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HOW DO MILITARY CONFLICTSEND? LESSONS FOR UKRAINE

The main ways of ending military conflicts, bothiwesen states and within the state, are
considered. Among the four main ways to end theasar military victory, negotiated settlement,
negotiated truces, peace of sorts is imposed Iogt garties. Researchers conclude that the best way
to promote sustainable peace is a negotiated sedtte. The main factor here is the text of the peace
agreement, which creates the rules of the gamegrdig to which the key actors in the conflict
agree to act.

The models of democracy that can be laid down peace agreement are analyzed. Among
them are consociational democracy, power-dividoentrifugal and corporate models.

The attention is paid to the consociational moddjch according to the author, is the best
alternative for resolving the armed conflict in tloecupied territories of Luhansk and Donetsk
regions of Ukraine. The basic idea of power-sharing consociational democracy is to
accommodate the interests of the political eliticl represents each segment in a divided society.
The key characteristics of power-sharing are a graoalition, segment’'s autonomy, proportional
representation, and mutual veto. All these featwass be applied in different categories of power-
sharing. These are political, military, economiadaterritorial dimensions. Besides, there are three
types of power-sharing: inclusive power-sharingagtoaining power-sharing, and dispersive power-
sharing. The division of different types helps noerstand at what stage of conflict resolution, tvha
kind of institutions of power-sharing should be lempented. An analysis of the Minsk Agreement
revealed that its text was at odds with currentflicinresolution practices, which was one of the
reasons why the agreement does not affect corégsctution.

Keywords: war, methods of conflict resolution, consociatibt@mocracy, power-sharing, peace
agreement.
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SAK 3AKIHYYIOTHCSI BINCbKOBI KOH®JIKTHU?
YPOKH J1J151 YKPATHU

Pozenanymo ocnoeni cnocobu 3axinuenns 6iliCbKOBUX KOHGIIKMIB, SIK MIdC 0epiicasamu max i
ecepeouni Oepoicasu. Ceped HOMUPLOX OCHOBHUX CNOCODI8 3aKIHYeHHs GIUHU GUOLIAIOMb MAKI-
BilICbKOBA nepemoza, nepecosopu Npo 6pe2yit08aHHs KOHGQIIKMY, nepe208opu npo nepemup's ma
BCMAHOBIEHHS MUPY MPEembol0 CMOPOHOI0. JOCHOHUKU 00X00AmMb BUCHOBKY, WO HAUKDAWUMU
CnocoOoOM, AKULL CNPUSE MPUBATIOMY MUPY, € NEPe208OPU NPO 8Pe2yio8anHs KoHGaikmy. I onosHum
Gaxmopom mym sucmynae mekcm MUpHoi yeoou, 0e 3ak1adaromscs npasula epu, 3a SKUMU OCHOBHI
axmopu KOHGQIIKMYy no200icyomscs Oismu.
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Ilpoananizosano ocHo6Hi MOOeENi 0eMOKpami, Ki MOICYMb 3aKAA0AMuUcs y muphy yeooy. Cepeo
HUX  BUOLIAIOMDb.  KOHCOYIOHANLHY — O0eMOKpamilo, po30ilbHe NPAGTiHHS, OOYEeHmpPo8y ma
KOpnopamuseHy mooeii.

OcHosny yeazy npuodileHo KOHCOYIOHANbHIU Mooeli, sIKkd, Ha OYMKY aémopd, € HAUKpaujoro
AIbMEPHAMUBOI0 05l BUPIULeHHs 30POUH020 KOHGAIKMY HA OKYnogaHux mepumopisnx Jlyeancvrkoi ma
Honeyvkoi obnacmeii Yrpainu. Ocnoéna idesi po3nodineHo20 NpasiiHHA ab0 KOHCOYIOHANbHOL
0eMoKkpamii noasieac 8 aKomooayii iHmepecié NONMUYHOL enimu, KA NPeoOCMABI[e KONCHUL
ceamenm 6 po30ineHomy cycninbemei. Kurouosumu xapaxmepucmuxkamu po3nooiieHoco npasiiHts €
8eUKA KOANIYIsl, ABMOHOMISL ceeMeHmig, NPONOpyYiliHe NPpedCmasHuymeo ma 83acmue eemo. Bci yi
XapakmepucmuKkuy MOoXiCymv 3ACmMoCO8Y8AMUCA V PI3HUX KAMe2opiax po3nooiieno2o npasninus. Lle
noAimMuYHULL, 8ilICbKOBULL, eKOHOMIYHUL ma mepumopianvhuil eumipu. Kpin moeo, sudinsiromvcs mpu
8UOU  PO3NOOLIEHO20 NPABAIHHA, A came I[HKIO3UBHe pOo3nodilene NpAaGliHHa, 0bmedxcyoue
Ppo3noodinene NpasiiHks ma po3nopoutyroue po3noditene npasiinns. I100in na pisni munu oonomazae
3po3ymimu, Ha KU cmaodii po36’ A3aHHA KOHGAIKmMY, AKI iHCMUmMymu po3nooileH020 NpasiiHHs
HeobXiOHo 3acmocosysamu. B pezynemami auanizy Mincokoi yeoou eussneno, wo ii mekcm
cynepeuums Cy4aCHUM NPAKMUKAM PO36’ A3aHHS KOHGAIKMIB, W0 CMano 0OHIEN 3 NPUYUH MO20, U0
Ys yeo0a He 8UsABULA eheKMUBHICMb ) PO38’ A3aHi KOHPIIKmMY .

Kntouoei cnosa. giiina, memoou eupiuieHHs KOHQIIKMIE, KOHCOYIOHATbHA OeMOKpamis,
PO3n00iNeHe NPAGIIHHS, MUPHA Yy200d.
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KAK 3AKAHYUBAIOTCSA BOEHHBIE KOH®JIUKTbI?
YPOKU IS YKPAUHBI

Paccmompenvt  ocHosHble  cnocobbl  OKOHYAHUSL  BOEHHBIX KOMDIUKMOB, KAK MelCOY
eocyoapcmeamu, maxk u euympu eocyoapcmeda. Cpeou uyemvlpex OCHOBHBIX CNnocob08 GOlHbl
svioensitom ciedyruue. 60eHHas nobedda, nepe2o8opvl 00 ype2yIupo8aHul KOHMIUKMA, epeco8opbl
0 nepemupuu u yCmaHosienue Mmupa mpemoell cmopououl. Hcciedosamenu npuxoosm K 6bl800y, 4mo
nepe2ogopvl 06  ypecyIuposanuu KOHQIUKMA Hauboiee CnOcoOCMEYIom YCMAHOGIEHUIO U
nO00epHcanuio OnumenvHo2o mupa. lnasuvim gaxkmopom 30echb evicmynaem meKCm MUpHO20
coenauteHus, 20e 3aKia0bl8alOmMcs Npasuid uspbl, N0 KOMOPLIM OCHOBHLIE AKMOPLl KOHQIUKMA
coanauaomes 0eticmaosams.

IIpoananuzuposanvl 0cHO8HblE MOOeU OeMOKpamuu, KOmopwvle MO2ym 3aKiaobléamuvcs 8
muproe coenawenue. Cpedu HuUx 6blOeIsIOm. KOHCOYUOHATbHYIO OeMOKPAMUI0, pa30eibHoe
npasnenue, YeHMpPOCMPEMUMEIbHYIO U KOPROPAMUBHYIO MOOEU.

OcHognoe 6HUMaHUE YOeleHO KOHCOYUOHANbHOU MoOenu, KOMOopds, No MHeHUI0 agmopd,
AGNeMCcs yyiell albMePHAmuUeoll Oisi PeUleHUss 600PYICEHHO20 KOHPIUKMA HA OKKYNUPOBAHHBIX
meppumopusix Jlyeancrkou u Joneyxou obnacmeti Ykpaunvi. OcnoeHas udes pacnpeodeneHHo2o
npasneHuss Ul KOHCOYUOHANbHOU OeMOKpAmuy 3aKni04aemcs 6 aKKOMOoOayuu uHmMepecos
ROIUMUYECKOU DNIUMbL, KOMOPAs Npeocmasiiem Kaxcowlli ce2MeHm 6 pAacKoIomoM oobwecmse.
Kniouesvimu xapaxmepucmuxamu pacnpeoeiennozo npasieHus AGNAMCcA 00Ibulas Koaruyus,
A6MOHOMUSL Ce2MEHMO8, NPONOPYUOHATbHOE NPeOCMAasUumenscmeo U 83aumuoe eemo. Bce amu
Xapakmepucmuky Moeym NpUMEHAMbCA 6 PA3IUUHLIX KAMe20pusax pAacnpeoeienHo20 NpaeieHus.
Omo noaumuueckoe, 80eHHOe, IKOHOMUYECKOe U meppumopuanvhoe usmepenusi. Kpome moeo,
8bLOCNISIIOMCL MPU BUOA PACHPEOeNeHHO20 NPABNeHUsl, d UMEHHO UHKIIO3UBHOE DPACHPedeleHHOe
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npaenenus, ocpanuyuearowee pacnpeoeieHHoe NpasieHusi U pAacnvligioujeecs pacnpeoesienHoe
npaeénenus. Pazoenenue na paznuumvie munvl nomozaem NOHAMb, HA KAKOU CMAOUU pA3PeueHuUs]
KOHGIUKmMa, Kaxkue UHCMUmymsl pacnpeoeieHHo20 NpasieHus Heooxooumo npumensaims. B
pe3ynomame anaiuza Munckozo coenauieHus 0OHAPYICEHO, UMO ee MeKCm NPOmueopeyum
COBPEMEHHBIM NPAKMUKAM PA3PeUuleHUs: KOHGIUKMOG, YMo Cmaio 0OHOU U3 NPUYUH MO20, YO MO0
co2naulenue noKa3ano HeaghHexmueHocms 6 peuleHul KOHGIUKma.

Kntrouesnie cnosa:. soina, memoowvl pazpeuieHusi KOHGIUKMO8, KOHCOYUOHATbHASL OeMOKPAMUSL,
pacnpeoeneHnoe npagieHusl, MUpHoe coeiauieHue.

The armed conflict in Ukraine has been goingf€Search by Hoodie and Hartzell (Hartzell,
on for more than five years. The experience ofH.O.Odle 2008) takes into account international,
similar conflicts in the post-Soviet space civil wars and armed conflicts, and indicates

(Transnistria in Moldova, Abkhazia, and that there are four ways to end a war. Among

Ossetia in Georgia) shows that conflicts areth(i‘,[rln arte: mf{'.'t?ré ) victory, neg?tlatetd .
frozen, these territories are not integrated. Thig€tement, negotiated truces, peace of Sorts IS

At ; TP : Imposed by third parties. Military victory is
situation creates instability in the region. In thewhen one side defeats the other (Hartzell,

case of Ukraine, the scenario of freezing the . X . ,
conflict slows down Ukraine's efforts to join the 100di€ 2008: 5). A negotiated settlement brings

EU and NATO and contributes to the together representatives of opposing groups,

persistence of neopatrimonial democracy as &'°N€ Of whom acknowledges defeat, to discuss
mode of governancebicyn 2016). Therefore, and agree on the terms on which they will end

the issue of ending the military conflict in the armed conflict. One of ‘the central
Donbas and reintegration of uncontrolled characteristics of the negotiated settlement is

PPN ; Py that the opponents involved in this form of
terrlt_lgrrllgrsels g;g h'ggﬁsagn?ﬂr,g};é in scientific ending the war directly address the question of

literature how wars can end. Also, the IiteraturehOV\f[ to d'ft:'bug powert an? t%ovem.l't in the

is divided into that which deals with the study POS "tva'; state. mppor‘?“ S C’th € Cvi Waftﬁ.ag
of interstate conflicts and conflicts within the negt(_) late a iel ergen lon elhr own, or thir ,
country. For example, the researcher Wittmanpf"r ',?S |Icar|1| %_p ZegC()eS(')pSSUCTh an agri:_ein(én
in his study indicates the probability when wars (Hartzell, Hoodie : ). The negotiate

between states can continue and end. He, "t{]uces differ from settlement negotiations in that
contrast to behavioral and psychological €Y focus on the process and ways to end
theories, bases his research on the theory O\f|olence in the short term. The negotiated truces
rational choice. For countries to agree to end th%eldohm a?dress the complex issue ?f hOWt atnd
war, the benefits of war for the two countries ©Y WNOM 10 EXEICISE POWET In a post-war State.
must be less than the expected benefits of\ peace secured by a truce is often reminiscent

resolving the conflict (Witman 1979: 744). The Of the type of «uncertainty» when hostilities
benefit of continuing the war depends on theended but the final state of relations between the

cost of the war and the opportunities andparticipants in the hostilities and the rules for

: Lo : lving conflicts remain unclear (Hartzell
benefits of winning or losing the war. If one of 'S0V _ . )
the parties expects the benefits of victory to beHOOdle 2008: 7). The establishment of peace by

higher than the costs of the war, it is assumed? tird party occurs when one of the groups of
that the country will want the war to continue Participants in hostilities negotiates with third
(Witman 1979: 745). When the shooting parties involved in the conflict (Hartzell,
decreases, the possibility of concluding an'ioodie 2008: 8). "
agreement decreases, and thus the war Among these four ways to stop the military

continues. And if one of the parties thinks that it conflict, researchers indicate the negotiated
can win, it also reduces the possibility of settlement as the best way to end the war. There

concluding a peace settflement agreemen re several reasons for this. Firstly, negotiations
(Witman 1979: 760) 0 end the war are less costly than a military
This study was done in the 70s. After the Victory (Hartzell, Hoodie 2008: 8). Secondly,
collapse of the bipolar world, with the collapse € Outcome of the negotiated settlement has a
of the USSR, more and more attention of Jreater potential for enduring peace (Hartzell,

researchers began to pay to civil wars. Currenfioodie 2008: 9).

comparative peace science studies not only thebIt tShOl“d b?’i ?FT;lpTaS;ZGdt th"’;t Wthhen Vr‘l’e 'E[‘?‘r']k
end of interstate wars but also intrastate. Thus, 220Ut péace, 1t 1S not easy 1o Stop the shooting.
For example, although a ceasefire is an urgent
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need, it should not be confused with a broadeBosnia, a Bosnian Serb, and a Bosnian Croat
peace-building plan and replaced its (LederachiHoodie, Hartzell 2010: 9).
1998: 75). Thus, the provisions on the cessation = Power-sharing institutions are those rules,
of hostilities and the perception of the commonin addition to defining how decisions will be
future of the country (which, according to made by a group within a polity, the distribution
Lederach (Lederach 1998: 77) includesof decision-making rights, including access to
«sustainable development, self-sufficiency, justpublic resources, among collectives that
social structures») must be different. compete for power (Hartzell, Hoodie 2010:
Ensuring a cessation of hostilities does not320).
in itself guarantee that there will be stable peace  There are categories in power-sharing:
in countries that have survived civil wars. A political, territorial, military, and economic. The
strong peace is characterized not only by thepolitical dimension refers to political power
absence of armed conflict. Distinctive featuresamong the parties to a settlement. This is a
of a stable peace include regulated conflictproportional electoral system, administrative
management practices and the emergence of groportional representation, and proportional
domestic order that ensures self-enforcementrepresentation in the executive branch. The
The stable relations between hostile groups argerritorial dimension includes the division of
the product of established governing bodies thautonomy between levels of government based
both mitigate and direct social competition on federalism or regional autonomy. The
(Hartzell, Hoodie 2008: 11). economic dimension is the distribution among
The arrangements and rules of the gamegroups of the economic resources that belong to
laid down in the peace agreement must behe state. The military dimension is the
designed in such a way that all parties aredistribution of the coercive power of the state
willing to abide by these rules and that the(Hartzell, Hoodie 2010: 320). The more
benefits of enforcing these rules outweigh theextensive the network of power-sharing
return to hostilities. institutions the competing parties are willing to
However, the introduction of democracy create, the less likely they are to return to the
sometimes creates favorable conditions for theuse of armed violence for a settlement. Power-
emergence of groups that want to return tosharing should have many dimensions, not just
hostilities. It arises since democratic rules arefocus on political decision making (Hartzell,
new and unknown, and the outcome of theHoodie 2010: 330).
elections is also uncertain. In this case, power-  Power-sharing can be considered in three
sharing institutions/mechanisms help to ensurdifferent forms: inclusive, dispersion, and
that they have at least minimal representation irconstraining. Some of these forms are very
government. As was the case with the Daytonclose to the establishment of democracy, while
Peace Accords, which ended the war in Bosniapthers are not (Strom et al. 2015: 166). Table 1
the agreement included a «committee of threexepresents the description of each type.
presidency that included representatives from

Table 1
Thetypesof power sharing
Inclusive power sharing Dispersion power sharing ngd@ining power
sharing
- grand coalition, - distribution of power ta -freedom of religion,
- mutual veto, subnational governments, - members of the army may npt
- reservation of seats or positions accountability of subnationalbe elected to parliament,
in the executive branch fgrgovernments to citizens, - effective judicial control over
certain groups -representation of subnationalhe legislative and executive
districts in the centrgl authorities
government

Gates et al. (Gates et al. 2016: 524) studieshe risk of initial conflict and the risk of
the effects of institutions of different power- recurrence in post-conflict situations. It can be
sharing types in societies that experiencedexplained by providing security for ordinary
armed conflict and countries that do not. Theircitizens, and by the protection from government
analysis shows that only constraining repression that the core way in which the
institutions of the power-sharing are associatedoower-sharing leads to peace.
with a reduced risk of armed conflict, including
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As Lijphart points out, the only difference the arsenal of available means gives minorities
between the concepts of consociationala sense of confidence, thus reducing the
democracy and power-sharing is that power-likelihood of applying this right in practice.
sharing is a practical recommendation, andFinally, every political segment understands and
consociationalism is a theoretical conceptrealizes the danger of reckless veto. The mutual
(Lijphart 2008: 6). veto can be both an informal agreement and a

Consociational democracy can be seen as formal rule enshrined in the constitution
system of accommodation and compromise(Jleiinxapr 1997: 73-74). The principle of
between elites, in which states with deep sociabroportionality is also a significant departure
and political divisions have the opportunity to from the principle of majority power and, like a
achieve political stability. A. Lijphart defines mutual veto, is closely linked to the principle of
consociational democracy through its four a «grand coalition». It can be used twice. First,
characteristics, the first and most important ofit is a method by which positions in the civil
which is the exercise of power by a grandservice system are distributed among political
coalition of political leaders of all major segments, as well as financial resources in the
segments of a multifaceted society. It can takeform of state subsidies¢iinxapr 1997: 74).
several different forms, such as a grandProportionality as a neutral and impartial way
coalition inside the cabinet in a parliamentary of distribution removes from the decision-
system, a «grand» council or committee withmaking process many problems that could
important advisory functions, or a grand potentially split the coalition, and thus eases the
coalition with other key officials in the «weight» of consociational power.
presidential system. Three other importantProportionality is the basic principle of the
elements of consociational democracy: 1)functioning of the «grand coalition»: all the
mutual veto, or the rule of «<matching majority», most important segments should not only be
which is an additional guarantee of the vital represented in decision-making bodies but also
interests of the minority, 2) proportionality as be represented proportionally.
the main principle of political representation, it The last deviation from the power of the
applies in particular to the principles of civil majority is the autonomy of the segments,
service and distribution of budget funds, 3) awhich leads to the corresponding independence
high degree of autonomy of each segment in thef the minority in the sphere of its vital
implementation of its internal affairs. interests. It seems to be a logical consequence

Participation in a «grand coalition» of the «grand coalition» principle. On all issues
provides an important political guarantee of of general importance, decisions should be
security to political segments that are amade by all segments together, with an
significant minority, but the guarantee is not approximately proportional degree of influence.
entirely reliable. Decisions must be made by aFor all other issues, decision-making and
«grand coalition»; they are achieved by voting,implementation can be given to each segment.
and although the presence in the coalitionDelegating to segments the rights to develop
allows minorities to defend their position as and implement policy decisions, together with
vigorously as possible in the face of coalition the proportional distribution of public funds to
partners, the majority can still vote for it during each segment, are a powerful incentive for
the vote. If the decisions made in this way different organizations to form within segments.
violate the vital interests of the minority One aspect of defining a plural society is that
segment, then such a defeat will be consideredhe cleavages are transferred to civil society
unacceptable, and cooperation between thenstitutions. This means that the autonomy of
elites of these segments will be threatenedthe segments increases the complexity of the
Thus, the right of a minority to veto must be already heterogeneous society. The nature of
added to the principle of a «grand coalition»; consociational democracy is fully consistent
only such a right will give each political with the fact that it (at least in its initial plegs
segment a full guarantee of political security. makes a plural society even more
The biggest threat is that this right may createheterogeneous. Its content is not in eliminating
the same difficulties for cooperation within a or weakening the contradictions between the
grand coalition as the neglect of minority segments, but in openly recognizing them and
opinion. However, three arguments can be madéransforming the segments into constructive
to confirm that this threat is not as great as itelements of a stable democracy. A special form
seems. First, the veto is reciprocal, and allof the autonomy of the segments is federalism,
minority groups own it and can resort to it. although, of course, federalism can exist in a
Second, the very fact that the veto is always insmall society Ileiinxapr 1997: 92-94). The
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theory of federalism has much in common with Inclusive decision-making, especially, through
consociationalism, and it is not only the the guarantee of ethnic representation and the
granting of autonomy to the constituent parts ofguarantee of veto, makes policy-making slower
the state but also the overrepresentation of smathnd more likely to lead to a stalemate (Roeder,
entities in the «federal» chamber of parliament.Rotchild: 39).
Thus, the theory of federalism can be Power-dividing institutions emphasize the
considered as a limited and special kind ofimportance of civil rights that limit government,
theory of consociationalism, and vice versa, thethe separation of powers that create diverse
concept of autonomy can be considered as anajorities, and the checks and balances that
general conclusion from the theory of limit each majority. These institutions guarantee
federalism {leiinixapt 1997: 78—79). the rights of ethnic and other groups, but it is
Donald Horowitz is the most famous critic universalist, individual freedoms. Separation
of consociationalism. He emphasizes thatmechanisms do not abolish the majority
consociational mechanisms only increase ethnicomponent of government decision-making, the
or religious divisions, and the elites have nobasic principle of democracy, according to
incentive to cooperate (Grofman, Stockwell which the popular majority chooses the course
2020: 108). Horowitz focuses on the topic of of government. Institutions of separation of
pre- and post-election coalitions: unlike powers authorize a different majority, where
Lijphart, for whom the main goal is to reach a each majority represents the public interest
compromise between groups after the electionsomewhat differently, in a separate,
Horowitz points to the need to form coalitions independent governmental body (Roeder,
before the election that will involve voters from Rotchild: 52). A simple and obvious obstacle to
different groups and thus promote compromisethe violation of the majority on the rights of the
on ethnic grounds (Horowitz 2002: 23). He minority is the requirement that any change in
argues in favor of an integrative approach thatthe distribution of rights must be ratified by a
helps resolve ethnic conflicts by overcoming different majority in government bodies
ethnic differences between groups (Grofman,(Roeder, Rotchild: 64). Power-dividing
Stockwell 2020: 109). Horowitz determines that disperses political power among different
the best way to reduce the destructivepolitical institutions at the national and sub-
characteristics of a divided society is not tonational levels and empowers different
encourage the formation of ethnic parties, butmajorities within each. Thus, the separation of
rather to use an electoral system that willexecutive power from the legislature and the
encourage cooperation and accommodatiordivision of the legislature into two separate
among competing groups (Reilly 2002: 157).  chambers are encouraged. From this point of
Another critic of Lijphart's theory is Philip view, even if presidentialism leads to a
Roeder. He points out that the mechanisms otoncentration of power and, consequently, to
power-sharing limit democracy and usually super-presidency, in a divided society the
creates stable cartels among the elite of ethnipresidential system can lead to a real separation
groups (Roeder, Rotchild: 36). Many inclusive of powers and significant checks and balances,
decision-making institutions, such as mutualand in this case is better than parliamentarism.
vetoes, can be used to start a confrontationt is also not necessary to have one optimal set
game in which each party threatens to blockof election rules for representative bodies
decision-making in parliament until the other representing alternative majorities. Federalism
party makes concessions. can lead to destructive consequences through
Institutions of power-sharing shape the the concentration of local government, and
policy agenda and the exclusive rights ofinstead requires the creation of several
interethnic distribution of power and resources.institutional bodies at the subnational level with
The question of what exactly divides ethnic a government elected by a majority (Roeder,
groups is central, this section supports high-Rotchild: 343).
level interethnic conflict and the viability of In practice, the three political models
fundamental issues regarding the reorganizatiorfconsociationalism, centripetal model, and
of rules (Roeder, Rotchild: 37). corporatism) are considered ideal types, but
Institutions of power-sharing are also most countries do not use pure types but
created to increase the representativeness of tr@ombinations of approaches. Table 2 presents
state, but this representativeness is alwayshe basic principles of the models (Reilly 2012:
created due to government inefficiency. 267).
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Table 2
M odels of demaocracy for divided societies
Consociational model Centripetal model Corporabel@h
Election Proportional system based on A system in which Collective voter lists
party lists in large constituenciespoliticians depend on other
to maximize proportionality communities than their
own
Cabinet The government of the grand Government of a Formal separation of
coalition, the veto of minoritied multiethnic coalition, no powers based on the
on important issues minority veto number of votes
received
Parties Ethnic parties, each representaNon-ethnic or multiethnic Ethnic parties for
own group parties or party coalitions certain groups
Autonomy Autonomy of segments and| Non-ethnic federalism or| Division of the territory
ethnic federalism autonomy into several independent
units

Taking into account the theory, we can a compromise between the two parties, and
consider how much applied in the Minsk none of the parties has an incentive to adhere to
Agreement, which was concluded in 2015 andits provisions. The main recommendation is as
signed by members of the Normandy Four follows: to form two stages of transition from

The Minsk Agreemeftincludes thirteen war to peace. The first is the transition phase,
articles. These include a ceasefire in Luhanskwhich includes inclusive power-sharing
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