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Abstract 

Power-sharing is introduced in ethnic-divided and ethnic-polarised countries with the aim 

to prevent and/or end conflicts. The purpose is to include different groups in power-sharing 

positions. This paper has focused on two of most used power-sharing theories, 

Centripetalism and Consociationalism, and conducted two case studies in Bosnia and 

Hercegovina and Nigeria who both have implemented one of these power-sharing 

arrangements.  

While previous research has focused on whether power-sharing institutions are effective 

when wanting to meddle peace, we found that there was absence of research and 

understanding in who is allowed in the power-sharing and which groups are excluded from 

power-sharing. From the previous research we found that there is an underlying idea that 

the people included in power-sharing are the majorities within the context, which we found 

problematic.  

We used data from the first and the latest election of each country, as well as political 

manifestos from the most popular political parties, and public documents to understand if 

there is a correlation between power-sharing arrangements and the inclusion or exclusion 

of minorities. The method used to analyse the empirics was the Critical Discourse Analysis 

which is used when wanting to analyse social power in terms of control.  

The result showed that there has been a positive change over the past years where the 

discourse of including minorities in power-sharing is more common today than during the 

first election. Although there were some positive results, we also found that this discussion 

is more theoretical than practical and if this was to become reality, there could be a 

backlash on the peace. Although these power-sharing arrangements have been used for 

over two decades in both of the countries, both of the studied countries have discriminatory 

constitutions, where some groups are favoured in the society.  

Key words: Power-sharing, Ethnic Polarisation, Ethnic-divided societies, ethno-politics, 

Bosnia and Hercegovina, Nigeria, Centripetalism, Consociationalism, Minorities. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction   

 

Power-sharing is implemented to include and represent major ethno-political actors in 

decision making processes. In countries that are ethnic-polarised where oppression and 

growing dissatisfaction is, or potentially can become, a security threat, power-sharing is a way 

to prevent and end conflicts. There are different methods of power-sharing however the 

central concept of power-sharing institutions is to include different groups in the political 

sphere where the decision-making is happening. Power-sharing intends to include different 

groups in political, economic, socially and military questions. By including different ethnic 

groups in political institutions, it can be interpreted as a state who take their responsibility to 

protect and respect all citizens, including citizens who are not a majority. The inclusion of 

minorities refers to the conception that all people, despite their background, have the 

possibility and the power of raising issues and making a change.  

 

Unfortunately, history of power-sharing institutions has shown tendencies of excluding 

groups, when the intention of the method is in fact to include. Power-sharing have mainly 

been implemented by states or bigger institutions with the purpose to prevent a conflict from 

elaborating to war or when states have wanted to end an ongoing war. This have resulted in 

power-sharing being used as a tool to mediate between different conflict groups, who often 

tend to be majorities within the society. This has unfortunately resulted in the exclusion of 

people who are not a part of the main conflict, which tend to be minorities within a society. 

The intention of this paper is to shed some light on the inclusion of minorities in politics and 

decision making, in post-conflict countries. It is done by analysing two states that have 

implemented two different power-sharing theories in their constitutions, after them solving 

the conflicts. This paper has focused on the largest political parties in each country during two 

elections, with the purpose to see if the political discourse has changed in its view on power-

sharing with different ethnic groups and minorities. 

By analysing the election results and the most popular political parties, it will help this study 

to understand whether or not the two most used power-sharing theories have contributed to a 

change in the discourse regarding the inclusion of minorities in power positions. 
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This paper intends to bring a broader understanding on minorities situation in post-conflict 

countries where majorities tend to compete about the power. The result of this paper will 

hopefully lead to a social, scientific and political awareness of policymaking after conflicts by 

reviewing the consequences of excluding politics and peace processes. This will be done by 

answering the research question; Have power-sharing led to a change in the discourse 

regarding the inclusion of minorities in power positions? 

The method used to answer the research questions in this paper is the critical discourse 

analysis (CDA). Since the intention was to study the change in the political discourse, it have 

been relevant to analyse how political parties and states spoke about minorities, ethnic groups 

and power-sharing. The critical discourse analysis was used when analysing peace 

agreements, political strategies, constitutions and elections results, in our two case studies.  

The field of research of this subject, power-sharing, have been well explored. The field more 

often discuss the ethnic tension between the ruling groups and the peace process, in relation to 

power-sharing. That is not the aim of this paper, instead this paper intends to analyse the 

inclusion or exclusion of minorities in power-sharing institutions. The majority of the 

previous research have included analysis of contemporary peace agreements, which will as 

well be done in this paper, but more as a context to the constitution. 

Although Centripetalism and Consociaitonalism are the two most used power-sharing theories 

in ethnic divided societies, this paper argues that power-sharing cannot be done properly as 

long as ethnic groups continue their antagonism against each other. In order to share power 

and respect all peoples, despite their differences in ethnicity or religion, there is a need for a 

collective recognition of a common identity and reconciliation. The increase, or decrease, of 

antagonism will be presented as a part of the results when discussing the different political 

parties and their way of discussing ethnicity, minorities and power-sharing for two decades. 

Neither one of the two power-sharing theories discusses the topic of reconciliation between 

antagonistic groups. This will therefore be a critical point of view in this paper, where it will 

be argued for the need of the Social Identity theory. 

  



 3 
 

1.2 Purpose of the study  

The purpose of this case study is to is to bring a new perspective of power-sharing within 

deeply divided and ethnic polarised societies. It will be done by studying power-sharing to see 

whether these arrangements have contributed to a change in the discourse regarding the 

inclusion of minorities power-sharing. This will be done by analysing two countries, Bosnia 

and Hercegovina and Nigeria, who have approached power-sharing in different ways. The 

purpose of power-sharing arrangement is to include different ethnic groups, and by doing this 

the result should lead to fewer conflicts. Both of our case studies have had similar history’s 

where ethnic-polarisation and civil-wars have been recurrent problems, which been solved by 

using power-sharing to include different ethnic-groups. The identified problem with these two 

power-sharing methods is that they often focus on the majorities within the society, which 

leads to minorities being excluded from power positions and in politics.  

The purpose of this study is therefore to review how including these two power-sharing 

theories have been in these two countries and it will be done by analysing the discourse on 

power-sharing with minorities in Bosnia and Hercegovina and Nigeria.  

 

1.3 Research Question 

• Have power-sharing led to a change in the discourse regarding the inclusion of 

minorities in power positions?  
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Chapter 3: Literature review  

 

The intention of this paper is to shed some light on the inclusion of minorities in politics and 

decision making, in post-conflict countries. It is done by analysing two states that have 

implemented two different power-sharing theories in their constitutions, after them resolving 

the conflicts. This chapter will review literature on power-sharing with the aim to map out 

what has been studied previously and to identify the gaps within the field, which this paper 

aims to fill. 

Donald L. Horowitz, one of the front figures in the study of ethnic conflicts, describes a 

severe divided society as: 

One in which ascriptive cleavages are highly salient in politics (more salient than alternative 

cleavages such as social class), a few groups contend for power at the center, and there is a 

history of interethnic antipathy.1  

The research on power-sharing emerged during the 1960s as a conflict solution and conflict 

preventive method, where the aim was to provide democracy and arrange for ethnic power-

sharing in the central government.2 There are different ways of power-sharing where the two 

largest theories, centripetalism and consociationalism, often are pinned against each other due 

to their different approaches to power-sharing.3 Power-sharing theories are most used in 

comparative politics and are criticized by conservatives, liberals, socialists and feminists. 

Scholars that have criticized power-sharing theories argue that such arrangements are 

expected to fail due to majorities being unwilling to share their power with rivals.4 Horowitz 

argues that power-sharing that guarantees the rights of minorities, might instead weaken the 

centre, which will create instability.5 Others argue for that it is difficult to guarantee a 

successful power-sharing and a continuing peace arrangement if the ethnic parties of the 

conflict won’t give up on features, they consider being part of their identity.6 The critique 

aimed at power-sharing arrangements, such as consociationalism, is that consociationalism 

 
1 D. L. Horowitz, ’Ethnic Power-Sharing and Democracy’, Journal of Democracy [online journal], vol. 25, no. 2, 

2014, p. 7, <https://www.journalofdemocracy.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/Horowitz-25-2.pdf>, accessed 23 

May 2020. 
2 Ibid., p. 7. 

3 Ibid., p. 12.  

4 J. McGarry, 'Conclusion', in A. McCulloch, J. McGarry ed. Power-Sharing: Empirical and Normative 

Challenges, New York, 2017, p. 269.  

5 Horowitz, p.12.  

6 R. Wilson, 'Towards a Civic Culture: Implications for Power-Sharing Policy Makers', in I. O’Flynn, D. Russell 

Editor ed. Power Sharing: New Challenges for Divided Societies, London, 2005, p. 208. 
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tend to assume that the only important actor in the power-sharing is the political elites.7 By 

viewing politicians as the only one allowed in the power-sharing, this automatically excludes 

other persons such as minorities who often are not included in the political elites, which 

increases the risk of the politics becoming identity based. Researchers in this field have 

shown that power-sharing institutions based on communities, i.e. ethnicity or religion, can 

become an obstacle for future progress due to the people included in the power-sharing being 

against pluralism.8  

Many researchers agree on that democracy in divides societies are hard to establish and 

maintain. Some argue that citizens in a democratic society shall all be considered equally 

qualified to participate in the political process.9 Robert A. Dahl, who is viewed as one of the 

major contributors to the scholar on democracy, argues for five criteria for a democratic 

society, one of them being the value of inclusion in politics. Dahl argues for the importance of 

equality and inclusion, which in international conventions on human rights could be 

recognised as group-rights in diverse societies. Others argue that when institutions guarantee 

group-rights this on the other hand ascribe groups as static, which can have negative 

consequences on individuals within different groups.10 

Both of the case studies in this paper, are states of ethnic-polarised societies where 

ethnopolitics is, or have been, a big problem. Minorities are protected by the United Nation 

International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (ICERD) 

which should have the results of minorities not being discriminated because of their ethnicity 

or religion. One way of assuring that all groups have their rights and needs respected is with 

the help of power-sharing, which in theory allows different groups in ethnic-polarised 

countries to have access to power. Research have many times shown that power-sharing in a 

lot of cases only belong to the majorities, who tend to be antagonistic ethnic groups. Some 

have contributed to this field by letting understand that power-sharing does not always work 

as it is supposed to. For an example scholar have shown that the tripartite presidency in 

Bosnia and Hercegovina in the Bosniak-Croat federation is inequitable, this being because of 

Bosniaks outnumbering Croats in the Federation of Bosnia and Hercegovina, one of the two 

 
7 ibid., p. 210.  

8 ibid., p. 210.  
9 I, O’Flynn, 'Democratic Values and Power Sharing', in I. O’Flynn, D. Russell Editor ed. Power Sharing: New 

Challenges for Divided Societies, London, 2005, p. 16. 

10 Ibid., p.18.  
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entities. The result of this power-sharing arrangement not working, have fuelled Croats 

wanting to have their separate entity.11  

 

The majority of the existing research on power-sharing arrangements discusses whether or not 

it increases or decreases ethnic-polarisation. However, there have not been a lot of research 

about what this paper seeks to examine, whether or not power-sharing leads to inclusion of 

minorities in politics and decision making, in post-conflict countries. One scholar, John 

Nagle, have studied the consequences of consociationalism for sexual minorities. The study 

showed that minority rights in Northern Ireland is an essential matter to the continuing 

conflict between the nationalists and the Unionist. This have resulted in the LGBTQ 

movement uniting with the nationalists, and the unionists opposing LGBTQ rights, as 

minorities are seen as a nationalistic instrument to continue the separation.12 This study shows 

that minorities who are not primarily included in the power-sharing are in fact used by 

different movements in their own fights.  

 

After reviewing the literature and the research done in this field, we have discovered a gap 

that we aim to fill. This paper argues for that existing research have not properly investigated 

why minorities tend to be excluded from the power-sharing, although the purpose of power-

sharing is to share the power, hence the name. This paper aims to investigate if there is a 

correlation between a change in the discourse regarding the inclusion of minorities, after the 

implementation of power-sharing arrangements.  

 
 

 

  

 
11 J. Fraenkel, 'The ‘Uncle Tom’ dilemma: Minorities in power-sharing arrangements', International Political 

Science Review [online journal], no. 4, 2020, p. 127, <https://journals-sagepub-

com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/doi/pdf/10.1177/0192512119873103>, accessed 18 May 2020. 
12 J. Nagle, 'What are the Consequences of Consociationalism for Sexual Minorities? An analysis of Liberal and 

Corporate Consociationalism and Sexual Minorities in Northern Ireland and Lebanon', Political Studies 

Association [online journal], no. 64(4), p. 868, <https://journals-sagepub-

com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/doi/pdf/10.1177/0032321715622789>, accessed 18 May 2020.  
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Chapter 4: Theoretical framework  

 

The intention of this paper is to shed some light on the inclusion of minorities in politics and 

decision making, in post-conflict countries. It is done by analysing two states that have 

implemented two different power-sharing theories in their constitutions, after them resolving 

the conflicts. To enable an answer to the research question; Have power-sharing led to a 

change in the discourse regarding the inclusion of minorities in power positions? This 

chapter will firstly introduce two power-sharing theories and secondly present the theory of 

socialw psychology, which we argue that is a missing part within these two theories.  

 

The two power-sharing theories used in this research are Centripetalism and 

Consociationalism, which are both used in our two chosen case studies. The main difference 

between these two power-sharing arrangements is that centripetalism recommends institutions 

that have cross- and multi-ethnic parties while consociationalism advocates for group 

representations when power-sharing.13 Arend Lijphart himself discusses the possibilities of 

analysing a state that has been a consociational democracy during a longer period of time but 

opposes predictions of a potential consociotional country, due to it being hard to predict if a 

country would be more or less stable with consociationalism. This is because stability in a 

democracy requires change in behaviour of the the elite, i.e. the politicians.14 However, the 

aim of this study is not to predict the possibilities of a country becoming consociational or 

centripetal, but rather to analyse and compare two contemporary consociational and 

centripetal democracies, and if there has been a change in the discourse on power sharing with 

minorities. 

 

There have been different perceptions on how to analyse and discuss power-sharing in ethnic 

divided societies where some say that you should analyse and discuss institutions, while 

others argue that the cultural perspective in power sharing is essential for successful power 

sharing and peace. In this part we will therefore present the two most discussed, and used, 

 
13 M. Bogaards, 'Consociationalism and Centripetalism: Friends or Foes?', Swiss Political Science Reviewed 

[online journal], no.25(4), 2019, p. 519, <https://onlinelibrary-wiley-

com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/doi/full/10.1111/spsr.12371>, accessed 18 May 2020. 

14 A. Lijphart, 'Typologies of Democratic Systems', Comparative Political Studies [online journal], no.1, 1968, p. 

25, <https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/001041406800100101?journalCode=cpsa>, accessed 18 May 

2020. 
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power-sharing theories and at last present in which way social psychology can contribute to 

this subject.  

4.1 Consociationalism, Centripetalism and Social Psychology 

One of the key elements of Arend Lijpharts Consociational Democracy is the discussion on 

how to make antagonistic groups to cooperate, or even talk to each other, after a conflict. 

Subcultures that tend to be antagonistic towards each other may either have a hard time 

cooperating or in best case they start to compromise, mainly because they remember their 

traumatic past of conflicts.15 One of the more common ideas, when discussing democracy, is 

that a democratic society is based on having the right to vote, the party that gets the majority 

of the votes wins the election.16 What Lijphart argues for with the consociational power-

sharing theory, is that a post-conflict state certainly will have a lot of different perspectives of 

the conflict and how the state should be governed. The solution of this is to use the majorities 

and form a grand coalition between these different majority groups. By having a grand 

coalition between majorities, Lijphart claims that this will give a more effective democratic 

opposition.17 States with subcultures in conflict have a harder time being managed by 

“conventional parliamentary” where there usually are an opposition, negotiations, 

campaigning and then at last winning the elections, this being because they tend to 

immobilise and become unstable.18 Lijphart’s solutions to democracies with subcultures and 

ethnic polarisation is a consociational democracy, where the state would be governed by 

leaders from the majorities of the subcultures in the state.19  

 

Lijphart identifies four qualifications for a successful consociational democracy where he 

stresses the importance of leaders in the subcultures to follow these qualifications, in order to 

maintain and establish a consociational democracy. The first qualification he describes as 

“Ability to recognise the dangers inherent in a fragmented system” where he explain the 

importance for the leaders of the rival subcultures to be aware of the system’s unstable 

tendencies caused by the polarisation between the antagonistic groups.20 The second 

qualification is “Commitment to system maintenance” which Lijphart describes as the leaders 

 
15 Ibid., p. 18. 

16 L. Beckman, 'The Right to Democracy and the Human Right to Vote: The Instrumental Argument Rejected', 

Journal of Human Rights [online journal], vol 13, No. 4, 2014, p. 381. 

<https://doi.org/10.1080/14754835.2013.824265>, accessed 12 May 2020.  

17 Ibid., p. 19.  

18 Horowitz, p. 7. 

19 Lijphart, p. 20.  

20 Ibid., p. 22.  
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needing to have some degree of willingness to make an effort to change and reverse hostilities 

and to stop the system from disintegrating. Without the leaders making an effort to maintain 

the system and stopping it from disintegrating, a consociational democracy is not possible.21 

The third qualification, “ability to transcend subcultural cleavage at the elite level”, is also 

an essential aspect of maintaining a consociational democracy where leaders have to give 

each subculture mutual understanding and find a way to communicate. By doing this, 

polarisation and antagonism against each subculture will decrease not only at the mass level 

but as well as at the elite level.22 The fourth and last qualification is the “ability to forge 

appropriate solutions for the demands of the subcultures” which indicates that the elite should 

form rules and institutional arrangements to accommodate their differences. This could for 

example be proportionality and/or mutual veto.23 

 

There are many critics to consociationalism and one amongst them are Donald L. Horowitz, 

that instead of Consociationalism advocates for Centripetalism. According to Horowitz, 

interethnic arrangements allows demands and counterdemands, but in a consociational 

democracy it is allowed for each ethnic group to block the demands of the opposition, which 

results in an immobilised system.24 The consociationalist perspective may be a good power-

sharing democracy when calming a conflict in time of war or crisis, but regardless of this, the 

armed conflict, or crisis, will become stable and immobilism will set in, according to 

Horowitz. This is when Horowitz argues for the possibilities to move on to other institutions 

and other ways to govern.25  

 

The other school of power-sharing is called centripetalisms (also called integrationism by 

some26) and it advocates for institutions that encourage cross-ethnic voting, rather than 

dividing political groups based on ethnicities. Centripetalism is often to be found in various 

democracies that are multi-ethnic but in which there is no antagonism or hostility. The 

electoral system recommended by Donald Horowitz is the alternative vote that intends to 

create “electoral incentives for broad-based moderation by political leaders and disincentives 

 
21 Ibid, p. 23.  

22 Ibid, p. 23.  

23 Ibid, p. 23.  

24 D.L. Horowitz, 'Ethnic Power Sharing: Three Big Problems', Journal of Democracy [online journal], no. 

25(2), 2014, p. 12, <https://search-proquest-com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/docview/1530409824?pq-origsite=summon>, 

accessed 18 May 2020. 

25 Ibid, p. 12. 

26 L.D, Anderson, Federal Solutions to Ethnic Problems: Accommodating Diversity, Routledge, New York, 

2013, p. 134, ProQuest Ebook Central [online database], accessed 18 May 2020.  
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for extremist outbidding”.27 The Alternative Vote would, according to Horowitz, encourage 

majority political leaders to satisfy minorities and when doing this, ethnic groups would vote 

cross-ethnical. The majoritarian electoral system works in a way where a candidate cannot 

depend on voters to put them as the preferred candidate on the ballot paper. If a person from 

an ethnic divided society votes for candidate A, that comes from the same ethnic group, but 

votes for candidate B from another ethnic group as their second choice, this could result in 

candidate B in the end having more votes than candidate A. In this way it is important for 

candidates to not rely on being elected only by their own group, but also being elected by 

other groups. Another example is if two candidates from the same ethnic group are running 

against each other, they cannot only depend on their ethnic groups but have to work for the 

inclusion of other ethnic groups.28 They could do this by raising awareness of inequality 

between different groups in their society and providing for solutions on these issues, which 

would give them a better chance of getting the cross-ethnical votes. Other approaches within 

the centripetal power-sharing practice is the requirement of candidates to satisfy a form of 

territorial distribution. This could be exemplified with the presidential election in Nigeria, 

where a presidential candidate having to obtain at least one-third of the votes in two-thirds of 

the 36 states. By having these kinds of requirements in an ethnic divided and ethnic polarised 

state, you reward candidates who successfully reach out to other groups and work with ethnic 

issues.29 Horowitz describes the goals of centripetalism as an intra-ethnic competition rather 

than an inter-ethnic competition30 and disputes will take place within one’s own community 

rather than between different ethnic groups.31 Horowitz argues for the creation of ethnic 

heterogenous states, in particular if groups are territorial oriented, which would lead to ethnic 

groups fighting for their cause intra-state rather than inter-state between different groups. The 

purpose of having homogenous states is therefore to de-intensify ethnic confrontations by 

letting the states within a country to handle such issues.  

 

As for the majority being positive towards centripetalism, Allison McCulloch instead 

demonstrates problematic structures adopted by centripetal institutions and explains why the 

centripetal model is not appropriate for ethnic polarised societies. For centripetalism to work 

 
27 T. Sisk, Power Sharing and International mediation in ethnic conflicts, United States Institute of Peace Press 

Washington, 1996, p. 41. 

28 Anderson, p. 134.   

29 Ibid., p. 135.  

30 Ibid., p. 135.  

31 Ibid., p. 136.  
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with its alternative vote system, the country preferably needs to be ethnically homogenous, 

otherwise an overly majoritarian result will most likely result in favouring only the majority.32  

 

Horowitz himself have observed three problems with the implementation of both 

Consociationalism and Centripetalism. The first problem is adoptability where he questions 

under what conditions power-sharing methods can or have been adopted. The second problem 

is the possible degradation of the electoral arrangements that maintain interethnic coalition, in 

centripetal regimes. The third problem comes from the consequence of consociational regimes 

where he predicts immobilism in decision making, because of group vetoes.33 Horowitz 

concludes that states that are in need of ethnic power-sharing will not adopt these methods 

and states that need to move away from immobilism from power-sharing arrangements, will 

not move forward to another solutions due to them wanting to keep the power-sharing 

arrangement only if the majorities are the ones in control.34  

 

Other critics claim that power-sharing do not provide sustainable solutions and that they 

rather than solving the problems, actually just freezes the conflict. Abrahams and Hogg argue 

for the need of social psychology when framing policy’s and the lack of analyse of the 

psychological impact political leaders has on its followers.35 Theorists in social psychology 

argue for that the way we think about ourselves and our identity has a connotation on the way 

we think, feel and behave, in this way leaders have a big impact on the way their followers 

think and act.36 Ed Cairns makes a short and consist explanation of the Social Identity Theory; 

people who identify themselves in a specific social group tend to distinguish the in-group 

from comparable out-groups, the consequences of this behaviour could lead to favouritism of 

the in-group that you belong to, and hostility towards the out-group.37 

 

The theory of Social Identity is indeed important when trying to reconcile different ethnic 

groups after a conflict and from the perspective of the two power-sharing theories, 

 
32 McCulloch, 'The Track Record of Centripetalism in Deeply Divided Places', in B. O’Leary, J. McEvoy ed., 

Power Sharing in Deeply Divided Places, University of Pennsylvania, 2013, p.105, ProQuest Ebook Central 

[online database], accessed 24 May 2020.  

33 D.L. Horowitz, Ethnic Power-Sharing and Democracy, p.7. 

34 ibid., p.18.   

35 E. Cairns, 'Northern Ireland: Power Sharing, Contact, Identity, and Leadership', B. O’Leary, J. McEvoy ed., 

Power Sharing in Deeply Divided Places, University of Pennsylvania, 2013, pp.278-279. ProQuest Ebook 

Central [online database], accessed 24 May 2020. 

36 Ibid., p. 280. 

37 Ibid., pp. 280-281. 
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Consociationalism and Centripetalism, the two theories briefly approaches the issue of 

improving relations between different ethnic groups. Including Social Psychology in power-

sharing theories could therefore not only make different groups cooperate when power 

sharing, but it could also benefit situations where group members could reconstruct their 

perceptions of the in-group and the out-group.38 It could therefore be argued that power-

sharing is needed when wanting to end a conflict, but for a long-term relationship between 

different groups in a post-conflict society, it is essential to implement a social psychology 

perspective in order to possibly reconcile.   

 

What is sufficient when discussing power sharing theories is to have in mind that these 

theories where developed due to a state having different ethnicities with tension between 

different groups. This paper will analyse and discuss the impact these theories have had when 

viewing them from a human rights perspective and more precisely, from a minority’s 

perspective. The discussion on how the two chosen countries use these theories in order to 

improve human rights and minorities role in the society will however be discussed in Chapter 

8. Centripetalists prefer, as demonstrated earlier in this chapter, a voting system where there 

shall only be one ruling party with the support of a minority. This cross-voting system sounds 

good in theory because this suggests that the majority respects the minority and their wishes, 

which often works in stable democracies. The question is whether majority rule is a good 

method of ruling in a society that has many ethnic minorities and where antagonistic groups 

still have conflicts with each other, and if centripetalism is compatible with human rights. In 

consociationalism the entitlements and rights are given to a certain group of people, in our 

case to Bosniaks, Croats and Serbs. Needless to say, there are positive outcomes of these 

group “entitlements” such as one’s group being recognised as a majority and by this 

recognition given certain rights, in consociationalism this being included in political power. 

The consequences are if your group is not defined as a majority group your group is not given 

the same power. By being seen as “a member of a group” and not as an individual, Liberals, 

Socialists and Feminists are all united in their view of consociationalists as conservative 

method that sees people (and their ethnicity) as something they are (who they were made to 

be) rather than who they might be (long to be).39 When talking about international human 

 
38 Ibid., p. 290. 
39 B. O’Leary, 'Debating Consociational Politics: Normative and Explanatory Arguments', in S. Noel ed., From 

Power Sharing to Democracy, McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2005, p. 5. ProQuest Ebook Central [online 

database], accessed 24 May 2020. 
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rights the rights are often referred to as “group rights” or “individual rights”. Groups rights 

are important in the matter that minority groups have their right to practice their religion, their 

culture etc. Consociationalism could therefore be seen as a tool for minorities to practice their 

culture heritage, when living in a society with various ethnicities due to consociationalism 

recognising groups. When talking about power-sharing in this context we aim to investigate 

the result of power-sharing after a conflict that in our two case studies occurs due to conflicts 

between different ethnic, religious and lingual groups. When discussing group rights in a 

consociational democracy this per se refers to group rights based on ethnicity and religion as 

this is where the conflicts are based on and the power-sharing in these states aim to bring 

peace between antagonistic groups. From a social psychology perspective neither 

consociationalism, nor centripetalism, addresses the individual in the groups while they more 

often favour the elite, which are the ruling parties in the politics.40 The consequences of this, 

from a social psychology perspective, is that reconciliation between different ethnic groups 

outside of the politics is harder because these groups often reconstruct their perception on the 

other group based on the view of their leaders.  

 
  

 
40 Ibid., p.12.  



 14 
 

Chapter 5: Methodology  

 

In order to understand whether consociationalism or centripetalism is the better way to face 

post-conflict issues such as ethnic polarisation and the inclusion of minorities, an analyse of 

the two theories will be done when analysing and comparing the two countries constructed on 

consociationalism and centripetalism.  

When choosing the right method for this research we had to create an understanding of what 

the purpose was and what types of documents were supposed to be analysed. In the process of 

figuring out which method was accurate, we came to understand that in order to understand 

power-sharing in our two contexts we had to investigate how terminologies such as: power-

sharing, power, minorities, ethnicity and discrimination were being used. When sorting out 

this type of qualitative data we found it relevant to use the method of discourse analyse, and 

in some way, critical discourse analyses. This chapter aims to explain our methodology 

approach in this paper, which will contain an explanation of how we have used discourse 

analyse as a method, how we collected the data, why we collected this specific data and how 

we aim to use it. 

5.1 Case Studies 

Since the purpose is to understand if consociationalism and centripetalism have contributed to 

a change in the discourse regarding the inclusion of minority in power-sharing, this study will 

analyse two countries and their progress of power-sharing. Case studies are often used when 

analysing qualitative data, which later will be analysed and interpreted. The benefit of 

gathering data from an individual case, rather than countless different cases, is that the 

analysis will create a deeper understanding of a case which will contribute to confirming or 

reject certain theories and predictions.41 The critic aimed at case studies is that they do not get 

the same amount of data as other studies, since the aim of this paper is to focus on two 

theories that have been implemented in two countries we understand that the result and the 

conclusion is not adoptable on other countries. Our aim is to understand these two specific 

case studies.  

 
41 I. Aalario, P. Heilmann, 'Case Study as Methodological Approach', in A.J. Millis, G. Durepos, E. Wiebe ed., 

Encyclopaedia of Case Study Research, 2010, p.4.  
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5.2 Discourse analysis as a method 

Peter Svensson describes discourse analysis as a way of understanding how the use of 

language can contribute to creating, maintaining and/or even challenge the social order. The 

aim of discourse analysis is to study the construction, the normalisation and power relations in 

the social order, which is what we recall as the society.42 In this research we will use critical 

discourse analysis as a method to investigate the power-sharing between different ethnicities 

in Bosnia and Hercegovina and Nigeria. Critical Discourse Analysis (hereafter CDA) is 

described by Van Dijk as a tool to study social-power abuse and inequality and the way it is 

legitimised, reproduced and/or resisted.43 The central idea in critical discourse analyse is that 

social power is viewed in terms of control, which is a relevant point of view when wanting to 

understand power-sharing between antagonist groups in post-conflict countries.44 According 

to Fairclough, discourses contributes to the formation of social identities, social relations and 

system of knowledge and meaning.45 In order to study whether our dependent variable, the 

inclusion or exclusion of minorities, depends on the use of our independent variables, 

consociationalism and centripetalism, we aim to use Fairclough´s three-dimensional model.  

 

Jorgensen and Philips explain that researcher’s using critical discourse analysis do not define 

themselves as politically neutral. They explain that CDA approaches take the side of the 

oppressed social group with the aim to uncover the role of discursive practice in the 

maintenance of unequal power relations.46 In this research it will mean that we aim to 

investigate how politics (the discursive practice) formed by two different types of power-

sharing theories (our independent variable) play a role in the inclusion or exclusion of 

minorities when sharing power.  

 

Fairclough’s three-dimensional model is being described as an analytic framework when 

trying to understand the society and communication within it. All of the dimensions are 

thought to be used in a discourse analysis. The first part of the three-dimensional model is a 

description of the chosen text where we have primarily searched for key words such as 

 
42 P. Svensson, Diskursanalys: Greppbar Metod, Studentlitteratur AB, 2019, p. 21.   

43 T.A. Van Dijk, 'Critical Discourse Analysis', D. Tannen, H. E. Hamilton, D. Schiffrin ed. The handbook of 

Discourse Analysis, 2015, p. 466-467, 

<https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/uu/reader.action?docID=1895501#>, accessed 24 May. 2020. 

44 ibid., p. 469. 

45 M. Jorgensen, L. Phillips, Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method, Sage Publications, London, 2002, p. 60, 

<https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/uu/reader.action?docID=343958#>, accessed 24 May 2020. 

46 Ibid., p. 58. 
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minorities, equality, power-sharing and discrimination. The texts that will be analysed with 

this methodology is political manifestations, articles from political parties, peace agreements 

and governmental texts such as the constitution. Fairclough argues for the importance of 

analysing grammar, textual structures and vocabulary.47 Although all these parts in the 

linguistic may be important for some analyses, we will only discuss if, and how, our key 

words are being used by political parties since our interest is in analysing the discourse of 

minorities and power-sharing. What then stands between the text and the actual social practice 

is the discursive practice where power is being asserted thought the use of language. It is 

through the discursive practice that the use of a word depends on how the social practice 

towards a group will be. Let us exemplify with a political party using the word Muslim in a 

negative way (text) and by then combining Muslim with negative associations such as 

terrorists or jihadist (discursive practice) this will eventually result in a social practice where 

people will distance themselves from Muslims because of this negative discourse. 

5.3 Data Collection  

As mentioned above the data will be collected by reading political manifestations, articles 

from political parties, peace agreements and governmental texts such as the constitution. The 

information has mainly been found at the sites of the relevant political parties, but finding an 

equal amount of information was not an easy task. Some of the political parties did not have 

functional webpages which brought us to look for the information by second sources such as 

other researchers, articles or international organs such as OSCE. Due to it not being easy to 

find primary sources about some political parties, there will be some secondarily sources.  

 

The data used in this research is longitudinal which mean that the purpose of the collected 

data is to examine change in a specific case.48 In this research data have been gathered from 

two elections in two countries where the purpose is to find out if political parties and certain 

laws have changed with the help of two power-sharing theories. The data will be used to 

compare changes in our two case studies in order to find out if power-sharing has led to a 

change in the discourse regarding the inclusion of minorities in power positions. 

  

 
47 Ibid., p. 62. 

48 I. Aalario, P. Heilmann, p. 2. 
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Chapter 6: Background  

The intention of this paper is to shed some light on the inclusion of minorities in politics and 

decision making, in post-conflict countries. It is done by analysing two states that have 

implemented two different power-sharing theories in their constitutions, after them resolving 

the conflicts. In order to understand why it have been necessary for two countries to 

implement power-sharing methods and mechanisms in their contexts, this chapter will present 

history of the countries. The aim of giving a background explanation is to get an overview of 

previous conflicts in our case studies and by doing so, it will create and understanding of why 

power-sharing is needed in Bosnia and Hercegovina and Nigeria.  

 

What Bosnia and Hercegovina and Nigeria have in common is that they have had recurring 

conflicts between antagonistic ethnic and religious groups, which they have solved with 

certain power-sharing arrangements. Nigeria is today a federal state, and so is one of the self-

governed entities of Bosnia and Hercegovina, the Federation of Bosnia and Hercegovina.  

 

Firstly, we will explain the case of Bosnia and Hercegovina and secondly, we will explain the 

case of Nigeria. Questions we aim to enlighten in this chapter is: Why was there a conflict? 

Who was a part of the conflict? How did the conflict end? And who are minorities?   

 

6.1 Bosnia and Hercegovina  

During the period of 1945 to 1980 Bosnia and Hercegovina, then named Socialist Republic of 

Bosnia and Hercegovina, was a part of Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia and ruled by 

Josip Broz Tito. Tito seemed to succeed with creating a Yugoslav identity, which had been 

hard to create before, hence the previous wars and conflicts between different ethnic groups in 

the Balkans. Tito was the main character in creating a united Yugoslavia and the key political 

moto was “Brotherhood and unity”. The ethnic polarisation began to decrease during the rule 

of Tito and a polling in 1964 showed that 73 percent of the Yugoslavian people found the 

relations to the other ethnicities as good. Empirical studies in 1969 showed that people in 

Yugoslavia found themselves having two identities, as Yugoslavian and as their origin 

identity.49 Although Tito and his communist regime did a good job of creating a united 

 
49M-J. Calic, A history of Yugoslavia, Purdue University Press, 2019, p. 202, 

<https://www.doabooks.org/doab?func=search&query=rid:33978> Accessed 24 May 2020. 
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identity by forbidding nationalism, the death of Tito in May 1980 set in motion what was to 

become years of conflicts, war and mass atrocities.50  

 

Twenty-five years has passed since the war in Bosnia ended and since the Dayton Peace 

Agreement (DPA) was signed by the three ethnic majorities. Twenty-five years of trying to 

share the power between antagonist groups. The war in Bosnia and Hercegovina was driven 

by nationalistic ideologies with the urge of creating homogenous ethnic territories. In a multi-

cultural country such as Bosnia, the war resulted in ethnic cleansing by mass expulsion, 

systematic rapes as a weapon of war and genocide. More than half of the Bosnian 4.4 million 

inhabitants were displaced and when 467,000 of these displaced persons returned to their 

homes, their homes were dominated by another ethno-national community.51 Bosnia and 

Hercegovina have since centuries back been a multi-cultural state. Bosnia have been included 

in diverse kingdoms. What was clear, after the death of Yugoslavia’s ruler Josip Broz Tito 

during the 1980s, was how countries of former Yugoslavia now wanted to be independent and 

the process to independency worked better for some countries than other. For Bosnia, that had 

been a place where people of different religions lived side by side with minorities that once 

came from nearby countries, it seemed important for these neighbouring countries to withhold 

the territories in Bosnia where their minorities lived.52   

 

After the war in Bosnia the Dayton Peace Agreement divided the country in two entities, 

between the three ethnic majorities Bosniaks (Bosnian-Muslims), Croats (Bosnian-Croatians) 

and Serbs (Bosnian-Serbs). The entity of Republika Srpska (hereafter RS) is today mostly 

inhabited by Bosnian Serbs while the Bosniak-Croatian Federation of Bosnia and 

Hercegovina (hereafter FBiH) is inhabited by a majority of Bosniaks and Bosnian Croatian 

people.53 Bosnia have a three-member presidency with a president representing each of the 

majority ethnicity, the three presidents rotate during their four-year mandate. RS has a 

relatively centralised power whereas FBiH consists of ten cantons that are self-governed.54 

According to a survey conducted in BiH in 2010, it was revealed that 68 percent of Bosniaks 

 
50Ibid., p. 251.  

51 S. Bose, 'Mostar as micronism: Power-Sharing in post-war Bosnia', in A. McCulloch, J. McGarry ed. Power-

Sharing, New York, 2017, p. 191. <https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/uu/reader.action?docID=4845476> 

52 Calic, p. 135. 

53 Ibid., p..189 

54 Dayton Peace Agreement  
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believed that BiH should have one centralised power whereas only 16 percent of Bosnian-

Croats and 5 per cent of Bosnian-Serbs that agreed on the matter.55  

 

The constitution of Bosnia and Hercegovina, written in Annex 4 in Dayton Peace Agreement, 

define Bosniaks, Croats and Serbs as the constituent peoples in BiH, while minorities in BiH 

are defined as “others”. In article 10, 12 and 13 of the constitution, it is written that BiH 

should ensure the respect of human rights and ensure non-discrimination. Not only by the 

constitution have Bosnia and Hercegovina made the promise not to discriminate and to 

respect human rights, but also by international law when ratifying different human rights 

conventions.   

6.2 Nigeria  

The British colonialization of Nigeria ended in 1960 and since then Nigeria have suffered 

civil wars, military coups and presidential assassinations. Nigeria has had four republics since 

their independence due to previous republics being overthrown by military coups, which have 

resulted in military dictatures. Many would say that the failure of withholding a stable 

republic was due to the inequality between the different ethnicities in Nigeria and a lot of the 

conflicts have been connected to resources.56 The conflicts resulted in changes of the 

constitution during the fourth republic whereas one of the changes was the promotion of a 

“national unity” and political stability.57 After the death of General Sani Abacha, General 

Abdulsalami A Abubakar became the head of state in 1998, Abubakar then announced a plan 

for the rebuilding of a democratic and civilian government.58 The fourth Republic of Nigeria 

begun in 1999 and the elections in Nigeria are regulated by the 1999 Constitution and the 

Electoral Act, that is proposed for each election. Nowadays it is required that the elected 

president, and their party, gets the majority of the votes where at least a quarter of these votes 

has to come from two-thirds of the state. Unlike Bosnia, Nigeria does not have a peace 

agreement after their civil wars. What they have implemented instead is a Federal Character 

 
55 Bose p. 190. 

56 H. J. Ahmadu, Dr Rohana BT Yusof, 'The Dynamics of Resource Conflict: Lessons from Nigeria And 

Malaysia', Doctoral, Lecturer, Government and International Studies, Malaysia, 2010, p.2. 

<https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-dynamics-of-resource-conflict%3A-Lessons-from-and-Ahmadu-

Yusof/156db4ab8101f3f6c63f1909f20519408f0b4f28>, accessed 12 May 2020. 

57 L. Demarest, A. Langer, U. Ukiwo, 'Nigeria’s Federal Character Commission (FCC): a critical appraisal', 

Oxford Development Studies [online journal], 2020, p. 2. <https://doi.org/10.1080/13600818.2020.1727427>, 

accessed 12 May 2020.  

58 The Commonwealth, 'Nigeria General Election: 23 February 2019', The Commonwealth [website], 26 

February 2019, p. 4, <https://thecommonwealth.org/sites/default/files/inline/NigeriaCOGFullReport.pdf>, 

accessed 24 May. 2020. 
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Principle (hereafter FCP) which was introduced to manage inequalities between different 

groups in the Nigerian society, today there is around 250 different ethnic groups in Nigeria.59 

By implementing the FCP, the Federal Character Commission was tasked to; ensure fair 

representation in public service, to monitor the public service and to prosecute when the 

public service violated the FCP.60  

 

Nigeria have not formed a peace agreement after the civil war, nor after the military coups. 

Since Nigeria’s return to democracy in 1999 the various elections have had disturbances and 

violence, campaigns where often used to put groups against each other by creating 

antagonism against different religions and ethnicities.61 In order to calm the situation during 

2015 elections, General Abdulasalami A. Abubakar, who was the head of state in Nigeria in 

1999, was appointed the role as the chairman of The National Peace Committee in Nigeria. In 

2018 he organised a ratification of the National Peace Accord and gathered all the political 

parties to sign an agreement with the aim to reassure a peaceful and transparent election.62  

Nigeria consists of 36 states and there are 250 different ethno-linguistic groups. The largest 

groups in Nigeria consists of four group which are Fulani, Hausa, Yoruba and Igbo, these four 

groups account for approximately 68 per cent of the Nigerian population. In North you can 

find the Hausa and Fulani peoples who traditionally practice Islam, and then there is the 

Christians minorities as well. The middle belt of Nigeria consists of 50-100 different ethno-

linguistic groups and is religiously diverse. Islam is dominated in the north of Nigeria and is 

practiced by almost half of the population while Christians live mostly in the south and is 

practised by almost the other half of the population, the remaining of the Nigerians practice 

traditional religions.63  

 

The majority groups were the ones who had access to power, and it was not until the creation 

of more states that minorities had been given access to power in the federation. 64 In the 

 
59 Demarest, Langer, Ukiwo, p. 2.  

60 Ibid., p. 3. 

61 The Kukah Centre, '2015 General Elections: The untold Story', The Kukah Centre [website], 2015, History and 

Background, <https://thekukahcentre.org/research-reports/>, accessed 11 May 2020.  

62 The Commonwealth, p. 9.  

63 Federal Republic of Nigeria, 'People of Nigeria', Federal Republic of Nigeria [website], 

<https://nigeria.gov.ng/about-nigeria/people-of-nigeria/>, accessed 24 May. 2020.  

64 E.E Osaghae, 'Ethnic Minorities and Federalism in Nigeria', Affrican Affairs [online journal], vol. 90, no. 359, 

1991, p. 248, <https://www-jstor-org.ezproxy.its.uu.se/stable/722781?pq-
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second republic the states instead became ethno-regional which underplayed minorities access 

to power.65  

Chapter 7: Result  

 

The intention of this paper is to shed some light on the inclusion of minorities in politics and 

decision making, in post-conflict countries. It is done by analysing two states that have 

implemented two different power-sharing methods in their constitutions, after them resolving 

the conflicts. To enable an answer to the research question; Have power-sharing led to a 

change in the discourse regarding the inclusion of minorities in power positions? The 

purpose of this chapter is to present the results that will enable us to answer the research 

question.  

 

We will start by presenting the constitution of each country to identify what parts of the 

constitution may be problematic, when trying to power-share with minorities. After this we 

will present two elections of each country and discuss how the largest political parties, within 

each country and each of the two elections, have spoken about minorities, ethnicity and 

power-sharing. We find it relevant to present how and in which way each political party 

discuss these issues, in order to be able to see if the discourse has changed during the time of 

the first election and the latest election. Relevant parts of the constitution will as well be 

presented during our chosen period of time to identify if there has been a positive 

development during the implementation of each power-sharing arrangement.  

 

7.1 Bosnia and Hercegovina  

The constitution of Bosnia and Hercegovina is formed by Annex 4 in Dayton Peace 

Agreement, which is the peace agreement that ended the war in Bosnia. The Dayton Peace 

Agreement define “constituent peoples” as Bosniaks, Serbs and Croat and refers to minorities 

and persons from mixed marriages, as “others”.66 As mentioned earlier, Bosnia and 

Hercegovina consist of two self-governed entities, the Federation of Bosnia and Hercegovina, 

and Republika Srpska. As a citizen of the republic of BiH you are allowed to vote in the entity 

that you are resident in. If you live in FBiH, you either vote for a Bosniak or a Croatian 

 
65 Ibid., p. 250. 
66 Dayton Peace Agreement, Annex 4. 
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candidate, and there will be one Bosniak and one Bosnian-Croatian president elected. If you 

live in the entity of RS you vote for a candidate that will become the Bosnian-Serb president. 

The parliament of Bosnia have two chambers, the House of Peoples and the House of 

Representatives, each with equally divided seats between the three “constituent peoples”. The 

house of peoples consists 15 delegates, five of each of the constituent peoples (10 from FBiH 

and 5 from RS). The House of representatives shall consist 42 members, one-third of each 

ethnic majority.67 

 

According to Annex 1 in the DPA there are a total of 15 conventions that shall be applied, 

where one of them is the Convention for the protection of National Minorities. This is one of 

the three times the terminology “minorities” is used in the DPA. The other two times 

minorities are mentioned, is when referring to human rights agreements and when 

determining that the DPA and the constitution is inspired by the Universal Declaration of on 

the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities.68  

When discussing ethnic groups or ethnicities these two words are mentioned ten times. 

Ethnicity is mentioned when discussing the commission’s work and how the commission 

should represent ethnic groups, though not specified which these ethnic groups are.69 In the 

preamble of the constitution, it can be read that Bosniaks, Croats and Serbs are viewed as 

“constituent people” and the minorities of Bosnia are described as “the others”.70 When the 

DPA refers to the minorities as “others” this directly discriminates the other 17 national 

minority groups that are by law, protected by status, equality and rights. The 17 recognised 

national minorities in Bosnia and Hercegovina are: Albanians, Montenegrins, Jews, Roma, 

Czechs, Macedonians, Germans, Poles, Italians, Hungarians, Russians, Ruthenians, Slovaks, 

Slovenians, Turks and Ukrainians.71 Roma people in Bosnia are the largest national minority 

and are the still today socially, economically and politically marginalised.72 The words 

minority and minorities were written eleven times and is often mentioned when mentioning 

which conventions, the constitution should follow. In Annex 6, Agreement on Human Rights, 

article 1(27) determines that the enjoyment of rights and freedoms listed in the constitutions is 

secured without discrimination based on being a national minority.73 The word ethnic was 

 
67 Dayton Peace Agreement, p. 65. 

68 Ibid., p. 93. 

69 Ibid., p.104. 

70 Ibid., p. 59. 

71 OSCE, 'National Minorities in BiH', Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe [website], 
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written ten times and often in relation to other conventions and when discussing displaced 

persons rights when returning home after the conflict. In relation to power-sharing, “ethnic 

groups” where used when discussing facilities, staff and expenses. The commission shall 

appropriate staff representative of the “ethnic groups” comprising BiH.74 When searching for 

the word “power”, as in power-sharing, we found that it was used 9 times in the DPA. In 

Annex 4, Article 3 (11) states that “all governmental functions and powers not expressly 

assigned in this constitution to the institutions of Bosnia and Hercegovina shall be those of the 

entities”75, and maybe this is why we could not find a connection between power-sharing with 

minorities.  

 

7.1.1 1996: Post-war election 

The first post-war general election in Bosnia and Hercegovina was held on 14 September 

1996. According to the Dayton Peace Agreement, signed by the three ethnic majorities in 

Bosnia in 1995, the Organisation of Security and Co-operation in Europe (hereafter OSCE) 

had the mission to monitor the election. This being the first election after the war of course 

created tension across Bosnia. Radovan Karadzic, who was one of the key players in war and 

in the ethnic cleansing, was still involved in the Serb-Dominated political party SDS (Serbian 

Democratic Party). Due to Karadzic’s involvement in the war, OSCE and the Office of High 

Representative (hereafter OHR) required that he would be banished from the participation in 

politics.76 When the 1996 election was finished and counted it was clear that 95 % of the 

parties where ethnic political parties. The three main dominating parties where HDZ 

(Croatian Democratic Party), SDS (Serbian Democratic Party) and SDA (Party of Democratic 

Action).77 All three of these political parties where ethno-nationalistic and had been founded 

before the war.   

 

 
74 Dayton Peace Agreement, Annex 8, article 3(17). 

75 Dayton Peace Agreement, Annex 4, article 3 (11). 
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Party of Democratic Action (SDA) was, and is as of today, the nationalistic party of the 

Bosniaks. The party had been active even before the civil war which resulted in them 

becoming the largest Bosniak political party and the largest party in BiH, after the war. SDA 

was the first registered political party after the after the 45 years of one-party system in the 

communist Yugoslavia. They defined themselves as a political alliance of the citizens of 

Yugoslavia who belongs to the Muslim cultural and historical circle, as well as a political 

party for other persons who identity with their goals. Their interest was, and is as of today, to 

keep Bosnia and Hercegovina united and as a common state of Muslims (Bosniaks), Serbs 

and Croats.78  

As for the Bosnian-Croatians, the Croatian Democratic Party (HDZ) became the largest 

Croatian party. As there is not much information to be found about their political thoughts 

during the 90’s we have reviewed their political manifesto of 2018, as they as of today 

identify themselves as a nationalistic party. They identify themselves as a Christian 

democratic party whose mission is to gather all the Croatian citizens of Bosnia and 

Hercegovina79. HDZ argues for that the only way of BiH to continue to be a union is if there 

are three fully equal and sovereign state, of the constituent peoples of Croats, Bosniaks and 

Serbs and other who live in BiH. HDZ argues that this can only be assured and achieved by a 

 
78 SDA, Lična karta stranke, SDA Sarajevo [website], <https://www.sdacentar.ba/licna_karta/>, accessed 24 

May. 2020.  

79 HDZ, Povijest stranke, HDZ BiH [website], <https://hdzbih.org/hr/povijest-stranke>, accessed 24 May. 2020.  
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reorganisation of the constitution and an administrative-territorial reorganisation. They are in 

favour of ethnic federalism and against ethnic majoritarianism.80 

 

Serbian Democratic Party (SDS) was the winning party in Republika Srpska. They describe 

themselves as a political party that has a role to play as a political expression of people’s 

values, especially those who come from a Christian Orthodox tradition.81 Radovan Karadzic 

who was the president of SDA was replaced with Momčilo Krajišnik, who prevented the 

access to television and radio from opposition candidates.82  

7.1.2 2018: The latest election  

OSCE described the presidential election in 2018 as contestants who “orient themselves 

towards their own ethnic communities”.83 To have the right to be a candidate in the election 

you have to define yourself as either a Bosniak, Serb or Croat, as a Bosniak and Croat you 

have to be a resident of Federation of Bosnia and Hercegovina and as Serb you have to be a 

resident of Republika Srpska. This means that it is still not possible for minorities to candidate 

for the presidency.  

 

The results from 2018 created controversy in BiH for different reasons, mainly because of the 

power-shift where oppositions from both the Serbian and the Croat gained power in the 2019 

election. The elected presidents for are Sefik Dzaferovic (Bosniak, SDA), Milorad Dodik 

(Serb, SNSD) Zeljko Komsic (Croat, DF). One of the main issues in BiH after the election of 

2018 was the political deadlock because of disagreements on moving forward with NATO 

negotiations. Dzaferovic and Komsic, with their political parties, want to move forward 

towards NATO but the Dodik disagreed, which created a deadlock due to them not being able 

to form a national government.84 The other controversy among the Croatians was due to the 

 
80 HDZ, Zajednistvo, HDZ Bosne i Hercegovine [website], 2018, p. 14, 
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%20Izborni%20program%20i%20Kodeks%20ponašanja%20-%20Opći%20izbori%20u%20BiH%202018..pdf> 

accessed 24 May. 2020.  

81 SDRS, историјат, SDRS [website], <http://www.sdsrs.com/sr/67.istorijat.html>, accessed 24 May. 2020. 

82 A. Karatnycky, Freedom in the world: 1996-1997, Transaction, 1998, Google Books [Online database], 

<https://books.google.se/books?id=4rlhdwaaqbaj&pg=pt250&lpg=pt250&dq=serbian+democratic+party+1996

&source=bl&ots=phhqykatlk&sig=acfu3u2ojlyb2ktjfqwqitznw4ic6e95va&hl=sv&sa=x&ved=2ahukewifqv3bss

bpahufmyskhalrdduq6aewcxoecc0qaq#v=onepage&q=sds&f=false> accessed 19 April 2020. 

83 Office for Democratic Institutions and Human rights, Interim report: 27 August – 18 September 2018, OSCE, 

2018.  
84 K. Barton, 'Politically Deadlocked Bosnia Takes 'One step forward and two steps back', World Politics 

Review, 7 October 2019, <https://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/28245/politically-deadlocked-bosnia-

takes-one-step-forward-and-two-steps-back>, accessed 16 May 2020.  
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power-shift from the previous very nationalistic party Croatian Democratic Union of Bosnia 

and Hercegovina (HDZ BiH) to the not so nationalistic Democratic Front led by Zeljko 

Komsic. The 42 seats in the parliamentary is now shared between 15 different political 

parties. 

 

As in 1996, SDA maintained their position in 2018 election as the largest party amongst the 

Bosniak political parties. As one of the largest parties in Bosnia and Hercegovina one could 

assume that SDA would have a webpage where they gather their political beliefs, in this case 

it was a hard time finding a working webpage. When successfully finding a working webpage 

for their unit in Sarajevo we tried to find a political manifesto which we could not find either. 

Instead they had a section on their webpage which could be translated as “Political 

identification” where SDA have written about the beginning of the party until what they want 

in present time, which is what is of relevance for this research. They want an equal BiH with a 

diverse and functional government. They want to make amendments to the Dayton Peace 

Agreement which would allow BiH to become “a functional and normal state”. SDA want to 

create and strengthen the Bosnian identity as an identity to relate to no matter of ethnic 

origin.85  They do not mention minorities, ethnicity nor power-sharing in their “political 

manifesto” on their Sarajevo-based political webpage. As in the election in 1992, they are still 

 
85 SDA, Lična karta stranke, SDA Sarajevo [website], <https://www.sdacentar.ba/licna_karta/>, accessed 24 May 

2020. 
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mainly focused on reaching out to the Bosniak (Muslim) part of the population, which still as 

of today makes them a nationalistic party.  

Zeljko Komsic, the president of the Croats, is the founder of Democratic Front (DF) and was 

before this a member of the Croatian Nationalist party Croatian Democratic Party (HDZ). 

The ideology and philosophy of Democratic Front is different from the nationalistic HDZ that 

for a long time has been the largest Bosnian-Croat party. Although DF aim to represent the 

Bosnian Croatian part of the Bosnian population, they do not only aim to reach out to the 

Croat population in their political manifest. They also include Bosniaks and Bosnian-Serbs 

and all talk about Bosnians as persons despite ethnicity or religion in their political manifest. 

In their political manifest they mainly discuss the political situation in BiH and they talk 

about BiH facing challenges in the future. They acknowledge that the political structure in 

BiH needs to have a change in the policy, the way the country is governed by the state and the 

public. When they talk about the inhabitants in Bosnia and Hercegovina, they do not use 

terminology that per se would identify different ethnic or religious group, they instead use 

“Bosnians and Hercegovinans”. DF discusses religions and its position in Bosnia, they state 

that the society should be secular in which both atheism and religion must be respected and 

equally treated. DF argues for that the idea that parts of BiH belong to only Bosniaks, Croats 

and Serbs is contrary to their political philosophy. They aim to fight the institutionalised 

discrimination in BiH and they believe that the reason of the economic situation in BiH is 

because of the ethnic tension and interethnic intolerance that have been used by politicians to 

favour some citizens.86 

The Serb party SNSD became in 2010 the largest political party in Republika Srpska. The 

leader of SNSD, Milorad Dodik, increased the nationalistic and separatist rhetoric during 

2010 in an attempt to gain more votes from the Serb population in RS. SNSD describe 

themselves as a peaceful political party who wants an economic change, equality, justice and 

identity themselves as a European social democratic party. Although the party advertise 

themselves as socialist, they were expelled from the Socialists International due to the party’s 

nationalistic ideology.87 

 
86 Demokratska Fronta, Osnivačka skupština Demokratske fronte, Demokratska Fronta [website], 2013, 

<http://fronta.ba/manifest/>, accessed 24 May 2020. 

87 T. Landsford, 'Bosnia and Hercegovina', in T. Landsford, Political Handbook of The World 2018-2019, 

Landsford, CQ Press, Thousand Oaks, 2019.  
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7.2 Nigeria  

As Nigeria is a multi-ethnic and multi-religious country with over 200 million citizens, many 

of them are internally displaced, voluntarily or un-voluntarily. The constitution of Nigeria 

establishes that there shall be 36 states of Nigeria, and due to Nigeria’s history of bloody 

conflicts between different ethnic and religious groups, each person in Nigeria is a citizen in 

one of the 36 states in Nigeria. In order to keep the peace in each state every Nigerian holds 

an “indigene-ship” which settles the ownership of each community.88 This means that a 

person born in one state do not have the same rights when moving to another state, due to 

them not being indigene. The president of Nigeria appoints at least one minister of each state 

who has to be an indigene of the state (Nigerian Constitution 147.3).89 According to the 

paragraph 25(1) in the Nigerian constitution, discrimination based on birthplace is forbidden. 

Paragraph 15(2) states that national integration is encouraged whilst discrimination based on 

place of origin, sex, religion, status and ethnic or linguistic association is forbidden. The word 

“ethnic” is mentioned ten times in the constitution and five of these are in relation to power-

sharing with ethnic groups and striving for representation of all ethnic groups. For a candidate 

to win the presidential election one has to have the highest number of votes, and the candidate 

must have one-quarter of the votes in at least two-third of all states, including the Federal 

Capital Territory, Abuja. The voting system in Nigeria is called “two-round system” which is 

preferable when electing a single winner.90  

7.2.1 1999: Post-war election  

As mentioned in chapter 6, General Abdulsalami A Abubakar became the head of state after 

the death of General Sani Abacha. The fourth republic in Nigeria was established by 

Abubakar in 1999. In this election, the National Electoral Commission (INEC) only 

acknowledged three political parties. The three parties that were allowed in the 1999 election 

was: The Peoples Democratic Party (hereafter PDP), the All Peoples Party (hereafter APP) 

and the Action for Democracy (hereafter AD).  

The president election of 1999 was won by The Peoples Democratic Party (PDP) and 

Olusegun Abasanjo became the president of Nigeria’s fourth republic. 62 per cent of the 

Nigerian people voted on PDP and 37 per cent voted for AD-APP. There is not a lot of 

 
88 Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria 1999, Paragraph 42(4i)  

89 Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria 1999 

90 Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria 1999, paragraph 134 (3b) 
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information to find on each of the political parties during the 1999 election, and due to this we 

have instead reviewed literature based on the 1999 election. 

 

The position regarding minorities and nationalities in Nigeria remained unaddressed, as well 

as the Niger Delta and the oil conflict. It was believed that these issues were could possibly 

bring down Obasanjo and his party, specifically because the southerners in PDP were not 

strong advocates for federalism, minority rights or other nationality issues.91   

According to The Carter Center, the transition to democracy during 1999 was not well 

organised, there was not a public discussion on the formation of Nigeria’s constitution nor 

what the different political parties wanted to do during their rule. This resulted in Nigerans 

voting for political parties, without knowing what powers the representatives would have.92 

To ensure and prevent the political parties from becoming ethnic-based, which have been a 

problem in Nigeria for decades, the Independent National Electoral Commission (INEC) 

established strict rules for political parties.  

In order for political parties being allowed to participate in local elections, they have to 

maintain offices in 24 of the 36 states, i.e. two thirds, of Nigeria. They also have to establish 

and present ethnic variety and a regional mix of the pollical party’s leadership. INEC decided 

 
91 J. O. Ihonvbere, 'The 1999 Presidental Elections in Nigeria: The Unresolved Issue', Issue: A Journal of 

Opinion, 1999, Vol. 27, No. 1, p. 60, <https://www-jstor-

org.ezproxy.its.uu.se/stable/pdf/1167008.pdf?refreqid=excelsior%3A26d3b95aa946b00a27c952dff2cc90a6> 

accessed 24 May. 2020. 

92 The Carter Center, National Democratic Institute for International Affairs, 'Observing the 1998-99 Nigeria 

Elections', The Carter Center [website], 1999, p.16, https://www.cartercenter.org/documents/1152.pdf, accessed 

22 May 2020. 
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that the name and the logo of a political party could not contain an ethnic or religious 

representation/idea.93  

The federal character principal was stated in Nigeria’s constitution of 1999, with the purpose 

to ensure the inclusive representation of Nigerian both majorities and minorities in public 

administration.  

7.2.2 2019: The latest election  

In 2011, the recognition of only three parties were liberalised which resulted in 63 new 

registered political parties. In 2013 four oppositions parties formed an alliance and built a new 

political party called All Progressives Congress (APC).94 In the 2019 election the two largest 

political parties were PDP and APC, both of these political parties have gotten criticism 

aimed at them for not having a clear “ideology” and not being different enough. The critics 

argue that the only reason the four opposition parties formed an alliance and became a big 

alliance, was to increase their possibilities of winning the power.95 The All Progressive 

Congress won the 2015 election and have since then ruled Nigeria.  

 

The African Union (Hereafter AU) observed and documented the 2019 election in Nigeria and 

described it as not being as violent as previous elections, although violence occurred in some 

states, the violence could not be linked to the election.96 Nigerian political parties have a 

history of identity politics specifically linked to religion, ethnicity and region. The AU 

however stated that this was not the case in this election due to the candidates of the two 

largest parties having similar regional backgrounds.97 AU reported that the elections faced 

some security issues due to the Niger Delta oil-conflict and the attacks from Boko Haram in 

the northern part of Nigeria.98  

 
93 Ibid., p. 16. 
94 A.I. Egwim, 'Ideologically Speaking: The departure of All Prograssive Congress from Peoples Democratic 

Party', Socialscientia Journal of Social Sciences and Humanities Journal [online journal], Vol. 3, No. 4, 2018, 

p.2, 

<https://www.academia.edu/39187755/ideologically_speaking_the_departure_of_all_progressive_congress_fro

m_peoples_democratic_party>, accessed 21 May 2020. 

95 Ibid., p.10. 

96 African Union, 'AUEOM to the 23 February 2019 presidential and national assembly elections in Nigeria', 

African Union [website], 2019, p. 13, <https://au.int/sites/default/files/documents/38118-doc-

report_of_the_african_union_election_observation_mission_to_the_23_february_2019_presidential_and_nation

al_assembly_elections_in_the_federal_republic_of_nigeria.pdf>, accessed 21 May 2020. 

97 Ibid. p.8. 

98 Ibid. p. 9. 
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The election of 2019 was won by All Progressive Congress, led by Muhammadu Buhari with 

56 percent of the votes. Buhari entered politics in 2003 when he joined the All Nigerian 

People’s Party (ANPP) but in 2010 Buhari left ANPP and formed the Congress for 

Progressive Change (CPC). He then joined the All Progressive Congress (APC) in 2013, 

which he is today the president of.99 

 

All Progressive Congress, APC, do not mention, nor do they discuss the position of minorities 

in their manifesto. They mention “ethnicity” and “ethnic” three times which is when 

criticizing the government. They argue that the government thrives on corruption, injustice 

and that they systematically exploit ethnic and religious with the aim to divide Nigeria. They 

intend to decentralise the power and bringing it closer to the people by including local 

policing.100 As they do not mention the word “minorities” or different groups within the 

Nigerian society, they instead discuss the position of women and the youth. They mention that 

women do not enjoy the same freedoms as men and that they are not included in politics. 

They mention equality three times in their manifesto, but this being specifically aimed 

towards gender equality and not equality between different minorities or different ethnic 

groups in Nigeria.101  

 
99 State House Government Nigeria, 'President Muhammadu Buhari', State House Government Nigeria 

[website], <https://statehouse.gov.ng/people/president-muhammadu-buhari/>, accessed 20 May 2020. 

100 All Progressive Congress, Independent National Electoral Commission [website], p. 34, 

<https://www.inecnigeria.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/APC-Manifesto.pdf>, accessed 20 May 2020.  

101 Ibid., p.3.  
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APC wish to initiate policies to enable Nigerians to live and work in any state in Nigeria and 

therefore APC wish to remove state of origin, tribe, ethnic and religious affiliation and replace 

these with state of residence.102  

The Peoples Democratic Party, PDP, has been the leading party in the country since the 

establishing of the fourth constitution in 1999. In their manifesto they have a discussion on 

their founding fathers of Nigeria and describe their previous leaders as “pragmatic men and 

women from varying ethnic, cultural and religious backgrounds” and as these leaders come to 

know each other they also came to appreciate the difficulties of uniting the 250 ethnic groups 

in Nigeria. In their manifesto they mention that the previous issues in Nigeria were due to 

“winners” taken all the power and have not shares the power with other groups. They 

therefore state that they aim to avoid a situation where the winner takes it all, and the loser 

loses all after an election. They strive to reconcile and heal previous political competition 

over power, and they declare that no Nigerian group will be excluded from power and public 

office, as in the past.103 In the constitution of the party it says that the party shall “promote 

respect for and understanding of the religious and cultural diversity of Nigeria”.104 PDP wants 

to preserve Nigeria as a multi-religious state, and they want to guarantee freedom to practice 

one’s religion.105 The word minorities were mentioned twice in the manifesto, where they 

argue for that PDP will strive to protect vulnerable groups within the society, such as 

minorities, women and children.106 They want to offer equal opportunity and for all citizens in 

Nigeria to hold political positions and to protect and defend the interests of all minorities.107 

PDP mentions power-sharing one time in the manifesto and when they discuss the matter of 

power-sharing they argue that there should be a geo-political balance as a fundamental 

principle of power-sharing.108 Both Buhari and Atiku are Muslims from the Northern part of 

Nigeria which could lower the risk of violence during the elections due to previous elections 

being characterised by violence between Muslims and Christians.109 
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Chapter 8: Analysis  

 

The purpose of this paper has been to shed some light on the inclusion of minorities in politics 

and decision making, in post-conflict countries. This have been done by reviewing two states 

that have implemented two different power-sharing theories in their constitutions, after them 

resolving the armed conflict. This chapter will analyse the results by analysing the progress of 

including minorities in the decision-making in Bosnia and Hercegovina and Nigeria.  

The method in this research have been a critical discourse analysis and the reason of choosing 

this was primarily because the aim of this paper was to find out whether our independent 

variable, our two power-sharing theories, are the reason minorities are included, or, excluded 

in politics and in power-sharing. The main idea of power-sharing is to share power between 

different groups within a society. In order to find out if this have been done accordingly to our 

two power-sharing theories we have primarily searched for keywords such as: minorities, 

power-sharing, ethnicity and equality in public documents and manifestos of the key players 

within the politics, in our case studies. Since the result of each of our case studies have given 

different outcomes, the discussions of each country will look different. This due to the 

centripetal nature of Nigeria and that political parties in Nigeria by law are forbidden to aim 

their political agenda towards a specific ethnic, religious or lingual group. Due to this major 

difference the result of Nigeria has been characterised of how the fourth constitution is 

constructed and specific charters in the constitution.  

 

This chapter will be divided in two parts, the first part will discuss Consociationalism in 

Bosnia and Hercegovina, the second part will discuss Centripetalism in Nigeria. This 

discussion will lay a ground to be able to answer the question of this paper: Have power-

sharing led to a change in the discourse regarding the inclusion of minorities in power 

positions? 
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8.1 Bosnia and Hercegovina  

8.1.1 Consociationalism in Bosnia and Hercegovina  

There is no doubt that the Dayton Peace Agreement is the foundation for Bosnia and 

Hercegovina’s Consociational democracy. The fundament of consociationalism is to make 

antagonistic groups to talk to each other and cooperate within power-sharing institutions. 

What Bosnia was in need of in order to stop the war was the different groups to begin 

conversations and negotiations with each other, and that is what the Dayton Peace Agreement 

contributed with. The antagonistic groups during the war in the 90s, as well as before the war, 

was Bosniaks, Serbs and Croats. Today there are 17 recognised minorities in Bosnia, but the 

constitution is today based on Dayton Peace Agreement which recognises Bosniaks, Serbs 

and Croats as the constituent peoples. Not only does this exclude minorities in Bosnia by not 

being defined as “constituent people”, but it as well are directly discriminating due to 

minorities not being able to be elected as presidents if they do not recognise themselves as 

either Bosniak, Serb or Croat.  

 

The first qualification of Arend Lijphart’s theory of consociationalism is for the leaders to 

recognise the dangers within the fragmented system, the second is commitment to system 

maintenance which indicates that the political leaders have to make an effort to stop 

hostilities. The third qualification is the ability to transcend subcultural cleavages at the elite 

level, and the fourth qualification is for the leaders to establish institutions and form solutions 

to accommodate their differences.  

 

The election results and the change of the dominating political parties will be discussed and 

analysed deeper in chapter 8.1.2 and help us com closer to the answer if power-sharing have 

been a success in Bosnia or not. The election results and the politics in BiH are erratic, 

however one essential part of power-sharing in Bosnia that is static, is the Dayton Peace 

Agreement that forms the constitution of Bosnia and Hercegovina. As of today, there have not 

been any amendments done to the constitution, and it is still defined the way the international 

community and the military leaders agreed upon. If we are to only to look at the Dayton Peace 

Agreement, the four qualifications of Lijpharts Consociational democracy are in fact are to be 

found in the agreement.  
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The leaders did acknowledge the dangers of not sharing power with each other, the 

consequences of a fragile democracy and only a majoritarian rule was the war in Bosnia. 

From the perspective of Lijphart, one could argue that effort from political leaders in this case 

was to stop the war and work for peace in the region, although this was done with a lot of 

pressure and help from the international community. When it comes to the third qualification, 

the ability to transcend subcultural cleavages at the elite level, that is something that have 

been hard to find in the result. It is also one of the aspects we are critical towards in the 

theory, this due to consociationalism aiming to only share power between antagonistic groups 

with the expectations that this will solve the problem not only at the elite level, but also with 

the rest of the population. A theory we decided to bring forward in this study is the social 

identity theory. Lijphart in his theory thinks that antagonism per se will disappear when 

groups learn to share power. When power-sharing only is accessible to majorities, a 

frustration is growing amongst minorities who do not get the same access to political 

influence. The theory of social identity gives consociationalism a new approach that Lijphart 

does not include in his theory: improving inter-group relationships. Ed Cairns argue that 

people who identify themselves in a specific group, tend to distinguish themselves from 

comparable out-groups. The consequence of this behaviour is that the in-group might favour 

their own group and be hostile towards other groups. In the case of Bosnia, the in-group that 

are being favoured are the constituent peoples of Bosnia: Bosniaks, Serbs and Croats. The 

result does not show that they per se favour each other, because the result has shown that the 

discourse is partly changing in the politics, but it as well showed that some political parties 

are becoming more nationalistic. However, the constituent people do have benefits and they 

are still viewed as an elite and only the majorities have the opportunity to become a president. 

The ones who could instead be viewed as the “out-group” are the minorities who are excluded 

by law, with the help of social identity it could be helpful to stop favouring some, over others 

by working on group relations. 

 

8.1.2 Power-sharing in Bosnia and Hercegovina  

In terms of how the main political parties have spoken about minorities, ethnicities, power-

sharing and equality, the empirics show that there has been a change in many aspects. After 

the war in Bosnia the election results showed that the main political parties were ethno-

nationalist and previous military leaders that had been a part of the war had now become 

politicians. It was clear that 95 percent of the political parties where nationalistic and ethnic 
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orientated after the war and due to the three main political parties being led by the three 

constituent peoples, this resulted in them having the interest in the majorities. Minorities in 

Bosnia have not had the same opportunity to be involved in politics due to the politicians 

being focused on solving previous conflicts between the antagonistic majorities.  

There was not much information to find about each of the dominating political party during 

the 1996 election which will result in an analyse mostly based on the election result, 

compared to the result of the latest election. What we do know with the help of the empirics is 

that 95 percent of the politic parties in BiH were ethno-national orientated, which will tell us a 

lot when comparing to the political parties today. Another thing to be notes is while there was 

a larger participation in the presidential election in 2018 compared to in 1996, none of the 

political parties have the same number of votes as the ethno-political parties did in the 

election of 1996. According to the CDA, this result can be interpreted as the ethno-political 

parties losing the hold of power due to the people wanting a more inclusive politics. This 

could be an explanation on why the Croat nationalistic party HDZ was outvoted by DF.  

Our analysis tool in this paper is Fairclough’s three-dimensional model, which is used to 

understand the society and the communication within it. Fairclough argue the importance of 

analysing words, textual structures and grammar. He argues that the connection between 

what, let us say a political manifestos or constitutions, communicates is related to the social 

practice in a society. This critical discourse analysis is used to explain if there has been a 

change in the discourse when speaking about minorities, power-sharing, ethnicity and 

equality.  

As the result have shown, the majority of the political party’s during the first election were 

ethno-political orientated which mean that they only spoke about their ambitions for their own 

community. Accordingly, with the CDA, the political discourse during the first election could 

be explained with how the DPA was formed. The DPA primarily focused on the three largest 

ethnicities in Bosnia which is Bosniaks, Serbs and Croats. Minorities are only mentioned 

three times in DPA, although there are 17 recognised minorities in Bosnia. The CDA helps us 

understand that depending on how policies are formed, this will most certainly form how 

politicians speak about different subjects, which will in turn form the discourse and the social 

practice within a society. The lack of inclusion of minorities in the politics and the power-

sharing during the first election could be a result of the Dayton Peace Agreement and the non-

existing inclusion of minorities and other perspectives when forming the agreement.  
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If the exclusion of minorities during the first election could be explained with how the DPA is 

formed, how can we explain the change of discourse in the latest election? As the results 

showed, the election of 2018 created controversy due to power-shift within the different ethic 

majorities. The largest political parties from the Bosniak side have continued to be the SDA, 

but there was a clear power-shift in the Croat and Serb political parties. The Serb-elected 

president is Milorad Dodik from the nationalistic political party SNSD increased the 

nationalistic and separatist rhetoric during the election of 2018. The Croat president Zeljko 

Komsic from Democratic Front who was a former member of the nationalistic Croatian party 

HDZ is now the leader of an inclusive Croat party. DF is the only political party with a 

complete webpage with a political manifesto that does not only discuss the position of their 

ethnic group, Croatians. According to the CDA this could also explain why this young 

political party gained this much power over the short period of time. According to the 

constitution DF should represent the Croatian part of the Bosnian population which makes it 

natural for them to only reach out to the Croatians in BiH. Instead they do not make a 

distinction between different ethnic groups in their political manifesto. The lack of ethnic 

polarisation in their policies could be the reason of why they have grown to be the largest 

Croatian political party. Critical Discourse Analysis is a tool to study social-power abuse and 

inequality and the way it is legitimised, reproduces and/or resisted. The fast growth of a non-

nationalistic Croatian political party as DF could in terms of CDA be explained as all the 

ethnic groups in FBiH feeling included and by casting their vote on DF it could be understood 

as a wish for a power-shift. The exclusion and discrimination of minorities have been natural 

due to how the DPA is formed. But it has been over two decades since the DPA was formed 

and the power-shift from a nationalistic Croat party to a including Croat party could therefore 

be interpreted as a way to resist a discriminatory constitution and politics.  

Although the nature of consociationalism is to power-share between majorities, a change in 

the discourse of power-sharing with minorities can be viewed when comparing political 

agendas in 1996 and in 2018. Not only have the three largest political parties began to discuss 

the inclusion of minorities, but BiH have also gotten critics from the international community 

because of the discriminatory constitution which forbids all ethnicities other than Bosniaks, 

Serbs and Croatians to candidate for the precedency. Fairclough explains that what divides the 

texts and the social practice, is the discursive practise. In this way it could be understood that 

power is being asserted through the use of language. The language in the political manifestos 

in the first election where aimed at the ethnic majorities in BiH which in some way is natural 
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because of the war being fought between the three majorities, and therefore the power-sharing 

politics where between Bosniaks, Serbs and Croats. Today the political parties in Bosnia have 

changed their language and the way they speak to the peoples, i.e. using more inclusive 

words, discussing minorities situation and broadening the perspective on power-sharing. All 

this forms the discourse in the society which will influence the social practise. In RS the 

rhetoric has become more nationalistic and separatist, leading to the discourse and the social 

practice to become more ethnic-polarised and wanting to separate from Bosnia. In the 

Federation of BiH the politicians have begun to focus on inclusive rhetoric’s, leading to new 

formations of political parties that are more inclusive towards other ethnicities other than the 

three majorities.  

8.1.3 Comparing to the literature review  

The literature review showed that one of the critical aspects of power-sharing was that power-

sharing arrangements where meant to fail since majorities would be unwilling to share the 

power with their rivals. It the case of Bosnia and Hercegovina power-sharing was 

incorporated due to the fact that ethnic groups did not want to power-share, thus the civil war. 

Consociationalism made the three ethnic majorities power-share, and as the critics of power 

sharing says, it has been hard to share power. An example of this is in 2018 when the 

president for the period was supposed to be from the Serb part, but the Bosniaks and Croats 

would not let him forward due to the Serbs wanting Republika Srpska to become an 

independent country and the Serbs not wanting to move forward with the NATO negotiations. 

Others have argued that power-sharing arrangements are hard to fulfil if ethnic groups are 

unwilling to give up features that they consider as a part of their identity. This is also to be 

seen in BiH where nationalism is still a large issue, where the nationalistic groups in Serbia 

want to be an independent state and where the Croats in FBiH want their own entity due to 

them believing DF won the election with the help of Bosniaks in the entity of FBiH. Scholars 

of power-sharing have their divided thoughts on how effective power-sharing is in practice. 

John Nagle, who studied the inclusion of LGBTQ+ people in Northern Ireland argued that the 

reason of IRA including LGBTQ+ persons in their cause, was to gain leverage and power. Is 

it possible that Bosnia have a similar issue? Could it be that the change in the discourse, 

where ethno-political parties are starting to include minorities, in fact is a way for the ethno-

political parties to gain more votes and more power? The only way of guaranteeing that 

minorities in Bosnia are not used as only as a way to gain more power, is to change the 

discriminatory constitution. In order to do this, it would result that the three majorities would 
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have to share power with more people which would result in reducing their own power. And 

the question is whether the majorities in Bosnia are ready for this, or if it would increase the 

tension and only lead to new conflicts.  

 

The theory of Social Identity is needed in a country such as Bosnia, where power-sharing with 

others are not to be taken for granted. What consociationalism does not include is the need for 

reconciliation between antagonistic groups. As we have seen, minorities are becoming more 

included in political manifestos, but at the same time nationalism is again a growing problem. 

The Social identity theory could be used as a compliment to consociationalism where there is 

a need for reconstructing different group’s hostile opinions about each other.  

 

8.2 Nigeria  

8.2.1 Centripetalism in Nigeria   

Centripetalism is the power-sharing arrangement implemented in Nigeria, Donald L Horowitz 

have criticised consociationalism and argued that consociationalism allows ethnic groups to 

block demands due to its veto-right. According to Horowitz, a centripetal state would have the 

alternative vote electoral system where the political parties have to satisfy other groups than 

their own in order to win the election. Nigeria does not have the alternative vote system, 

instead they have the system called two round system which is similar to Horowitz preferred 

voting system. The difference between the two systems is that the alternative vote has two 

rounds of voting. Nigeria has a centralised power which indicates that although there are 36 

states and 774 municipalities, the power resides in the central government. Centripetal power-

sharing argues that the alternative vote would lead to political leaders having to depend on 

minorities and their votes, in order to be elected. Since Nigeria consist of 250 minorities, 

centripetalism should lead to political parties reaching out and aiming to satisfy all of the 

minorities and not only the majorities. This as well is a criterion of the centripetal democracy, 

where it is important for the elected party or presidential candidate to satisfy a territorial 

distribution, which in the case of Nigeria, is fulfilled when the elected party have gained one-

quarter of the votes in at least two-third of all states.  

Nigeria has a long history of ethnic groups fighting for the power, mainly because when only 

one group is governing this has led to inequality and dissatisfaction. Since the purpose of 

Centripetalism is to move away from ethnic-based political parties the result show that 
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Nigeria have taken precautions to forbid and avoid their past to become present. The 

Independent National Election Commission (INEC) established strict rules for political 

parties, in order to be permitted to participate in elections, a political party is not allowed to 

have an ethnic or religious ideology nor it is allowed for the name or logo to represent only 

one or few ethnic or religious groups.  

Although there are laws against ethnic and/or religious discrimination, i.e. the rules 

established by INEC where politics and ethnic or religious favouring is forbidden, there are 

still laws in Nigeria that are discriminatory, and the constitution makes a distinction between 

“Indigene” Nigerians and Nigerians not originally from the state.  

8.2.2 Power-sharing in Nigeria  

As mentioned in in chapter 8.2.1, the constitution of Nigeria makes a distinction between 

Nigerians that are viewed as natives of a state, so called indigene people, from people who are 

not originally from a state. For a person that is not viewed as an indigene, they do not have 

the same rights. This is directly discriminating towards minorities in a state because they 

cannot be appointed minister positions, as these positions belong specifically to indigene 

people. When looking at conflicts in Nigeria of the past, they have often been linked to 

competition or unfair distribution over resources, land and migration. When having this in 

mind and putting this in perspective, the constitution might at first sight appear to be 

discriminatory but considering the history in Nigeria this law could as well be considered a 

protection for indigenous minorities in different states in Nigeria. By having this law, where 

only an indigene person from a state can become a minister, this protects minorities from 

having their resources and rights striped away by a group of majorities. The fear of majorities 

taking what belongs to minorities might have a negative effect to people who are internally 

displaced. Nigeria have had problems with terrorist organisations and when people do not 

have other options than to flee to another state due to terror, the constitutional that allows only 

indigene people the right to certain power, is discriminatory to minorities and displaced 

persons. This could be used as a critic to the Centripetal power-sharing theory because the 

theory does not consider future catastrophes such as nature catastrophise or terror 

organisations, which will result in people having to leave their homes. 

From the time of Nigeria entering their fourth republic in 1999 and to the latest election, there 

have not been any major political changes that could be used to compare in this part this 

study. The political parties are mostly the same as in the election of 1999 and the political 
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parties have been criticised because of their similarities and not having a clear ideology which 

separates them. An observation is that due to the rules by ICEN, where political parties are 

forbidden to focus on one ethnic or religious groups, the political parties do not use the word 

minorities or ethnicity in the same way as in BiH. In their latest manifesto, APC for instance 

discusses their wish for a decentralisation of the power, which would bring the power closer 

to the people. This is compatible with centripetalism where the goal is to have smaller 

homogenous states with more political power. PDP says they aim to avoid a system where the 

winner takes it all, and they do not want any Nigerian minority excluded from the political 

office and from power positions. PDP mention that they want to protect vulnerable groups 

within the society which they define as women, children and minorities, however they do not 

identify which these vulnerable minorities are. The Critical Discourse Analysis is valuable 

when wanting to understand how language effects the social and discursive practice. Van Dijk 

claims that social-power abuse can be explained with the help of CDA as it analyses the way 

social inequality is legitimised, reproduced and/or resisted. The purpose of centripetalism is to 

distance from ethnic, religious and lingual polarisation, which the result has shown is working 

in Nigeria. Fairclough argues that the use of words forms the discursive practice which will 

impact the social practice. When political parties are forbidden by law to talk about specific 

minorities issues, in this case related to the access to power, it makes it hard to understand 

which minorities do have access to power. How can majorities in Nigeria begin to share 

power with marginalised minorities, when they are not allowed to discuss which specific 

minorities do not have access to power?  

 

8.2.3 Comparing to the literature review 

Chapter 3 discovered what had been done previous in the field of power-sharing and showed 

that researchers believed that power-sharing arrangements based on communities i.e. ethnicity 

or religion could become an obstacle due to antagonistic groups being against pluralism. As 

discussed earlier this is and could in the future become a problem in Nigeria, due to the 

privileges given to indigene people in states. Minorities that have been given the right to 

control the power in their own states could in the future face issues when other groups settle 

in their states and seek to have influence. What was interesting to see was that both of the 

presidential candidates for the two largest political parties are from the North and both are 

Muslims. One of the critical voices towards Centripetalism was Allison McCulloch and she 

argued that centripetalism is a good method in ethnic homogenous states but not for ethnic 
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heterogenous and ethnic-polarised states. McCulloch states that Centripetalism will result in 

an overly majoritarian rule, which will likely favour the majoritarian in the country. In the 

case of Nigeria, we can see some tendencies of what McCulloch is discussion, i.e. when the 

two top presidential candidates are both Muslim and originates from the North part of Nigeria 

which indicates the power influenced by the Muslim north.  

 

According to Dahls five criterions for a democratic society, inclusion in politics and equal 

participation in politics and from the result it can be seen that in theory all Nigerians have the 

equal right to participate in politics. Research have however often pointed at the fact that 

power-sharing belongs to majorities within the society, and that is not an exception for 

Nigeria.  

 

Since the core of centripetalism is to promote cross-voting and political parties with a mix of 

ethnicities, religious and other groups, it would have been interesting to analyse the inclusion 

of different groups in the two main political parties. Unfortunately, there was no information 

to find about representation of different groups, but this is an interesting aspect to analyse 

since it is the purpose of Centripetalism.   

  



 43 
 

Chapter 9: Conclusion  

Power-sharing is implemented to include and represent different ethno-political actors in 

decision making processes. In countries that are ethnic-polarised, oppression and growing 

dissatisfaction is, or could potentially become a security threat. Power-sharing is a method to 

prevent and end conflicts where there are different methods of power-sharing. The central 

idea of power-sharing arrangements is to include different groups in the political sphere, 

where the decision-making is happening. The intention of power-sharing is to include 

different ethnic, religious and lingual groups in political, economic, socially and military 

decision making. When a state includes different groups in politic institutions, it can be 

understood as the state taking its responsibility to protect and respect all citizens, including 

citizens who are not a majority. The inclusion of minorities refers to the conception that all 

people, despite their background, have the possibility and the power of raising issues and 

making a change.  

 

The intention of this paper has been to shed some light on the inclusion of minorities in 

politics and decision making, in post-conflict countries. It has been done by analysing two 

deeply divided states that have implemented two different power-sharing methods in their 

constitutions, after them resolving the conflicts. This has been done by analysing two 

different election results and institutions of each country, the analyse focused on the largest 

political parties in each country during these elections, in order to see if the political discourse 

have changed their view on ethnic groups, minorities and power-sharing. Since the purpose 

has been to understand if there has been any difference in the discourse, public documents 

such as manifests, constitutions, international documents and secondary literature, have been 

a part of the result. 

 

This paper has had the ambition to come closer to an answer of the question: Have power-

sharing led to a change in the discourse regarding the inclusion of minorities in power 

positions? 

 

9.1 Have power-sharing led to a change in the discourse regarding the inclusion of 

minorities in power positions? 

The two case studies have both shown different results and they are in many ways similar but 

also very different from each other. In Bosnia and Hercegovina, we have seen a progress from 
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the first election in 1996 to the latest election in 2018. The discourse analysis has shown that 

political parties in the Federation of Bosnia and Hercegovina have been using more inclusive 

rhetoric’s by discussing the inclusion of minorities in power-positions in their political 

manifestos. The 1996 election was characterised by nationalistic politics where the three 

largest political parties in BiH only spoke to their own people. This is something that have 

changed and during the election of 2018 the political parties in BiH spoke more generally 

about ethnic groups and power-sharing, in particular the largest Croatian party that spoke 

about all ethnic groups as Bosnians. The fact that the DF have become the largest Croat 

political party during a short period of time, can be interpreted as peoples of FBiH wanting a 

more inclusive power-sharing. Although FBiH have shown progress toward including 

minorities and moving away from ethnic-polarised political parties, the largest political party 

in Republika Srpska have moved towards a more nationalistic and separatist rhetoric where 

SNSD want RS to become an independent state. This shows that Bosnia and Hercegovina still 

have issues with uniting the peoples of Bosnia and Hercegovina, where this paper suggests 

that an implementation of the Social Identity Theory is needed to reconcile antagonistic 

groups. As long as there is antagonism between the majority groups, Bosniaks, Serbs and 

Croats, they will have a hard time giving minorities power, due to them being afraid of losing 

power.  

 

Regarding power-sharing in Nigeria the election results did not give us as much information 

as in BiH because of the centripetal nature of having mixed political parties and not ethnic 

divided parties such as in consociationalism. An analysis of the political manifestos did not 

give us much information either because it is forbidden by law to have political parties that 

are ethnic or religious orientated. In Nigeria we could instead analyse the constitution and 

laws that were discriminatory and/or inclusive. Certain laws in Nigeria, such as that indigene 

people have the right of certain positions in their state, are giving minorities the power to 

govern in their own state, but laws such as these also is, and could, potentially in the future 

become a disadvantage to other minorities. If a state governed by minorities runs out of nature 

recourses that are essential for a society, they would have to move to another state. If this 

state is governed by another group of indigene people, the group of internally displaced 

persons would have no right to power in their new state, due to them not being indigene. 

Critics of Centripetalism have stressed that centripetalism favours majorities in the society, 

although centripetalism is supposed to create cross-ethnic voting this often leads to a majority 
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ruling. Nigeria is not an exception and is ruled two political parties who neither have a clear 

political ideology which makes it hard to understand what they actually want for the country.    

 

Both of our case studies have shown that there are still discriminatory systems which favours 

some groups. In Bosnia and Hercegovina, the constitution still only allows Bosniaks, Serbs 

and Croats to become presidents, while minorities are excluded from these positions as long 

as they do not define themselves as one of the constituent people. In Nigeria the states are still 

favouring the indigene people which are the people who “originates” from the state, this has 

consequences on other minorities and internally displaced persons who do not have the same 

rights as indigene people.  

9.2 Future research  

The purpose of this case study was to is to develop a new perspective of power-sharing within 

deeply divided and ethnic polarised societies. The study was conducted by studying power-

sharing and if these methods have contributed to a change in the discourse regarding the 

inclusion of minorities power-sharing.  

While previous research has focused on whether power-sharing institutions are effective when 

wanting to meddle peace, we found that there was missing knowledge and understanding in 

who is allowed in the power-sharing and which groups are excluded from power-sharing. 

From the previous research we found that there is an underlying idea that the people included 

in power-sharing are the majorities within the context, which we found problematic.  

In chapter 9.2.1 and 9.2.2 a review of potential development of the research and case selection 

will be discussed, as well as recommendations for future research in this field.  

9.2.1 Limitations  

Looking back at how this study was conducted there are some aspects that limited this 

research, the time limitation and the fact that the political parties of both of our countries have 

had bad information of their political agenda.  

Unfortunately, it was hard to find useful information about some of the political parties. In 

Bosnia and Hercegovina DF was the only political party with a fully functional webpage with 

a political manifesto available. SDA did not have a functional webpage, but they had some 

information on their Facebook page, as well as information on one of the municipalities 

political webpage. SNSD did not have a formal webpage for the entire party, after finding 
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their political party based in the city Banja Luka on Facebook, we were able to find the 

webpage of SNSD in Banja Luka. This webpage was unfortunately in the Cyrillic alphabet 

which made it difficult to understand and navigate on their webpage. We believed that 

translating the information on SNSD from Cyrillic to Latin alphabet, would lower the 

reliability due to not being certain if the translation would be correct. Our advantage was our 

knowledge in the Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian language, without this knowledge, it would have 

been difficult to find first-hand information in English.  

Regarding the Nigerian webpages the political parties did have their pages, although some 

gave more information than other. It made it easier to navigate on the Nigerian webpages due 

to all of them being in English. Although there was easier to find information for the Nigerian 

part of this paper, it required a lot of searching to find official websites of the Nigerian 

Government.  

Due to the lack of the information of some of the political parties, both in BiH as well as in 

Nigeria, this caused the results being un-proportional, which could have affected the validity 

of the result and the analysis. Another aspect that could have been interesting to analyse 

would have been to investigate how the government and the political parties work with 

inclusion of minorities in practice, and not only in theory. But because of time limits there 

was not enough time to find this information, nor did we come across such information which 

could indicate that there is no such.  

9.2.2 Suggestions   

If this thesis would have been conducted a second time, we would suggest comparing the 

discourse of including minorities, and analysing inclusion of minorities in specific 

institutions. The most ideal would have been if it was possible to find statistics on 

governmental employees and with the help of this statistic see if a certain group is overly 

represented or if the power is shared equally between groups. Depending on the case study, 

this kind of information can be available, but there are countries that by law forbids this kind 

of groups mapping. If this would have been used in this research it would have been hard to 

find ethnic, religious or lingual belonging for Nigeran politicians due to the political parties 

being mixed, but it may be easier to find such information in BiH due to the political parties 

being ethnic-divided.   
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