Carter
Administration to press the Israelis to allow 700 Lebanese peacekeepers into southern
Lebanon. The Palestinian National Council remained sceptical of the United States’

ability to convince the Israelis to leave Gaza and the West Bank and calculated the risk of
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acquiescing to the concessions required from the United States in order to be able to
participate in the negotiations at great risk to the leadership’s autonomy (Cobban 1984:
90).

The PLO leadership was constrained by the changing configuration of the
Palestinian bloc and the limitations imposed on its conventional policies of factional
absorption or inclusive accommodation. The open challenges to the leadership from the
externally sponsored (Syrian influenced) schismatic oriented factions and the elastic
support it commanded from the members of the Palestinian bloc, in the refugee camps in
particular., The PLO leadership had considered moderating the aspiration for a
Palestinian state in all of Mandated Palestine in 1967 to national authority but decided
that the change would not be supported; the 1974 Council declaration had moderately
qualified the PLO’s objective and signalled their desire to participate in negotiations.
The changes instituted by the Fateh leadership at risk to its internal monopoly of bloc
legitimacy while significant, were usurped by President Sadat’s offer to represent the
Palestinians under guidance from the Palestinians themselves.

The competition for the position of representative Palestinian elite represented an
old threat from a new source for the PLO leadership. Jordan was recognised as the state
that for a time articulated Palestinian concerns internationally by virtue of its role 1n the
West Bank prior to 1967 and Black September when the PLO was ousted from Jordan
amidst violence and killing. Jordan had subsequently recognised the PLO as the

legitimate representative of the Palestinian people at the Rabat conference 1in 1974.
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The new threat for PLO legitimacy was Egyptian President Sadat. The next
section considers the actor orientation of the Egyptian government in relation to the

Camp David Accords.

3.4.3 The Egyptian government challenge

President Sadat’s incentives for representing Palestinian concerns were domestic,
internal, and incumbent elite and Israeli driven. The President’s decision to recognise
Israel without eliciting concessions from the Israeli government prior to his visit,
signalled Sadat’s willingness to negotiate prior to the proposed Geneva Conference
without endorsing the idea of a united Arab delegation (Dayan 1981: 85). Sadat initiated
contact with Israel and a series of meetings were held in Morocco on the nature of
negotiations. The Egyptian President insisted that any agreement reached would need to
include a resolution of the conflict with all the other Arab states and could not be
presented as a bilateral agreement. President Sadat was unwilling to sign an arrangement
concerning the West Bank, Gaza and Sinai, but was receptive to one addressing Sinai
first. The challenge for the leadership of the Palestinian bloc came from Sadat’s proposal
that 1f King Hussein was unwilling to sign a peace agreement between the West Bank and
[srael, he, Sadat, would be ready to do so in the name of the Palestinians (Dayan 1981:
163). Sadat viewed the PLO leadership as ‘cabaret warriors’ (Weizman 1981: 294) and a
contributory cause of Egypt’s economic malaise. Sadat, needful of the pressures for a

prescription addressing the Palestinian problem, attempted to secure a general declaration
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of principles, an accommodation perceived by Weizman, Sadat’s close friend and
confidante, as ‘scarcely binding upon anyone’ (Weizman 1981: 295).%

The configuration of the Arab and Palestinian bloc, the accommodation of
external elites and external resource dependence in the Arab bloc and for Egypt in
particular influenced Sadat’s preferences for a trilateral arrangement with Israel and the
United States rather than a multilateral conference, having cancelled a friendship treaty
with 1ts former sponsor, the Soviet Union. The President had been committed to
traditional foreign policy, advocating the traditional Arab position on a comprehensive
peace with Israel. Now, Sadat attempted to negotiate the return of Sinai, disassociate
itself from Soviet influence, gain international supremacy over its rival Syria and mitigate
the internal and Arab wide influence of the PLO, while paralleling the ‘favoured nation’
position of Israel in relation to the United States. Sadat’s incentives were driven by Arab
bloc and internal Egyptian considerations.

In 1977, Sadat implemented institutional changes to the existing Nasserite single
party corporatist state system in Egypt replacing it with a restricted pluralism (al-
ta’addudiyya al-mugayidda) (Rosefsky Wickham 2004: 215). Sadat’s modernisation
initiative changed the complicated elite clique or shillal system (Vitalis 1995: 166) 1n an
attempt to create a multi-party system from what was the Arab Socialist Union
(Hinnebusch 1985: 67). The Shillal’* resembled tendencies in party political systems
elsewhere. Prevalent throughout Egyptian society, usually diffuse and generalised and
unimpaired by other loyalties, the shillals were relatively fluid associations; their
influence — determined by a shared position over particular issues, driven by individual

goals, personal gain and career advancement — was particularly prevalent in the military
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(Springborg 1975: 100). Sadat initiated changes to the informal shillals and more formal
Dufaa (old boys’ network) as part of his political modernisation initiative. In addition,
Sadat encouraged the formation of independent Islamic student associations (jama’at) to
counter the socialist Nasserist organisations. The ploy succeeded and the jama ‘af rapidly
overtook the left socialist students’ dominance of university politics; this in turn
expanded the 1deological parameters of Egyptian domestic politics (Rosefsky Wickham
200