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1. Introduction

When attempting to resolve these conflicts, enforcement does matter, but only in the
short term. If outside states truly expect these settlements to last over time, they must
consider howthe institutional parameters of any new government shape groupsO
expectations about their future security and factor into decisions to fight or cooperate.
Military force may be crucial for demobilizatiobut creative institutional design matters
far morein the long run

-- Barbara F. WalteiCommitting to Peac&002, 168, emphasis added)

Over the last thirty years the vast majority of battle deBthisether combatant or
civilian B have been caused by civil wars, not international Whfajor civil conflicts
have destroyed lives and livelihoods in the Sudan, the Democratic Republic of Congo,
Somalia, Liberia, Angola, Rwanda, Burundi, Guatemala, El Salvador, Nicaragua, the
Philippines and Sri Lanka, among other states.

Given the high costs of war, it izzling that woulebe belligerents cannot strike
a bargain to avoid violent conflict (Fearon 1995). This is especially true in the case of
civil war, where participants have democracy as a potential mechanism for conflict
resolution. Even if war cannotebavoided, it is puzzling thd after information is
revealed on the battlefiel® participants continue to opt for violent conflict instead of
identifying a democratic alternative that works for both sides.

The empirical record of democracy as a pedcsdibstitute for civil war is not
encouraging (Gurses and Mason 2008; Hartzell and Hodalg; 2Wantchekon and
Neeman 2002 Even when an outside party enforces a negotiated settlement, the
recurrence of conflict remains likely (Walter 2002). An importgart of such
settlements is the way in which electoral institutions allocate deaiséking or control
rights. Different electoral institutions give elected elites different incentives to abide by
the terms of the settlement, to enforce the terms, aratlapt the terms in mutually
productive ways. If elites do not expect settlements to be enforced, they are not likely to
negotiate and sign a confliending settlement in the first place (Higley and Gunther
1992; Fearon 1998); instead, they are likelydekfighting either until they are forced to
stop by third parties, or until one side emerges as the decisive victor. If participants
expect the settlement to be enforced but not adapted, then even if conflict ends for a
while, repression or civil war magesume once shifting conditions make the terms
unacceptable to one side (Powell 1999; Werner 1999; Roeder and Rothchild 2005;
Davenport et. al. 2005).

The fundamental question is this: can electoral institutions help warring parties
get outand stay out 6 civil war? To answer this question, we provide a theoretical

! From 1990 to 2002, for example, over 90% of the baltlaths globally were from civil wars (Lacina
2006; Lacina and Gleditsch 2005).



framework to understand why most electoral institutions fail to offer either an initial
escape or a sustainable escape from civil conflict. We then use that framework to propose
an alternativanstitution that is more conducive to doing both. Drawing on the literature
on selfenforcing constitutions (Hardin 1991; Przeworski 1991; Bates et. al. 2002;
Genicot and Skaperdas 2002; Fearon 2006; North, Wallis, and Weingast 2009), we argue
that any poscivil war electoral institution that aims to initiate and sustain democratic
government must enable elites to overcome two successive barriersit Risst make

the distribution of benefits to potential spoilers proportionate to their relative biaggain
power, where bargaining power is a function of capabilities to use violSeoend, it
mustadaptively reallocate spoils over time to accommodate ongoing fluctuations in the
value of spoils and the violent capabilities of potential spoileve. will refer to these
successive problems as the Ostatic spoiler problem® and the Odynamic spoiler problem,0
respectively.

We use the twatage framework of spoiler problems to think about two polar
opposite kinds of postonflict institutions: majoritarian elemtal institutions and power
sharing institutions. We consider an electoral institutioajoritarian when parties
contest for a single, powerful executive office, typically through plurality rule eofiun
voting 2 Although powersharing institutions areeerogeneous in design, for present
purposes we follow Lijphart in definingowersharinginstitutions as those that mandate
Oparticipation of representatives of all significant communal groups in political decision
making, especially at the executive le@ecoupled with autonomy for groups to run their
own affairs (Lijphart 2004).

Unfortunately, neither majoritarian nor powsdraring institutions are designed to
solve both spoiler problems in succession. Majoritarian institutions fail to overcome the
first. Powersharing institutions overcome the first problem, but fail to overcome the
second.

This article proposes a Otdaking institution,O a novel electoral mechanism
designed to solve both variants of the spoiler problems. With this mechanism,dlee wh
executive term goes to a sufficiently inclusive supermajority coalition; if no coalition
qualifies, major coalitions take short, alternating turns several times around before the
next election. We focus on the case where a supermajority of 60% winhdohe term,
or else the first and secompthce parties take alternating eywar turns over a fowear
term?

2 |n principle we can e®nd our arguments to accommodate the shifting identities of those who count as
potential spoilers.

*There are a number of wélhown alternatives to plurality rule and roff voting (for example, instant

run-off voting, the Borda count, approval votingnd range voting). These alternatives are reviewed at
length elsewhere (Horowitz 2003). Our contention, which must go undefended here, is that these
alternative®like plurality rule and ruroff voting Bfail to address the static and dynamic spoilebpgms.

“Here we will focus on the case where parties® sizes only fluctuate within the range where the top two
parties take turns, as this greatly simplifies the exposition. We think th¢aking institution would solve
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This mechanism takes inspiration from classical and contemporary examples of
rotating executives, among them the Roman consuls during the Rapaiblic (on and
off, from ~500 BCE to ~100 BCE), the Presidency during Fnente Nacionalin
Colombia (19581974), the Presidency of the Council of the European Union {1958
2006), and the Presidency of Boshiarzegovina (199@resent). The turtaking
institution differs from these exampl&sand they differ from one anoth&rin theory
relevant ways. The short list of differences would include the number of parties eligible
to take turns, the way the term is divided into turns, whether the assigniamsois
fixed or responsive to electoral outcomes, and whether the existence-t#king at all
is fixed or responsive to electoral outcomes. This means we cannot treat these examples
as multiple instances of a single mechanism to which we coulg gpalitative or large
n analysis. For this reason, we begin the inquiry into the properties otaking
institutions by proposing theotimformed conjectures that we hope will provoke testing
in the lab and in the field. Specifically, we conjecturat tthe turrtaking institution
would solve both the static and dynamic spoiler problems.

electoral institutions

major- power- turn-

itarian sharing taking
solve static spoiler problem? no yes yes
solve dynamic spoiler problem? no no yes

Table 1. Three electoral institutions and their proposed abilities to solve the static and
dynamic spoiler problems.

This paper makes one OexplanatoryO contribatidrone OdesignO contribution.
The explanatory contribution is to explain why majoritarian and pahvaring
institutions fail to solve the static and dynamic spoiler problems, and therefore fail to
prevent recurrent civil conflict. The design contribatis to offer a novel electoral
mechanism that is more suitable to the end of building a sustainable\posiar peace.

The paper proceeds as follows. The second section lays out our informal
framework. The third section presents our formal frameworkcbmparing the turn
taking institution with majoritarian and powsharing institutions. The fourth section
describes the causal mechanisms underpinning the conjectures that ttekingn
institution would overcome the staindthe dynamic spoiler pblems. The fifth section
tests the conjectures against three conditions, individually and cumulatively hostile to the
conjecturesO validity: we show that the aking institutionOs performance is robust to
high levels of timediscounting, high levels foincumbency advantage, and limited

the spoiler problems in casesheve partiesO sizes also fluctuate to allow one party to cross the
supermajority threshold, but to defend this assertion is beyond the scope of this paper.
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capabilities to make commitments. The sixth section discusses the results. The seventh
section considengaths for future researemdconcludes.

2. The balance of spoils and potential spoilers

In this section we apyp major concepts from the literature on setfforcing
constitutions to frame our evaluation of existing pastflict electoral solutions and the
turn-taking alternative we propose. We limit our discussion to election of the executive.

We refer to the werarching problem of initiating and sustaining pomflict
peace as the Ospoiler problemB&levant players may prefer to initiate or continue civil
conflict rather than abide by a particular institutional arrangement, thereby spoiling a
civil war peaxe agreement.

The static spoiler problenThe first challenge for any pesbnflict settlement is
to make the distribution of benefits to potential spoilers proportionate to their relative
bargaining power, where bargaining power is a function of capesbitio use violence.

We refer to this as the Ostatic spoiler problem.O The matching of spoils and violent
capabilities can be disproportionate in two ways: either oneOs expected stream of spoils in
a peace settlement is too small relative to oneOs dtigmbir else it is too large. This
matching is difficult insofar as there is uncertainty regarding the value or reliability of
certain streams of benefits, as well as regarding relative capabilities for violence (North,
Walllis and Weingast 2009). If patgal spoilers underestimate the magnitude of benefits
they would receive and overestimate their capabilities for viol@lgiases that are all

too common in situations of conflict (Babcock and Loewenstein 1D%i¢ bargaining

space that makes a settlembh acceptable may disappear altogether.

The dynamic spoiler problenktven if the static spoiler problem is overcome, it
can unravel as circumstances shift. This is the Odynamic spoiler problem.O It is
tremendously difficult to adaptively reallocate spadsaccommodate fluctuations in the
perceived value of spoils, the violent capabilities of potential spoilers, and the personal
and group identities of the potential spoilers.

What drives these fluctuations? It would be difficult to provide an exhadstiye
but a partial list suffices to show why extant allocations become outmoded so reliably.
The value of spoils (e.g. rights to control land, monopoly privileges, appointments) can
fluctuate for a variety of reasons. The value of researtection rigis fluctuate with
the discovery or depletion of resources (oil, natural gas, diamonds or minerals), as well as
with the prices of substitutes in global markets (Collier and Hoeffler 2005). The value of
appointments fluctuates with the salary and peresdincluding bribes) that appointees
can expect to gain, which themselves depend upon changing economic conditions (Bates
2008).

®We draw on Stedman (1997), Hardin (1999), Powell (1999), Acemoglu and Robinson (2005), and North,
Walllis, and Weingast (2009).



Potential spoilersO relative capabilities to use violence fluctuate with changes to
the size, organization and capabilitidstieeir coalition. The size of coalitions may ebb
and/or flow with demographic change, with ideological conversions, with promised
material payoffs from policy, or with the relative personal charisma of leaders (Higley
and Gunther 1992). The organizatidrcoalitions may shift with the availability of social
technologies (e.g. the corporation, the internet) or events (e.g. famines, recessions, the
threat from the other coalition) that make it more or less easy to coordinate (Acemoglu
and Robinson 2006). @hges in capabilities may be a result of wealth gains/losses,
technological innovation, or shifting alliances with international actors.

Why are these fluctuations difficult to accommodate? The dynamic spoiler
problem is not merely a series of static sgoiproblems. The need for dynamic re
allocation makes each static allocation more difficult, as the anticipation of shifts in the
balance of spoils and bargaining power limits the ability of players to reach agreements in
the first place (Powell 1999).

When a potential spoilerOs claim on spoils within status quo institutions is
inadequate and renegotiation fails, civil war ensues. Civil war therefore offers the
backstop OsolutionO for the spoiler probBmsofar as civil war reallocates spoils to
those vith relatively greater capacities to use violefieut only at a great cost of lost
lives, wealth and welbeing (Fearon 1995).

There is another solution, however, that does not come with these destructive side
effects: multiplying the benefits of peace that potential spoilers prefer peace even in
circumstances where they have the military advantage. This can be achieved only when
potential spoilers have incentives to form, enforce and adapt mutually productive
agreements governing the polinyaking pre@ess (North, Wallis and Weingast 2009).
However, it is difficult for elites to form, enforce, and adapt agreements regarding the
proper rules of the ganfe.

While Oform, enforce and adaptO is the chronological order of the elements, their
strategic logic pts them in a different order: Oenforce, form, and adapt.O The ability to
enforce agreements is necessary but not sufficient to the ability to form them, as parties
will not waste time and resources negotiating agreements that stand no chance of being
enforced. The ability to form and enforce agreements is necessary but not sufficient to the
ability to adapt them. The adaptive process consists of forming and enforcing a series of
bargains in regular succession. Even if elites can do this once, they mayaiié bo do
so repeatedly.

First, it is difficult to enforceagreements. Officeeekers who are aware of the
difficulty of sustaining agreement can use the strategy of Odivide and ruleO to increase
their chances of winning or retaining office by playirffane subset of citizens against
others Weingast 1997; 2005). This could mean allocating spoils in the form of

® With some variations, this is the account given by HeckathornVea=er (1987), North (19D), Hardin
(1991, 1999), Elster (1995), Weingast (1997, 2005), and North, Wallis and Weingast (2009).
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appointments, subsidies, threaks, and monopoly privileges (Olson 1983; Krueger
1990; Murphy, Shleifer and Vishny 1993; Geddes 19B4dtes 208). It could also mean
selecting public policies thd through their bias for or against a particular ideology,
region or ethnicityp mobilize the base and divide or-d®bilize the opposition (Downs
1957; Horowitz 1985; Davenport et. al. 2005; Daven®007; Cox 2009).These
distributionally biased policies can allow offiseekers to survive or flourish politically,
even though the policies destroy wealth and Avelhg relative to a world in which
office-seekers refrained from strategically skewindigies (Robinson 1998; Bueno de
Mesquita et. al. 2003).

Second, even if agreements could be enforced, it is difficdtirto a particular
agreement in the first place. Nanmediate benefits from establishing the proper
structures and scope of executigffice are obscured by the complexity of social,
political, and economic phenomena (Jervis 1998; Friedman 2005). By contrast,
individuals tend to have a clearer conception of their narrow and-rsimoihterests,
which are often in conflict with the narrocand shorrun interests of others. In the short
run, depending on the policies proposed, the interests of hawks and doves, producers and
consumers, the old and the young, and the rich and the poor can be set in conflict. A
subset of citizen®whether swig voters, base voters, or special interBstan typically
reap immediate benefits from allowing the government to wield authority on its behalf.

Third, it is typically difficult toadaptan agreement, once formed and enforced.
There is a tension betwe®strength and flexibility, commitment and mutabilityO (Bednar
2009, 1). If it is expected that any new agreement will itself be renegotiated in the near
future, then the credibility of commitment to the new agreement is undermined, and with
it the anticpated gains from coordination. If a sharh agreementanbe enforced, then
there is a silver lining: forming a shexin agreement should entail lower negotiation
costs than forming a loAgin agreement (Fearon 1998). This is small consolation,
however given the hurdles that must be overcome to achieve it.

It is no wonder that many fail to solve the dynamic spoiler problem, and instead
fall back into civil war. Going forward, Ocreative institutional des@iOthe sense of
Walter (2002)Pbis needed tanake it easier to solve the dynamic spoiler problem. The
key is to provide a simple, procedural institutional framework that can sustain a series of
shortlived mutually productive agreements between opposing elites.

3. A framework for understanding tetatic and dynamic spoiler problems

We can represent the two barriers geaceful and democratic pasvil war
governmentwithin a simple formal framework. Suppose there are @gpoilers,O or
players who can initiate civil war: for example, a governimeard a rebel group, a left
and right party, or two ethnic groups. We will refer to the ORedO and OBIlueO groups.



Let U,(J) be the utility of participani within institution J (see Figure 1). In
addition to the three institutionalizedntests for control, there are two kinds of violent
contests for control (represented by the dotted lines in Figure 1): thevhase the
players see themselves as evenly matched (Ono advanfag®®E, and the case
where the sidehasthe advantage (Owith advantaged@G)WAFR.

Our analysis can handle cases where the two sides are evenly matched in their
capabilities to wield violence, or where the state of the world randomly transitions from
the case with Ono advantageGhe case Owith advantagé\@hout loss of generality,
we focus on the case where the two sidedPareleast for the momemiroughly evenly
matched in military capabilitie’.

For each kind of institutiod, the participant has a utility assigned twinning,
U™(J), a utility assigned to losingJ’™(J), and a probabilityp of winning.
Throughout, we assume that players are-mistral, which simplifies the expositidn.
The ex postitilities have ak superscript, denoting whether participas party came out
in first or second place; thex anteutilities do not have that superscript.

U;(J)
utility of longgg |
' run
player i form, enforce and adapt
mutually productive
scope and structure
Ui(WAR) |---mrdrmmmmmemmmemrncereee e
short
¥ run
Uij(WAR) freremqemmmsesmmmmne b,
major-  power- turn-
itarian  sharing  taking
(MA) (PS) (TT)
alternative forms of institution, J,
for allocating executive control
; i's ex post utility from
(]i].st(J) — i P y
winning contest J
ex ante o e
probability = p, + U; (/) = £ % &€ Willy
of winning
Uiz”‘[(J) = I'sex post utility from
losing contest J

Figure 1 Ex anteand ex postutilities for playeri within the three institutions, as
compared to thex ante utility of civil war, with advantage and withoatlvantage.

"We have less to say about #iiation where one side is always dominant.

8 The case where one side is militarily dominant is unlikely to lead to acpaofict settlement in the first
place (Zartman 1989; Walter 2002: 9).

° A more plausible assumptiddconsidering the stakes inveldDis that players are risiverse. This does
not qualitatively change our conclusions.



The majoritarian caseWhen neither player has the advantage in a prospective
civil war, playeri will agree ex anteto hold majoritarian elections so long as
U,(WAR <U,(MA) , but wil only abide by a losing outcome&x post when
U,(WAR <U?™(MA). Of course, if player does not expect to be that competitise
ante D if pis lower, so that,(MA)<U,(WAR b then playeri would not agree to
majoritaian elections in the first place. When minorities expect to win eventually, or
when they expect their rights to be secure even when they lose, they are more likely to
agree to electiongx anteand abide by the resulisx post If they expect to lose
consstently and their rights are not secure, then they are likely to act as spoilers should
they have the violent capabilities; if they lack sufficient violent capabilities, they may be
excluded or violently repressed (Davenport 2004). Electoral competitwinirertake
all systems therefore creates the conditions for renewed conflict, on the one hand, or
permanent oppression of a minority, on the other.

The powersharing casePlayeri might, however, agree to some kind of power
sharing institution, where éne is no opesnded contest for control. Playierould agree
to powersharing so long as,(WAR <U,(PS). Powersharing decreases the desirability
of returning to war by providing potential spoilers with an opportunity to participate in
politics even if they fail to win elections (Hartzell and Hoddie 2007; Gates and Strom
2007). Minority rights can be protected, at least in a minimal way, by guaranteeing
minorities veto power over important policy decisions. PesVaring institutions
therefore slve the static spoiler problem by makitite distribution of benefits, such as
the allocation of offices, proportionate to potential spoilersO relative bargaining power.
Powersharing dramatically reduces tles anteuncertainty by reducing the stakes of
electoral conflict: that is, the difference between winning and losingost(Gates and
Strom 2007).

Thus, as a first approximation, there is no difference between Owinning® and
OlosingO because the poslearing institution does not involve opended competition:

U,(P9 =U (P9 =U(PS. Here, as there is no difference between winning and
losing, there is no probability of winning or losing. In Figure 1, this puts te& ante
box on the same level as batk posbutcomes, which distinguishes it frommetcases)(

= MA andJ = TT) where theex antebox branches up and down into two sepaexteost
outcomes.

However, the Ono advantageO situation need not be stable. Exogenous and
endogenous changes (e.g. demographic shifts, recessions, famines, dhidftiogsa can
suddenly make it easier for one side to win a violent conflict. Due to the shift in the
anticipated advantage, playewill abide by the powesharing agreement only so long as
U,(WAR <U,(PS . When U,(WAR <U,(PS<U,(WAR, then paitipant i would
support the adoption of powsharing when no side has the advantage and subsequently
revert to preferring war once the advantage shifts to his side.
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The institutional features of powsharing arrangements make adaptive re
coordination dificult over the longterm. It is hard for elites to credibly commit to
cooperate when one side holds all the decisiaking rights, as in winndakeall
institutions. But it is also hard for elites to realize the benefits of cooperation in-power
sharinginstitutions, when each side has a formal veto they can wield against the other,
and when decisieomaking offices are assigned by quotas. In the first case decision
making is too exclusive, in the second, too inclusive (Buchanan and Tullock 1962; Gates
andStrom 2007).

Empirically, powersharing agreements frequently collapse in the -teng,
particularly when undertaken in multiethnic societids. Rothchild and Roeder (2005,

41) note, Oamong the 16 experiments with plaring institutions cited by Howitz
(1985) inEthnic Groups in Conflictl2 Burma, Chad, Cyprus, Ethiopia, Guyana, Iraq,
Lebanon, Nigeria (1960966 and 1974983), the Philippines, Sri Lanka, and Sudan
were subsequently discarded (although some later reappeared in another FomexO
sharing failures can be attributed ¢banging circumstances that requirdd costly
reallocation of spoils to parties inside and outside of decisiaking institutions.

Without elite coordinatior® not just in the short run but with the termsdan
substance of cooperation adapted on againg basidit will be difficult to escape civil
conflict in cases where one side sees itself as disproportionately in the advantage. The
challenge is to put into place paxinflict institutions that allow dks to at once
overcome the static spoiler problem, by limiting the stakes of electoral conflict when they
disagree, while also inducing coordination immediately and sustainitgpreination on
an ongoing basis.

The turntaking institution has featurélsat meet this challenge. The placement of
the turntaking institution in Figure 1 is more conjectural than the placement of
majoritarian or powesharing institutions. Here we set up our two conjectbrémat the
turn-taking institution solves (1) thdadic spoiler problem, and (2) the dynamic spoiler
problembin terms of the framework presented in Figure 1.

The first conjecture is that the tutaking institution would solve the static spoiler
problem.The result underpinning this conjecture is thakative to the winnetakeall,
majoritarian institution, the turtaking institution would immediately reduce the stakes
of electoral conflict by roughly an order of magnitude.

U " U ()
U (MA)" U (MA)

The second conjecture is that the twaking institution would solve the dynamic
spoiler problemThe result underpinning this conjecture is that the-taking institution
is able to sustain adaptive-ceordination. Adaptive reoordination raises the utility of
both players so that in the lpmun (i.e. after several rounds of elections) OlosingO in the
turn-taking institution would be preferred to initiating civil conflict, even when one has
the advantage.

#10% (1)
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U,(WAR <U™(TT) 2)

The next sectio section fourb will discuss the urntaking institution and the
causal mechanisms that underpin these two conjectures about its performance. Section
five argues that these results are robust.

4. The turnrtaking institution and the spoiler problems

This section provides a simple fornrmabdel as to how the twtaking institution
solves both the static and dynamic spoiler problems. The static spoiler problem is readily
solved when thealifferencebetween years in office when in first versus second place is
zero. This is our normative tatgéor the static spoiler problem. The dynamic spoiler
problem is readily solved when thatio of expected, discounted years Qiffi0e to year
OoutO of office is one. When time OinO and time OoutO is balanced in this way, players
have the greatest abylito use reciprocity to acquire reputations that allow them to be
trustworthy. The standard problem is that those who have just taken office will expect
themselves to hold office for a disproportionate amount of the discounted future; as a
result, they gie more weight to the immediate losses and less to the deferred gains from
cooperation. A on¢o-one ratio of time OinO to time OoutO is our target for the dynamic
spoiler problem because it results in equal weighting of the OinO and OoutO positions in
thecalculus of both parties.

It is a kind of happy coincidence thHaathtargets are met when years in office are
expected to be the same for first and second place ®lifésis, we set this as our single
normative target. The twtaking institution is athctive because it robustly hits the
mark: each coalitionOs year®ffice remain roughly the same regardless of whether it is
in first or second place.

The primitive elementdVe introduce primitive elements that are held constant
across institutions tmake it easier to make institutional comparisons. Regardless of the
institution, the electorate is split into two segments, Red and Blue, with the Red party
holding a majority between 50% and 60% and the Blue party holding the rest. Thus, the
Red party wald win within a majoritarian institution, but within a tutaking institution
it would win the first turn only, not the whole teriRegardless of the institution, there
areT years per term, antl = 4.

Regardless of the institution, theer-year intendly of policy conflict,q,, for
participanti is the marginal benefit the participant assigns to the party he prefers more
(rather than the party he prefers less) influencing public policy for a year. Similarly, the
per-year intensity bnonpolicy conflict, 1, for participanti is the marginal benefit the
participant assigns to the party he prefers more (rather than the party he prefers less)
being in office for a year, regardless of the influence they have on policy.

19 An equivalent formulation is that each side must expect to spend the same number of years in and out of
office.
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These payoffs arexpectedralues only; there may be some years when there is
little new policy to be made or old policy to be revised and other years when there is a
lot. Moreover, there is no assumption that formal policy must change; the net value can
come frominfluercing how policy is made or implemented, whether with the bully pulpit
or the threat of a veto, or with oneOs appointments to bureaucracies and courts. Even if
the direct impact on policy is realized years and years later, that value of that impact is
imputed back to the opportunity to initiate such chains of influence per year in office.

These payoffs araetvalues of controlling an asset (Othe executive officeO) for a
year, relative to not controlling it. Once in office, there would be upfront costs to
influencing outcomes; the benefits would accrue in the long run. But this stream of
benefits and costs is collapsed back into a present value for controlling the asset (Othe
executive officeO) for one year and compared with the present value for nofingritrol

For each citizen, the gross policy payoff per year depends upon whether or not the
elites in office choose to cooperate with those out of office. We define OcooperationO as
Oabiding by the informal or formal agreements.O We define Odefectidalyaamting
the informal or formal agreements.O This means following the course of action that is
most immediately advantageous to oneQOs coalition. SuppoBeelasdive to the baseline
of Ocooperation®OdefectionO generates a benefit per year in office for those in the
winning coalition, and a cost af per year for those outside of it, whdse<c,. This

means the peyear intensity of policy conflictg , is b +c when elites choose to defect,

and zero when they choose to cooperate.

The institutional comparisohe primitive elements allow us to define higher
level outcomes that vary across institutions in a way that affects each institukiditds a
to solve spoiler problems. The palection stakes of electoral confli@, for participant
i is the marginal benefit the participant assigns to the party he prefers more (rather than
the party he prefers less) winning thecéten. The higher the stakes, the harder it is to
solve the static spoiler problem.

With the majoritarian, winnetakeall institution, when the peyear intensity of
policy conflict is high, the stakes of electoral conflict will be high too. As a first
approximation, this makes the marginal benefit of winning (i.e. the stakes) the difference
between the utility given to being in firptace and seconplace immediately after the
election:

S(MA) :Uilst(MA)! Uiznd(MA) =(g+r)T! 0=(q +r)T 3)
The marginal benefit of winning is é¢hproduct of the intensive componebtthe
Oadditional benefitsO per term from being in ofticer Dand the temporal component

bthe Oadditional yearsO that come from winning office,
With the turntaking institution, at least ahit level of approximation, the stakes
arezera
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S(TT)=US(TT)! UZ(TT) = (q +n)£! (@ +n)£:o @)

Because there are zero Oadditional yearsO that go to the first place team, the stakes are
zero, regardless of the intensity of the policy and-policy payoffs (see Table 2Jhis
zeroing out of the Oadditional yearsO that go to the first place party underpins-the turn
taking institutionOs ability to solve the static spoiler problem (the first conjecture).

Notably, with a powesharing institution, separate offices are assibdirectly to
the groups; there is no opended contest for control between parties, so here too the
stakes are zero. The difference is that the p@haring institution rules out the contest
for control, whereas the tutaking institution uses balamg of control rights through
time to minimize the difference between theposttilities of the winner and the loser of
a contest. Both approaches serve to minimize the difference betweeneutility and
ex postutility in a way that helps to solvle static spoiler problem.

Major- Power-sharing Turn-
itarian (J=PS) taking
(J=MA) (J=TT)
15 Red | allotted to: | allotted to: | 1%: Red
2%: Blue Red Blue 2" Blue
year 1 Red Red Blue Red
year 2 Red Red Blue Blue
year 3 Red Red Blue Red
year 4 Red Red Blue Blue
The difference of years in office 4 4 4 2
for 1% and 2" place elites -0 -0 -0 -2
(key for static spoiler problem) 4 4 4 0
The ratio of years in office 4 4 4 2
for 1%t and 2" place elites — =0 — =0 — =00 —=1
(key for dynamic spoiler problem) 0 0 0 2

Table 2 The differences and the ratio between the years in office allottétiplace and
the 2 place elites in the three institutions.

But, unlike powersharing institutions,the turntaking institution creates
incentives for elites to coordinate on impersonal rules of the game that govern the scope
and structure of the executive office. The initial coordination on scope and structure gives
the turntaking institution OliftO above powararing institutions in the shemin (i.e. in
the first postconflict term). The adaptive 1&oordination on scope and structure gives the
turn-taking institution OliftO above the return that one side couldExgafhe long run
(i.e. after several rounds of electioB)nce the advangg in civil war shifts in its favor.

It is easiest to form, enforce, and adapt agreements to govern the scope and
structure of the executive office whérin the immediate futur® both sides expect the
ratio of years in and years out of office to be nma&. So long as Red and Blue elites
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expect to lead coalitions roughly equal in size, they each expect to be OinO two years and

OoutO two years of the next fBur.

Majoritarian Power-sharing Turn-taking
Enforcing cannot be enforced must be a long-term may be long-term, may
agreement bargain be a series of short-
term bargains
Forming process of agreement: | process of agreement: | process of agreement:
agreement N/A agreement required agreement may be tacit
ex ante and exploratory
(hard vetoes) (soft vetoes)
content of agreement:. | content of agreement: content of agreement:
N/A “horse-trading” “standard-setting”
(direct exchange of (indirect exchange of
goods for goods) each abiding by rules
governing scope and
structure)
Adapting N/A long-term short-term
agreement commitments become | commitments allow
or threaten to become | iterative readjustment
obsolete

Table 3. The capabilities of the three institutions to solve the dynamic spoiler problem.

Table 3 summarizes some of the differences between the three institutions when it
comes to forming, enforcing, and adapting mutually productive agreements.

Enforcing the agreement.The turntaking institution fosters egoing
enforcement of the agreeghan rules of the gamé&o long as no supermajority consensus
exists, elites would expect subjectively eg(ml nearequal) time in the OinO and OoutO
roles in the immediate future and on anrgming basis. They can coordinate upon the
scopeof the executiveoffice, devolving authority to a legislature, judiciary, expert
bureaucracy, or civil society. The -geliticization of religious, political and economic
differences would be more attractive, for example, when neither side is assured control of
the execuve. Religious, political and economic liberalism may consequently emerge as a
self-enforcing policy outcome. Elites can also coordinate uponsthecture of the
executive office, meaning the procedures that govern how policies are proposed and
administeed.

Forming the agreemen€ElitesO institutional preferences are a function of their
policy preferences and their prospects of controlling the relevant institution. Thus, those
who always expect to control an office will have preferences biased in fheobroad
scope for that office; those who never expect to control an office will have preferences
biased in favor of a limited scope for that offté@nly when elites expect to be in and

n the next section, we consider the case wherkdRe Blue have some probabilify,of retaining their
rank, and probability Dp of switching. This does not qualitatively affect the results.
2 This phenomenon has been called Osituational constitutionalismO (Piper 1999).
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out of office in equal measure do their distributional biases tanteWhen Red elites
know they will control the presidency for the indefinite future, and Blue elites know they
will control the legislature for the indefinite future, Red and Blue elites will naturally
conflict over how decisioimaking rights are alloted to the presidency and to the
legislature. This makes it harder for them to coordinate on a single scope for each office,
allowing or everencouraginghem to exploit their disagreements, and engage in divide
andrule politics (Weingast 1997). The samdrue when there is a single office of nBte
for example, a strong presiden&yand Red elites know they will control it for the
indefinite future. In this case, the Red elites may prefer to politicize some decisions that
they would leave to civil sodig if they did not expect to control the presidency, and the
Blue elites would prefer to deoliticize some decisions that otherwise they would not if
they expected to be in power.

Adapting the agreemenTo solve the dynamic spoiler problem, elites muest
able to recoordinate to accommodate fluctuations in the value of spoils, relative
capabilities to use violence, and the identity of spoilers. The key to doing so is having the
means to form and enforce temporary or provisional agreements in reguaessan. If
enforcement requires many periods of punishment to deter defection, then agreements are
unlikely to get off the ground in the first place, much less be adapted over time. Fhe turn
taking institution provides a structure within which a serieshafrtterm agreements can
be made. For example, rather than trying to form and enforce one Ogrand bargainO that is
meant to last twenty years, offit®lders can make a series of five bargains, each lasting
one fouryear term.

5. The robustness of thart+taking institution

This section shows how the results alluded to in the previous section hold up
under three conditions that are individually and cumulatively hostile to cooperation: (1)
low levels of OpatienceO (or high levels of 4ifiseounting), (2) high levels of
incumbency advantage, and (3) short commitment horizons.

OWeighted wisumO and Oweighted vehareO as useful concep® make it
easier to reference some important aggregates, like the weight given to all years OinO
rather than Oouti office, we introduce several intermedid¢eel concepts. We refer to
each coalitionOs sum of expected, discounted years in a particular officeeiglited
win-sum Wtf‘H (J), and its weighted wisum as a proportion of the total aswteighted

win-share WEH(J). The weighted wirsums and shares are a function of the discount

factor,d, the incumbent partyOs probability of reelectpihe partyOsx postrankk, the
institution J, the years until the next electibrand the horizon of years considetedAs
complements, we also have theighted lossum th<,H (J), the sum of discounted years
that a coalition expects to lose, and its weighted-$oss as a proportion of the total as
its weighted losshare I, (J).
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Once we are considering a stream of benefits through time rather than a series of
benefits at a single time, it is important to factor in effects from-timeounting, the
advantages of moving first, and so foittle can hink of the office as a stream of payoffs
peryear, weighted according to the discounting function. The simplest and most common
model of time discounting is that of exponential discounting, so that is the one we will
use heré? Suppose that participantprly a discount factod, to each year out from the
present, so that the first year is worth 1, the dexte thirdd?, the fourthd® and so on.

The sum of all discounted yearslis d+d” +...+ d , whichconverges td/(1" d).

What is a plausible range of values @3 The best survey of the literature on time
discounting is Frederick, Loewenstein, and OODonoghue (2002); in that paper the authors
call the Warner and Pleeter (2001) field dstuOparticularly compelling in terms of
credibility of reward delivery, magnitude of stakes, and number of subjects.O In Warner
and Pleeter (2001), over 60,000 participants were given a choice between a fixed sum
payment and an annuity with an implied dignt factor of .85. Over half the officers and
over 90% of the enlisted men chose the fixed sum, suggesting discount factors of less
than .85. For the following analysis we use a discount factor perd/eaB8s, as a point
estimate of the center of thésttibution, but we should probably consider thvardly
biased. The Warner and Pleeter study involves a highly credible flow of cash. By
contrast, in the political conteX® especially postivil-war b there tends to be more
uncertainty, as well as grea strategic advantages to earlier Orewards,O which in this
case means Oyears in offit&€@ course, there would be a distribution of magnitudes
both across participants and for the same participant through time, so we consider the
domain where .78 d < 1.0.

We start with an infinitgperiod model, whereél =! . While clearly unrealistic, it
is easy to analyze in closed form. Moreover, with empirically plausible levels of time
discounting, it will turn out to be not far removed from more realistic horizionghe
majoritarian, winnetakeall status quoJ =MA) immediately after an electioh= 4), the
weighted winsums of the first and secopthce parties would be, respectively:

thfi,H:-v (MA) = Lf:i,H:" (MA) = (5)

1+ d+d” +d*+ d'[(PWE i (MA) +(1# DW2E, . (MA)]
W2 (MA) = L2, . (MA) =
0+ d'[(PIWZE, o (MA) + (L PIWES . (MA)] ©)
In the caseof the turntaking institution § = TT) immediately after the election £ 4),
the weighted wirsums of the first and secopthce parties would be:

13 Adjusting this account to lalw for quasihyperbolic discounting would not qualitatively affect the results
here.

“The stream of payoffs within the electomllitical context would generally involve more risk and
uncertainty than the choice between a lump sum and a stream ofpdgifaents, a point made by Brennan
and Buchanan (1985: chapter 5).
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thfi,H:-v (TT)= L%:i,H:" (TT) =
Lt 2 + AW, oo (TT) + (14 WS, . (TT)] ()
W (TT) =L, . (TT) =
d+d® + d*[( WL o (TT) + (1# P)E2, oee (TT)]
These pairs of equations allow us to dethe weighted wirsums fort = 4 and the other
times during the electoral cycle (see Table Al in the Appendix).

It is worth reviewing our normative targets and translating them into the language
of weighted winsums and wirshares.The static spoiler probm is solved when the
differencebetween weighted wisums (or weighted wishares) when in first rather than
second place is zero. The dynamic spoiler problem is solved wheamtibhéetween
weighted winsums (or weighted wishares) when in first rathéhan second place is
one.

Both targets are met when weighted veams or weighted wishares are
expected to be the same for first and second place ®lifess is, again, our single
normative target. The tutaking institution robustly hits the bulesye: each coalitionOs
weighted winsums (or wirshares) remain roughly the same regardless of whether it is in
first or second place.

How much does the twtaking institution lower the stakes? To allow us to make
first-order institutional comparisons, vimeld constant the tertength and each citizenOs
net utility gain per year from winning. If we hold constant the payoffs, they drop out and
we are left with the ratio across institutions of the differences between first and-second
place winsums or wirshaes. If we hold constant the incumbentOs survival probability,
p, across institutions, it drops out as W&llhus we have:

_SAD |y W (TD-w2,.(TT) _, 1-d ©)
S(MA) Wi newe (MA) - W3 (MA) 1+d
If d=.75, .85, or .95, the tutaking institution lowers the stakes 86 percentage points,
92 pecentage points or 97 percentage points, respectively. Such a reduction is roughly an
order of magnitude, which is our conjecture in equation (1).

We now move on to consider the incentives for elites to coordinate on a mutually
productive scope and struotufor the executive office. The officeholder makes policy
one year at a time. In the tutaking phase, this means each side makes policy for one
year in turn. Recall thaP relative to the baseline of Ocooperatié@defectionO
generates a benefit of per year in office for those in the winning coalition at a cost of

(8)

15 An equivalent formulation is that each side must expect to spend the same number of years in and out of
office.

%1n all likelihood the incumbency advantage would be less in thetaking institution, so this estimate
understates the amount the tiaking institution lowers the stakes. In the majoritarian case, some elements

of the advantage come from finstover effects, others from lastover effects (i.e. being in office in the

run-up to the election). In the twtaking case, the incumbent reaps any gains fromrfister effects, but

these are counterbalanced by the loss of the gains frorméagr effects.
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c, per year for those outside of it, whege<c,. Thus, the social costenefit ratio,c, /b,
of biased policyis greater than one. Regardless of what action is chosen, those in the
winning party receive a rent afper year in office. We begin by considering two pure
strategy regimes, where both sides choose cooperation (or both choosergefdwen
they have their turn.

Within the regime of defection, the values immediately after the election are:

Uf_,(J) [def = (b + )WY, o (D #c L, oo (J) (10)
Within the regime of cooperation, the values are:
Uf(J) Icoop=rW, .. (J) (11)

Within the regime of defdion, this makes the marginal benefit of winning (the stakes)
the difference between the values given to being in-pieste and seconrplace
immediately after the election:

SQ) [def = (b, +¢; + R)IWZ, o Q) #FWI - ()] (12)
Within the regime of cooperation, the marginahbfit of winning is:
S(9) lcoop=r[W,5, .. () #W2, . (J)] (13)

Again, the marginal benefit of winning is the product of the intensive comp@tbet
Oadditional benefitsO per term from being in offie@d the temporal componeBthe
Oadditional yearsO thatme from winning office, W=, .. (3)#W2,.. (J). The
difference is that the regime of defection entails more Oadditional benefitsO for-the first
place party relative to the regime of cooperation.

Under what conditions will the two parties have both trerdeand the capability
to cooperate? Depending upon the commitment capabilities available to players, we
might consider two kinds of equilibria. In the -nommitment case, players lack any
commitment capability. In the futommitment case, players can keaunilaterally
credible commitments to conditional cooperation.

In the necommitment case, the resulting equilibria are Markevfect. A
Markov-perfect equilibrium consists of mutual best responses between history
independent strategies. This is a usshlltion concept for modeling choices by ruling
coalitions insofar as it captures the difficulty that such coalitions have in making binding
commitments.’ The coalition in office is the only one who makes a choice at a given
stage of the game; therefodoosing the policy that has the highest payoff per fear
biased policybis the Markovperfect strategy, and reciprocal defection is the result.

In the fullcommitment case, players could use Ogrim trigger strategiesO: they
would have the capability tmmake unilateral commitments to implementing unbiased
policy so long as it is reciprocated, and to revert to implementing biased policy forever

" As Acemoglu and Robinson (2006: 153) put it: Othe advantage of the taifckarkov perfect
equilibrium is that it incorporates the commitment problem in a simple way: given the state of the
systemEeach party plays the best strategy for itself, irrespective of any promises made before or how the
game was played in the past. efbfore, this equilibrium concept already builds in the commitment
problem: all players know that each will play whatever is in their interest in the future.O
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after if it is not. Grim trigger strategies offer a bease account of when conditional
cooperation strategiesn sustain cooperation. When only less dramatic punishments are
credible b for instance, because of the prospect of mutually productive renego#ation
cooperation is more difficult to sustain (Van Damme 1989; Dixit 19980j)9

We set these two cases arcontinuum. LeH be the commitment horizon, the
number of years over which players can make credible commitments. For our purposes,
we should be most interested in cases wieréd <8, because we seek to identify
conditions where a seried short mutually productive agreements can be sustained. If
commitments over longer time scales are required to sustain cooperation, then the
prospects of cooperation are not good.

When is mutual cooperation a subgame perfect Nash equilibrium? Mutual
cooperation is only an equilibrium outcome when it is preferred to mutual defection by
office-holders in every proper subgame. Offtt@ders prefer mutual cooperation so long
as the full cost of mutual defection, the qpemm cost of defection multiplied bthe
weighted lossum, exceeds its full benefit, the germ benefit multiplied by the
weighted winsum:

oL (D) >bW, ,(9) (14)

In other words, when the celsenefit ratio of defection is sufficiently high, cooperation
can be sustained:
¢ WiuQ)

b Lu()
The costbenefit ratio of defection depends upon how costly defection is when OoutO
relative to how beneficial it is when Oin.O Offieeking behavior encourages destructive
public policy up to a certain point, and thdteadiscourages it. To capture this, Btbe
the exogenously given ceenefit ratio of defection as perceived by participant

This costbenefit ratio of defectionZi, is a byproduct of what behavior offiee
seekers expect will maximize their chances of election or reelection (i.e. the content of
OdefectionQ). The fact that elites wantin elections limits the costs they are willing to
impose on the other side. Taking the distortions too far can come @ticheof having
fewer tax revenues available for disbursement (Olson 1993), not to mention negative
spill-over effects on the income or wékking of oneOs own coalitiarembers (Olson
and McGuire 1996). If the gamesmanship goes too far, it hurts ratrehelps office
seekers® chances of winning elections. It is difficult to provide a point estimate for
but our analysis does not require such preci¥lém.all likelihood, Zi is of an order
magnitude such that<Zi <10. In concrete terms, though insiders may see it as
politically advantageous to extract fifty cents for themselves at the cost of a dollar from

(15)

18 Any value for Z between two and infinity would have the same implicat@moperation can b®bustly
sustained with the turtaking institution but not the winnd¢akeall majoritarian institution.
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outsiders, they wouldot see it as advantageous if the cost to outsiders remains orre dolla
while the gain to insiders falls below a dime.

The hypothetical codtenefit ratio at which playerwould be indifferent between
mutual cooperation and mutual defection in a given instituti@ina given time is Z:

WD) _wha() - W)
Ly () 1) 1w, ()
Figure 2 shows how andZ change with different values ¢fd, p,andH. The

ability to credibly sustain cooperation is based on the idea that the-lodiider will
prefer mutual cooperation to mutual defection in every proper subgame. The larger the

value of Z, the greater the coebenefit ratio of defectionZi, must be to sustain
cooperation.

Our normative target is to sustain cooperation so long as it is destructive on net,
so thatc; /b, >1. Let Z =1 be the normative target or ideal cbsnefit ratio above which
cooperation could be sustained. But when can cooperation be sustained in fact? The key
is not identifying theaveragevalue ofZ or its value in a particular moment, but rather to
identify Bfor each institutioDwhereZ is largest. Let? be the maximum value & for
the parameters considered empirically plausible. This QuaseD value is the effective
constraint on sustaining cooperation.

Cooperation can be sugiad wherbeven in the worst cag@mutual defection is
reckoned as more costly than mutual cooperation over the relevant commitment horizon.

This happens whe#J)<Zi. Notably, in the winnetakeall institution, Z goes up

much more rapigl in response to hostile factors: lower valuesd,diigher values op, or
lower values oH. The turntaking institution robustly remains near the targeZ of 1.
Within the parameters in Figure 2, the highest valug fufr the turntaking institution,

A(TT), is roughly 2.3, which happens wher .7,p = .5, andH = 41°

Zu()"

(16)

9 Notably, the turrtaking institution has a bett@(‘l’T) value whem is higher. This is because its

OworstaseO occurs wher 1, since the last year in office is followed by an election, rather than the
counterbalancing certainty of the other side taking office. Wherl, the two sides expect to continue
taking alternate years in office; thus, there is no changeastime elapses, between sides, or so lor) as
is even and positive (2, 4, 6, 8, etc.).
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incumbentéamOs probability of reelectidime analytical results are in the Appendix.
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By contrast, for the majoritarian institution, wher 1 orH = 4, then2(MA) =
I. At its best, p= .5, andH = !, if d = .85, the result ishat Z(MA)" 3. For any given

parameter setting, the tutaking institution has an equal or lowdt; for most
empirically plausible parameter settings, the iading institution is better by a wide
margin.

The upsot is that the turtaking institution allows elites to form, enforce, and
adapt mutually productive agreements, even when elites are impatient, when they have
substantial incumbency advantages, and when their commitment horizon is limited. By
contrast, he winnertakeall majoritarian institution is brittle. With empirically plausible
parameters, that institution would not allow elites to form, enforce, and adapt mutually
productive agreements. Our account adds formal warrant for the skepticism of North
(1990: 1216), Robinson (1998), and Bates et. al. (2002: 609) regarding the robustness of
conditional cooperation in this context. In the majoritarian case, the binding constraint on
their behavior is not the prospect of reciprocity but rather the calaflimmediate
political advantage.

6. Discussion: contributions and omissions

This paper makes two contributions to the literature on institutional design and
postcivil war democratization. The first contribution is to frame how the spoiler
problems maké difficult to get out and stay out of civil war. We show how majoritarian
elections and powesharing institutions fail to solve these problems. Moreover, we frame
the problem in a new way that suggests the criteria for its solution: keeping the deighte
win-shares of those in first and second place near equal on-goiranbasis at once
lowers the stakes of electoral conflict that drive the static spoiler pranbeloreates a
situation conducive to the formation, enforcement, and adaptation of nipuyatadluctive
agreements between elites. This target does not appear anywhere else in the literature.

The second contribution of this paper is to offer a new electoral mechanism, a
turntaking institution, that strikes this target even when elites are iempatvhen
incumbency advantages are substantial, and when commitment horizons are relatively
short. We conjecture that this mechanism would solve the static and dynamic spoiler
problems. We now put our conjectures at a more concrete level.

First, with laver stakes of electoral conflict, major elites could agree to an open
ended contest for control without having to fear that the loser would wish to return to
civil war. By lowering the stakes through tuiaking rather than powesharing, the size
and orgaizing principles of major coalitions would be allowed and even induced to
fluctuate. Elitelevel gain from demanding ethnic or ideological loyalty would decrease,
as would the madgvel gain from supplying it. The result is that the extent of ethnic or
ideological loyalty would fall, with crossutting cleavages more likely to emerge as a
consequence.
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Second, facing an egoing balance of time in and out of the executive office,
elites would benefit fronagreeing upon the scope and structure of the axecoffice.
Agreements on thecopdimit which decisions are made by the officelder, and which
are delegated to the legislature, an expert bureaucracy, a lower level of government, or
civil society. Agreements on tharucturelimit how decisions are ade by the office
holder within the allotted scope. This may mean abiding by an informal norm or formal
rule about how bureaucrats are hired and fired (e.g. Ohire and fire on the basis of
professional merit, not political loyalty®), or how policy is prepog.g. Oconsult the
opposition before going public,® or Omake unpopular but necessary choices togetherO).

Elites would be able to credibly define the scope and structure of the office, and
then refine and adapt them. Over time, this would tend to iretbagprocedural fairness
and productivity of the policynaking process. Critically, rather than merely stipulating
the OdestinatiorBhe institutional forms that international experts deem most productive
and fairbthe turntaking institution creates arocessthat would build organically upon
the specific historical and cultural context of the people involved, with a bias toward
behavior that both sides found to be mutually productive and fair.

It would be good know whether these conjectures can taitigesting. While the
next section considers avenues for gathering data to falsify or validate these claims, this
is not to say that we believe the theoretical case presented here is coiplate.aware
of two clusters of omissions that we intend tii@ess elsewhere. Hopefully this paper
can begin a conversation that will identify still other omissions beyond these.

The first cluster of omissions has to do with the operation of the variant of the
turntaking institution we propose here. How wouldwbrk when one coalition is
regularly larger than the supermajority threshold? How would it affect the number and
size of major partiesPlow would it affect massevel policy preferences? How would it
work when citizens exhibit the standard array of psyadiohl biases, especially
confirmation bias?

A second cluster of omissions has to do with situating this variant within the
context of related mechanisms. How would it compare to proportional representation
rules, especially with small district magnitudes®w would it compare to other
mechanisms for generating Orotation in office,O like term limits, lotteries, lottery voting,
or CondorcefArrow cycling? How would it compare to variants with a different
supermajority threshold, with different turn or teremd@iths, or with more parties eligible
to take turns?

20 Durant (2010a) proposes a way of incorporating the digittichaose mechanism to adaptively define
turnrlength in a way that would reliably zero out the stakes of electoral conflict, even as discount factors
and elitesO perceptions of incumbency advantages fluctuate.
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7. Conclusion: avenues for further research

This paper began with WalterOs dictum that Ocreative institutional design matters
far more in the long run.@e believe that the theory development ananfd models
employed in this paper recommend the #iaking mechanism as a way to solve the static
and dynamic spoiler problems. However, as stated above, these are conjectures.

Two opportunities for achieving external validity for our hypotheses are her
proposed: laboratory experiments and field experiments at the local government level.
Laboratory experiments would allow us to observe whether individuals within the turn
taking regime can indeed solve the static and dynamic spoiler problems. Althaigh su
experiments could not realistically simulate the-&feddeath choices facing elites in the
postconflict space, it has become increasingly common to test-faoestic models of
conflict in the laboratory (e.g. Walter 2010).

A field experiment at théocal government level would help replicate conditions
facing elites as they make decisions and adjust to the institutional constraints of the
proposed turttaking system (Green and Gerber 2003). The prime difficulty would be
ascertaining whether lessolearned from lowestakes contests at the local level using
the turntaking mechanism could be extrapolated to the national context, where incentives
for defection may be significantly higher. Ultimately, adoption at the national level would
be the cruciatest.

Debates among scholars of comparative institutional design have vyielded
important insights regarding the multiple paths out of the conflict trap. When opting for
new constitutional orders, poliapakers and international advisors now have a range of
choices to minimize the likelihood of civil war recurrence and maximize the chances of
democracyOs emergence. The existing menu of solutions, however, does not hold much
hope for inducing and sustaining setiforcing democratic institutions, particuladyer
the longterm. The turrtaking institution proposed in this paper provides warring parties
with the opportunity to opt into a system that encourages the passage of mutually
productive policies, rewards such cooperation, and accommodates chandedoagt
term. Societies emerging from conflict require nothing less as they seek lasting solutions
to the challenge of initiating and sustaining constitutional democracy.
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Appendix

Table Al (continues on next page). The weighted win-shares for the party in office with the majoritarian and with the turn-taking
institution, where ¢ is the years before the next election, / is the commitment horizon, d is the discount factor per year and p is the

incumbent team’s probability of reelection.

weighted win-shares weighted win-shares
of the office-holder of the office-holders
in the majoritarian institution in the turn-taking institution
K S\.\ku MALH K - sxr.uw.\ g0
‘A Wik «.\m,s:.: +h»u.,§.r= Vs S\Md..rt +hwu3.:=
) I+d T
1+d 1+d
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