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ABSTRACT

Current political research on peace negotiations is fundamentally incomplete
because it lacks the capacity to explain individual intents, choices and actions. This
dissertation asks what impact individual negotiators, their approaches and choices of tactics
have on peace talks and their outcomes. Individual people—be they representatives of
rebel groups, non-governmental organisations or states—negotiate peace agreements.
Consequently, an examination of individual motivations and actions in negotiations yields
important knowledge. A fuller understanding of political negotiations, negotiators, and
their tactics in Sierra Leone and Liberia is facilitated through a multidisciplinary
consideration of the psychology, law and management studies literatures that consider
individual motivations, biases, and behaviours.

Based on extensive field research in Sierra Leone and Liberia, including numerous
interviews with key players, I argue that individuals and their specific approaches and
tactics influenced and altered the course of these peace negotiations, as well as their
outcomes. Negotiators engaged in peace talks with underlying approaches (such as
competitive, collaborative and cooperative styles) and then came to use various tactics
(including shifting goalposts, hardball, silence, and bad faith), many of which were
influenced by their innate biases and frames. Exploring these individuals’ conduct gives us
previously unexplored insight into peace processes.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: AGENTS AT STAKE

When individuals or groups of people are in conflict, and cannot achieve their goals
without joint effort, they negotiate. Negotiating is a formal way of resolving conflict in
which individual humans achieve their interests collaboratively. However, much of the
political science literature pertaining to negotiations and peace agreements simply discounts
human agency. From the dominant perspective, decisions appear to be made and actions
carried out by states or amorphous rebel groups; the people behind the state apparatus are
rarely seen, identified only through their citizenship or organisational affiliation. Unless a
rebel faction is headed by a particularly colourful character, his human form is also
concealed, usually shrouded by a shapeless cloak of seething disgruntlement, in which case,
analyses usually focus on that individual, without giving additional context to the group
that he leads.'

All the same, a “basic fact about negotiation, which could well be easily forgotten,
is that [one is] dealing not with abstract representatives of the “other side”, but with human
beings” (Cheng 2009: n.p.). Peace negotiations are political events where individual
people—be they representatives of rebel groups, non-governmental organisations or
states—negotiate peace agreements. This is not to say that individual behaviour supersedes
structural factors. However, political research overlooks the individuals that influence
negotiations and their outcomes and thus lacks the capacity to explain individual intent,
choices and actions. As a result, current negotiations research in Political Science is
lacking.

This dissertation seeks to discover the key individuals who shape peace
negotiations, to understand their personalities and biases, along with the tactics that they
use, and to determine the impact they have on the peace process and its outcomes. A better
understanding individuals and their role in peace negotiations will serve as a corrective lens
to previous blind spots, yielding important knowledge for the discipline of political science
as well as for practitioners. This first comparative study of the cumulative negotiations to
end the long civil conflicts in Sierra Leone and Liberia—countries more recently
overlooked by political researchers—reveals insight into individuals that was previously
lacking through a multidisciplinary consideration of psychology, law and management
studies literature. The result is a broader, more nuanced understanding of peace
negotiations as political events beyond West Africa.

In the following pages, I first provide background and context to the thesis by
introducing important facts about Sierra Leone and Liberia—the site of my field research—
and fusing these with interdisciplinary approaches to negotiation studies. From there, I
expound on the central problem my research addresses, then outline the aims of the thesis,

" In which case, domestic and international media sources focus on that individual, without giving additional
context to the group that he leads. The gendered pronoun is deliberate; very few women have been identified
as leaders of armed insurgencies.




and expand on the key research questions that guide the work. The second half of this
chapter presents my research design, including a justification for fieldwork in Sierra Leone
and Liberia. I also consider the availability, quality, and limitations of the data, both in
terms of existing written documentation, as well as first person accounts. The final section
maps out the structure and content of the dissertation.

BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

Sierra Leone and Liberia were the sites of lengthy civil wars that lasted most of the
1990s, collectively resulting in approximately 350,000 deaths and more than 2.5 million
displaced persons.” Sierra Leone’s war officially lasted 11 years, from to 1991 to 2002.
The two primary warring parties throughout included the Revolutionary United Front
(RUF), which sought to overturn fighters loyal to the Sierra Leonean government. Prior to
1999, two different peace agreements were negotiated and endorsed, neither of which held.
Liberia experienced two wars: The first lasted from 1989 to 1997, after which there was a
brief interlude of relative peace; the second war erupted in 1999 and lasted until 2003. In
the course of the first Liberian conflict, upwards of seven different warring factions vied for
control of the government. Liberia’s second war featured two main rebel groups, Liberians
United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD), along with Movement for Democracy
in Liberia (MODEL) fighting to overthrow Charles Taylor and his governments’ forces.
During Liberia’s two wars, before 2003, 17 different peace negotiations generated an equal
number of signed agreements, none of which resulted in lasting peace.

Since wars’ end, Sierra Leone and Liberia have fallen off the world’s radar—even
then, they barely registered, and only as horrific images of child soldiers and forced
amputations.” In addition to being of limited strategic interest politically and economically,
neither country offers easy answers to researchers. Reno states, “those familiar with
writing on Sierra Leone’s war know that this event can be an intellectual Rashomon, in
which one sees what one wishes” (Reno 2008: 329). This holds for Liberia’s war as well.

Much work to date on Sierra Leone and Liberia focuses on the possible sources of
their conflicts. Some studies attribute these conflicts to youth rebellion and the grievances
of individuals marginalised from power (Hoffman 2004, 2006; Richards 1996), while
others highlight political corruption, collapsing state institutions and deplorable economic
conditions that created a subculture of mass theft and extreme violence (Collier 2000;
Gberie 2009; Reno 1997). There is no doubt that both countries’ wars were compounded
by the machinations taking place in the other. Throughout the 1990s, Liberia and
neighbouring Sierra Leone were the regional nexus for drug running, arms trading, and
diamond dealing. Supported in part by then Libyan dictator Muammar Gaddafi, who
harboured designs of pan-African control, Liberia’s wartime trading also helped launder
money for al-Qaeda (Global Witness 2003; Simpson 2004). Rebels and government troops

% There is no consensus on the total numbers of casualties and displaced persons from the wars in Liberia and
Sierra Leone. Record keeping during the war was virtually impossible, and various belligerents inflated or
diminished numbers for political gain. The numbers I cite here are average approximations.

3 Sierra Leone and Liberia briefly emerged from post-conflict obscurity in 2013-15, but not as hopeful or
uplifting examples of economic growth or political maturity. The two countries were the epicenter of an
Ebola virus epidemic, which killed over 24,000 of their citizens in 21 months (WHO 2015).




in both nations also developed an effective military strategy of destabilization and terror
(Ellis 2001), often using kidnapped children as soldiers and cutting off the limbs of their
opponents. Warring parties in both countries stymied regional peacemaking attempts for
more than a decade. Even as they claimed to broker peace, offering an “African solution to
an African problem,” the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) was
providing clandestine aid to warlords on all sides in both countries (Ellis 2001; 2005).

Between them, Sierra Leone and Liberia have nearly two dozen signed peace
agreements, representing thousands of hours of negotiation and millions of dollars. For the
cost and effort, little is known about these events, save the outcomes listed in the formal
accords. The dearth of detail is because peace accords are but abridged study guides to
negotiations; they provide a no-frills list tallying what was gained and lost over months of
intense discussions. It is this list that much of the political science negotiations research
addresses—what is apportioned that ends the war. Most often, the “what” is power and
wealth. However, this prioritisation of outcomes alone ignores the process through which
the tally comes about. An emphasis on outcomes also overlooks the individuals, whose
motivations and aims drive the process and draft the agreements. In between the lines of
each accord lies another list of paybacks, payoffs, and blowoffs. Seeking first to fulfil their
personal interests in peace talks, individual negotiators will often “fail to see, seek, use, or
share highly relevant, easily accessible, and readily perceivable information” and in so
doing, they may lose their leverage and sacrifice the very outcomes they hoped to achieve
(Chugh & Bazerman 2007: 3). Political researchers are much like negotiators in this
respect. Their focus on outcomes at the expense of understanding individuals and context
is an example of focalism, one of several kinds of bounded awareness that can trip up the
most seasoned negotiator (Chugh & Bazerman 2005; 2007). Bounded awareness has long
been observed and researched, but not by political scientists. For decades, social
psychologists, legal specialists, and more recently, business management scholars have
explored the role and impact of individual personality, cognitive structures, decision frames,
and decision-making biases on negotiations (further developed in Chapter 2). Their
findings are cited and applied in multiple conflict resolution settings, but remain virtually
imperceptible in political analysis of peace negotiations.

Of the multiple peace negotiations that took place during the lengthy civil wars in
Sierra Leone and Liberia, only two agreements ever held for longer than two years—the
last ones. The cumulative peace negotiations to end the Sierra Leonean war took place in
Lomé, Togo from May through July in 1999. Violence did not cease the day the Lom¢é
agreement was signed; nonetheless, this event rang the death knell of the civil war. Sierra
Leone has been at peace since 2002. The final peace process to end the Liberian civil war
took place in Accra, Ghana from June through August 2003. Fighting ended as the ink
dried on the signatures endorsing the Accra Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA). Not
coincidentally, President Charles Taylor left the country at precisely the same time. Liberia
has been at peace since. Considering these two events, I assert that multidisciplinary
research from other social sciences stands to offer useful theoretical and practical insight to
the study of peace processes as political events to bring about an end to war.

Fighters who are intent on killing one another do not suddenly leave the battlefield
to partake in peace negotiations without some incentive. At times, non-combatants that




hold sway with parties to the conflict—these may be foreign leaders with vested interest,
diplomats, or trustworthy members of domestic society—will encourage fighters to pursue
a truce. Occasionally, warring parties will determine that violence alone is not achieving
their aims and they gamble that their demands can be satisfied through discourse.
Whatever the initial impulse, peace talks are a strategy to bring security to a country from
outside (Mehler 2008). Negotiations are usually facilitated (and paid for) by third-party
mediators and often require foreign peacekeeping forces to uphold an agreement’s
implementation.

Political research considers the importance of resource and power sharing as
motivators to entice belligerents to negotiate, as well as the role and effectiveness (or lack
thereof) of international peacekeeping missions. Most often, warring parties are motivated
to participate in negotiations by the prospect of acquiring political power and material
resources that they have not yet been able to seize on the front lines. Warring parties may
be experiencing costly losses that they wish to mitigate, or the conflict may have reached a
stalemate where no side stands to win a military victory. Once persuaded to attend
negotiations, combatants will stay and participate in the process if their goals of influence
and affluence appear within grasp. In cases of longstanding conflict, foreign intervention
and financial assistance are often prescribed to enforce and maintain the peace, which
creates a dilemma of ownership and control for a nascent democratic society. Each of these
themes will be explored further in the next chapter. Less obvious, but equally important, is
the role and influence of the individuals who claim a seat at the negotiations. However,
political science reveals little in this regard. Lacking is a more comprehensive, comparative
analysis of the principal drivers, or individual agents, behind the peace processes, seen
within a broader context.

Metaphorically, peace negotiations are a kind of formal family dinner party—
featuring the requisite theatre and discomfort that accompanies any gathering of relatives—
that can last months. Questions of who is invited to the party, who dines at the negotiation
table while others are relegated to the kitchen, what they discuss over soup, and what
happens after the guests retire to the drawing room and the dishes are cleared, no doubt
influence whether the host summons her lawyers to change her will. Similarly, who the
negotiators are at peace talks, whether they are formal signatories or informal participants,
what they want, why, as well as how they try to get it, would seem to greatly influence
outcomes of the peace process.

Those planning and facilitating a peace process first consider the guest list—the
negotiators—and the venue. The logical first choices as invitees to negotiate at a peace
process are representatives from the warring factions. After all, it stands to reason that
those who perpetuate war might also dictate its end. However, this is not necessarily the
case at all negotiations. Nearing the end of the first war in Liberia, there were upwards of
seven different warring parties seeking state control; not all of them were asked to join
peace talks in 1995 and *96. Groups that were left out subsequently undermined the
proceedings through violent action. Conversely, the incorporation of key belligerents was a
primary consideration at the 2003 Accra peace talks. The RUF’s lead negotiator at Lomé
was warlord Foday Sankoh (see Chapter 5). President Ahmad Tejan Kabbah directed the
Sierra Leone government’s negotiating team (see Chapter 6). Representatives of Liberian




warring parties at Accra included, Thomas Nimely Yaya, chairman of MODEL, along with
the unnamed chief negotiator for LURD (see Chapter 8), while President Taylor controlled
the government’s negotiators (see Chapter 9). That representatives from all three Liberian
warring factions were at Accra, and both parties to the war in Sierra Leone were at the
Lomé negotiations, was a necessary first step towards a successful peace agreement.

Because they are both willing and able to unleash violence during peace talks,
combatants “call the show.” However, the power that belligerents—at least those not in
government—wield (particularly at the outset of negotiations) is tempered by their lack of
political sophistication, which can make them prone to buckle under the stress of the event,
along with the pressure of other participants, and can see them making crucial mistakes
during negotiations. In Liberia and Sierra Leone, many of the non-government forces sent
to negotiate at Lomé and Accra were young, uneducated and politically inexperienced.
Everything they had achieved or acquired up until the negotiations had been at the barrel of
a gun, so the idea of diplomatic discourse and compromise was alien to them. Their lack of
knowledge of the process led them respond to with renewed aggression and inflexibility. For
instance, in Liberia LURD was poised for a both a military and negotiated victory, especially
with the departure of Taylor at the outset of the Accra talks. However, a lack of organizational
solidarity and miscommunication between the chief negotiator in Accra, the leadership
issuing orders in far-away Guinea, and the military wing shelling the innocent residents of
Monrovia, resulted in a missed opportunity for the ultimate prize of national control.

The Lomé and Accra negotiations were also attended by a lead mediator (and team)
and an assortment of other “interested” parties. Adjunct participants at peace negotiations
are often representatives from countries that are stakeholders of sorts in the sites of the
conflict. These individuals may be official signatories to the peace agreements or non-
official participants, but all exercise a relative amount of influence over the process. For
example, at Accra, when the talks turned towards obtaining Security Council approval for a
formal UN intervention, the Chinese representative (quietly, over coffee) leaned over to
remind the LURD chief negotiator that his support was contingent on Liberia’s vote for
“one-China rule” in the UN Assembly—meaning that Liberia would have to promise to
switch their recognition of Taiwan to the People’s Republic of China.* Certainly, state
representatives, particularly those from the US and the UK, carried weight at the Accra and
Lomé negotiations, as did organisational representatives from ECOWAS.” However, non-
official representatives wield significant influence at peace talks also. In Accra, Liberian
religious leaders Sheikh Konneh and Benjamin Lartey were integral to maintaining
communication during the talks (see Chapter 7), while American civil rights leader Jesse
Jackson had disproportionate clout at Lomé (see Chapter 4).°

All the same, the guest list of Lomé and Accra participants demonstrate that it is a
nation’s elites (military or otherwise) and not society as a whole that are privy to peace

* Interview with the chief negotiator (CN) for LURD in Monrovia, Liberia, 4 March 2010.

> ECOWAS officially mediated both talks. Then Togolese President, Gnassingbé Eyadéma was lead mediator
at Lomé, while former Nigerian Head of State, General Abdulsalami Abubakar was the chief mediator at
Accra.

¢ Exceptionally, the Accra talks featured numerous members of civil society. However, my focus in this
research is limited to the Liberian religious leaders.




negotiations. Moreover, depending on how talks are being mediated and by whom, peace
processes can make no claim to the full inclusion of all elites (Rothchild 2005). As noted,
two dominant groups (government forces and the RUF) were at war in Sierra Leone and the
Lomé¢ agreement included both. However, in the first part of the Liberian war, groups
excluded from negotiations retaliated by perpetuating conflict.

Once the guest list is settled, peace talk facilitators turn their attention to the venue.
Successful event planners know that the choice of venue has a tremendous impact on the
budget as well as the overall performance of an event. Securing a venue for the Lomé and
Accra peace negotiations was sensitive on two counts. All the warring parties, save perhaps
President Kabbah, were highly preoccupied with their own personal safety—death being a
constant occupational hazard for warlords. Nearly all combatants had directly meddled in the
sovereign affairs of neighbouring states; governments tend to withhold houseguest invitations
from outside rebel forces that have militarily attacked them in the past. Due to international
sanctions, several belligerents also had travel restrictions placed against them. Locating a
nearby country willing to host peace talks, ensuring belligerents could have right of passage and
sufficient personal security throughout was no small challenge. Add to this the living
conditions of rebel groups actively fighting in the rainforests of West Africa, which were
frightful at best and horrific at worst. Most belligerents, especially those doing well on the
battlefield, are reluctant participants at negotiations. Those fighting in privation are less
inclined to attend talks in a remote location with rustic accommodations. Upscale hotels with
four-star amenities and access to extracurricular activities were a must for the belligerents at
Lomé¢ and Accra. Considering that negotiations can last weeks or months, the overall cost for
those financing such events—usually moneyed members of the international community—can
be exorbitant.

With the venue secured, facilitators at Lomé and Accra might be forgiven for
seeking momentary recess, but the exigencies of the events were yet to manifest. From the
outset, who takes part in the negotiation process, and whether those individuals are willing
to work together can foretell whether a peace agreement has a chance to succeed. As yet,
there is little available analysis of participants’ agency and actions during peace
negotiations. This work identifies the key participants in attendance at Lomé and Accra,
their motivations, and their various tactics throughout the negotiations. The research
reveals numerous indicators that should have warned negotiators at both events to proceed
with caution. But participants at the Lomé and Accra peace talks were undiscerning of
readily available information that might have steered them away rocky shoals.

Prior to Lomé, Sankoh and Kabbah had negotiated at preceding peace talks.
Although Sankoh pledged to cease fighting and commit to peace, he never delivered on his
promises, and the peace pacts he signed in 1996 and 1997 did not end the war. While the
two rebel factions in Liberia were relatively new to the conflict, many of their members
were combatants from other, defunct factions. With 17 failed peace pacts signed by his
hand, Taylor was a peace process veteran. Some might argue that Liberia’s many failed
agreements meant that Taylor was an unsuccessful negotiator, but that would presume Taylor
sought peace and floundered. In fact, Taylor was a winning negotiator; he simply did not
aspire to peace. Those bearing witness to these events could have predicted that neither the
Lomé nor the Accra peace negotiations had a high likelihood to triumph over war.




The date set, the venue chosen, the invited guests arrive to dinner. Some come
wearing ties and jackets, others bring flowers. All dinner parties have behaviour protocols,
and peace negotiations are no exception. From which fork to use, to how one should
address the host’s doddering great aunt, for all a family’s differences, there are expectations
that guests will arrive to dinner on their best behaviour. However, one of the belligerents
arriving from Sierra Leone had just been released from prison, while others had been
fighting in the bush for months. For the most part, they were uneducated, unsophisticated
and ill-informed. Upon arrival, some were far more interested in languishing by the pool,
drink in hand, attended to by sex workers, than in dressing for dinner and soberly
discussing demobilisation with the same people they were trying to kill the day before. Of
those who genuinely sought an end to war, heads of state and trained diplomats knew what
to expect and what was expected from them at the negotiations, but the rebels had no
inkling.

The night of the party, some guests arrive late, some are already fractious and
spoiling for a fight, while the early-comers make pleasantries and nibble on canapés. At
last, the guests are seated and the first course is served. Like most dinner party guests,
participants at peace talks see themselves as reasonable and rational individuals capable of
balanced decision-making. Political Science supports their self-perception: “It is physically
possible for people to act as the social science explanation requires, and to hold or form the
relevant beliefs and desires. There is no escape from the need to attribute some form of
rationality to human agents” (Ferejohn & Satz 1995: 82). However laudable, ample
evidence indicates this assessment is inaccurate (Kahneman & Tversky 1994; Tversky &
Kahneman 1974). Indeed, outside of the annals of Political Science, extensive research
documents “pervasive psychological biases” that factor into and limit the analysis and
decision-making skills of a wide range of professionals, including negotiators. Rationality
is often the cost of such biases. The most common of these biases include the desire to
believe information that affirms existing beliefs and the habit of disregarding or devaluing
information that discredits those beliefs (Birke & Fox 1999). In the course of peace
negotiations, biases like these can impede the creation and maintenance of mutually
beneficial, non-violent settlements.’

Over the course of our metaphoric evening, inhibitions are lost and guests reveal
their true selves. Voices are raised, and some guests come to blows. Participants at peace
negotiations fall into patterns that they have exhibited at previous engagements. Their
personalities, the ways in which they perceive the process, how they frame the issues under
consideration, their biases and bounded awareness all influence their motivations, tactics
and decisions throughout. At peace talks, mediators and facilitators garner the same respect
as a house steward, or perhaps an experienced butler; they are able to keep the talks on
point, but possess insufficient clout to ensure agreements are maintained. All negotiators
can make recommendations, some can even inspire, but ultimately, the fighting parties
drive the peace process. As one of the Accra participants noted, “the rest of us were along

7 Birke and Fox (1999) note specifically that these biases can act as barriers in the practice of law. I expand
their assertion to include the practice of negotiating peace settlements. According to the authors, lawyers
encounter three separate obstacles as they negotiate conflict resolution: 1) strategic barriers; 2) institutional
barriers; and 3) psychological barriers. Of these, Birke and Fox seek to highlight psychological barriers in
conflict resolution. I share this quest, and highlight as much in this chapter.




for the ride.”® This research project invites the reader to share a bumpy ride through the
Lom¢é and Accra peace processes, along with a few key negotiators.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Confined by a structural approach and focus on outcomes that favour rationality, the
political science literature is often unable to account for participants’ motivations and
behaviour during negotiations because it presumes that people are reasonable actors. This
is a faulty assumption. As a result, political science literature, particularly that of
international relations, addressing peace negotiations is fundamentally incomplete and
blinkered. It allows us to assess the sequence of events, including the critical junctures
during the peace process, as well as the terms of the signed settlements, but it lacks the
capacity to explain individual intents, choices and actions.

I claim that our understanding of the peace process in Sierra Leone and Liberia is
limited because existing accounts do not acknowledge the role and impact of individuals. I
argue that these events can be better understood by providing a broader narrative,
supplemented by additional literature in psychology, law, and management studies. This
dissertation, then, seeks to redress the limitations in the political science literature. My
research, assessing the motivations, tactics and actions of key players at the Lom¢é and
Accra peace processes yields insight for scholars of politics by making a case for the value
of interdisciplinary research and data from other social sciences.

Despite so many previous failed attempts at establishing workable peace accords,
belligerents, politicians and citizens from Liberia and Sierra Leone chose to again attend
another dinner party, or peace process, in hopes of creating lasting workable peace
agreements. Against the odds, the Lomé and Accra peace process resulted in signed peace
agreements that held. Both countries have now been at peace for more than a decade.

To better understand why these negotiations were different, I consider the
individuals that were essential to the process. In so doing, my research makes the case for
extreme agency in political science. Willfully or inadvertently, one person’s individual
motivations and actions can effect profound influence on political events—in this case
negotiations—and even shape their outcomes. In the following, I note the lures that
induced belligerents to participate in peace talks, how their aims and motivations shifted,
the negotiating tactics used by key negotiators throughout and the turning points in the
discussions during the course of the 1999 Lomé¢ and 2003 Accra peace negotiations. |
assess the relative influence and impact of the various players, the deals they made
throughout, and how these were reflected in the actual outcome, the peace accords.

Accordingly, this work is a direct attempt to integrate aspects of psychology and
management studies into political science. One of the significant features of this research is
that it bridges two divides. The chasm between comparative politics and international
relations is spanned by a consideration of international and local factors, as well as groups
and individuals, and their interaction, while the void between psychology, management

¥ Interview with Reverend Benjamin Lartey, Secretary General, Liberian Council of Churches (LCC) in
Monrovia, Liberia, 19 & 21 March 2012.




studies and political science is navigated by focusing on the motivations of agents, the
structures they are part of, and how these unite in a joint endeavour to negotiate lasting
peace from ongoing bloodshed.

This is a qualitative research project. In addition to a large-scale multidisciplinary
literature analysis, I engaged in fieldwork in both countries, seeking out knowledge that has
thus far remained undocumented. Process tracing and personal interviews are an essential
component of this project, as individuals provide invaluable insight to processes and
motivations, rather than simply denoting outcomes. The official Lomé and Accra peace
accords merely outline the results of the many compromises resulting from long and tense
negotiations, whereas interviews with participants reveal important knowledge regarding
individual motivations and critical parts of the process that determined the outcome, as well
as alternative amendments that were rejected. I have interviewed official and non-official
delegates present at both negotiations—representatives of warring factions, foreign
attendees, and members of the mediation teams—as well as officials of foreign
governments (military and diplomatic) and aid agencies working in Sierra Leone and
Liberia at the time, along with research institutes, human rights organizations and civil
society groups.

Returning to the outcomes that political researchers favour, the Lomé and Accra
negotiations and ensuing agreements were successful. The simple and somewhat obvious
fact is that a successful agreement is one that holds, and however imperfect and unfair,
these two agreements have held. Initially, the Lomé accord was deemed to have failed,
because significant violence, including the abduction of several hundred UN troops, took
place after it had been signed. However, Lomé marks the pivotal moment at which time the
situation in Sierra Leone became no longer tenable and started to change. Albeit
problematic, a unilateral British intervention in 2000 made way for a subsequently
successful UN mission. The Sierra Leone Special Court has indicted 13 people, including
Charles Taylor who was recently convicted and sentenced to 50 years in prison for aiding
and abetting the war in Sierra Leone. In the decade since the Lomé accord was signed, there
have been three elections, one in 2002, another in 2007, and a third in 2012. In the first
election, the RUF was virtually eliminated from political power, having received less than
3% of the votes, and not winning a single senate seat. The subsequent election saw power
change hands from the Sierra Leone All People’s Party (APP) to the All People’s Congress
(APC). The country is considered both peaceful and politically stable.

Liberia’s 2003 Accra agreement is widely perceived as successful. Certainly, if we
consider that none of the 17 peace accords that preceded it prevented widespread violence,
it is indeed a remarkable achievement. However, 12 years on, there are areas of concern
that indicate that peace remains fragile. Unlike in Sierra Leone, warlords from all three
warring factions were elected to senate in the 2005 and 2011 elections. Among others,
Charles Taylor’s ex-wife has a senate seat, as does Prince Johnson, the warlord who was
filmed torturing and killing former President Samuel Doe, whom he overthrew in 1990.

The 2009 recommendations of the much beleaguered Truth and Reconciliation Commission
(TRC) have been duly ignored, and few harbour much hope that the document will result in
any change, let alone criminal prosecutions.




RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND ARGUMENTS

The central question this work addresses is: What impact do individual negotiators,
their approaches and tactics have on peace talks and their outcomes? This compendious
query encompasses several themes, which can be broken into three separate questions, the
answers to which I briefly introduce below.

Based on the cases of Sierra Leone and Liberia, who are the individuals that
influence and determine the course of peace negotiations? Following extensive research
and fieldwork, I identified three primary actors at the Lomé peace negotiations and four key
individuals at the Accra peace talks. These individuals influenced and determined the
course of the Lomé and Accra peace negotiations. At Lomé, rebel leader Foday Sankoh
and President Ahmed Tejan Kabbah unexpectedly shared centre stage with American civil
right leader Jesse Jackson. Four years later, two religious leaders, Sheikh Konneh and
Benjamin Lartey, helped unite President Charles Taylor with the chief negotiator for
Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD) at Accra.

How do individual personalities, biases, and approaches towards negotiations
impact the process? Each individual demonstrated biased judgments and distorted
cognitive frames, which combined with their personalities, strongly impacted the process.
To cite but a few examples, Jesse Jackson’s bombastic personality, uncritical support of the
RUF, and competitive approach, essentially steamrolled Sierra Leonean President Tejan
Kabbah at Lomé (see chapter 4). Foday Sankoh’s ruthlessness, deceit, and treachery served
him well as warlord and negotiator (see chapter 5); like his Liberian neighbour Charles
Taylor, he negotiated for peace in bad faith (see chapter 9). Neither Sankoh nor Taylor had
any real commitment to peace. At Accra, LURD’s chief negotiator believed the rebels
stood every chance to secure a military victory and engaged in peace talks from a fiercely
competitive approach (see chapter 8). At both Lomé and Accra, the belligerents’
competitiveness stood in marked contrast to the concession-making behaviour that
hallmarked Kabbah’s cooperative approach to negotiations (see chapter 6).

What tactics do these individuals use in peace talks and to which ends? Each
individual tried varying tactics during the peace talks to pressure other participants or the
international community to yield to their demands. To get the belligerents to assemble in
Accra, religious leaders Benjamin Lartey and Sheikh Kafumba Konneh repeatedly travelled
throughout the region to meet with the warring parties and talk (see chapter 7). Their tactic
of talk generated trust and honesty, which was soon undone by LURD’s bloodthirsty
stratagem of shelling innocent civilians in Monrovia (see chapter 8). The rebels’ chief
negotiator hoped violent tactics would gain him government concessions, and at first, this
ploy appeared to work. However, in time, LURD’s violence cost the rebels’ credibility and
leverage at the peace talks. At the outset of Lomé, Jackson’s strategy of isolating Kabbah
from his chief advisors, put the president in a position of weakness, from which he never
recovered (see chapter 4).

These questions do not attempt to determine if agency trumps structure in peace
negotiations, nor do they seek to answer whether agency surpasses alternate explanations of
these events. Moreover, I did not set out to create a comprehensive list of every influential
person and their deeds, but within the limitations of time and resources, I selected a
representative number of significant participants at these negotiations.
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Throughout the thesis, I demonstrate that the aformentionned individual negotiators’
personalities, biases, and approaches to negotiations have a strong impact on the peace
process. At Lomé, as a result of Jesse Jackson’s support and advocacy of Foday Sankoh,
Sierra Leone president Kabbah was forced to make numerous concessions that ultimately
rewarded the warlord for waging war and destruction. If not for Jackson’s advocacy, and
Sakoh’s duplicity, Kabbah would not have given up so much at Lomé. In Accra, despite of
the tireless peacemaking efforts of Konneh and Lartey, LURD’s chief negotiator still
perpetuated violence as a bargaining tool, while president Charles Taylor negotiated in bad
faith, using a competitive strategy of moving goalposts, which ensured his demands were
never fulfilled, which meant he continued to cling to power. The religious leaders’
legitimacy gave them the ability to bring the Liberian belligerents together at Accra, but
they could not counter the LURD chief negotiator’s competitive bravado, nor could they
make Taylor commit to peace. Taylor continuously undermined the peace process at
Accra, and peace only came to Liberia when he was forced out of office and into exile.

Through the tug of war in Sierra Leone and Liberia during the Lomé and Accra
negotiations, in this thesis, I demonstrate how these seven individual negotiators influenced
and altered the course of the peace process. Again, I do not claim that existing research
data is faulty, but rather that it is incomplete. In seeking out research in other social
sciences, I argue that our understanding of negotiations as political events is enhanced
through the complementary study of disciplines that consider individual motivations,
biases, and behaviours. A scholarly account of the motivations, tactics, and behaviour of
individual agents yields nuanced insight into negotiations, which in turn allows researchers
to better understand political events. Underscoring individual agency also provides
valuable policy insight to participants and practitioners of peace negotiations, the most
important of which is awareness of the negative outcomes of peace agreements negotiated
by duplicitous participants.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

There is little public record of the peace processes in Liberia and Sierra Leone. The
official Lomé and Accra peace accords simply outline the results of the many compromises
resulting from long and tense negotiations, whereas in-depth interviews with decision-
makers reveal important knowledge regarding individual motivations and the critical issues
that prolonged the fighting. Moreover, a decade later, many significant players are either
deceased or rapidly aging.

The existing negotiations literature in Political Science is limited. There is no
acknowledgement of, let alone assessment, of the role and influence of individual actors in
negotiations. None of the Political Science literature suggests that individual players,
including their motivations and actions, are relevant or important to negotiations, whereas
innovative research in other social sciences does. The originality of this research is its
acknowledgement of an evident gap in the literature of comparative politics, and its key
contribution lies in its attempts to cross these breeches by including heretofore unexamined
research in social psychology, law and management studies.

Another significant feature of this research project is that it serves as a historical and
narrative platform for the voices of the remaining participants, observers, and decision-
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makers. Much of my original data, and the basis of my analysis, was obtained through
multiple, in-depth interviews with domestic and external actors and observers. Indeed,
interviews provided all crucial data that were not part of the public record. The information
acquired in this fashion is both exclusive and valuable; virtually none of these individuals’
experiences or knowledge has been recorded, as I carried out my research I came to believe
that capturing individual narratives was a matter of urgency. For the most part, my subjects
spoke with great candour and eloquence. I have sought to honour their contribution by
privileging a narrative recounting of events, using my subjects’ own words as much as
possible.

Finally, this is the first comparative study of the peace negotiations in Sierra Leone
and Liberia. As such, it contributes to the scholarship of the region. However, its merits
extend beyond West Africa. While these countries’ experience with civil war was
particular in many ways, a study of how key players influence the drafting of peace pacts
and impact a country’s likelihood to achieve lasting peace reveals general insights that
benefit scholars and practitioners alike. The results of the study clearly establish that
interdisciplinary research and data collection from other social sciences yields enhanced
knowledge in political science.

RESEARCH DESIGN

The dissertation undertakes a comparative analysis of the role and importance of
individual negotiators during the peace processes for two West African countries. This is a
multidisciplinary, qualitative project and while this approach has numerous strengths it also
has its limitations.

A strong feature of my work is the field research I undertook in Sierra Leone and
Liberia. I sought first-person accounts by key witnesses to counter the paucity of historical
accounts to date. Key individuals were difficult to locate — many are aging, or dead, and
others did not want to relive these events with a foreign PhD researcher. I met with dozens
of people in both countries, but I chose to quote those individuals who participated at or
were witnesses to the Accra and Lomé negotiations.

An additional strength of my research is its multidisciplinarity. There is a plentiful
body of research on negotiations, just not in the domain of political science. As a result, |
examine negotiations research in psychology, law, and management studies. My literature
review is vast and adds new dimensions to pre-existing knowledge in political studies.
Nonetheless, I acknowledge that there are other domains, such as anthropology, where
scholars have carried out excellent work that I did not explore in this thesis.

As in negotiations, there are tradeoffs when using a multidisciplinary approach. I
did not engage in depth with some common debates in political studies, namely
International Relations theory, or identity politics. In my research, I found that these have
been well addressed by others. My choice of methodology was shaped by what I could not
initially find: political research that acknowledged the role and relative impact of
individuals on peace negotiations.
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The dissertation specifically examines the 1999 peace process in Lomé, Togo to end
the war in Sierra Leone, as well as the 2003 negotiations in Accra, Ghana to achieve peace
in Liberia. For six weeks, the Sierra Leonean government talked peace with the
Revolutionary United Front (RUF) in 1999. In Accra, peace negotiations lasted 75 days.
My research concentrates on individual actions taken during these intervals, however, these
events require theoretical underpinnings that facilitate data analysis, as well as historical
and political context.

Within the context of these goals, I undertake a thorough literature review, assessing
the existing contributions with political science and identifying themes, research and data in
other social sciences. The historical and political context of individuals comes to bear on
their motivations and actions. Acknowledging that past behaviour is a predictor of future
behaviour (Ouellette & Wood 1998), I also embarked on a historical and political overview
of the wars in Sierra Leone and Liberia to better understand the key players at the peace
processes in Accra and Lomé.

In addition to my consideration of a wide range of primary and secondary sources,
including books, scholarly journals, official publications, and various media reports, |
determined that personal interviews would form the bedrock of this project. Individuals
provide insight to processes and motivations, rather than simply denoting outcomes. The
official peace accords signed at Lomé and Accra merely outline the many compromises
participants made during long and tense negotiations, whereas interviews with participants
can reveal important knowledge regarding individual motivations, aims and miscalculations.

Consequently, I endeavoured to identify those individuals who cast an indelible
mark on the Lomé and Accra peace talks. It was not my intention to create a
comprehensive list of every influential person and their deeds, but to purposively select a
representative population of such participants at these negotiations. I presumed that the
Sierra Leone and Liberian presidents exerted some dominance over the process, as did the
lead negotiators for each warring party at the peace talks. Consequently, I first sought to
identify these individuals and learn more about the nature of their involvement in
negotiations. I anticipated at least a few participants who were neither belligerents nor
domestic government representatives would have left an impression on the proceedings.
However, prior to undertaking fieldwork, I had not identified anyone in particular.
Ultimately, I interviewed official delegates present at each of the two negotiations—
representatives of warring factions, foreign attendees, and members of the mediation
teams—as well as officials of foreign governments (military and diplomatic) and aid
agencies working in Sierra Leone and Liberia at the time, along with research institutes,
human rights organizations and civil society groups.

Location and justification of case studies

West Africa has been (and continues to be) the site of great conflict, while
remaining widely neglected in terms of academic research. Numerous peace accords and
ceasefire agreements have been drafted to end the region’s conflicts, all with varying
degrees of success and longevity. At the outset, I intended to pursue research in Sierra
Leone, Liberia, and Cote d’Ivoire. However, renewed conflict in Cote d’Ivoire prevented
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me carrying out fieldwork there. Consequently, this research project is an in-depth
examination of two representative peace processes in the region: the 1999 Lomé peace

talks that precipitated an end to the Sierra Leone civil war, and the 2003 Accra negotiations

that marked the end of Liberia’s war.

Figure 1. Map of Sierra Leone.
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Claire de Rouet and Jonathan Raddatz
(Source: UN Map No. 3902 Rev. 5, Dept. of Peacekeeping Operation Cartographic Section, 2004)

A comparative study of these two countries is fitting. Sierra Leone and Liberia’s
colonial histories, demographics and natural resource wealth are similar in multiple ways.
Conjointly, each country’s war was intertwined with the politics, resource seeking, and
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leadership in the other. For all the countries’ likenesses, the Lomé and Accra peace
processes were distinct. The Lomé peace accord did not immediately conclude the violence
in Sierra Leone; conflict continued sporadically for more than one-and-a-half years under
the auspices of a weak UN presence until a unilateral intervention by Great Britain.
Conversely, all Liberian warring factions were included in a lengthy and contentious series
of negotiations at Accra, where the war ended with the peace accord’s endorsement—and
Charles Taylor’s departure into exile.

The Lomé and Accra peace processes differed significantly by virtue of the
presence and influence of key individuals who propelled each event. Aside from
identifying the fighting factions and individual heads of state, I began my field research
without knowing who exactly acted in decision-making capacities during the peace
negotiations. Initial field research involved speaking to as many people as I could find who
participated in the negotiations, or who were close observers. Over many conversations, I
began to develop insight into the various players and the ways in which they shaped events.
From the outset, I determined that my research would focus on these specific individuals,
and I sought to meet with as many of these people as time and resources permitted.

Most of my field research took place in Sierra Leone and Liberia, as this is where
most peace process participants continue to reside. From the start, fieldwork was essential
to the research, as crucial information is not available outside of the region. Due to a lack
of historical documentation, detailed and current intelligence on local political conditions
was only available by speaking with people one-on-one in their local environments.
Additionally, certain interview subjects, particularly former belligerents, remain under
international travel bans. Their knowledge and insight provides essential data for analysis,
such as motivations and aims in peace negotiations. A large part of the research in these
countries was undertaken in the capital cities of Freetown and Monrovia respectively, since
most individuals I interviewed reside there. When necessary, I also travelled to rural areas.
Additional research in the US and the UK was required, both to access archival documents,
as well as to meet with certain government officials, as well as other prominent foreigners
who were influential at the time.

Both countries have been at peace for over a decade. Although external
assessments declare peacebuilding endeavours to be a success, local research reveals a
much more precarious reality. Both countries remain among the 10 poorest in the world;
socio-economic opportunities remain limited, the regions continue to lag far behind the
capitals in affluence and political leverage, and with the unemployment rate ranging from
65-80%, countless young men are still susceptible to violence. Indeed, these unresolved
issues were factors in inciting many to take up arms a generation ago.

Sierra Leone’s first post-war elections in 2002 triggered several violent outbreaks,
but the 2012 vote was peaceful and transparent (CBC 2012). There are no known former
belligerents in government, and the RUF longer exists as a political party, having been
absorbed by the All People’s Congress (APC) in 2007. This is far from the case in Liberia,
where I count at least seven significant figures from the previous wars in elected
government positions. One former belligerent is a justice on the Supreme Court. To much
of the world, Liberia appears to have experienced a laudable democratization process, with
Ellen Johnson Sirleaf’s ascent to presidency in 2005 as the first elected female head of state
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in Africa. However well

regarded internationally, Sirleaf does not enjoy unanimous

support domestically, notwithstanding winning a second mandate in 2011. Sirleaf cannot
run again and, despite having several children with political designs, she has no clear
successor. This is an excellent time then to conduct in situ research to better assess the
post-conflict political realities of both Sierra Leone and Liberia.

Figure 2. Map of Liberia
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(Source: UN Map No. 3775 Rev. 7, Dept. of Peacekeeping Operation Cartographic Section, 2010)

Availability and quality of data

Written documentation

As noted, there is considerable political science literature that addresses resource
and political power sharing, as well as international intervention. These are explored
further in Chapter 2. Where political science literatures is lacking, I sought out extensive
research on negotiation behaviour in other social sciences, namely psychology, law and
management studies. This research forms the building blocks of my multidisciplinary
analysis, and its major themes are also outlined in Chapter 2.

I searched local and foreign libraries, as well as various archives for facts on and
interpretations of the Lomé and Accra peace processes. In the years since the wars, several
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participants and knowledgeable observers at the 1999 Lomé and 2003 Accra peace talks
have authored various books, reports, journal, and newspaper articles. These first-person
accounts yield unique perspectives, which I source as needed. Institutional archives and
research libraries at the UN, as well in the US and UK housed widely available and reliable
data, which I also incorporate. Reports from non-governmental aid agencies provide
supplemental information. Additionally, the Internet proved a valuable source and jumping-
off point, particularly for locating key documents and contact information.

As both countries experienced a great deal of damage to their archives during the
wars, | found little primary and secondary documentation inside Sierra Leone and Liberia,
and the availability of official government documentation remains limited. Local media
outlets and civil society groups had some archived materials, although media coverage is
highly partisan. Despite limited written documentation, my fieldwork inside Sierra Leone
and Liberia was very fruitful in terms of first-person accounts of the Lomé and Accra peace
processes.

First-person accounts

Considering the scarcity of recorded historical material, my research was best
served by seeking out predominantly qualitative original data. Interviews provided crucial
data that are not part of the public record. Much of my information and analysis was
attained through interviews with domestic and external actors and observers (former
members of warring parties, political €lites, outside government officials, academics, aid
workers, along with human rights and democracy activists).

Prior to undertaking fieldwork, I identified several individuals who had political and
personal knowledge of the peace talks and approached as many as I could locate from a
distance to gather initial information. Based on these initial encounters, I travelled to Sierra
Leone and Liberia four times. During my first trip, [ met with several dozen individuals
who gave me insight into identifying the key individuals who influenced the wars and
various endeavours for peace. There are no telephone directories in Sierra Leone and
Liberia, and many individuals do not necessarily wish to be found.

Accessing key individuals was challenging. Persuading certain individuals to
partake in interviews depended on word-of-mouth, nurturing personal contacts, and
persistence. In Sierra Leone, many players are at an advanced age. A number, including
RUF leader Foday Sankoh, were deceased, while others were ill, as was the case with
Solomon Berewa, the lead government negotiator at Lomé. In Liberia, many relevant
individuals work with or within the current administration and are reluctant to speak
openly. Several people from both countries had since moved overseas and limited
resources prevented me from contacting them. At all times, I assured confidentiality and/or
anonymity to assuage a reluctant subject’s concerns about speaking publicly.

Many of my initial data-gathering interviews did not yield as much candour as I
hoped for. Individuals weighed their words and tailored their answers according to their
perceptions of me as a foreign (white), young woman with little awareness of the context or
complexities of local politics. Using a technique I employed previously in documentary
film-making, I hired a local research assistant and fixer. My assistants were men who were
deeply knowledgeable of the political subtleties in both countries and were professionally
known to my interview subjects. Both aided me immeasurably in locating and contacting
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leading individuals. In Liberia, Aaron Weah is a long-time local and international civil
society activist, with expertise in peacebuilding and post-conflict transitional justice. In
Sierra Leone, Sorie Fofana is a career journalist who lived and worked in Freetown through
the war.

I speculated that interview subjects might be more forthcoming if Weah or Fofana
and I interviewed them simultaneously. After two experimental interviews, I realised that
subjects responded differently depending on who posed the questions. Subjects tended to
give my assistants practical information on strategy and would provide me with their
impressions and emotional responses. Correspondingly, prior to each interview, my
assistants and I planned out question sequencing. On site, if a subject proved reticent or
recalcitrant, we would rephrase and repose questions, or my assistant would prod for an
answer by using a personal anecdote to build trust based on shared experiences.’

Interviews were semi-structured. All subjects were asked the same pre-determined
set of questions that were based on the primary research questions. Over the course of
several visits, | interviewed some subjects more than once, during which time I encouraged
subjects to reflect on issues, individuals and events that they might have recalled during our
conversation.

ASSUMPTIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND SCOPE

Assumptions

This is a qualitative research work considering specific individual negotiators at the
Lomé and Accra peace process. As such, the interview subjects from whom I collected
much of my original data are assumed to be both sufficiently informed and qualified to
discuss these events in depth. However much each of these individuals may have tried to
answer my interview questions truthfully and accurately based on their personal
experiences, I do not assume that my subjects are neutral and unbiased. Moreover, the
events that my subjects were asked to recall occurred over a decade ago. I recognise that
individual memories of past events—particularly deeply contested ones— are both
selective and self-serving. It is an incontrovertible fact that peace negotiators are partisan
and inherently biased because they are committed to particular outcomes.

Limitations

Civil wars and the negotiations undertaken to end them are contested events. I
consider my sources to be partisan. A critical reader may dispute my respondents’
recollection of the “truth” of the peace negotiations, and can certainly be justified in calling
them biased. However, this does not negate my claim that personal agency mattered at the
Lom¢é and Accra peace negotiations.

The memories of any individual are biased, and the people I sought out are
members of political elites; as such, they have particular reason to be self-interested and

? In the course of my fieldwork, I learned that the Liberian religious leaders used similar trust-building
communication techniques to great effect.
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one-sided. This is of particular concern in Sierra Leone, where the smaller pool of
respondents were (and continue to be) highly politicised. Moreover, the interviews I
undertook occurred more than a decade after principal events. Consequently, I anticipated
some concerns over data quality. Based on methods used in sociology research, I foresaw
three areas that could hinder attempts to gather complete and accurate data: problems of
memory, where people might not be able to recall critical details about the peace
negotiations; problems of vested interest, where people might seek to enhance or protect
their (or someone else’s) personal or professional reputation; and problems of mistaken
Jjudgment, where a person might be convinced that they know something, but are mistaken
and reach false conclusions (Roth & Mehta 2002). There are no magical means to eradicate
these problems. Heeding Roth and Mehta’s cautionary advice, I pursued my research
design, fieldwork and analysis with a perpetual awareness of these challenges as a means to
minimize them.

Two complementary strategies also alleviated concerns over data quality: I sought
to interview as many individuals as resources and time permitted and subsequently
considered the information from these interviews within the context of the source’s
knowledge, social position, and personal and political agendas to triangulate facts and
opinions, and reconcile inconsistent data. Using “interpretively informed triangulation”
improved the quality of my data, facilitating its analysis, while yielding beneficial insight
into the participants’ worldviews and motivations (Roth & Mehta 2002)."

The assumptions that I have made about my subjects give rise to this work’s
limitations. The answers of the most well-intentioned of individuals are nonetheless shaped
by his personality, approaches to the subjects being discussed, decision frames, bounded
awareness and decision-making biases. Indeed, the aim of this research is to acknowledge
that such concepts impact individual negotiators. Similarly, I must assume that my
interview subjects are confined by these same notions. With this in mind, I have undertaken
to cross-reference and triangulate contradicted facts.

Scope

This research work does not attempt a comprehensive study of every single
individual that influenced the Lomé and Accra peace processes. I have only sought to
ascertain that individual motivations, decisions and behaviours exert influence on peace
processes. Consequently, I have only included a representational cross-section of various
key negotiators at the Lomé and Accra peace talks. My time and resources also served to
limit the project. The necessary exclusion of some individuals means that this research
cannot provide a complete and fully detailed account of these negotiations—nor is this my
aim. However, I do offer a much fuller and more nuanced record of these events than has
previously been given.

19 Roth & Mehta believe that understanding subjects’ worldviews provides researchers with invaluable
information, since “a respondent’s understanding of her world and culture is...[a] most illuminating form of
bias that is not captured by our previous categories of memory, vested interests, or mistaken judgments (2002:
162).” The pursuit of worldviews to enhance knowledge of a narrative is intertwined with the process of
“framing” information within structures and institutions. This connection is explored explicitly in chapter 2,
and implicitly in the research findings of chapters four through nine.
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My research data applies specifically to Liberia and Sierra Leone’s experiences with
peace negotiations. However, the techniques I have used to collect data, interpret the
information, as well as the narrative recounting of events can also be applied to other
contemporary peace processes, such as those between Russia and Ukraine, in Colombia, as
well as the Balkans, to name but a few.

TERMINOLOGY

My research considers a few key individuals who negotiated the Lomé and Accra
peace agreements. This work does not attempt to parse the differences between official
negotiators, formal mediators, facilitators, and adjunct participants at peace talks. Every
individual considered herein, regardless of his formal status at the Lomé and Accra
negotiations, was interested in a particular outcome. When an individual seeks a specific
result at peace talks—be it peace or ongoing conflict—his interactions, decisions and
actions attempt to forward his aims. As a result, each of the individuals featured in this
research is deemed a negotiator. Although Liberia’s religious leaders claimed to be neutral
participants, they unashamedly espoused a desire for peace and worked towards this end.
Consequently, they too are deemed negotiators.''

I claim the negotiators herein have extreme agency. By this I mean that the
individuals I feature acted with intent; they sought to control, if not always themselves, then
the direction and outcome of the preace processes they were part of. Extreme agency is
manifest in the personalities, biases and motivations of the negotiators at Accra and Lomé.
The negotiators in the following chapters acknowledged they knew what they were doing
and demonstrated at least some understanding that their actions had consequences and
implications. Whether their actions were “successful” in terms of achieving the outcomes
they shought, these individuals believed that they were agents of change and acted to effect
change; in so doing, these negotiators express extreme agency.

The terms peace talks, discussions, negotiations, and peace process are used
interchangeably. Again, this research is not an attempt to distinguish between these
expressions. This research explores the motivations tactics and decisions of negotiators at
Lomé and Accra. These cities are sites where discussions, peace talks, and negotiations
took place. The peace process is the entirety of all the discussions, talks and negotiations
that took place at these sites, as well as in the countries at conflict (Sierra Leone and
Liberia), and at times, the neighbouring region and the international community as well.

Peace negotiations are not usually held in the countries under consideration.
Consequently, the peace process for Liberia and Sierra Leone did not take place in either of
these countries. The Lomé peace process refers to the sum of the 1999 discussions to
negotiate an end to the Sierra Leone civil war. Likewise, the Accra peace process was
undertaken in 2003 to negotiate a resolution to Liberia’s civil conflict.

' Although regional troops had actively fought in both conflicts, representatives from ECOWAS, the official
mediator at both the Lomé and Accra peace talks, claimed to be neutral. Additionally, the mediators were
intent to resolve the Sierra Leone and Liberian wars peaceably. As a result, the mediators at Lomé and Accra
were also negotiators.
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OUTLINE

Chapter 2 seeks insight into the negotiator mindset through an examination of
political science, legal and psychology literatures. Much political science literature focuses
on theories of power and rational choice, while political negotiation research highlights the
distribution of power and wealth, as well as institutional reconstruction following conflict.
These themes are all in evidence in political research relating to the sharing of administrative
authority and material resource, as well as international or foreign intervention.

Acknowledging that people frequently demonstrate irrational and disjointed
decision-making, Chapter 2 also considers legal and psychology research on negotiations
that show how negotiator behaviour is influenced by cognitive structures, temperamental
characteristics and personality traits. All negotiators are susceptible to various decision-
making biases, which prevent them from making sound, reflective decisions. Perceptions
of value are distinct among individuals, and negotiators often act to fulfil personal
aspirations in peace processes over taking decisions that would benefit their country.
Additionally, a person’s decision frames and bounded awareness limits their perspective.
Consequently, negotiators will overlook, not recognise or use information that is readily
available to them, which can determine the success or failure of a peace agreement.

Chapter 3 provides a historical, social, and political overview of the wars in Sierra
Leone and Liberia. Contextual insight into these complex wars is essential to
understanding how the Lomé and Accra peace negotiations came about, as well as to
assessing how and why the various players made the choices and pursued the actions that
they did. Both countries share recent histories as colonies settled by freed slaves who
perpetuated the inequalities they had endured themselves onto the aboriginal peoples who
had resided therein for centuries. Many Sierra Leoneans and Liberians held legitimate
grievances at the outset of the wars. However, the countries’ natural resource wealth meant
that conflict became highly profitable for the perpetrators. Whether the conflicts were
grounded in greed or grievance, no rebel faction in either country had an intelligible
political platform. Chief warmongers Charles Taylor and Foday Sankoh had previously
attended a host of peace negotiations during the course of the wars, all of which came to
naught. The choices and actions made by these two individuals over multiple events
provided the negotiators at Lomé and Accra with ample insight into their opponents, but
few chose to pay any heed.

Chapters 4 through 6 form a case study of the Lomé negotiations and three
individuals who unquestionably influenced the process. In Chapter 4, American civil rights
leader Jesse Jackson emerges as unexpectedly prominent advocate for rebel leader Sankoh.
Although he was not appointed an official participant to the Lomé peace talks, Jackson’s
ambition and ego made him an intimidating, competitive, and highly successful negotiator.
Subsequent to Jackson’s intercession, Sankoh was released from prison, and flown to Togo
to confer with his field commanders ahead of the Lomé peace process. Most notably, at the
outset of the peace talks, Jackson deliberately isolated President Kabbah from his main
advisors, forced him into discussions with Sankoh, and leaned on him to sign a pre-
approved draft of a ceasefire. Jackson’s impressive intervention skills were arguably the
foundation of Sankoh’s great gains—and Kabbah’s significant losses—at Lomé.
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Prior to the Lomé peace talks, RUF leader Sankoh was counting down his last days
on death row. Chapter 5 tracks Sankoh’s unexpected journey from obscurity to notorious
warlord to imprisonment to chief prize winner at Lomé. Sankoh’s initial aspirations from
the peace process were modest; he wanted to be released from prison and savour life’s
luxuries at a beachside hotel at someone else’s expense. But with Jackson’s support,
Sankoh reverted to the ambitious, impulsive, and deceitful warlord persona he had used to
great effect during the war. Sankoh exploited President Kabbah’s weaknesses during the
negotiations using hardball tactics, and became increasingly avaricious with each concession.
As in previous negotiations, Sankoh was not committed to peace at Lomé as much as he
was to enriching himself and he never had any intent of being true to his promises.

Conversely, Sierra Leone’s president Kabbah was wholly engaged to finding a
peaceable end to the war. Chapter 6 reveals a man whose honourable aims were repeatedly
sabotaged by his mendacious opponent. Kabbah was elected to power in the midst of war,
and within a year, was forced into exile. With the assistance of the Economic Community
of West African States (ECOWAS), Kabbah made his way back to the presidency, but
remained beholden to the foreign troops who helped get him there, and he had little
autonomy or control. Conciliatory, cooperative, and desperate for peace, Kabbah was so
unalike Sankoh as to be blind to his duplicity. Believing himself more vulnerable than he
was, Kabbah’s quest for peace made him capitulate to Sankoh repeatedly at Lomé.

Liberia’s case study is recounted through Chapters 7 through 9, in which I assess
religious leaders Sheikh Kafumba Konneh and Benjamin Lartey, along with the unnamed
lead rebel negotiator, and President Charles Taylor. Chapter 7 recounts how the religious
leaders in Liberia collaborated to prevent the war from becoming sectarian, and their united
efforts to develop trustworthy dialogue with the belligerents over many years. There are
few ethical protagonists in wartime, but Lartey and Konneh distinguished themselves as
tireless vocal advocates of peace and inter-faith cooperation. Lartey and Konneh’s
impartial insight into the warring factions gave them the legitimacy to bring them together
for peace talks. However, their collaborative and integrative approaches could not ward off
the belligerents’ competitive approach and hardball tactics.

As illustrated through the travails of the unnamed chief negotiator (CN) for
Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD), Chapter 8 shows that the
rebels were neither committed to reconciliation or democracy, but they fought to the death
to topple Taylor from power. At the outset of the Accra peace talks, the rebels believed
that they had a military advantage over Taylor and CN pursued negotiations with one foot
at the conference table and the other in the bloody battlefield outside Monrovia. Although
CN never lost sight of LURD’s primary goal, the group’s aspirations expanded during
negotiations to include a share of political power. Throughout the negotiations, LURD
shelled the innocent civilians of Monrovia in a misguided attempt to intimidate its
opponents. The rebels were so cocksure of their imminent victory that they did not
envisage that their violent tactics would alienate public support and erase much of their
leverage going into Accra.

Chapter 9 features the thesis’ final profile, assessing Liberia’s President Taylor.
Ruthless, clever, amoral and manipulative, the traits that allowed Taylor to excel as a
warlord, led him to ascend to the Liberian presidency. These same traits also served him
well over the 17 negotiations that preceded Accra. Although his mellifluous words always
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told of his commitment to peace, Taylor’s actions at negotiations and thereafter suggested
that peace was far less a priority than his personal gain. Come 2003, Taylor was fearful of
being toppled like his two immediate predecessors, his troops were turning against him, and
the international community had already deserted him. Nonetheless, Taylor dominated the
Accra peace process, resorting to the tried-and-true hardball negotiating tactics that had
worked for him so many times before. Were it not for his unexpected indictment for war
crimes by the Special Court for Sierra Leone, Taylor would in all likelihood have won the
lion’s share of these negotiations as well.

The final chapter summarises my research findings and examines these in contrast
with the existing political science literature. I establish the ways in which my research
contributes to political science, while also signalling its policy applications for
practitioners. I conclude by noting areas of inquiry that warrant additional research.
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CHAPTER 2

NEGOTIATIONS AND NEGOTIATORS AT WAR’S END
LITERATURE REVIEW

Political science overlooks the psychological hurdles that impede the resolution of
civil wars such as those in Sierra Leone and Liberia. Outside this discipline, however, a
large body of literature highlights numerous psychological principles that are directly
relevant to negotiating conflict resolution. Thus far, these principles have been linked more
specifically to the practice of civil law,'? and less so to political negotiations; consequently
my suggestion that they can be transplanted into the realm of civil conflict negotiation
while theoretical, deserves due consideration.

This chapter explores political science, legal, and psychology literature seeking
insight into the minds of the negotiators whose decisions and actions determine the
negotiation process. There is no single encompassing theory of negotiation. Instead, there
are five core approaches to negotiation (Zartman 1988; 1978). Political science emphasis
on power and rational choice game theories, along with distributive and institutional
outcomes, are manifest in an exploration of the literature surrounding power and resource
sharing, as well as international intervention. These perspectives lend themselves well to
structural and strategic approaches, which seek to explain negotiated outcomes in terms of
the rational, self-interest of players. Recognising that these approaches can be impersonal
and monolithic, the chapter makes way to explore non-rational, emotive approaches to
negotiation, which account for the frequently irrational and disparate nature of human
behaviour. Delving into legal research and psychology, we see how negotiator personality
and temperamental characteristics reflect the behavioural approach, whereas market-style
haggling and emphasis on distributive and procedural fairness denote the processual
approach, while more recent emphasis on mutual gain and collective problem-solving point
to the integrative approach, in which negotiators can achieve a greater outcome together
than alone.

The psychology of negotiation explored in this chapter asserts that individual
negotiators’ decision-making and behaviours are influenced by their cognitive structures
and personality traits. Moreover, whether a negotiation process is deemed cooperative,
competitive, or collaborative, negotiators’ decision frames and bounded awareness limits
their outlooks and impacts their mood, which often means that they do not see or use
readily available information, all of which can determine whether a negotiation ends in
success or failure. Negotiators are also influenced by their perceptions of value, which sees
them making decisions based on what they perceive as a means to achieve personal gain.
Finally, just as negotiators’ moods and decisions are shaped by their decision frames,
negotiators are also susceptible to a host of decision-making biases. These biases result in
“simplified information processing strategies” (Fink 2014: np), which frequently cause
negotiators to make erroneous decisions or choices.

"2 1n addition to Birke & Fox (1999), see also Rachlinski (1996), Korobkin & Guthrie (1994), Kelman et al.
(1996) and Langevoort (1998).

24



POLITICAL SCIENCE: STRUCTURE, STRATEGY AND OUTCOMES

Many political studies of civil war concentrate on exploring the conditions that
precipitated conflict rather than its resolution (see Blattman & Miguel 2009). Political
science researchers generally concur that the conditions associated with civil war include
states’ economic limitations (poverty or dependence on natural resources), political stability
(institutional strength and credibility), social demography and population density, and
geographic characteristics (rough terrain) (see Collier & Hoeffler 2004; Collier et al. 2006;
Fearon & Laitin 2003). Conversely, negotiations to end civil wars and the subsequent high
rate of failure of peace settlements are less well understood by political scientists (Walter
2009).

Warring parties do not simultaneously choose to engage in arbitration without some
form of prodding. A peace negotiation is a strategy to bring security to a country from
outside (Mehler 2008) and typically includes third-party mediators and occasionally external
peacekeeping forces to oversee an agreement’s implementation. Usually, members of the
international community that hold sway with parties to the conflict will push combatants to
negotiate a truce, or the combatants themselves determine that their demands stand a better
chance of being addressed in a non-conflict situation than through violent means.

Belligerents are often motivated to participate in peace talks by the possibility of
acquiring political power and other resources that are otherwise not being achieved (at least
not expediently) on the battlefield. Warring parties may have no immediate military
victory in sight, or they are experiencing costly losses that they wish to mitigate. Once
negotiations begin, combatants stay to participate in the process when their goals of
influence and affluence appear within grasp. In cases of intractable conflict, foreign
intervention and external financial aid are usually required to enforce and maintain the
peace, which creates a dilemma of ownership and control for a nascent democratic society.

While there is a common sequence to most peace processes, there is no dominant,
unifying theory of negotiation. Rather, there are five core approaches to negotiation
(Zartman 1988; 1978). Structural analysis focuses on the distribution of power between
negotiating parties, whereas strategic approaches assess negotiations through the matricies
of game theory. In processual negotiations, the parties will resolve their differences through
a series of concessions, much like marketplace haggling. Behavioural approaches consider
how individual negotiators and their personalities impact outcomes, whereas integrative
negotiations consider how parties can collectively create positions of mutual gain in which
everyone can win. In practice, negotiators will combine any number of these approaches,
and will embrace multiple perspectives. However, in theory, political science is partial to
structural and strategic approaches, whereas other disciplines—namely, law and business
management—often acknowledge the importance of the processual, behavioural, and
integrative approaches. Ultimately, the “separate approaches are supported by a
disciplinary bias [that] also keeps them locked in their internal analytical problems”
(Zartman 1988: 32). The result is that bargaining and settlements are considered
throughout the social sciences in disparate ways. And while negotiations research has
flourished over the last two decades, disciplinary chasms have deepened. The gap is most
acute between political science and other social sciences, particularly psychology, law and
management.
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Considering the stakes (political power and control of resources), it is not surprising
that much political science literature favours the structural and strategic approaches to
negotiations, which focus on the distributive and institutional outcomes of the peace
process. In addition to the outcomes of the negotiating process, political science research
also concentrates on the dilemmas emerging from simultaneous attempts to build peace
while ushering in a democratic governance structure. Indeed, much negotiation literature
stemming from political science is positioned in the realm of comparative research,
particularly democracy and regime change research, as well as within peace studies,
focusing on civil conflict resolution through mechanisms such as peacekeeping,
peacebuilding and peacemaking (see, among others, Bertam 1995; Featherston 2000; Fisher
1993; Greig & Diehl 2005; Jarstad & Nilsson 2008;).

Of the social sciences, both economics and psychology accede to the strategic
approach as a rightful point of departure in the assessment of negotiations. The structural
approach to negotiations prioritises the outcomes of a bargaining process, and considers
these to be functions of the structural features of a particular negotiation. In tandem with
the realist school of thought, the structural approach to negotiation theory perceives
negotiators as ever acting according to their self-interest and portrays power as the
determining factor in negotiations."” However, the resources at a party’s disposal cannot
necessarily be converted to compelling negotiating power (Fisher & Ury 1997). Thus,
structuralists acknowledge that at times smaller states or groups with less obvious amounts
of power do not necessarily capitulate to parties with more power, and can even come to
prevail in negotiations. Consequently, power is not a fixed resource but rather a “relational
and perceptional concept” (Cheng 2009: n.p.) that is manipulable.'*

Participants pursing a power-based structural approach to negotiations value
“winning” above all, which often results in their use of competitive negotiating tactics,
including coercion, intimidation, threats and other means of duress. Evidence suggests that
these tactics do not always work well—they tend to work best against opponents that are
poorly prepared—and that competitive negotiators are not the most effective (Saunders et al
2010). Initially, competitive ploys may yield short-term results, but over time, they can
backfire as people on the receiving end of hardball tactics want to retaliate and seek
revenge.

Whereas the structural approach emphasizes means (i.e., power) in negotiations, the
strategic approach focuses on ends (i.e., goals) and in so doing uses models of rational
choice. Not unlike the self-interest evidenced in the structural approach, according to
rational choice theory, actors will choose between known alternatives the option that will
earn them the greatest payoff. While both structural and strategic actors are self-interested,

' There are three kinds of structural power in negotiations: Authority, which usually lies with people or
groups in official positions (legitimate power) or with particular expertise (expert power); “Best alternative to
a negotiated agreement” (BATNA), is a party’s alternative to proceeding with negotiations; and, Threats,
which are only effective when they target an opponents’ interests and are seen as credible (Cheng 2009).
Aspects of these forms of power are explored further in this chapter.

!4 Relational power is generally understood as the ability to get someone to do something they otherwise
would not do (Dahl, 1957). Perceptional power is one side’s “perceived capacity” to affect another (Zartman
& Rubin, 2000).
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instead of relying on power as a means to maximise their claims, negotiators adopting a
strategic approach are presumed to be rational decision makers as they pursue their self-
interests. Correspondingly, the choices such actors make and their subsequent results can
be known in advance.

Strategic approaches to negotiation can be described as normative because they
adhere to a notion that there is a single optimal solution to every negotiating hurdle.
Accordingly, negotiators seek to enact “what ultra smart, impeccably rational, super-people
should do in competitive, interactive [i.e., bargaining] situations” (Raffia 1982). With such
lofty criterion, it does not require much insight to see that Raffia’s model negotiator is as
rare as a unicorn. Even so, the strategic approach to negotiations and rational choice theory
remain widely embraced.

Game theory and critical risk theory are examples of the strategic approach. Game
theory describes and predicts the choices and actions a person will take to augment their
gains in situations where the consequences of their choices depend on the decisions of
another (Alfredson & Cungu 2008).'* Rather than skill or chance, game theory hinges on
strategy, where a person’s “best course of action” is determined by what she expects the
other actor(s) to do (Schelling, 1960). Similar to game theory, critical risk theory explains
decision-making through utility maximisation, with the added hypothesis that people make
rational calculations before acting, first estimating the probability of the outcomes of their
actions (Ellsberg 1959 in Alfredson & Cungur 2008). Negotiators develop probabilities by
assessing personal critical risk, by appraising the resolve of their opponents to hold fast, or
by evaluating how much risk of a complete negotiation breakdown is acceptable before
they make concessions.

The best-known game that pertains to negotiations is the Prisoner’s Dilemma.'® In
the classic scenario, two prisoners awaiting trial for a crime they perpetrated must choose
whether to confess or not. If neither confesses—a joint choice made by cooperating—each
must serve a two-year sentence. If both “defect”—making an individual choice to turn
evidence against their fellow prisoner—both risk a four-year sentence. According to this
plotline, the obvious choice would see prisoners collaborating to ensure a reduced sentence
for both of them. However, the prisoners also learn that if one of them cooperates while the
other defects, the prisoner who defects will serve no time at all, leaving the cooperator to be
incarcerated for five years. Each prisoner wants to maximise her interests, but neither
knows what the other will decide. Assessing that the risks of defection are less than the
benefits of cooperation, the “rational” prisoner will choose to defect every time.

As in the Prisoner’s Dilemma, negotiators often do not know their opponents’
intentions. This suggests that negotiations should frequently see one party defecting to
maximise their interests. However, because all sides are usually better off for having

'S Using mathematical models, games are often portrayed as matrixes, in which players choose between a
finite number of “moves”, all of which have known outcomes.

'S The Prisoner’s Dilemma was first run as an experiment by mathematicians, Melvin Dresher and Merrill
Flood in 1950. Subsequently, in 1957, decision theorist Howard Raiffa independently conducted experiments
with the Prisoner’s Dilemma.
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cooperated, defection is a less desirable outcome. During the Lomé and Accra peace
processes, there were numerous threats of defection, but all sides frequently cooperated.

Proving the existence and value of cooperation, Axelrod (1984) repeatedly ran a
Prisoner’s Dilemma experiment that revealed that while pursuing their self-interest, people
will choose to cooperate with someone when they anticipate meeting them again.
Negotiating processes are often long, drawn-out events where participants are guaranteed to
meet time and again; whether or not negotiators choose to cooperate or defect frequently
depends on their personalities, biases and personal relationships. While few participants at
Lomé or Accra would credit this as a key reason for their eventual cooperation, it is evident
that repeated contact with their opponents over lengthy negotiations allowed individuals to
develop at least some personal knowledge of their counterparts, from which genuine
relationships evolved.

With their emphasis on power and rational choice, the structural and strategic
approaches to negotiations found in Political Science leave us lacking an understanding of
the role and impact of individual participants, their personalities, the limits of their
awareness, the decision frames within which they operate, as well as their prejudicial
heuristic biases. However, these approaches do teach us that negotiators do, in fact, make
choices (albeit not necessarily rationally) in hopes that they will maximise their interests.
And we also learn that although they may, at times, cooperate, negotiators remain
suspicious of their opponents. For all their misgivings, we know that negotiating opponents
will cooperate when they recognise that they share similar interests. In peace processes,
negotiators’ interests typically lie in accessing a share of political power and material
resources. And whatever cooperative agreements negotiators reach, these usually require
monitoring and implementation by outside forces. Considering how notions of power and
rational choice colour structural and strategic approaches to negotiations, political science
literature provides a useful account of negotiators’ aspirations of power and resource
sharing, as well as the international intervention that accompanies such arrangements. The
following two sections review the political science literature that assesses power sharing
and resource sharing, and notes that these comprise the lion’s share of outcomes in peace
negotiations.

POWER SHARING

Scholars of conflict management suggest power sharing is a means to achieve short-
term peace, while scholars of democratic theory expect that power sharing will produce
peace while making way for democracy. The negotiators who drafted the Lomé and Accra
peace agreements appeared to endorse both these beliefs, while failing to acknowledge that
there is potential for concurrent dilemmas in both democratization and peacebuilding in the
aftermath of conflict.

During the course of war, various groups, warlords and politicians will gain
positions of power while profiting from the conflict. These actors will only agree to peace
and democratization as long as their benefits and status are not threatened. Non-state actors
(rebels) and state actors (military) alike can threaten and use violence to disrupt budding
peace attempts (Hoglund & Zartman 2006). In many peace agreements, deliberate efforts
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are made to deter spoilers by including “violence makers” in the peace process in exchange
for their pledge to cease fighting.

During the course of Liberia’s three-month-long peace negotiation in Accra, LURD
was repeatedly accused of trying to spoil the process. Whenever talks would grind to a
standstill, or LURD felt that it was being asked to compromise too much, the negotiator
would call the party Chairperson (then residing in Guinea) who in turn would order troops
to increase the shelling of Monrovia. The increased misery of citizens would then be
broadcast in the media, which would result in international outcry, particularly among the
large Liberian diaspora residing in the US, which would prompt the mediators to
accommodate LURD."’

LURD’s actions directly support the main argument against power sharing, which is
that it remunerates and empowers the very parties that sought to seize state control with
violence, while committing domestic and international crimes. Civil society actors and
West African legislators have scorned the Lomé and Accra agreements for their power-
sharing content.'® Sawyer (2004) argues that peace brokered in this fashion cannot endure.
Indeed, while power sharing is undeniably a key component of contemporary peace
agreements, whether such concessions result in a lasting end to conflict is greatly debated.
Jarstad & Nilsson (2008) claim that different kinds of power sharing arrangements result in
more or less durable peace. For example, the simple sharing of political institutions can
help facilitate the implementation of an agreement, but it does not appear to ensure lasting
peace, whereas pacts that stipulate power sharing of the military, resources and territory
tend to make way for longer-term conflict cessation (see Hoddie & Hartzell 2005;
Mukherjee 2006; Walter 2002).

Political science scholars have developed a range of power-sharing models and
methods (Lijphart 1977; 1993; Horowitz 1985; Walter 1999; Hartzell & Hoddie 2004), but
the overall aim is always to coax belligerents to stop fighting by providing them with
political legitimacy and decision-making authority in the government (Levitt, 2006).
Power sharing promotes “moderate and cooperative behaviour among contending groups
by fostering a positive-sum perception of political interactions” (Hartzell & Hoddie 2004:
321). The foundation of power-sharing theory, Sisk (1996) notes, is grounded in the belief
that political engineering can build a democratic political system that can withstand the
forces that would otherwise destroy polarized societies.

In power-sharing arrangements, former combatants seek to achieve influence in the
post-war government. Belligerents-cum-negotiators also want to ensure that their
opponents will not win victories in a peace agreement that they could not achieve in battle
(Hartzell & Hoddie 2003). As a result, power-sharing provisions seek to persuade
combatants to lay down their arms by assuring warring groups they will be granted a
portion of state government. Ideally, power sharing provides warring parties with the
means to resolve the acrimony and partisanship between them, and create a more just and
equitable society (O’Flynn & Russell 2005).

'7 Field research in Monrovia, February-March 2010.
13 Field research in Liberia, March 2012 and Sierra Leone, October 2012.
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Political scientists routinely advocate power sharing as a means to democracy,
claiming that it helps to socialize groups towards moderation and compromise (Papagianni
2007; Sisk 2003; Rothchild n.d.; Spears 2000). However, power sharing has also proven to
be destabilizing as it can lead to ineffective governance as well as the resurgence of conflict
(Rothchild 2005). The primary arguments for power sharing as a means to democracy
claim that government by the many is both more legitimate than majority rule (Lijphart
1999), as well as being cooperative through a coalition promotes tolerance and trust, while
developing democratic culture and peace (Lijphart 1994). However, Jarstad (2008) claims that
this assessment does not consider how power sharing typically has been seen as a short-term
tool to achieve peace, nor does it account for how the particular conditions of war-torn
societies impact power sharing. That power sharing was pursued in the Liberian and Sierra
Leonean negotiations as a means to persuade warring parties to see the value in peace does
not conceal the fact that proffering state power to belligerents is, in essence, bribery. So
too is resource sharing.

RESOURCE SHARING

In addition to power sharing, the lure of material gain can act as a powerful
incentive to lure and keep belligerents at the negotiating table. Wealth sharing is much like
power sharing (Jarstad 2008), with an economic emphasis; indeed, possession of resources
and resource-related revenue is a form of power.

Resource sharing is often a compromise with “what is needed to end the war, and
what is needed to build a stable post-conflict economy and in the long run a stable
democracy” (Binningsbe & Rustad 2009: 6). Wealth sharing can include revenue
distribution, direct access to resources, and government portfolio (Binnigsbe & Rustad
2008). The redistribution of a nation’s wealth and its resource revenue can alleviate
poverty and inequality, which addresses two rebel grievances — the diversion of revenues
from state coffers directly to those in power, as well as the citizenry’s deprivation from
existing resources that they cannot benefit from. The reallocation of some government
portfolios to former rebels provides them with control over areas where they can exercise
change, along with the secure income that comes from control, as well as financial and
status initiatives (Rustad et a/ 2008). In Sierra Leone, the Lomé accord made RUF leader
Sankoh Chairman of the Commission for Strategic Resources, which gave him control over
the nation’s diamond resources. In addition to providing the rebels with immense wealth,
the move served to validate the RUF’s discourse on the necessity of reducing corruption and
addressing rural poverty by reforming the diamond industry. This example supports Le
Billon & Nicholls’ (2007) suggestion that resource-sharing arrangements reduce combatants’
need to use violence in order to access resources.

While war can provide political and economic opportunities for combatants that
cannot be achieved in peace (Addison et al 2003), wealth sharing may shorten conflicts by
providing warring parties with economic opportunities that can only be achieved in
peacetime (Ross 2006). The effects of wealth sharing would indicate that when the
government in power decides to share the nation’s resources with the rebels it is fighting,
belligerents no longer see as much benefit in ongoing combat. On the other hand, similar to
power sharing, it can also be argued that buying peace via wealth sharing “could be
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perceived as rewarding violence” (Le Billon & Nicholls 2007: 618). Depending on
whether wealth-sharing arrangements satisfy all the parties in a negotiation, how they are
implemented, the way that agreements are worded, as well as how such arrangements are
perceived by civil society, wealth-sharing arrangements might not ease the peace process
after a resource conflict (Binningsbg & Rustad 2009). Recognising that resource sharing is
limited in its capacity to equally compensate all the signatories to a peace agreement,
mediators and belligerents almost invariably look beyond the borders of a conflict to
external actors that will help keep the peace.

INTERNATIONAL INTERVENTION

Third party involvement can facilitate peace negotiations and bring about an end to
violent conflict; however, democratization and peacebuilding must be ultimately be
propelled and sustained by local intent and actions (Jarstad 2008b). Often, international
support for democracy aims to promote stability while establishing institutions that
alleviate conflict. In the name of peacebuilding, external actors may take temporary control
over political and social processes. These actors are not democratically elected, nor are they
accountable to the nation’s citizens.

For the international community, democratization provides a means for belligerents
to resolve their grievances without falling back on violence, all within the principles of
international law (Franck 1992). Similarly, democratization is also linked to state building,
since elections are seen to generate internal legitimacy for peace agreements. Elections are
not just one of several means to achieve domestic stability, for many scholars, they are a
reflexive mantra, “In any transition from conflict to peace, the creation or restoration of
some form of legitimate authority is paramount...the support of the citizenry must be tested
and obtained” (Reilly 2003: 174).

Indeed, the UN appears to possess a near-religious fervour in its support of peace
and democracy. Noting that the control and use of power is central to civil conflict, former
UN Secretary General Kofi Annan claims, “No conflict can be resolved without answering
those questions, and nowadays the answers almost always have to be democratic ones, at
least in form... At its best it [democracy] provides a method for managing and resolving
disputes peacefully, in an atmosphere of mutual trust” (Annan 2001). Ushering in a war-to-
democracy transition is clearly appealing for the international community, especially when
compared with the alternatives of authoritarianism or partition. However, there are inherent
tensions among international policymakers and their approaches to war termination:
“Conflict managers tend to concentrate on short-term solutions that address the precipitous
events that sparked the conflict; above all they swift and expedient end to the violence.
“Democratizers” tend to concentrate on longer-term solutions that address the root causes
of the conflict; they search for enduring democratic stability. The former see peace as a
precondition for democracy, the latter see democracy as a precondition for peace” (Baker
2001: 760).

The actual tasks within a foreign intervention typically conform to a three-step
sequence: Monitoring a ceasefire, then disarming and demobilizing the hostile groups,
followed by organising or managing national elections. The ability of the international
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community to build peace and establish democracy hinges on how it addresses the dilemmas
of sovereignty, neutrality and democracy that emerge from the pursuit of these goals
(Bertram 1995, Fortna 2008), as well as whether it considers various constraints on external
intervention (Bertram 1995).

A sovereignty dilemma arises because states believe their sovereignty to be
inviolable and resist any intrusion from other states (see Hellman & Ratner 1992; Fromuth
1993). However, analysts argue that when a state is considered as “failed” it no longer has
the same rights of sovereignty and international intervention is warranted “to save them
from self-destruction” (Helman & Ratner 1992: 12). In cases of intervention where a state
is not labelled as failed, foreign actors claim that national sovereignty is preserved because
the international community was either asked to intervene or secured the consent of the
government in power to act (Bertram 1995). However, in the midst of civil conflict, with
multiple parties contending for political power, who can be said to provide legitimate
consent for intervention? In both Liberia and Sierra Leone, the government was one of the
warring parties in the civil war, which means that the government’s claim to legitimate
power was contested. As a result, third party actors are expected to simultaneously respect
state sovereignty and challenge its lawfulness (Bertram 1995). Either way, when outsiders
enter a country as peacebuilders, national sovereignty is undermined to some extent. In
Liberia, Doe’s government was functioning in name only when he requested intervention
from ECOWAS in 1990. Taylor, who was winning the war, was adamantly against any
kind of intervention, because he believed that ECOWAS was partisan and overtly
supporting Doe (Alao et al 1999). ECOWAS acquiesced to Does’ request, not necessarily
because it wished Taylor ill, but because the regional body—Ied by Nigeria—valued West
African stability. With Sierra Leone already at war, ECOWAS was concerned that conflict
in Liberia would also ignite existing tensions in neighbouring countries like Cote d’Ivoire
and Guinea.

Traditional peacebuilding missions, particularly those undertaken by the UN, are
based on the principle of neutrality. However, Bertram states that such actions are “nothing
less than the reallocation of political power” (Bertram 1995: 394). This results in a neutrality
dilemma, whereby interventions are intended to be nonpartisan but often are anything but.
Peacebuilding missions are charged with monitoring or implementing a peace agreement
between hostile groups which have often been at war for years. In order to generate
confidence from all parties, outsiders who come to a country to assist in power transitions
need to demonstrate their neutrality. However, in volatile environments “even the most
limited and seemingly neutral of non-military objectives, such as providing humanitarian
relief, may be perceived as sharply biased by those vying for power on the ground”
(Bertram 1995: 395). Considering the interventions in Liberia and Sierra Leone, Hoffman
(2004) points out that neither the UN nor other intervening parties practiced the neutrality
that was otherwise essential to their institutional character.

Undoubtedly, outside intervention can help to prevent a return to conflict following
the signing of a peace agreement, but it can also hinder the development of local political
institutions that are legitimate and accountable (Jarstad 2008). There are two areas where a
peacebuilding-democracy dilemma is most apparent: human rights and elections (Bertram
1995). As they work to ensure the implementation of peace agreements, peacebuilders are
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often required to consider how past human rights abusers might be held accountable for
their actions. As noted earlier in this section, to ensure an expedient end to violent conflict,
pact overseers will convince warring groups to lay down their weapons in exchange for
political power and amnesty. In both Liberia and Sierra Leone, parties to negotiations were
presented with power-sharing options, and in Sierra Leone the RUF was given amnesty
from any war crimes it may have committed during the course of the conflict.

Liberia was the site of foreign intervention twice, both times by the Economic
Community of West African States (ECOWAS). In 1991, despite fierce resistance by
leading warlord Charles Taylor, ECOWAS established the Economic Community for West
African States’ Monitoring Group (ECOMOG) and embarked on a seven-year mission.
Beleaguered by in-fighting and a perpetual lack of resources, the mission was justifiably
accused of being another belligerent due to its support of various rebel factions, as well as
the notorious corruption and theft by many of its troops. ECOMOG again intervened in
Liberia in 2003, this time to counter violence by rebel forces during the course of peace
negotiations. The United Nations Mission in Liberia (UNMIL) succeeded this force shortly
after the signing of the Accra peace accord and thousands of UN troops remain in Liberia to
this day.

Sierra Leone experienced three different international interventions, one by
ECOWAS, one more by the UN, and another still by Great Britain. In 1997, ECOWAS
launched an unplanned military intervention that subsequently failed. Recalling its ill-fated
sortie in Liberia, ECOWAS quickly recognized that it lacked the military capacity to
resolve the country’s conflict and instead began working for a diplomatic solution.
Meanwhile, the UN had also been involved in Sierra Leone, working closely with
ECOWAS and the Commonwealth. In October 1997, the UN Security Council voted to
back ECOWAS’ peace efforts, but until the Lomé agreement in July 1999, the organization
did little more than impose travel bans on the RUF and the AFRC (Armed Forces
Revolutionary Council), branding them war criminals (Francis 2000).

Within months of the Lomé accord’s ratification, the deal was in danger of complete
failure when the RUF attacked and kidnapped 500 UN troops. In an attempt to salvage the
accord, establish democracy and bolster the UN’s waning credibility, Great Britain
launched Operation Palliser on 6 May 2000, designed to rescue the UN soldiers, and
evacuate citizens still in Sierra Leone. Two weeks into the deployment, the United
Kingdom expanded its mission to support the UN by providing security until other troops
arrived and the immediate crisis was assuaged. The operation terminated on 15 June, but
the UK continued to maintain a significant presence in the country (Zack-Williams 2001,
Durch 2006) even as the UN established its largest peacekeeping mission to date in the
country, remaining in Sierra Leone until 2005.

While third party intervention is usually defined by the physical presence of troops,
foreign aid is in fact another, significant part of intervention. Indeed, the UK remains the
largest donor of aid to Sierra Leone, averaging more than $100 million per year in the last
decade (DFID 2013). Although almost half of that amount is destined for governance
projects, there are allegations that a significant amount of aid is being siphoned off by
government officials (EURODAD 2008). Meanwhile, the US has provided over $1 billion
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in bilateral aid to Liberia since 2003 (U.S. Dept. of State 2015). This figure gains
perspective when compared to the annual budget of Liberia, which was $183 million in
2008 (Office of Public Affairs 2008). Throughout the country, it is quite evident that a
huge part of Liberian reconstruction would not be underway without US financing.

The most difficult dilemma for international actors concerns the use of coercion.
The use of force to support a peace agreement, particularly one that is contested, is risky
and can backfire, which prompts Jarstad to ask, “Should the UN be in the business of
ensuring democracy at the barrel of a gun?” (Jarstad 2008: 6). Additionally, the issue of
authority is disputed in war-to-democracy transitions. In places where local authorities
have failed to prevent human rights atrocities or mass violence, such as in Sierra Leone, or
where the state itself has perpetrated atrocities, the international community has taken on
widespread post-conflict authority. With international bodies assuming control over state
functions, one dilemma is how to establish a capable functioning state, with an empowered
civic-minded society that can assume credible leadership once the international community
mission is deemed complete. While this problem is inherent to all transitional
administrations, it is particularly problematic for the UN, which faces the task of
establishing democracy in former conflict zones in ways that are fundamentally
undemocratic while espousing commitment to democracy (Chesterman 2004).

NEGOTIATION FAILURE

A survey of the political science literature assessing negotiations from a structural
and strategic perspective gives us insight into outcomes that negotiators most value—power
and resources—and the means through which they hope to secure their interests. We also
learn that power, resources and international intervention come with their own inherent
dilemmas, particularly when negotiators seek to establish democratic governance while
keeping and building peace. However challenging, these dilemmas do not explain why so
many peace negotiations end before agreements are signed, and of the agreements that are
ratified, why so many are violated.

Negotiations fail, we are told, because of bargaining problems that stem from the
reasons why states go to war with their citizens. States wage civil war, claims Walter
(2009), because they seek to ascertain information about the capacities and resolve of rebel
factions (see Blainey 1973). Throughout negotiations, states continue to probe their
opponents’ strength, while struggling to divide stakes that cannot be fairly shared. This
both hinders negotiations and prevents parties from adhering to the terms of settlements.
States lack the inclination to settle with all groups that threaten conflict because they are
unsure of the opposing organisations’ strength. Instead of granting allowances to every
group that makes a demand, governments would rather limit their negotiations to groups
that have the financial means and accompanying stimulus to maintain war over long
periods of time and that can inflict substantive damage on the state if they are not given
sufficient concessions (Walter 2009)." While it is true that fiscally flush organisations

" In a study of all civil wars from 1946 to 1996 carried out by Walter (2002), state governments were more
inclined to grant concessions to rebel factions that demonstrated the ability to continue a war for at least 72
months. Walter suggests that governments appear to need six years to determine the strength and purpose of
an opposing force — if true, governments learn at a geological pace, and at the great expense of their citizens.
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have the necessary means to exact a painful toll on a state, Walter ignores that small, less
lucrative groups can also wreak havoc. Where the state is weak, rebel forces (regardless of
their financial means) are not only cutthroat, they may also garner legitimacy with the
population, further undermining the state’s authority.

Even so, Walter’s argument is delivered from the standpoint of a state government
that has an edge, or at least possesses a certain degree of leverage over deliberations. Her
choice of words, “governments... go to war” is indicative of this vantage (Walter 2009:
250). This is a limited lens through which to examine conflict and negotiations for its
resolution. In fact, more often than not, the government has not taken the first step to go to
war, it has been forced to administer violent retribution to those who seek to subvert its
power. Moreover, in many civil conflicts, such as those in Sierra Leone and Liberia, the
state is so weak as to be crippled or even failed, and thus has less bargaining power than do
the rebel forces opposing it.

Overall, wars that end with a decisive military victory are less likely to slide back
into renewed conflict (Collier & Sambanis 2002; Walter 2002, 2004). However, fully half
of all negotiated settlements relapse into war (Licklider 1995).2° Whether wars that
concluded via settlement will recommence depends on the information combatants gleaned
about each other previously (Doyle & Sambanis 2002; Dubey 2004; Fortna 2004; Hartzell
et al 2001; and Walter 2004, 2009). In long-lasting wars, parties are able to collect more
information about each other, which makes them more capable of resolving their disputes
(Walter 2009). While protracted conflict can yield more information about combatants’
military strength and commitment, this claim implies that adversaries cannot learn from and
about each other outside of active combat. This is another flawed assumption on the part of
many political researchers.

The fact is that combatants can (and do) learn about each other beyond the blood-
soaked battlefield. They particularly can come to know each other through the negotiation
process. Over repeat encounters, lasting weeks and months, negotiators come to know
about the personalities, motivations, intents, decision frames and biases of their opponents.
All the same, even when negotiators possess full knowledge and shared information, they
are still liable to assess the strength of their claims in self-interested ways. People not only
tend to be biased in their own favour, they also think that otherwise neutral, third parties
will be partial to them (Birke & Fox 1999). And yet, political science literature tells us
nothing of these.

Instead of providing us with deeper, more relevant knowledge of players’ intents
and motives, political science research can only provide us with parting snapshots rather
than three-dimensional moving images. We learn that a concluded settlement is indicative
of the “government’s willingness to compromise with rebel groups, signaling to potential
challengers that rebellion is likely to be rewarded with a deal” (Walter 2009: 257). We did
not learn what offers motivated the various players to finally lay down their arms and commit
to peace. We also learn that the terms of peace agreements reflect the balance of power at
the time they were signed (Werner 1999). We did not discover the psychological influences

2% Conversely, Licklider’s findings show that only 15% of decisive military victories experience renewed
conflict.
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imposed by certain participants on war-weary and vulnerable combatants. It is not that the
information we have from the existing literature is false or its accompanying data faulty; it
is simply incomplete. Because we only have glimpses of static moments in time, we never
come to know the fullness and nuance of the fraught peace negotiation process.

If we—scholars and practitioners alike—develop an awareness and understanding
of the psychological attributes of the parties to a conflict, and how these create barriers to
resolution, we can discern what makes for a desirable settlement. Both management and
legal scholars have already determined the value of these phenomena: “What has been
learned about human behaviour and choice should be linked at the theoretical and empirical
levels,” claims Cass Sunstein (1997: 1176). Similarly, political science can also greatly
benefit from psychological research in refining its theories on conflict resolution.

OTHER SOCIAL SCIENCES: BEHAVIOUR, INTEGRATION, AND PROCESS

Political action does not occur in a vacuum. All decisions about political conduct
are made, if not by a single individual, then by groups of individuals—each possessing
distinct personalities, motives, and biases. It is essential that we understand non-rational
components of the negotiation process. These include the concepts of negotiator
personality, decision frame, bounded awareness, decision-making biases, motivation, and
psychological influence (including defenses against such influence).

In addition to the structural and strategic approaches favoured by political scientists,
scholars in other social sciences have gleaned a wealth of research by examining
negotiations by exploring a behavioural approach, a concessions exchange (or processual)
approach, as well as an integrative approach. The behavioural approach highlights how
negotiator and participant personalities and character traits can determine the course and
outcome of the bargaining process. Personality and character traits determine negotiators’
relative interest in interpersonal relations or outcomes, which in turn reveals their motives
as being more or less self-centred, altruistic, cooperative, or competitive (Deutsch 1958;
Messick & McClintock 1968). The processual approach to negotiations is similar to both
the structural and strategic approaches in that all three chronicle mechanisms that
emphasize learning; negotiators learn from and react to each other’s concession behaviour
(Zartman 1978; Alfredson & Cungu 2008). This approach sees participants start from a
place of contention, then engage in a series of concessions, until their interests and desires
converge. According to Zartman (1988), seesawing power struggles between negotiators
show that process theories are actually a form of structuralism, whereby the weaker party
will capitulate until “the tables are turned”, then the other party will yield in turn, until both
sides come to an agreement. At the opposite end of the spectrum, the integrative approach
seeks to accommodate the interests and goals of all participants, by emphasising group
problem-solving, common interests and information exchange, in the interest of mutual
gain (Lewicki et al 2003). Instead of seeing negotiations as a competition where one side
claims a fixed prize, the integrative approach divides negotiations into stages wherein the
formerly fixed prize is reframed in such a way as to expand and gain value, so there will be
more than enough reward to share among all parties.
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The integrative and behavioural approaches are the exceptions to our overall
understanding of the negotiation process, Zartman claims. Behavioural analysis is most
obviously different because it uses “the negotiators themselves as the focus of analysis”
(Jonsson 1978 in Zartman 1988: 36). Moreover, the personalities and character traits of the
negotiators are the “terms of analysis” (Jonsson in Zartman 1988). And while integrative
analysis views negotiations as a process, this process is broken down into stages, where
outcomes are explained by the behaviours negotiators appropriately enact during each
consecutive stage (Jonsson in Zartman 1988: 37).

Process analysis shares certain features with structural and strategic approaches, but
unlike integrative and behavioural analysis, Zartman does not perceive this method as
exceptional.”?! Accordingly, Zartman limits both the negotiation process, writ large, as well
as the processual approach, more particularly. Regardless of the approach one uses,
throughout negotiations participants are engaged in a process and exchange concessions
with a mind to the outcomes. This holds all the more true when negotiations are examined
through the processual approach. Thus far, in this review, the outcomes that concern
researchers (and negotiators) are palpable, such as power and resources. However, in the
aftermath of the process, another outcome preoccupies negotiators nearly as much as the
division of tangibles: fairness.

While most negotiators’ ultimate goal is to win, at worst they hope to achieve
outcomes that they consider fair (Welsh 2004). Throughout and after the process,
negotiators ponder at length over whether the outcomes were fair (Deutsch 2006).
“Negotiators rely upon their perceptions of distributive and procedural fairness in making
offers and demands, reacting to the offers and demands of others, and deciding whether to
reach an agreement or end negotiations” (Welsh 2004: 753). The notion of distributive
fairness 1s that which makes participants feel as though they have received their “fair share”
of the rewards that were available in the negotiating process; procedural fairness refers to
how negotiators felt they were treated during the bargaining process (Welsh 2004).
Numerous studies indicate “most people are more sensitive to how fairly they have been
treated than to how they have fared in objective terms” (Birke & Fox 1999: 38).** In fact,
fairness is so important that negotiators are often willing to sabotage their own gains to
penalise parties that they think are behaving unfairly. Consequently, fairness must be
consciously studied and addressed in negotiations, if only to avoid the impression that one
side is acting unfairly.

As noted, much political science literature examines negotiations through power
relations, which encourage a “winner takes all” mentality, or game theory, which assumes
that negotiators are fully rational at all times. Conversely, Raiffa (1982) acknowledges that
negotiators do not follow fully rational strategies (Bazerman & Chugh 2005). Recognising
the limits of full rationality, negotiators are better served by grounding their thoughts and
actions in multidisciplinary analysis. In reviewing negotiation literature outside the usually

2! Zartman acknowledges that process theory is limited to the extent that it only works in tidy, theoretical
situations. Instead of conceding in turn, negotiators tend to “teach and learn, respond and elicit responses all
at the same time” (Zartman 1988: 36).

22 See also Kahneman ef al 1986, Loewenstein et al 1993, Thompson & Loewenstein 1992, and others in Birke
& Fox 1999.
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defined boundaries of political science, I identify and assess the psychological patterns that
inform us about negotiator decision-making and behaviour. Psychologists call this focus on
how negotiators make decisions and the ways in which people stray from rationality
“decision perspective” (Bazerman 2005; Neale & Bazerman 1991). Similarly, I also
assume that negotiators aspire to rational thought and action—rational being understood
here as careful, reasoned, and intelligent—but like all humans, their rationality is
“pbounded” (Simon 1957 in Bazerman & Chough 2005).

The information negotiators possess, their minds’ cognitive abilities, and the time
they have in which to make choices, all act as limits to their capacity for rationality.
Instead, negotiators make decisions that “are inconsistent, inefficient, and based on
normatively irrelevant information” (Bazerman & Chugh 2005: 8). Combined with
individual personality traits and the frames in which decisions are made, such simplifying
strategies or cognitive heuristics can provide negotiators with helpful bypasses, but can just
as easily induce them to make predictable mistakes. It is only when we acknowledge such
biases that we can gain a modicum of control over them.

NEGOTIATOR PERSONALITY

Throughout the 1960s and ’70s, social psychologists carried out hundreds of studies
on negotiation, focusing predominantly on individual differences of negotiators and
situational characteristics (Rubin & Brown 1975). Researchers believed that because
negotiating was an interpersonal undertaking, the individual personalities of negotiators
influenced the process and alter outcomes. Despite a wealth of empirical work
documenting individual differences in negotiation, by the 1990s many researchers
concluded that individual differences could not alter the course of negotiations, and were
limited in their capacity to predict outcomes (De Dreu et al 1999; Lewicki et al 1993; Pruitt
& Carnevale 1993). Some went so far as to claim that personality “played a minimal role”
in bargaining outcomes (Thompson 1990: 15).

However, there is evidence that the importance of personality in negotiations has
been too easily dismissed. For instance, researchers now highlight the importance of
individual difference variables, such as social value orientation, whereby people choose
how to allocate resources to themselves and others (Olekalns & Smith 1999) and cognitive
closure, which suggests that some dilemmas cannot be resolved by the human mind (de
Dreu, Koole & Oldersma 1999). Some scholarship also acknowledges that how negotiators
define the bargaining process is as important—if not more so—as the tactics they use in
negotiations (Brandenburder & Nalebuff 1996). Others note how individual personality
traits (cognitive motivation) and state (positive affect) impact on negotiations (Schei et al
2002). Certain researchers now claim that negotiators’ personalities affect how they define
negotiations and are relevant to how they come to understand events (Morris & Fu 2001).
As a result, instead of concentrating on how the features of negotiations predict negotiators’
behaviour, researchers now cite the way that negotiators define and create the bargaining
process as evidence that their personalities directly impact the “game”.

Based on their past experience and present concerns, negotiations elicit a “well-
defined cognitive structure” on the participants (Pinkley 1990). The way that negotiations
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are interpreted and defined “invokes norms and prioritizes the available facts, which
provides a cognitive picture of associated events and actions” (Ma 2008: 776).

Negotiators’ cognitive understanding of the bargaining process shapes their conduct, choice
of tactics, outcome preferences, as well as their interaction with other participants. Coupled
with high cognitive motivation, which allows a person to “actively seek out and use new
information” (Shei et al 2002), negotiators can become more effective decision-makers.

According to the literature, there are three cognitive structures that impact the
negotiation process and its outcome: win-lose orientation, face-saving and trust (Boven &
Thompson 2003; Goffman 1967; Larrick & Blount 1997; Lituchy 1997). Unlike a win-win
orientation (where all parties emerge victorious), the win-lose orientation is a bias that
evolves from a mind-set that sees conflict negotiation as a process that fulfills one side’s
interests at the expense of another.”> According to Pinkley (1990), the win-lose orientation
is a key construct used by individuals to define and decipher conflict. Numerous studies
indicate that a win-lose approach to negotiations results in parties achieving less than
optimal outcomes (Larrick & Blount 1997; Ross & Ward 1995).

The concept of face is defined as the importance that individuals place on their
“situated identities” (Goffman 1967). Negotiators are concerned with face-saving when a
situation or their behaviour undermines their identity in the eyes of the other side or their
fellow parties. Face-saving is particularly important in certain cultural contexts, and while
it may or may not be of significant value to a particular individual, unjustified insults,
derision in the face of a negotiator’s outcomes and other actions that are perceived as an
assault to “face” will usually result in retaliation and mutual loss in the bargaining process
(Brown 1968). **

Finally, frust is belief in another’s honesty and dependability. It makes individuals
presume benevolent intent on the part of the other participants and engenders the sense that
the other side is willing to cooperate (Ma 2008). In negotiations, an actor will be inclined
to trust the opposing party if s/he appears to be cooperative and unselfish (Pruitt 1981). In
turn, because a sense of trust facilitates communication and the sharing of information, this
makes way for actors to collaborate and work towards integrative outcomes (Ma 2008).

Constructs that support a range of personality traits further demonstrate links
between personality and negotiations. One such construct is known as the Big Five,*
which is comprised of the following traits: Neuroticism, extraversion, openness to
experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness (Barrick & Mount 1991).%° There is

2 Also explored in negotiation literature as win-lose assumption or fixed-sum assumption.

2% Face-saving has been most researched in countries of South-East Asia, although the phenomenon has been
observed elsewhere as well.

3 Both Barry & Friedman (1998) and Ma (2008) note that the Big Five are not exactly personality traits but
“dispositional categories” within which various traits can be subsumed.

%% See Barrick & Mount 1991 and Ma 2008: Neuroticism is associated with being anxious, depressed,
worried, and indicates a state of emotional instability. Extraversion is linked with talkativeness, assertiveness
and sociability, and predicts a personal need to impact group interaction as well as to preserve reputation.
Openness to experience describes the extent to which a person is receptive to new ideas, adventurous, and
imaginative; such individuals are willing to adjust their ideas and actions according to new concepts and
situations. Agreeableness is a tendency to be courteous, cooperative and compassionate, which can make a
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widespread evidence of the Big Five’s scholastic resilience across research design, culture,
sources, and samples (Conley 1985; Costa & McCrae 1988; Noller at al 1987; Watson
1989 to cite but a few). Indeed, Hofstede & McCrae (2004) believe that the personality
traits enumerated in the Big Five transcend culture and are biologically based dispositions
characteristic of humans. Even so, political research does not consider either cognitions of
interest or personality.

Individuals manifesting personality traits of the Big Five can expect to see their
behaviours influence the course of negotiations. For instance, neuroticism is linked with
anxiety over how one appears to others. Negotiators with high degrees of neuroticism are
therefore likely to pay heed to face-saving in negotiations. Similarly, extraverted
individuals value their image as a means to enhance their relations with others, which sees
them wanting to protect “face” in negotiations. A person’s openness reveals how likely
they are to accommodate new ideas and consider the interests of others (Costa & McCrae
1988). As aresult, such negotiators are less prone to see bargaining from a win-lose
orientation. Individuals who demonstrate agreeableness are inclined to trust and act
cooperatively in negotiations. However, negotiators who are agreeable also make fewer
demands and are more yielding in negotiations (Barry & Friedman 1998), which suggests
they interpret negotiations from a win-lose orientation (Ma 2008). Lastly, although
conscientiousness points to qualities such as responsibility and self-discipline, this trait is
not linked to negotiation outcomes (Barry & Friedman 1998) and so does not necessarily
factor into face-saving, trust or win-lose orientation.

In addition to the personality traits participants possess, depending on whether a
negotiation process is deemed cooperative, competitive or collaborative, players will
behave differently to the extent that they are preoccupied with their own interests or those
of others (Thomas & Kilmann 1974). In cooperative negotiations, actors may use “yielding
behaviour”, concentrating on fulfilling the needs of others, even if that means overlooking
their own desires (Ma 2008). Competitive negotiations will see actors using fixed sum or
distributive tactics.”” In collaborative (or integrative) negotiations, actors combine aspects
of competitive and cooperative behaviours, and collectively seek solutions that meet the
interests of all parties (Thomas & Kilmann 1974). By engaging in an ongoing, honest
exchange of information, at times mutually conceding their entrenched positions, and
respecting all parties’ objectives (Campbell et al 1988; Lituchy 1997), collaborative
negotiators may shift their positions (a yielding tactic) and actively search for integrative
solutions where everyone “wins” (a more competitive rather than yielding strategy). In
collaborative and cooperative negotiations, trust can yield beneficial outcomes to both sides
(Lituchy 1997) because negotiators are more likely to employ yielding behaviour when
they trust the individuals they need to reciprocate with (Kramer & Carnevale 2001).

person less demanding and more inclined to concede in conflict. Conscientiousness is associated with being
responsible, disciplined and dutiful; planning and preparedness are also indications of conscientiousness.

27 Fixed sum is also referred to as “zero-sum” in game theory and refers to how the amount lost in a game or
negotiated settlement is always equal to the amount gained. Distributive tactics are sometimes called hard-
bargaining; users of this tactic believe that there is a finite amount of that which is to be distributed or divided,
but the number of recipients may vary, in which case one person’s gain involves another’s loss.
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Just as negotiators’ behaviour differs depending on how much they value their own
and others’ interests in competitive, cooperative and collaborative situations, different
negotiators’ behaviours will result in different outcomes. Throughout the literature, there
are two primary negotiation outcomes: economic outcome, which is each negotiator’s net
profits, and affective outcome, meaning the negotiators’ sense of satisfaction. According to
Ma (2008), economic outcome measures whether and how negotiators effectively used their
time and resources to reach an agreement that increased their profits (with profits being
understood as the resources available within the confines of the negotiation process).
Conversely, affective outcome assesses whether negotiators came away from a negotiating
process with a sense of satisfaction, as a result of engaging in (and maintaining) lasting
relationships and possibly achieving double wins (where both sides gain). Affective
outcome is intertwined with notions of fairness. Affective outcome or satisfaction is
particularly important in collaborative negotiations, where integrative solutions are
necessary and lasting relationships are valued (Ma 2008).

Competitive negotiations prioritise high aspirations for economic outcomes; the
approach is “us against them”. Competitors enjoy conflict and often have sizable egos,
which can make them inept listeners (Latz 2002). Competitive negotiators are virtually
exclusively self-interested, and do not consider others’ preferences. Consequently,
competitive negotiators will frequently use inflexible tactics to force their opponents to
make allowances. The goal is to achieve an agreement that will yield the most profit for
“their side”, which also leads to their increased sense of satisfaction from the outcome.

Cooperative negotiations value good relationships over personal enrichment.
Cooperative negotiators dislike open conflict, which can make them concede unnecessarily
when they feel threatened (Latz 2002). In addition to being good listeners, they seek to
achieve a positive outcome by engaging in “yielding behaviour”, making compromises to
accommodate others’ interests. These kinds of tactics will typically yield low economic
outcomes. According to Ma (2008), it is difficult to ascertain whether cooperative tactics
yield a positive affective outcome; one can only suppose that self-sacrifice makes
cooperative negotiators feel positive about whatever economic outcome results from an
agreement.

Collaborative negotiations emphasize finding solutions that satisfy the preferences
of all actors. Collaborative negotiators respect each other, which elevates the trust they
have in one another and the process; this allows them to exchange truthful information as
well as make collective compromises. Collaborative tactics will often result in increased
economic outcomes for both sides, because negotiators endeavour to augment the total
available resources. Collaborative negotiations are also likely to end with high levels of
satisfaction for all involved.

While some researchers have been willing to once again consider the individual
influence of negotiators in terms of their personality traits, other researchers have explored
structural variables that were thought to determine the context of negotiations. Among
these, scholars explored the inclusion of constituencies (Druckman 1967), power (Marwell
et al 1969), deadlines (Pruitt & Drews 1969), the number of people of each side (Marwell
& Schmitt 1972), and the presence of third parties (Pruitt & Johnson 1972). Many of the
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same structural variables identified by social psychologists were adopted by political
scientists examining armed conflict resolution in the 1980s and 90s. Consequently, we see
similar key variables appearing in political science research, including constituencies
(Schumann 2014; Wood 2003), power (Downes 2004; Hultquist 2013), deadlines (Pinfari
2011; Ross et al 1990; Rothstein 2007), third parties (Doyle & Sambanis 2002, 2006;
Fortna 2004; Hartzell & Hoddie 2003; Walter 1997, 2002;). However, in time, structural
variables in a negotiation have been found to extend beyond the individual control of
negotiators. However, even as this area of research waned in psychology, it remains widely
referred to and continues to be explored by political scientists.

I contend that while negotiator personality does not predetermine a negotiating
process or outcome, it is a necessary consideration. According to a significant study on
lawyers’ negotiating styles, the most effective negotiators are “both assertive (experienced,
realistic, fair, astute, careful, wise) and empathetic (perceptive, communicative,
accommodating, agreeable, adaptable)” (Schneider 2002: 147). Although it is unfair to
expect all participants in peace negotiations to share similar personality traits and structural
cognitions (not to mention this being entirely unlikely), it would seem that of the Big Five,
an openness to experience best lends itself to positive negotiation outcomes. Likewise,
collaborative negotiations are more likely to yield win-win results, both in terms of
economic as well as affective outcomes.

Few people’s personalities reflect only one key trait. In fact, nearly everyone
possesses at least some parts of all traits. While most negotiators revert to the one or two
key traits that are most comfortable for them, and engage in competitive, cooperative or
collaborative bargaining tactics by default, the most effective negotiators learn how to
employ certain personality traits and tactics when they stand to be most effective. I will
return to the impact of personality while assessing the performance of the various players in
the Sierra Leonean and Liberian peace processes commencing in Chapter 4.

DECISION FRAMES

Inasmuch as research enhances our understanding of the impact of individual
negotiator behaviour, there is growing evidence underscoring the importance of negotiator
cognitions of the bargaining process. In their fulsome review, Bazerman et a/ (2001) claim
that negotiations can only be thoroughly considered by factoring in each negotiator’s
cognitive representation of the process. In negotiation, framing effects can influence
whether conflicts are resolved or perpetuated (Lewicki ef al 2004; McCusker & Carnevale
1995), as well as how conflicts are settled and the quality of the final agreement (Putnam &
Wilson 1989).

Negotiations are places of social decision-making, where negotiators’ individual
assessments of the conflict and the “issues at stake” impact the process (Bazerman 1983).
Negotiators’ perceptions and actions throughout depend on their frame, which refers to an
individual’s “conception of the acts, outcomes, and contingencies associated with a
particular choice” (Tversky & Kahneman 1981: 453). People will take on one frame or
another, and act accordingly, based on their personalities and habits, as well as on how a
problem is presented (Tversky & Kahneman 1981). Framing effects are an example of
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cognitive bias; a person will choose a particular course of action if she perceives an outcome
as positive (gain) or negative (loss). Carnevale (2007) states that faming effects can be
viewed as a “risk about agreement”: when working within a negative frame, negotiators
accept the risk of a non-agreement, which makes them less inclined to make concessions;
conversely, negotiators acting within a positive frame do not want to risk having the
process fail, and will consequently be more accommodating to ensure an agreement.

Even when objective structures of negotiations are identical, negotiators change the
way they act when interactions between participants are framed differently (Larrick &
Blount 1997). Consider the following two frames as example. According to Larrick and
Blount’s accept/reject frame, Side 1 engages first and suggests dividing the (fixed)
resources between the two sides. *® Side 2 can either accept or reject Side 1°s proposal. If
Side 2 accepts the offer, then the resources are shared according to Side 1’s suggestion.
However, if Side 2 rejects the offer, both sides get nothing. In the authors’ claim frame,
Side 1 again engages first, and informs Side 2 which portion of the resources it will claim
for itself. Side 2 then stakes its own claim, knowing what Side 1 has taken. If the total of
Side 1 and Side 2’s claims are equal to or less than the total resources, each side can collect
what it claimed. However, if the total claims surpass the resources, both sides get nothing.

Although these frames are structured identically, Larrick and Blount demonstrate
that both sides act more generously in the claim frame. The difference rests on Side 2’s
response; when Side 2 frames its reply as a claim instead of an accept/reject choice, Side 1
will be more giving because it (inaccurately) anticipates that Side 2 will be more
demanding. Larrick and Blount say this outcome results from “incorrect naive theories
about power and control in bargaining” (1997: 47). In the accept/reject frame, Side 2 had a
single choice, which made Side 1 perceive it as “more dependent and predictable,” whereas
in the claim frame, Side 1 assumed that the unrestricted option allotted to Side 2 gave it too
much autonomy, which made it unpredictable. Larrick and Blount’s frames indicate that
negotiator bias can impact bargaining behaviour in two ways: negotiators can make varying
offers depending on their frame; and given the choice between two frames, negotiators
might opt for a choice that decreases their chances of achieving the outcome they desire
most, simply because they mistakenly believe that one frame is more likely to be successful
than another (Blount & Larrick 2000). Here, we also see how Blount and Larrick’s
research on framing overlaps with notions of fairness and affective outcome (explored
above), where a negotiator may act against her self-interest if she feels an opponent is
acting unfairly.

Other experiments reveal that many (if not most) negotiators enter into the
bargaining process assuming that their interests are in direct conflict with the interests of
other participants. These perceptions are sustained even in fictitious situations where all
sides have the same interests (Thompson & Hastie 1990). Such beliefs tend to endure
throughout the process. On occasions when negotiators change their mindset, they tend to
do so at the very beginning of negotiations (Thompson & Hrebec 1996); if they do not

8 The “accept/reject” frame described by Larrick and Blount (1997) is not dissimilar to the distributive tactics
used in a fixed or zero sum game, outlined earlier.

43



modify their stance at the outset, they are unlikely to do so later on. When a negotiator
operates with an inflexible mindset, negotiation outcomes are often predictable (Ma 2008).

According to Dewulf et a/ (2009), there are cognitive and interactional frames and
these differ. Cognitive frames refer to individual representations of knowledge structures.
These are ontologically distinct from interactional frames that make way for individuals
and groups to develop co-constructions of issues. Both cognitive and interactional frames
are relevant to how negotiators assess, construe, and come to resolve conflict.

A cognitive frame is a memory device that helps people to sort and interpret new
information by conforming it to their pre-existing notions of reality (Minsky 1975). Frames
are representations of knowledge that are stored in human memory, which can be retrieved
and applied to new situations (Dewulf ez al 2009; Minsky 1975). In psychology, cognitive
frames pertain to the ways that “people experience, interpret, process of represent issues,
relationships and interactions in conflict settings” (Minsky 1975: 211). The influence of
cognitive frames is particularly relevant to negotiations because of the ways that knowledge
becomes distorted and biased in times of conflict and decision-making.

Interactional frames are communication devices that people use to chart the ways
that they engage with one another (Dewulf ef al 2009). Unlike cognitive frames, which are
understood as static, interactional frames are dynamic; they shift and grow with ongoing
interaction (Gonos 1977). Interactional frames can help us assess how, together, the
various participants in negotiations create (or co-construct) meanings to issues and
situations as they interact.

However influential, cognitive frames are biased. They are perceived as accurate
reflections of the “real world”, whereas in fact, they are not unlike black-and-white
photographs that reproduce a non-nuanced, partial reality. Imperfect insight that serves to
bolster pre-existing knowledge makes for a narrow, myopic view of the world, which can
lead individuals to develop false assumptions or make decisions based on incomplete
information. Alternatively, people seeking to make sense of their world(s) create
interactional frames together and simultaneously. As such, interactional frames help people
create meaning for the events and situations they partake in (Edwards 1997), instead of
relying entirely on imprecise cognitive frames.

A negotiator’s affect or mood can influence his or her cognitive or interactive
frames. Depending on a negotiators’ goal, mood can increase or decrease chances of
cooperation (Carnevale 2007). For instance, feelings of happiness or well-being can
cultivate cooperation, which can lead to compromise and compliance (Baron 1990;
Kopelman et al 2006), as well as problem solving and collaborative agreements (Carnevale
& Isen 1986; Forgas 1998). When negotiators feel good, they are more likely to have a
good impression about the process, which makes them more cooperative; this, in turn, can
produce successful outcomes (Schei et al 2000). Researchers have not yet determined how
negative emotions, such as anger, can influence decision frames (Carnevale 2007). Anger
can impair a person’s judgment (Allred et a/ 1997), making him more self-absorbed, and is
known to cause a person to reject offers out of hand or make unreasonable ultimatums
(Pillutla & Murnighan 1996). This might seem to indicate that negotiations undertaken in
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anger would tend to fail, but Carnevale (2007) also notes that anger can foster cooperation.
In the face of an utterly intransigent opponent, some negotiators will make significant
compromises to come to an agreement, but they feel highly angry about having done so
(Hilty & Carnevale 1993).

Both cognitive and interactive frames are at play during the negotiating process, as
are the moods of the various participants. Individual, feeling negotiators bring the
cognitive frames through which they perceive the world to an interactive negotiation
process. Throughout their interactions, negotiators collectively co-construct an avenue of
interaction; individuals may shift from autonomous frames to common frames that they
have built and share with others (Dewulf et a/ 2009). However, at the cognitive level, a
person’s cognitive frames may or may not change.”’

Interestingly, the effects of framing are more significant on older adults than on
children and adolescents (Peters et al 2000). As people’s cognitive capacities slow with
age, they also lose the ability to be as flexible in their decisions, and their frames can be
more impacted by their emotions (Wantanabe & Shibutani 2010). As few peace negotiators
are young, these findings are relevant in political negotiations. Notwithstanding, there are
benefits to more mature negotiators: older adults can be persuaded to reassess their choices,
and when they do so, their amended decisions are less biased than at the outset (Thomas &
Millar 2012).

Negotiators can correct their faulty assumptions about power and control while
checking their inherent biases in bargaining by learning to read others’ signals and
adjusting accordingly. As negotiations proceed and parties interact repeatedly, negotiators
can try shifting their frames throughout and paying heed to whether alternate behaviours
succeed or fail. Larrick & Blount aptly use the example of parents, spouses, bosses and
children who, in time, learn to frame their requests differently to “maximize desired
results” (1997: 66). Frame choices need not be static or reactive. Negotiators can adjust
their perceptions depending on context and experience. All the same, however attuned
individual negotiators can become to their biases and decision making frames, they can still
be tripped up by how they perceive and respond to notions of risk and value.

PSYCHOLOGY OF VALUE

As noted earlier in this chapter, much political science literature interprets action
through the lens of economic rational choice, whereby people, parties, and states evaluate
their options and make choices with a mind to maximise their self-interest. However,
behaviour decision theorists have noted “systematic violations” of the typical rational
choice model (Kahneman & Tversky 1984). In fact, breaches of rational choice are
common enough to warrant their own theory.

Prospect theory (also known as “loss-aversion theory’) suggests that individuals
appraise gains and losses differently, and will make choices according to whether they
perceive an option as a personal gain, over the option they perceive as a loss (Kahneman &

 In fact, according to Aarts & van Woerkum (2002), when individuals feel under threat, they rigidly
maintain their pre-existing frames, and even reinforce them, which can result in “frozen frames.”
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Tversky 1979; 1992). In a bargaining situation, this means that if a person is given a single
choice between two options of equal value—one conveyed in terms of potential gains and
the other in potential loss—he will always choose the potential gains option. Prospect
theory supports the notion that humans cannot be relied upon to always cater to their self-
interest by demonstrating that people “have an irrational tendency to be less willing to
gamble with profits than with losses” (Tvede 1999: 94). The idea of loss aversion relates
directly to the discussion above on decision frames because what one determines to be a
gain or loss depends on how the option is “pitched” or expressed.

While people make choices according to what they perceive they might gain or lose,
they also become inured to increased gains or losses. In negotiations, a person receiving an
increase of $0 to $1,000 will be happier with her outcome than if her share was increased
from $1,000 to $2,000 (Birke & Fox 1999). Similarly, having to pay one’s opponent an
increasing amount from $0 to $1,000 is more unpleasant than augmenting her payout from
$1,000 to $2,000 (Birke & Fox 1999). According to Birke & Fox, this predictable reaction
indicates that people will accept different risks depending on whether or not they foresee an
offer to be a potential gain or loss:

Because $1000 is more than half as attractive as $2000, people typically prefer to
receive $1000 for sure than face a fifty-fifty chance of receiving $2000 or nothing (i.e.
they are “risk adverse” for medium probability gains). In contrast, because losing
$1000 is more than half as painful as losing $2000, people typically prefer to risk a 50-
50 chance of losing $2000 or losing nothing to losing $1000 for sure (i.e. they are
“risk seeking” for medium probability losses) (Birke & Fox 1999: 44).

Essentially, people are more likely to be risk adverse if they value certain payment
over an unsure outcome of a greater amount. Conversely, a person will be more accepting
of risk if they are looking for a lucrative, albeit uncertain, outcome over a guaranteed
payment that is just as high as the value o