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Introduction

On April 10, 1998, history was made in Northerrdnel. Years of sectarian violence
would end as the Belfast Agreement, known more [aolyuand perhaps more fittingly due to
the religious identities defining the two sides}tas Good Friday Agreement, was signed
bringing peace to Northern Ireland (Northern Irel@ffice, 2007). A new power-sharing
government would turn a protracted ethno-natioonaflet into a stable and prosperous peace
between the nationalists and the unionists (BeatF2808, 3). “The Troubles,” as people called
the violent conflict on the ground, had been solved

This line of thinking suffered from a fatal flaw\wever. While the Good Friday
Agreement (GFA) did lead to a major decline in @rade in Northern Ireland, peace did not
reign supreme. In fact, the largest single dedtlotahe conflict, the Real IRA (RIRA) bombing
of the town centre in Omagh, took place on th& dBAugust, just over four months after the
signing of the Good Friday Agreement (BBC, 2006)e Tross-border institutions from the
Good Friday Agreement have made great progresdespte the stop-start nature of the
Assembly in Stormont, when in secession it hasguide be a step forward for Northern Ireland.
Notwithstanding those positives, however, the tiwdes continued to distrust each other: the
loyalist community wanted public disarmament of lR& before working in a government with
representatives from Sinn Fein, while the nati@isicontinued to struggle with issues of
policing and their decades-long mistrust of theegament. The issues that confronted the peace
process in Northern Ireland help to showcase tled f@ policy makers to build on the young
field of peace implementation.

Peace implementation theory has only been aroumcéd the 1990s. Before that time, the

focus of academics was getting two sides to sigagreement ending their particular conflict.



This view completely overlooks the importance @ tage that comes after the agreement is
signed, the implementation. A peace accord maydiedsafted and thought out, but if the
proper resources are not dedicated to its impleatient it will fail. Factors such as third party
involvement can help bring both sides to the talalg those third parties also play a major role
in nurturing the peace that results from said nagohs. Power-sharing institutions can be
detailed in an agreement, but it is during the enptntation stage where they have to work
effectively. A peace agreement is like a theorgeiails in writing what should happen. Peace
implementation is more practical, it deals with whaetually takes place.

This paper will look at the Good Friday Agreemendletail. By analyzing the historical
factors leading up to 1998, the Agreement itselfl the post-Agreement implementation stage,
it is possible to pick out the relative successekfailures of the Agreement, and of its
implementation. From the successes such as thembdgand economic assistance to the
failures of planning for the dual minority natureNorthern Ireland, this case gives interesting
and unique insights into the importance of impletagon. Without looking at implementation
as a vital step in the peace process, the suspsnsiache Assembly or the Omagh bombing
would have no context. These are events that cdeekxplained if analysis stops with the
Agreement being signed.

This is an important topic to look into becausaerend more conflicts are ending in
negotiated settlements. The ability to look ataiertactors in the environment or history of the
region and plan contingencies for those potenttélfs helps to make sure that the peace
formed in an agreement lasts. Keeping conflictmftiouncing back and forth between times of
war and times of peace helps to save lives mosbiitaptly, provides stability for the region as a

whole, and helps to reduce the burden on the iatemal community. It is in almost everyone’s



interest to make sure that peace, once found, renmaisocieties with a history of violence and
conflict. Putting an emphasis on implementatiothesbest way to make sure that fragile peace
agreements have room to grow and expand.

In the Northern Ireland case, multiple issues doedbto complicate the implementation
landscape. The power-sharing Assembly, put in plageovide protection for both groups, had
the negative side effect of cementing group idestiatnd made normal governance difficult. The
British, as the major third party, were deeply ilwedl in this peace process. This helped an
Agreement come about, but the failsafe nature @f thvolvement allowed the two communities
to avoid truly having to work with each other. hetsecurity realm, not enough attention was
paid to dispelling the fears of the unionist comitywhich let issues like decommissioning
hold the devolved government hostage.

This paper is organized in the following manndreTirst chapter goes into the main
points of peace implementation theory in ordereioup a solid base from which to analyze
Northern Ireland’s particular case. Chapter tweegithe background to the Agreement, looking
into the origins of the conflict before moving tsclss the modern iteration of violence, which
ran from the late 1960s to the 1990s. After thaiptér, the third section of this paper talks about
the Agreement itself and the various provisiongaoed within it from power-sharing to the
principle of consent. The fourth chapter reviewssithplementation of the Good Friday
Agreement from 1998 until 2007 paying attentiomlicof the major positives and negatives that
took place during those nine years. Chapter fikegdhe events that happened during the
implementation phase and attempts to explain theesses and failures by using peace
implementation theory. This chapter looks into@as$i such as the multiple suspensions of the

Assembly and IRA reluctance to decommission ares @ answer why they occurred. Finally



the conclusion singles out the findings from chapte’s analysis and shows what can be added

to the body of peace implementation theory frore fharticular case.



Chapter 1 — Peace Implementation Theory

The first step in beginning to analyze the prolddrahind implementing the Good Friday
Agreement is to understand peace implementatitimeitheoretical sense. After understanding
common issues and concerns, it is easier to lodlogthern Ireland and pick out what went right
and what went wrong. Looking at case studies, asthave come up with various ideas and
theories as to what are the most important aspettisid reaching and ultimately sustaining a
viable peace. While it is true that every differsittiation is unique and new variables may
render old observations obsolete, knowing the theothe starting point for any study into
failures of a particular peace agreement.

Academic focus on peace implementation is a kaBtinew phenomenon, truly being
born in the 1990s. This is not to say that studiese not conducted about resolving conflicts
before this time rather that was all those stufieased on. Getting two sides of a conflict to
stop killing each other is huge. Having them sivddogether to try and formulate a peace treaty
or agreement is even better. If the implementadgpect of that agreement fails though, all of
the progress in getting two sides to talk will be hothing because the violence will come right
back. Getting the sides to the table should nahbdocus or considered the whole picture.

[W]e tend to attach to ‘agreement’ the idea thafatiations are
over when in fact they are just beginning, andaotinue they
require a shift from a temporary effort to negaiah agreement to
a context-based, permanent, and dynamic platfopalda of
rZ%gO%nelr)ating solutions to ongoing episodes of adr(BBen-Porat

That is part of the reason why this process isifficult, you cannot just construct an agreement

to stop the violence; it has to also address tloetying causes in order to ensure that the killing



and fighting remain a thing of the past and tovaltbe society to solve future problems in a non-
violent manner.

The issues that can affect implementation are damel display the wide array of factors
that need to be taken into account in order tatny develop a lasting peace. Factors that play a
key role in peace implementation range from theanohing strategies and the environment, to
the support of third parties, power-sharing insititos, and mutual vulnerability. When an
agreement is signed all avenues need to be coireteder to ensure that the two sides do not
return to the violence that marked the pre-agreéstage. The rest of this chapter goes into
major theories and lines of thought in the peagdementation field in an attempt to provide a
background lens through which to view the succeasddailures of the Good Friday

Agreement.

General Peace Implementation Theory

The first and most obvious impediment to puttingeace agreement in place is if the
agreement itself is poor. An agreement that isvedt designed and doesn’t take particulars of
the situation to heart can result in even the atetnpts at implementation falling short. A half-
hearted attempt to resolve a conflict, while pasdlytresulting in a temporary break from the
fighting, will never be able to adequately movet aciety from war to a more permanent peace.
An accord that doesn’t help to redress some ofglsons that the violence started in the first
place will not truly succeed. A poor and weak agreet, even if implemented perfectly, can

only hope to result in a poor and weak peace.



There are two grand strategies that can be undsrtak peace implementation. The first
is the more traditional strategy of confidence-thni§ and the second is coercion. Confidence
building, which gained prominence early on in tleeelopment of the field, relies on third
parties to be impartial, neutral, and operates uadgstem of consent from both sides in the
conflict before action can be taken. The strategyoercion involves the use of military
peacekeepers on the ground who impose the peacsjrig on pulling both sides through
checkpoints laid out in a peace agreement. Thelgmolvith coercion is that it entails a greater
risk to troop-supplying countries, while at the gsatime it is not as recognized due to past
failures in difficult cases. Confidence-buildingn®re popular due to successes in easier cases,
but finds itself, “an inappropriate strategy agagthinic extremists who are willing to commit
genocide, as in Rwanda, in order to undermine agagreement” (Stedman and Downs 2002,
62). Varying difficulties and challenges are fadegpending on which strategy is chosen along

with the different environments in which that owetang strategy is put to work.

Environmental Factors

After reviewing and studying peace implementatiterdture and different case studies,
Stephen Stedman and George Downs (2002) came bpeightt different factors (focusing on
the environment) that can drastically increasdiffeeulty of implementing an agreement: The
number of warring factions; absence of a peacecaggat signed by all major warring parties
before intervention; spoilers; hostile neighborstgtes or networks; collapsed state; availability
of disposable natural resources; number of combgtand whether the conflict could be

classified as a war of secession. “The more thesieators are present, the greater the difficulty



of bringing the conflict to an end” (Stedman andabs 2002, 57). While some indicators are
more important than others, they all help highlititg environmental difficulties that agreements
must face.

The traditional view of a conflict has two warrifagtions fighting each other and so the
traditional peace implementation efforts have foko suit and have been geared towards
resolving a dual orientated conflict. That rosytpie is not always accurate however and with
more factions comes greater difficulty. “Stratediesome less predictable, balances of power
become more tenuous, and alliances become mod® ¢Btiedman and Downs 2002, 55). Itis
near impossible to juggle the interests and corscefa poly-party conflict and that raises the
risk of one faction feeling the only way to redréséng cut out of the new arrangements is to
return to violence.

Attempts by third parties to intervene before ageeagreement has been signed generally
do not have great success. Agreements signal edssboth sides to change the status quo. It
also shows a very basic level of trust betweeritloesides. While that trust may be extremely
small, it allows for the necessary steps to bertakeing implementation to try and build up that
relationship. If third parties try to impose a peadgthout the two sides coming to the table first,
they do not have that initial small level of trusieach other and that will increase the
implementation difficulties (Stedman and Downs 208%).

Spoilers, as the name entails, will actively tspoil and destroy any peace agreement.
By their very purpose, they greatly complicateshecess of an agreement. It is hard enough to
foster and build trust between two sides when ererys willing to give it a fair shot, but when
there are actors who are doing all they can to #iakpeace, it gets even more difficult. Linked

to spoilers is the potential presence of hostilgimn®oring states.



The attitude of the surrounding states toward a@egreement in

a neighbor’s civil war plays a key role in suppogtor

undermining the prospects of peace. Spoilers waag@agreement,

for example, are likely to be much stronger andenarcal if they

are confident that they can count on neighboriaggstfor

sanctuary, guns, fuel, and capital (Stedman andrid@002, 57).
Sometimes it is not disenfranchised groups withendonflicted society who want the agreement
to fail, but the neighboring states themselvesyde= the continued violence across the border
being in their best interests and will act as {h@lers to a peace agreement in their neighbor’s
backyard.

If the peace agreement is ending a conflict inllpsed state, the implementers face an
increased range of challenges. They have to uridetii@ basic peace implementation tasks
while building the infrastructure of the statela same time. The job of nurturing the fledgling
peace is difficult enough but when there is no radroapacity, that difficulty is multiplied. The
availability of disposable natural resources istaapproblem, especially when dealing with a
collapsed state. Precious stones, timber, or dmr such resource, “not only provide armies
with a means for continued fighting, they also beedhe reward against which they weigh the
benefits of peace” (Stedman and Downs 2002, 5Thelftate structures are in place, they can
help diffuse some of the conflict that may restdni these resources, but if the state is non-
existent, then it is easier for conflicts over #hessources to derail the peace agreement.

A large number of combatants is also not somettiiagis favorable for peace
implementation. More soldiers pose, “greater deradadverification and monitoring and,
hence, a greater potential for successful cheatflogeover, greater numbers of soldiers require

more personnel for monitoring and more resourceddmobilization” (Stedman and Downs

2002, 56). There is also the problem of what tevith all of the ex-combatants. As discussed
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later on in this chapter, they all need to be piediwith some way of supporting their families
and the more jobs that need to be found, the nmrglbicated the implementation.

Wars of secession are among the most difficulesolve. It is not easy to get the two
sides to come to the table and sign an agreentegiblee actually implement that agreement.
“Such conflicts often revert to all-or-nothing sjgles that make the job of would-be
implementers more difficult than in cases whereringrparties share a common identity and at
least agree on a unitary future for their coun{§tedman and Downs 2002, 57). If factions are
fighting to create their own new state, there ig/\gtle incentive for them to come to terms with
their current state, since they don’t believe itoibegin with. A peace agreement implemented
fully and properly, would still result in one sileing part of a state that they have no interest in
belonging to. In a few cases, issues that may pasbed secession to the fore can be resolved
and that group may reconsider its desire to fosnowtn entity, but if it is a true war of secession

there is not much incentive to come to an agreenetrdlone implement one.

Third Parties

Outside of the environmental factors implementesd to be aware of and ready to deal
with, there are other aspects that have to be taiteraccount in order to have an
implementation either be a success or a failurgethational willingness is also crucial; low
degrees of interest and commitment lead eitheotimtervention or, alternatively, to an
intervention with an extremely limited strategy’y&tedman and Downs 2002, 57). Third
parties have proven vital to not just bringing at@peace, but making it last as well.

International willingness can be divided into threajor indicators, the interest of a major or
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regional power towards peace, the resources conanttto the implementation, and the
acceptance of potential risk against a third parsgldiers and personal (Stedman and Downs
58).

If a major power is truly interested in resolvitng tconflict, and sees the resolution of the
conflict as important for its own security inteigdhat is a great help towards making sure that
the peace will be supported throughout its impletaigon. “The more remote a mission is from a
powerful state’s vital security interests, the midcely it is being undertaken for symbolic
reasons that are unlikely to inspire the outlaynofe than a very modest amount of resources”
(Stedman and Downs 2002, 58). Making sure thaptbper resources that are needed are
deployed to the theater is important as well. Hg\vlre right resources is one less potential
pitfall that implementers need to be aware of beeatallows for a wide range of confidence-
building to take place and doesn’t make implemert@row out certain options due to funding
issues. Finally, if a country promises supporhia shape of its armed forces, but will pull them
at the first causality, that is a useless gesttieethird party accepts the risk to their soldjensd
stays invested in the process, the peace has t@igcbance of surviving.

Third parties play a vital role in assisting forntembatants to feel secure in the new
peace. After coming out of a period of violence meheach group provided for their own
security, provisions that requires them to lay daleir defenses against the other group are
difficult ones to implement. “Combatants must owene the much higher hurdle of designing
enforceable and credible guarantees on the teritie @gfgreement — something that is very
difficult for the combatants to do without outsigesistance” (Walter 1999, 39). Third parties are
able to remain above the fray and give the ingedurity guarantees that each side needs. They

are like referees that provide a security blankeil the situation on the ground changes enough
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for the two groups to have some trust in each offtard parties can also assume the role of
judge, verifying that each side undertakes theastthey promised to in the agreement (Walter
1999, 39). This requires a high level of organaafior any third party.

Coordination throughout the entire process, espgda third parties tasked with
facilitating the peace implementation, is absojutatal to making sure that the peace lasts; a
fractured effort will only result in a fracturedgme. This issue is one that Bruce D. Jones goes
into detail discussing.

Their efforts to end civil wars suffer from an imsistency in

conflict management strategies across differensghaf the peace

process; those who mediate agreements sometinhés fai

coordinate with those who must implement them.tédl often,

different actors pursue divergent strategies... t)iemthey do

agree on a strategy, their efforts to operatiopatiare at times

diffuse and contradictory (Jones 2002, 89).
The spaces that form when a strategy is not coharehcoordinated allows for the natural
mistrust between the two sides to come to thedackdisrupt the process. The cracks in strategy
also give spoilers a prominent chance to operadeauliimately succeed in their goal to destroy
the agreement and go back to violence. Issuessiviitegic coordination can be overcome using,
“mechanisms such as Friends groups or by major potaking a lead role in conflict
management” (Jones 2002, 89). The problem is sgithe right balance though because too
many actors, “with overlapping mandates, competitelations, and minimal accountability for
performance” (Jones 2002, 90) can complicate tbegqss too much and destroy proper
coordination.

Part of the problem is the rise in the numberrgbaizations and states that get involved

in any given conflict resolution situation. The odioation needs to come top down, from the
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headquarters or capitals involved all the way deevthe people on the ground. This ensures that
everyone on the same page and pulling in the sa@etidn.

Ideally strategic coordination should establistaclead actors in

the mediation and implementation of peace agreesnérghould

allow those lead actors to set priorities, to eashat those

priorities are pursues by all the third-party astowolved, and to

provide consistency across phases of a politicadess, such that

implementation efforts are grounded in the reaitéthe

negotiating process (Jones 2002, 111).
Unfortunately this ideal doesn’t always get reaglzed it is the fragile peace agreement that
takes the blow. Without proper coordination, tipatties run the risk of providing improper and

ineffective support at best, and helping inadvelyattestroy the peace they worked towards at

worst.

Security Issues

Donald Rothchild looks towards stability in thespagreement society as being vital to
give the peace fuel to grow stronger. If the newetuilt state cannot provide for the security of
all of its citizens, groups that feel unsafe masereback to their own security measures in order
to feel secure. The flip side of that is if evergdeels that the state is actively looking out for
their safety and well-being they are more likelygiee the agreement a chance to succeed.
“During implementation, the acute fears that afieen short-term military security-building
(such as concerns over “cheating” or surprise kttae partially superseded by the diffuse
uncertainties of institution-building” (Rothchild@2, 117). Whereas during the conflict, the

lines were more or less clearly delineated, inpib&t agreement state the two sides have to find a
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way to reintegrate to form a working state. “Effeetshort-term implementation is often

required to lay the foundation for a long-term depenent of state norms and institution

building” (Rothchild 2002, 117). When issues suslverifying the cease-fire, disarmament,
demobilization, and efforts to reintegrate combtstdnack into society have been tackled, the
tougher, and longer tasks of rebuilding institusigthe economy, and the state can be devoted all
necessary importance.

One problem with the relationship between shodtlang-term goals is that they often do
not line up. While it is almost necessary to achithe short-term goals before moving on to the
long-term, the issues and concerns in the shart-tan actually hamper the potential successes
and progress in the long-term.

During negotiations, weaker parties, fearing vudihdity in a

reintegrated political order, often attempt to exulpe cooperation

for terms of agreement that provide an elemenbtfipal

certainty about the future. Thus, weaker parti¢sm$eek long-

term constitutional mechanisms that provide theih an assured

share of political power and an access to a ftraknt of public

resources, regardless of which set of politicaéslassumes office.

But this effort to achieve political certainty careate problems of

state-craft that may defy solution (Rothchild 20023).
Ideas such as provisions written into the constituto ensure power-sharing based along group
identities, is helpful in the short-term but canye a stumbling block that just reinforces those
same group identities in the long-term. It is tobglancing act to juggle between what is needed
to reassure minorities in the immediate aftermathwahat will provide space for the state to
grow and develop.

Rothchild presents two grand strategies to dethl this balancing issue. Mediators of a

conflict can either have political and securityaaigements that stem from formal group rights or
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have political and security systems that focusnalividuals and their participation in the state
(Rothchild 2002, 119). Each grand strategy hagridss and cons however. Formal group rights
as a strategy tends to lend itself towards powarisy in the government and institutions. This
reassures minorities in the short-term but as raeatl above, makes it hard for the state to run
normally in the long-term. Individual rights typlbaresults in a unitary government where the
focus is on the individual. This gives the governireebetter chance to operate, but it results in
heavy concentration of power within the executiRethchild 2002, 128). There is also the issue
of elections. Proponents of this approach ten@voif an initial election based on majoritarian
principals (one man one vote), but a weak leadgrmoaagree to this individual rights strategy
due to fear of being frozen out of government. Rosflict security is exceedingly complicated
partly because there is very little trust betwdenttvo sides. Short-term actions that can be
taken to add trust make it harder for the statg-®mm. A successful peace agreement has to be
able to find the proper balance between these tmoarns while, “attempting to find a bridge
between the political logics of the two grand sigas of intergroup relations” (Rothchild 2002,
135).

Avoiding the security dilemma is another factattts important when implementing an
agreement. The security dilemma is, “a situatiowlch each party’s efforts to increase its own
security reduce the security of others” (Snyder dmis 1999, 15). In this zero-sum state, it is
impossible for two groups to see anything as bbemgficial to the country as a whole. If an
action is seen as a positive for one group in ngakilem feel more secure, it is automatically a
negative for the other side. There are three optamtording to Snyder and Jervis (1999, 17-18)
that can be used to overcome the security dilenmaae a very strong sovereign authority to

enforce peace, allow for all the groups to take cdrtheir own security, or contain the parties in
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a power-sharing government. All three of those ipitdé solutions are able to provide for the
security of both groups and allow them to overcdineedilemma and work together.

Groups are more willing to work with each other awércome differences in the peace
implementation stage peacefully if there is trietilieen the two sides. Disarmament and
demobilization help remove the immediate violemée#t each side posed upon the other and is a
large step towards kindling the trust needed ferdfate to operate in the future. “Effective
disarmament and demobilization of warring factionoatribute to the security necessary for the
successful implementation of a civil war peace egrent” (Spear 2002, 141). Disarmament
takes away the tools that were used to perseceateathflict while at the same time creating a
semi-stable environment that allows for securitgt aanfidence building. It is important though
for mediators to recognize the role of weaponsiendociety when organizing disarmament. In
some societies having a weapon is a status symalméans of personal security, and can be the
source of the owner’s livelihood. To demand tharg\ast single weapon needs to be taken
away can lead to a failure in this section of thgeeament. This is not saying to just let all the
weapons be; rather the knowledge of the normal Evarmament needs to be applied to bring
the society back to its traditional norms regardiaponry (Spear 2002, 143).

As positive as disarmament is towards peace, ideatroy all of the progress made after
an agreement if there is no verification of theadisament. Verification is vital to make sure
nothing refuels the security dilemmas that stattedconflict and fighting in the first place.

“First it is a determination of compliance or nongaiance. Second it is a deterrent to
cheating... Third, it is an effort at confidence-llinlg, enabling the parties to the agreement to
demonstrate their compliance to each other” (Spe@g, 142). Disarmament without

verification is often seen as a hollow gesturessithere is no proof that all the weapons have
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actually been given up. No verification can actuédister more distrust that the other side is
using the agreement and peace to leverage it$el&ibetter position for when they decide to
resume the conflict.

Demobilization of combatants proves to be more dmaied then the issues that
accompany disarmament. While disarmament just takey weapons, demobilization has to
break up the groups of people who used those weagmhfigure out what to do with them.
“For success in the medium to long term, demolibrashould include efforts to assist former
combatants to reintegrate into society” (Spear 20@8). That can prove difficult, especially in
countries with more modern economies. The skiltisat the former combatants need to succeed
and provide for their families in such a society not there. Peace agreements need to devote
time and resources to trying to provide these iddials with meaningful employment so they
will realize they have more to gain in peace theteptially returning to violence.

Another facet that demobilization needs to take axcount is the status bestowed upon
members of the warring factions. “Membership ingating force confers a certain status in
society; losing that status in a peace agreemeyntmg@rofoundly threatening to combatants”
(Spear 2002, 145). In order to try and rectify gitsation, former combatants either need to be
reintegrated into positions that mirrored the staifibeing the defender of their community, or
they need to be positively recognized for, “theertbley played in the conflict” (Spear 2002,
145). This can be difficult due to the above meamgib lack of economic skills among the
fighters, and the fact that praising their roleéha fighting only antagonizes the other side who
see them as villains.

The two major fears among those in the societydhebmpany demobilization are the

individual level of fear by former victims towarttse reintegrating combatants and the fear of
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the state that it will be overthrown by all of tedermer soldiers with nothing worthwhile to do.
Those fears highlight the importance of the segutituctures in the new state. Outside monitors
and third parties, an integrated police force mtgut the civilian population, and full integration
in bodies such as the new military can go a longswawards calming those fears. Disarmament
and demobilization, when implemented properly, takay the weapons and split up the
combatants while helping them adjust to being badociety. A complete and well organized
disarmament and demobilization can go a long wasatds building trust and keeping an
agreement working.

The idea of mutual vulnerability is one that tie®ithe motivations behind disarmament
and demobilization. Looking into three case stufliems the African Continent, Dorina Bekoe
theorizes that progress is made in peace implem@mtahen both sides feel exposed to the
other. Mutual vulnerability does not mean both silave a knife to the other’s throat, instead
it's the idea that, “concurrent actions must bestathat make it politically or militarily costly to
renege, hence rendering one party vulnerable totther. In this way, the party keeping its
promises gives the other party tool to use agdissiould it renege” (Bekoe 2008, 9). Progress
in peace implementation is piece-meal. It is a @ssavith little steps building upon little steps.
“As the parties advance through the implementatiage, they evaluate the credibility of the
other’s promise to reform through the mutual poditiand military vulnerabilities that are
created with each step” (Bekoe 2008, 10). It isahstic to think that after years and sometimes
decades of ethnic conflict or civil war the twoessdvould be able to trust each other as soon as
the ink dries on the agreement. If one side exasrime implementation process and feels that
they are the only side giving anything up, or tihatr contribution is much greater than the other

side, the potential for the two sides to revertkiaacviolence is increased. “When this balance



19

[mutual vulnerability] is upset or is asymmetriedior instance, one party may take actions to
diminish its vulnerability — there is a breakdowrtle peace process” (Bekoe 2008, 12).

Mutual vulnerability is dependent on a few things)ging from timing to the leaders in
charge of each faction. The timing of actions ndedse concurrent to ensure that one side
doesn't feel vulnerable in light of the other s{@ekoe 2008, 15). Players do not look toward the
end goal in order to feel safe, they look towaldslast concession made by the other side, so
making sure that the concessions follow one anatlosely and are similar in nature can help
keep the mutual vulnerability strong. In order taka sure that there is an incentive to cooperate
there needs to be punishment for reneging or atlnfollow through on a provision of the
agreement. This is a place where third partiest@dhternational community can step in. By
leveraging financial and diplomatic pressures @asburces, third parties can make defections
into a harsh penalty for the reneging side, whiebgds both sides in order in the long run. Mutual
vulnerability is easier when each fraction is wedfwithin itself and has a leader that follows
through on promises (Bekoe 2008, 21). Cohesivesstiminate the possibility of splinter
groups playing the spoiler role and having a ledldat follows through allows the other side to
have a bit more faith. If a situation of mutualverlability is able to be crafted, the probabilify o

the peace agreement stalling, or the two sidestiegéack to violence, is diminished.

Power-Sharing Institutions

Power-sharing institutions were partially born ofithe consociation work by Arend

Lijphart. He theorized that in order for societikat are divided to operate peacefully,

“segmental leaders should share power within thie'st central government” (McGarry and
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O’Leary 2008, 75). Contained with this view are itheas of proportionality in the central
government and group vetoes for both sides (Lijpl&77). This enables all groups to be
included in the governing process while the vefweside security against a possible tyranny of
the majority. Lijphart’s influence can be seen tigbout power-sharing literature, including
works by Caroline A Hartzell and Matthew Hoddie.

Hartzell and Hoddie bring up the importance ofitnibns in peace implementation. For
Hartzell and Hoddie, institutions play three majales in organizing peace after a civil war.
Institutions can first be crafted to confront comsefrom each side as to who has power and the
limits of using that power. The second role is ihatitutions built into an agreement help to
signal the commitment of both sides towards thepeamd making the peace work since they
both have invested into the post-violence instigi Finally, these institutions, “define the
means by which social conflict is to be managetthépostwar state. Domestic order is
reconstructed following a civil war on the basidlw#se institutions” (Hartzell and Hoddie 2007,
4).

Tied into institutions is power-sharing. If thendlict did not result in a clear victory for
one side, the institutions designed for the posifiz environment have to have power-sharing

mechanisms in place to ensure both sides feebsafsecure.

Groups seek to design institutions that will previdem with
guarantees that the coercive power of the statenaiilbe
employed to their disadvantage once they lay ddweir irms and
lack the capacity to provide for their own safd#a(tzell and
Hoddie 2007, 12).
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Trust building takes a long time and when one grhoap seen the mechanisms of the state used
against them in the past; it is only natural thattwould distrust those mechanisms in the
future. Giving both sides a say in the institutiatisws for people to begin developing trust in
each other. Although people may not believe inidaich, they know that their faction B leaders,
who are in the same institution, would never lentrdown.

The scope of institutions is also a valid concéust because there is power-sharing in
one ministry does not mean that the weaker grolijgeei better right away. “In the face of such
insecurities, groups may be hesitant to commitlasting peace unless they feel that all avenues
through which their collectivity might be threaten@re addressed within the settlement”
(Hartzell and Hoddie 2007, 15). Having many powwarsg institutions that cover a wide
swatch of society gives another signal of the commaint of each side toward trying to make the
peace work. The greater the number of power-diaimd) power-sharing institutions in four
major government spheres: political, military, immial, and economic, the greater the likelihood
of the peace agreement holding up (Hartzell anddi#o2007, 64). A wide range of these
institutions gives both sides the feeling that thaye a chance to benefit from peace while at the
same time extracting real costs from their adversdhat shows that they are committed to the

process as well.

Summary

Peace implementation is a relatively young fiélattis extremely important. With the

trend of the international community to try anceivene and find peace in the midst of fighting

or civil wars, studies looking into why certain agments succeed where others fail only serves
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to help future attempts. From the eight environrakfeictors brought up in Stedman and Downs
(2002) to the coordination needed amongst thirtdgsmpreparing the international community
towards the challenges that it needs to face, lmmagitfalls it needs to avoid only add to the
success rate of future peace accords. Whethedigasmament and demobilization or the new
power-sharing institutions that help to build trastong the former factions, and whether it is the
need for security or mutual vulnerability that keepe process moving; all are important issues
that need to be considered and planned for whenulating and carrying out a peace
agreement.

Theory is well and good, but things change betweleat is written in a book and what
happens on the ground. Armed with the proper thebeynext step towards analyzing the Good
Friday Agreement is looking into the history of genflict itself. Seeing why the conflict
started, the past attempts to solve it, and evemteediately leading up to the Agreement

provide the second lens that when combined witHitseallow for true analysis to happen.
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Chapter 2 — History of the Conflict

It is impossible to look into the implementatidntlee Good Friday Agreement and see
what went right and what went wrong without knowthg background of the conflict. Without
the setting, the provisions in that Agreement makte sense. There is no context to show why
the two sides are at odds with each other, therlyndg reasons the conflict occurred, or what
needed to be included in a final document to rethibse causes. The only analysis that can take
place by starting the clock at 1998 is superfiara can lead to misinformed conclusions as to
the relative failures of the Good Friday Agreement.

The conflict in Northern Ireland has it roots stheng back longer than the modern
iteration of the violence, popularly referred toBise Troubles’, which ran from the late sixties
into the new millennium. Tensions and violence &xidetween the Protestant unionist
community and the Catholic nationalist communitycei before the partition of Ireland into the
Free State and Northern Ireland. In th& a6d 17" centuries, English and Scotch Protestants
were encouraged by the British Crown to immigrate the overwhelmingly Catholic Ireland in
order to help the English solidify their rule otke rebellious island. There was also the worry at
the time that with wars being fought in Europe asdigion, having a Catholic country poised at
England’s back was not a desirable scenario (Makktand McVea 2002, 2). The English ruled
over Ireland and in that capacity, the Protestais were used to help dilute the Catholic
population were the recipients of land and favonfiLondon. “The two communities, especially
in the north-east, continued down through the yearsgard themselves as largely separate
entities. The Protestant settler community enjgyedical and economic ascendancy”
(McKittrick and McVea 2002, 3). Those divisions dims, while established centuries before

the modern ‘Troubles’ started, remained entrenéhelde society and fabric of Northern Ireland.
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The two communities never really moved beyondraasy peace between each other,
punctuated by periods of Irish peasant revoltsugresings, which all failed. There were also
times when the politics of England spilled acrdssitish Sea. The Battle of the Boyne was one
such event. The Catholic King James who was atieqpd regain the English throne fought
against the Protestant King William (of Orangedh&t Boyne River in 1690. William scored a
decisive victory which had the effect of securihg teligion of the English monarchy as
Protestant. This event, while seemingly innocu@istill a source of major pride for the
unionists in Northern Ireland and is looked upothwvdistain by the nationalists. The fact that a
battle that took place almost one hundred yeamsrédhe existence of the United States is still a
contentious and dividing issue speaks to the prentirole that history and the past have in the
struggle.

It is not just the Protestant side that claimsaterdates as part of an almost mythical
back-story. The Catholics also have their revalis laeroes. The Easter Rising in 1916 is an
event that has served to provide inspiration tnatists ever since. Irish republicans staged an
uprising in 1916 in Dublin. Led by now infamous resrsuch as James Connolly and Patrick
(Péadraic) Pearse, these republicans took overuakey locations in Dublin in an attempt to
inspire a mass revolt and free Ireland from theli8hgTheir efforts were ultimately
unsuccessful and they were captured and then edebytthe English. Their deaths turned them
into martyrs for the Irish cause and sparked meh s Michael Collins and Eamon De Valera
to later help Ireland fight and ultimately gainitifieeedom from the British. 1916 is a huge year
for the nationalists that has continued resonapdayt and even into the future. Not only is the
Easter Rising a rallying symbol for nationalistsalso marks the beginning of an unofficial yet

popularly thought of time-line. There is a worry@mgst loyalists that nationalists such as Gerry
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Adams (President of Sinn Fein) have marked Ea§t&8,20ne hundred years after the rising, to
be the mythical date when Ireland is finally urdfi@reakingnews.ie: McGuinness predicts
‘united Ireland by 2016’, 2003). Despite the cutrneeace, there is worry that the lead up to this
date will bring back violence as nationalists maKkeal push towards one lIrish state.

The IRA fought a campaign against the British @ation in 1918. Using guerrilla
warfare tactics, the Irish were able to force tbeegnment in London to pass the Government of
Ireland Act in 1920 (McKittrick and McVea 2002, 4his act established Northern Ireland as
separate from the rest of Ireland and ensuredlteat was an option for the north to opt out of
the Irish home rule being proposed. In a sepacated of negotiations in 1921, the IRA sent
Michael Collins, as well as a few other high ramkofficials in order to represent the Irish.
When it was all said and done, the British esthblisthe Irish Free State, which was an
autonomous state still semi-under British influenais decision led to a civil war in the new
Irish state as half of the IRA felt that the negturs failed to get all that they could. Added to
this turmoil was the decision of Northern Irelanddave the Free State and become its own
entity in 1922. The conflict over the status of tieeth was born out of that moment. Northern
Ireland was created during a period of violence @plteaval so it should come as no surprise
that violence would remain a facet of Northernhriige, especially during the ‘Troubles’.

‘The Troubles’ refers to the conflict and fightitigat took place from the late 60s (1968
is a commonly referred to starting point) until 898ith the Good Friday Agreement. Due to its
modernity, level of casualties, and duration tleigrsent of violence has tended to get a large
amount of press and focus. The ‘Troubles’ starféda civil rights movement among the poor,
mainly in (but not limited to) the Catholic commtyniThe Protestant majority had complete

control over government which meant that Cathqlesl some poor Protestants) were often
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overlooked for executive positions in both the pubhd private sector and faced discrimination
in fields such as housing and electoral proced@es.issue in particular that the Catholic
community wanted was one man — one vote. Due émg& gerrymandering processes, the
Catholics were marginalized even more than thgdugagion level should have indicated.
Drawing inspiration from the American Civil Rightdovement, the vast majority of Catholic
demonstrations in the beginning were peacefulthmttwould quickly change.

Small scale riots and demonstrations began to salbwbAugust of 1969 in
(London)Derry (Bew, Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2309, The Apprentice Boys of Derry, a
Protestant organization, wanted to march in remantd#® of when apprentices closed the gates
of (London)Derry to protect it from the Catholia¢es of King James a year before he was
defeated at the Battle of the Boyne. Despite feaes a clash, authorities allowed the march to
take place and Protestants and Catholics beganddhemselves in small scale clashes. These
skirmishes turned into the Battle of the Bogsidesitally a full scale uprising of the Catholic
community of the same name.

It took the form of pitched battles between pokeel local men

and youths using petrol bombs, bricks and any athissiles they

could find to prevent the RUC [Royal Ulster Consiialy] from

entering the district. Police replied with tear gasl by throwing

stones back at the rioters. Fierce rioting wentoordays with

many injuries on both sides (McKittrick and McVe202, 54).
Eventually the police were able to break throughrttakeshift barricades and they stormed into
the Bogside with Protestants inadvertently follogvthem resulting in destroyed homes and
property within the community. While all of this wéaking place, Belfast erupted with Catholics

hoping to take pressure off their co-religionistgliondon)Derry by stirring up trouble. The

diversions quickly turned violent with the Cathsli®rotestants, and the RUC all armed and
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series of running street battles, rioting, andgmtietaliation took place. The result of all osthi
violence was a formal request by James Chichestek,Prime Minister of Northern Ireland at
the time, for London to send in the British militawhich was promptly granted. Initially, the
military was welcomed by the Catholic community wdaw the soldiers as protection against
the Protestants and the corrupt police force, lmithhoneymoon did not last for long.

Sporadic violence continued into 1970-71 with rfrem both sides of the divide
beginning to trickle into vigilante and paramilyagroups. Gun battles between the IRA and
loyalist supporters continued, which helped the iRgain its credibility in Catholic
neighborhoods who felt that organization had failezin during the violence in the late 60s.
With the death toll mounting, the pressure was bitl@ster-Clark, and his successor Brian
Faulkner, to come up with a solution to end théernoe. In a desperate last-ditch attempt to
stave off direct rule by the British governmenpdicy of internment was launched. “ So it was
that in the early hours of 9 August 1971 a larga@esarrest operation, codenamed Operation
Demetrius was launched, with thousands of troopspatice dispatched to round up the IRA”
(McKittrick and McVea 2002, 67). Internment failadrribly with the majority of people being
wrongly arrested and detained. That coupled wighniérsh methods used by the authorities
actually resulted in an upsurge of violence as spddo the desired minimizing. It did not help
for the Catholic and nationalist communities to #e# not a single Protestant was interned in
the first iteration which showed this move to beempon directed against a particular populace
(Bew, Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2009, 34). Intertnmmieave the Catholics deeper into their
own communities and further radicalized the peapldorthern Ireland.

If internment started to poison the good faithrhitary initially received, Bloody

Sunday completed the job. A civil rights march viiesd upon by British paratroopers resulting
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in the death of 14 people, many of them young,wodnded 12 others (McKittrick and McVea
2002, 76). The official account is that the solglieturned fire after being assaulted and that they
only fired upon armed opponents but this accouatideen deemed a cover-up by the eye
witnesses on the scene. The tragedy of this exapéel the IRA with recruitment as Catholic
youths flocked to the organization.

Father Daly said later: ‘A lot of the younger peopi Derry who
may have been more pacifist became quite militarat gesult of it.
People who were there on that day and who saw kdpiened
were absolutely enraged by it and just wanted ¢é& seme kind of
revenge for it. In later years many young peoplisited in prison
told me quite explicitly that they would have nebecome
involved in the IRA but for what they withessedddreard of
happening, on Bloody Sunday (McKittrick and McVé&®2, 77).

Bloody Sunday took place in late January, bugived as an appropriate marker for the entire
year of 1972 which would have the highest deatlofahny one year at close to five hundred.
1972 would also mark the last year for Stormontclvhwas suspended, ending the government
in March. London took over the security arrangersamtd basic governmental functions in
Northern Ireland to mixed feelings among the rasisleThe loyalist community saw Stormont
as a bulwark against the nationalists and resenbeing taken away from them. Despite being
proud members of the United Kingdom, there wassdrost that the government in London
would sell them down the river in order to reachagreement with the nationalist community
(London had pushed for the idea of a power shayowgrnment multiple times). Those fears
were not enough to stop direct rule however and\ibrthern Ireland Office (NIO) was formed
in order to try and solve the conflict.

After the British government dissolved Stormondl amok control of the day to day

running of Northern Ireland, certain peace initiei began to come about. While they ultimately
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failed in stopping the violence, these variousgahkd accords did help set the stage for the talks
in the mid to late 1990s that culminated in the G&Bdday Agreement. In 1973, a government
white paperNorthern Ireland Constitutional Proposashiowcased the feelings of London at the
time. Proportional representation with a devolvedegnment made up of major parties from
both sides, would complement the newly proposethreouth links while London reaffirmed
Northern Ireland’s status in the UK and kept sagussues for themselves (McKittrick and
McVea, 2002, 91). This white paper representediitestion that the British intended on

moving with Northern Ireland and led to the electad the new assembly and power-sharing
executive that would ultimately take office on Jarut®, 1974.

The momentum from the white paper and the eleafdhe assembly helped to led into
the Sunningdale talks which were held in late 19TBe principal tasks of the gathering were to
agree on the Council of Ireland’s composition amatcfions, to deal with the subject of greater
north-south security co-operation, and to attermsiettle the constitutional status of Northern
Ireland” (McKittrick and McVea 2002, 95). Prograsas made on certain issues, such as the
makeup of the Council of Ireland (which was a cdose&oncern for unionists), but on other
issues the two sides were unable to see eye t@eypdin did not change the part of their
constitution staking a claim on the territory Neanth Ireland and cross-border security co-
operation was not up to the level the unionistslddave wanted, so in return the south only
received a cosmetic oversight over the RUC.

In the end both sides were able to go back te twistituents and claim a success with
the unionists highlighting “a reassuring Irish @&eation on Northern Ireland’s status, a law
commission to tackle cross-border security problamgsa Council of Ireland which they argued

was largely toothless” (McKittrick and McVea 20®7). For the nationalists represented by the
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Social Democratic Labour Party (SDLP), they poirtethe fact that they had a role at the top
level of government and the institutions create8watningdale had the potential to grow and
improve. While not a conclusive negotiation, Suigdale helped to set a base to build off of.
Unfortunately, the assembly failed and was disshla® IRA cease-fire was a failure, and the
violence continued.

The next major event on the peace process timelasethe Anglo-Irish Agreement
signed in 1985. Building off of Sunningdale, thexard showed progress starting with the
opening negotiations that begun in 1984. “The agex# recognized the necessity of greater
involvement by the Irish government in matters othan law-and-order issues that locked both
governments into a political working relationsh{@yrne 2001, 336). Approved by both British
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and Irish leadarrét FitzGerald, the talks involved civil
servants from both governments as they spent longshrying to work through the contentious
issues that marked the conflict.

The process of negotiation was itself importarthett key figures

in London and Dublin developed relationships o$trand

friendship... the mid-1980s represented an impottaming point

in that Dublin, and important figures in Londonpeato see the

Northern Ireland question as a common problem whiah best

managed jointly (McKittrick and McVea 2002, 162).
Instead of viewing the conflict in terms of who was8mately going to have control over
Northern Ireland, the two sides started to viewdémetral issue as establishing peace. That shift
in focus helped the two major governments seedgtistences and realize that they had a

collective stake in the problem and should worletbgr to reach a suitable answer. The result of

this new found common purpose was the Anglo-Irigineg@ment.
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The first provision in the agreement was a comtbstatement by both governments
(with Sunningdale they issued separate statemgras)he only way a change in Northern
Ireland’s status could happen is with the clearseni of the majority of the population. The rest
of the agreement spelled out some new mechanisthglvéi most important being the
intergovernmental conference which was jointly ofgiby ministers from each country. “The
Irish Government, through the Anglo-Irish Intergowvaental Conference and Maryfield
Secretariat, was provided with a consultative nolthne administration of Northern Ireland for
the first time” (CAIN: Events: Anglo-Irish AgreemgnThis new role for the Republic angered
the loyalist and Protestant communities who saw diianother step towards the British
government cutting them out and giving their coymdrthe Irish. “Unionists saw the agreement
as a victory for constitutional nationalism, anasiitutional nationalism agreed with them”
(McKittrick and McVea 2002, 164). Originally the ionists had decided to not partake in the
talks believing that their lack of presence woultldnything from being decided upon, but this
Agreement was a wake-up call that they had to belwed or risk being bypassed.

The great success of the Anglo-Irish Agreementmasn stopping the conflict and
creating a peaceful society in its place. This edt¢@d the opposite approach and the angry
loyalist paramilitaries and their IRA counterpartade sure the violence didn’t abate. Instead the
common threads running through Sunningdale andthevAnglo-Irish Agreement were the
foundations being laid for later. Any attempt afetnegotiations helps each side learn more
about the other and potentially gives each sidiew as to the issues that they will and won't
concede on. It also gives everyone involved a wayadke progress for next time. Instead of

having to start every issue from scratch, a sefieggotiations where there are some successes
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allows for the negotiators to cover new ground ewehtually put everything together in order to
get a comprehensive agreement.

While the parties on the ground in Northern Irélarere not deeply involved in this
accord, the two state governments were. “The Ahgst- Intergovernmental Conference has
provided a vital channel of communication betwdentivo sovereign powers that has produced
increased understanding and promoted a bi-pardigproach to the Northern Ireland conflict”
(CAIN: Events: Anglo-Irish Agreement). Echoes o uccess of the Anglo-Irish Agreement
can be seen in the Good Friday Agreement. It ig Basee where the negotiations that took
place more than ten years before the signing ofihed Friday Agreement helped to facilitate
progress and stopped negotiators from startingiat gero.

The next stage on the evolution that culminatethénGood Friday Agreement was the
peace process which ran during the 1990s untiihitaxed in April of 1998. To some this peace
process began in 1988 with John Hume of the SDL&imgewith and having talks with Gerry
Adams of Sinn Fein while others peg the date abM#en, “the Northern Ireland Secretary of
State Sir Peter Brooke [authorized] secret cométt the IRA in order to find the conditions
under which republicans would consider calling asedire” (Darby, 2003). The result of all of
these secretive talks was a draft declarationewritty Hume in 1991 (McKittrick and McVea
2002, 187). This draft declaration later becameXtbening Street Declaration published jointly
by the British and Irish governments in 1993.

In a key line, the Declaration noted that ‘the BhitGovernment
agree that it is for the people of the island efdnd alone, by
agreement between the two parts respectively, éocese their
right of self-determination on the basis of conséetly and

concurrently given, North and South, to bring abeunited
Ireland, if that is their wish.” In what the Britigovernment
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regarded as a major coup, the Irish governmerdregéd its

support for the principle of consent and promisedhe context of

an overall settlement, to amend the Irish Contituto enshrine

the consent principle in law (Darby, 2003).
This was an absolutely vital moment for the reagioan above. The British were telling the
nationalists that if the majority of people in Nwetn Ireland want to join the Republic, they will
not stand in their way. From the unionist side,Itigh government “stipulated that articles 2 and
3 of the Irish Constitution, laying claim to therteory of Northern Ireland (article 21), would be
modified to assuage the fears of Northern Unioh(&grne 2001, 337). These were concessions
from both governments that illustrated their conmnaint to peacefully resolving the conflict.

In August of 1994, after an upsurge in violenbe, main faction of the IRA unilaterally
declared a ceasefire. This move was soon followed lbyalist group. With the ceasefire in the
background, the Framework for the Future documexst jointly published by the two state
governments. This document would prove to be agpileat future negotiations would work from
with its view on a three strand approach as wethagwo governments stressing consent
(McKittrick and McVea 2002, 203). The actual pedEussions had to wait though because an
adequate solution to decommissioning, in partictilariRA’s weapons, couldn’t be found. It
took until November 1995 before a three-man body feamed to report on decommissioning
chaired by former US Senator George Mitchell. Méits body proposed parallel political talks
with decommissioning but this was refused by th&dr (Darby, 2003) who wanted either prior
decommissioning or an election (which would takeetito organize).

This led to the IRA lifting their ceasefire anéyhlaunched a major bombing attack in

London resulting in more violence and a generdt Egrogress. Mitchell had moved from

decommissioning to chair the talks themselves lattwas not enough to cause a breakthrough.
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Hume tried to work with Adams to get another ceasdiut their joint document was rejected by
British Prime Minister John Major who was lookingead to a general British election. This
election saw Tony Blair become the new Prime Marisind in Northern Ireland, the election
highlighted the growing population and in turn,ipchl clout of the nationalist movement. Blair
dropped the decommissioning as a preconditionrfterang into talks with Sinn Fein and
announced new talks that Sinn Fein could enter veheew IRA ceasefire was in place, which
happened in June 1997 (McKittrick and McVea 2002,)2The new peace process talks began
again yet they would continue to be marred by upgwin violence at various points.
“Throughout the negotiations Unionists refusedrgage directly with Sinn Féin, converting
them into Dayton-like proximity talks” (Darby, 20p®Pespite all of those potential pitfalls, the
politicians and leaders were kept on task and afaffr April 10" 1998, the Good Friday
Agreement was signed by the British and Irish gorents along with the majority of political

parties in Northern Ireland. Finally, peace woubdne to this troubled and fractured land.
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Chapter 3 — The Good Friday Agreement

The Good Friday Agreement was the culmination a€tinred talks and failed initiatives
stretching back decades. Evidence of the talksiahiBgdale and the Anglo-Irish Agreement
were littered throughout the Agreement signed orlA", 1998, showing how the politicians
and negotiators worked on saving previous succéssasfailed earlier attempts. A lot can be
learned from the agreement and the subsequentsetatitfollowed it by combining a look at the

history (Chapter 2) with details about the negaira themselves.

Negotiations — Good Friday Agreement

At the beginning of 1998, the talks were stalled endanger of falling apart completely.
In order to try and give the talks a helpful pustieads of Agreement’ paper was developed
between Tony Blair, the Irish Taoiseach Bertie Ahand David Trimble, leader of the Ulster
Unionist Party (UUP), a political party in Northeineland. This document included a power-
sharing assembly, a British-Irish intergovernmentalncil and a North-South council
(Hennessey 2009, 39). Trimble saw this documestegss in the right direction considering the
merely consultative role of the North-South coun@ther than the similar council fused with
actual executive powers as envisioned in Sunnimgdal

It was with this ‘Heads of Agreement’ paper theg tnvolved parties tried to hammer out
a deal during the last week of talks, Holy Week8.99nfortunately the talks did not really go
anywhere until the final few days. “In essencejlihé three days before the Belfast Agreement

was secured, the talks process at Castle Buildiagsa charade” (Hennessey 2009, 54). The
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biggest concern for the talks, a view that theigltigovernment especially took to heart, was to
make sure that the Unionists did not back out efagreement. Convincing them that this
agreement was in their interest and that it wasitie move took a lot of political maneuvering
that almost cost the agreement itself.

The negotiations were functioning under threenstsathe first involving the government
in Northern Ireland, the second dealing with relasi between the North and the South, and the
third dealt with East-West relations between Bnitand Ireland. During the final days of
negotiation, the major issues revolved around thenists and their objections to the second
strand dealing with North-South relations.

Together with an outline of the envisaged Northi8ddinisterial

Council the document contained a series of annextising the

areas in which the Council would decide common N&buth

policies... The Council’s authority and functions wé¢o be

derived directly from London and Dublin. Effectiyethe

Northern Ireland Assembly was by-passed (Hennez3e9, 42).
This was not acceptable to Trimble, and it spatkednitial concerns about the unionists
backing out of the agreement. There was a worm ffeimble’s side that the council as
envisaged by the blueprint document would formeletkn all-Ireland government. While it
would not be that in name, it would have many ef$hme characteristics and would act as
writing on the wall to the end goal of a uniteddrel. The unionists wanted to make sure that
this body did not come about in its proposed form.

Blair and the British government realized afteretireg with Trimble that they may have
pushed his position a little too far for his comntyo rally behind the agreement and so Blair

re-opened negotiations with the Irish governmenstoand two, trying to reach a compromise

that Trimble would be able to work with. After leag on the Irish government and threatening
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to publicly blame them if the talks broke down, tiegjotiations were re-opened and the
Unionists ended up with a much better position.é Riumber of ‘annexes’ detailing north-south
co-operation was reduced from three to one, whigenumber of designated areas for potential
cross-border co-operation fell from 49 to 12 (ofiethonly six were eventually enacted)” (Bew,
Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2009, 145). This was a bugcess for Trimble, but in Northern
Ireland, a success for one community is typicalfgilure for the other.

The nationalists, in particular Sinn Fein, thouttat all of the changes and revisions
where going against them and there were worriggleg would end up sinking the agreement.
On Good Friday itself, Sinn Fein came up with &dis78 points of concern that they presented
to the two governments. One of the major issuespsigeners, with Sinn Fein wanting them
released within a year and the British governmeidihg on to the original three-year timeline.
After much deliberation, and a few calls from U&dtdent Bill Clinton to Gerry Adams, Sinn
Fein was given private reassurances that as lotftgegisagreed to the deal, the release would be
moved up to one year (Hennessey 2009, 50). Thipoamise was explained to the unionist
delegation and they seemed to be onboard. Theragrgeas a whole looked to be on solid
ground but then new text was distributed to altipar which sparked an uproar.

In strand one, relating to the power-sharing gowemk that was to be put in place in
Northern Ireland itself, there was no specific gsmn dealing with decommissioning as a
perquisite to participating in the Assembly. Orggig the British had linked decommissioning to
service in the Assembly but when Sinn Fein saitlttia was not workable for them; a
compromise was reached that did not make one depend the other. As long as the IRA

agreed to decommission as part of the overall potieey would be able to serve in the
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Assembly and in the Executive. This was an issuaigk contention to the UUP who now
balked at the agreement.

For the British government at this point, decomioisisig was

viewed as something of a side issue. Accordinglg,Rrime

Minister urged unionists to accept the above foatioh on the

basis that all their ‘principal objectives’ had hexchieved; in the

words of one close observer, he urged them to ®atnate on the

big picture’. Nevertheless... it became clear thatiddrimble

and his party would not endorse the Agreement ariles

strictures on weapons decommissioning were strengtli’ (Bew,

Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2009, 147).
In one last push, Blair wrote a letter to Trimbésentially saying that he shared Trimble’s vision
on how the agreement should play out in actuahty that he would support the
decommissioning efforts. This personal sidebarras®&e from Blair was enough for Trimble
and he was able to persuade the majority of thenistidelegation to accept the agreement.

April 10", 1998, Good Friday. Around 5pm George Mitchell macpublic address to the

media in which he said a phrase people had lorméédr, “I'm pleased to announce that the
two governments and the political parties of Namhieeland have reached agreement” (Bew,
Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2009, 148). After decatlemlence and years of slow process, the
Good Friday Agreement and its three strand appreashput forth as the solution for Northern
Ireland. The first strand was focused within Northeeland itself. In that vein, it detailed the
power-sharing Assembly and Executive that woule taker and govern Northern Ireland after
London devolved power back to the Northern Irishaisd two was all about relations between
Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland. ThatN-South Ministerial Council, revised after

Trimble’s concerns, was tasked with developingti@teships and co-operation between the two

states on the island. The third and final stranthefGood Friday Agreement saw the creation of
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the British-Irish Council. This Council, similar the North-South Ministerial Council, was

supposed to improve relations between the Repuoblieland and the United Kingdom.

Principal of Consent

Perhaps the most important aspect of the Good yFAdacement was enshrining the
principal of consent. An issue that had proven eotmbus for decades was the Republic of
Ireland’s constitutional claim over the North. Imtitles two and three of the Republic’'s
constitution, there was text that established & fgoahe Republic to be the uniting of the entire
island under one Irish government. Understanddbily,issue caused concern on behalf of the
unionists in Northern Ireland since whenever tiveas involvement by the Republic, it was seen
as involvement by a country that had the absorbfrige Northern Irish state as a founding
belief. In a major move, the Irish and British gowaents decided to reform legal claims over
Northern Ireland and instead instill the principétonsent.

While not technically an institution set up to haighe post-Agreement landscape, the
idea of consent is what transformed the conflict belped both communities see that their
future could be protected without violence. Condmdically meant that it is up to the people to
decide what state they would like to belong td)esithe Republic or the United Kingdom. If a
majority of people in Northern Ireland decided ttrety want to become part of the Republic via
a vote, then the United Kingdom cannot stop themfleaving. A majority of the people in the
Republic do have to vote to unify though for itéfie place. Both major governments had to
make concessions for this valuable milestone. Tiek government, “ended its territorial claim,

contained in Articles 2 and 3 of its 1937 Consitit (Morgan 2009, 88). The Irish also
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recognized that Northern Ireland was legally pathe United Kingdom and would remain so
unless the people voted differently. In return, Bmtish removed acts that would bar Northern
Ireland from ever joining the republic and the Bhtalso agreed to abide by the consent of the
people and would transfer Northern Ireland to tlepublic if the people voted that way.

This move contained pluses for both sides, bubtbgest winner was the unionist
community. While the nationalists had receivedamph place to achieve their goal of a united
Ireland, and changes in British law to reflect sagblan, it was the unionists who gained more.

In return, Irish nationalism explicitly acceptedthhe ‘consent

principal’ would govern the future of Northern laed. Unlike

Sunningdale or the Anglo-Irish Agreement, the ISsdte was also

seen to have made significant concessions to secsgtlement.

Articles two and three of the Irish constitutiorhieh laid claim to

Northern Ireland were thus altered to reflect these realities,

while northern nationalists promised to operatéiwithe political

framework of the province. Irish nationalism aslzole wasde

factoandde jureaccepting the democratic legitimacy of partition

and the existence of the Northern Irish state (Hé&ampton, and

Gurruchaga 2009, 148.)
It is hard to underestimate how important this ptarece of Northern Ireland’s status was to the
unionist community. The progress that they recetvedever was a double edged sword since it
did set up the potential for a referendum yearsrdthe road which the nationalist would carry.

With consent marking the opening salvos of the egent, the next step is to go through the

strands themselves.

Strand One: The Assembly
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Strand One negotiations involved in the politicaities in Northern Ireland, with the
SDLP taking center stage for the nationalists Uk for the unionists, and the British
government as chair. “The main issue in strandveexeto create democratic institutions for
Northern Ireland based on power-sharing” (Kuusitpenen 2001, 125). This was a facet that
had been brought up during the Anglo-Irish Agreenten ultimately was not able to be
implemented until 1998. The UUP wanted the govemirteework as a series of legislative
committees rather than ministries, but during s tlay of negotiations, they accepted the
SDLP argument that when dealing with foreign gowaents, the title of minister carries more
cache with it than that of committee chair.

When the dust settled on the negotiations, Northetand found itself with a 108
member Assembly, which elected members by propaticepresentation using the single
transferable vote. In order for the Assembly tadiege, it needs a majority, except in cases,
“where a cross-community basis is required. Inghastances “parallel consent” is necessary,
that is, a majority of support from representatigeboth communities... this supermajority
requirement results in a de facto minority veto’il{\ms and Jesse 2001, 590). What this
provision also entailed was that every member efriw Assembly must declare themselves a
member of a certain community, either nationalistiimonist. This was to the detriment of cross-
community parties such as the Alliance party whitthggled to maintain a presence in the
aftermath of the Agreement. The Executive wouldnaele up of a First Minister and Deputy
First Minister who would basically be equals in gawhichever party holds the most seats in
the Assembly get the First Minister position, witle leader of the rival community getting
Deputy First Minister). “The choice of the d’'Horlinciple for the appointment of individual

ministers to the executive was required to enstogsecommunal representation without
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excluding any of the major parties in each commyaaty bloc” (Wolff 2005, 51). The d’Hondt
principle is one that allocates seats based onthemeatical formula that tends to favor larger
parties. The rest of the Executive would be madefugight Ministers (along with the First and

Deputy First Ministers) who would be assigned &d$ ranging from agriculture to education.

The Agreement formally provides for safeguardsmnsuee that all

sections of the community can participate and wodether

successfully in the operation of the Assembly ardditive,

including arrangements to ensure key decisionsaen with

cross-community support (Department of Foreign idfa Strand

I, 2009).
There is a strong flavor of consociational or gaggad group involvement, in the agreement
with all the assurances to the different groups ttiay will not be shut-out of the governing
process and the general power-sharing shape tregrgnent was molded into.

Not only was there a step forward with the newehsisly and Executive being power-
sharing in nature, but the very idea of having ¢hiostitutions was extremely important. Due to
the nature of the conflict and the troubles that &iasen due to poor governance, the British
decided to take direct control over the day to gayerning of Northern Ireland. Having the
power and authority stem completely from Londoratised those making polices from the
people themselves. There was a disconnect betwasaobh and the streets of Belfast and
(London)Derry. The new Assembly would remedy thiohce again allowing the Northern Irish
to elect those who would pass laws and govern ein liehalf.

A power-sharing Assembly able to exercise execidive
legislative authority was long awaited reform inrbthern Irish
politics. Its power was to be devolved from Weststen. This new

governmental arrangement filled a crucial gap eaxdbverning of
Northern Ireland, as the real political future niay in the hands
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of local politicians in a manner similar to Scotlaand Wales
(Kuusisto-Arponen 2001, 125).

This was a major victory for the Northern Irishaag/hole and it also fit into the larger
movement that Blair was attempting for the Unitedddom by proposing devolved assemblies
for the other nations comprising the UK. In genestrand one was driven from the home front.
The desire for an assembly and a power-sharingrgment came from the Northern Irish
themselves. “As an official of the Northern Irela@ffice remarked, the British government
cared only that the parties agreed; for the magi palid not care what they agreed to”

(Horowitz 2002, 200). The same attitude cannota about strand two.

Strand Two: North-South Ministerial Council

Strand two was a more dividing strand and as meeti@bove, came close to sinking the
talks as a whole. The initial view of the North-8oMlinisterial Council saw it as more
pervasive and stronger then the version that ntadithe Agreement. Once Trimble’s
concerns sparked the British to reopen the negmtgiwvith the Irish government, a council was
developed that was more in line with unionist views

Thus the North/South Ministerial Council was ‘edigtied to bring
together those with executive responsibilities ortNern Ireland
and the Irish government, to develop consultatorgperation
and action within the island of Ireland on mattefsnutual interest
within the competence of Administrations’ (The Belf
Agreement 1998)” (Kuusisto-Arponen 2001, 125).

The council was to serve as a forum where minigtera the Republic and from Northern

Ireland could discuss shared policies and devetopas tactics on certain topics. Due to
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Trimble’s objections, the Northern Ireland Assembbiyuld select the members that it sent to the
cross-border bodies on its behalf. Ultimately smpiementation bodies were set up
encompassing issues ranging from food safety arglilge and cultural protections to tourism.
To help manage the North-South Ministerial Couriint secretariat was put into place in
Armagh to provide logistics for the Council (Depaent of Foreign Affairs — Strand 11, 2009).
This council was happily received by the natiortal@mmunity. While the links were not as
prevalent or as numerous as they were originainmed to be (before Trimble and his
negotiations), they still institutionalized linkagybetween the government in the Republic with
the devolved government in the North. After theabkshment of an Assembly, and a council
dedicated to North-South relations, the third andlfstrand concerned itself with the last

relationship left, east-west between Britain aredgind.

Strand Three: British-Irish Council

The creation of the British-Irish Council was tledis for strand three of the Good
Friday Agreement. This council sought to increaséodue between the state governments, and
as such did not have a profound effect on the daday life of those in Northern Ireland. Along
with the creation of the British-Irish Council whiincorporated multiple devolved governments,
there was also a British-Irish Intergovernmentahfécence set-up.

Strand 11l of the Good Friday Agreement providedtfoe
establishment of a British-Irish Intergovernmer@aiference to
promote bilateral co-operation between the Iristh British
Governments... Meetings of the Conference are dtelelgular

intervals in Dublin, London and Belfast. Meetingsmdake place at
either Summit (Prime Minister and Taoiseach) or isterial
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level. Ministerial level meetings are usually catbd by the

Minister for Foreign Affairs and the Secretary ¢t® for

Northern Ireland. The Conference provides a udeduhework for

discussions on issues of mutual concern in relatdworthern

Ireland including the ongoing implementation of theod Friday

Agreement (Department of Foreign Affairs — Stramhd2009).
This step was important because it enshrined iocament the importance of each major
government working together in order to ensurepiece. It is one thing for the two
governments to come together in an attempt torgegeeement, but to make sure that they are
on the same page to preserve the agreement requwesm for them to talk on regular basis
and that is what this body facilitated.

The British-Irish Council was seen by unionistagsositive move. Not only did this
enshrine continual British presence in Northerfalid, and give them a counterweight to the
North-South Ministerial Council, but this strand@helped to further link Northern Ireland with
the rest of the United Kingdom. The Northern Irgglvernment as a result of this strand found
itself within the Council of the Isles, which comted the government in London, along with the
devolved governments in Scotland and Wales. Thelat this council existed helped to
reassure unionists that the British saw Northegtaird as continuing to be a vital part of the
United Kingdom as a whole. “It thus carries a distinotion of strengthening the links between
Northern Ireland and other parts of the United Kioigp” (Wolff 2005, 51). This Council of the

Isles reassured the unionists in a similar veinade the North-South Ministerial Council excited

the nationalists.

Secondary Provisions of the Good Friday Agreement
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The Good Friday Agreement also comprised some itapbprovisions on security,
policing, and general rights. One such right thas aid out was citizenship. Due to the unique
nature of the legality of Northern Ireland and pao¢ential that it could switch from the United
Kingdom to the Republic via a vote, provisions weut into the Good Friday Agreement that
would allow the citizens to basically decide whettieey wanted to hold Irish citizenship. The
people of Northern Ireland were able to decidédfytwere Irish or British and they could hold
dual citizenship (that would be unaffected by ahgrge in the legality of Northern Ireland) if
they so desired.

Along with the citizenship issue, human rights evalso touched upon by the Agreement.
The modern version of ‘The Troubles’ was born péistiout of the civil rights movement in
Northern Ireland, so it makes sense that humansrigbuld filter into the agreement at some
point.

The Agreement included new and enhanced provisiartduman

Rights and Equality Issues with steps to be takiemth and South,

including the establishment of Human Rights Cominiss and a

range of commitments on economic, social and ailligsues,

including on the promotion and use of the Irishglaage in

Northern Ireland (Department of Foreign Affairs grilan Rights

and Equality Issues, 2009).
Along with protections guaranteed to the Irish laage, there were also assurances offered for
the protection of the Ulster-Scot language anducaltMaking sure that both communities had
their respective languages and cultural heritageg®ized by the other was another important
move that this part of the agreement achieved.

It would not be Northern Ireland if there was adbcus dedicated to security measures

considering the violence that was such a facet@tbciety for close to four decades. The first
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part of the security section would be about decossimning. A contentious issue for the
unionists, it was ultimately decided that decomioisigig would not be a necessary precondition
for parties (read Sinn Fein) to serve in the newgresharing Assembly and Executive. This did
not mean that decommissioning was completely abisemtthe agreement as a whole. “The
Good Friday Agreement saw all participants reaffin@ir commitment to total disarmament of
all paramilitary groups and their commitment to asg influence they might have to achieve
full decommissioning” (Department of Foreign Affair Decommissioning, 2009). This
essentially meant that the parties took the obbgatf pushing disarmament upon any
paramilitary groups that may be affiliated withriheA tentative date of May 22, 2000 was set
for the total decommissioning of all paramilitampgps (Morgan 2009, 94). In order to meet this
date, both sides had to trust that the new Northretand would safe enough for them to give up
the means to protect themselves.

Policing and Justice reforms were vital to helptimg communities believe that this
agreement had actual promise for succeeding, asthoigust talk and bluster. A major concern
of the nationalist and Catholic communities wasuhfair treatment that they felt they received
from the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC). Due te #thnic makeup of the police force, it at
times acted like an arm of the unionist movemendtsmthe Catholic community did not trust
the police in small day-to-day matters, let alcargér issues. For a regular peaceful society to
develop in Northern Ireland all groups have tottthat the police were there to protect
everyone, not just one segment of the populatiaking into account the conflicted history of
policing in Northern Ireland, “it was therefore agd to set up an independent commission to
make recommendations on new policing arrangememitshvwvould have the confidence of all

parts of the community” (Department of Foreign Affa— Policing and Justice, 2009). The



48

commission would be headed by Chris Patten andewaastively scheduled to report in
September 1999. Reforms to the justice system aleceaddressed. A general review on
criminal justice in Northern Ireland was issued tlvauld analyze the state of the justice system
and make sure of its fairness post-Agreement (Deyent of Foreign Affairs — Policing and
Justice, 2009). Ideally these two reforms wouldoém&atholics to put their trust in the system
which helps a sense of normality develop in NortHegland while at the same time replacing

one role that paramilitaries had filled for locahemunities.

Conclusion

The Good Friday Agreement was a huge step forfaarNorthern Ireland. The citizens
of the nation had the ability to decide which stagy would like to belong to. There would be a
power-sharing Assembly comprising members from lsotnmunities. The Assembly and the
Executive would have real power to deal with Nomhkeish issues thanks to Westminster
devolving powers. For inter-Irish relations, a Ne8outh Ministerial Council was developed
that would allow the two Ireland’s to cooperateossra spectrum of topics to help each country.
The British-Irish Council accomplishes a similaskdut with the focus on the UK and the
Republic; promoting relations between the two caastwhile giving them a forum to make sure
that peace continued in the North. Also containétiwthe Good Friday Agreement were
provisions on citizenship, human rights, policiagd justice. On paper, this was a strong

agreement, but the real world where implementatmppens is a different matter.
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Chapter 4 — Implementing the Agreement (1998-2007)

Shortly after the announcement by Mitchell abbeténd of the negotiations and the
culminating agreement that resulted, the variousgsawent to work. “Within hours of the talks’
conclusion, the Sinn Fein President, Gerry Adanasbdeggun the process by which republicans
would claim ‘ownership’ of the settlement” (Bew,afnpton, and Gurruchaga 2009, 149). Sinn
Fein as a party was not one of the parties thbt trelped in crafting the Agreement; that would
be the SDLP for the Catholic side and the UUPlierRrotestants. In fact, Sinn Fein actively
threatened to leave the talks after the concesswens made to Trimble on strand two, so it is
almost humorous that Sinn Fein would attempt tbigipal move.

It was a remarkable piece of political gymnastidams and his

party worked rapidly to establish themselves asbst ardent

supporters of the Agreement, calling at every farnts

implementation and safeguarding against uniongreission. In

the zero-sum world of Northern Irish politics, ceféect of

republican enthusiasm for the Agreement was tefasgtionist

suspicion (Bew, Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2009,.149)
That dynamic would be a major part of the post-agrent landscape in Northern Ireland. For
the most part, the republican community was bethedSFA while the unionists were skeptical
and worried that this was just an intermediary stephe way to a united Ireland. This is
especially true considering that it was Sinn F#ir,so called political arm of the IRA that was
the loudest champion for the Good Friday Agreemé&inn Fein, and by extension, the

majority of the IRA was for this, then to unionisités was something to, at the very least doubt

and at the most fear.
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Referendum: 1998

Before the Good Friday Agreement could take pladegd to pass a referendum in both
Northern Ireland and the Republic. Despite the geameeded to the Republic’s constitution
and the removal of any claim to the north of Irelatihhe Agreement was very popular. The
referendum took place on May™21998 and the votes in favor of the Agreementedtaver
90% in the Republic (McKittrick and McVea 2002, 22The true test would come from the
referendum that was held in Northern Ireland onstinmae day. Just like in the south, northern
nationalists were strongly behind the AgreementtHwver 96% of people supporting the deal
as a whole” (Bew, Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2009). T#hat level of support did not translate
over to the unionist community however. Only a $madjority, 53%, voted in favor of the deal
and all that it would entail.

Still, when combined with the results for natiostdiin Northern

Ireland it meant that the Agreement had been erddrg some

71% of the province’s electorate. This confirmeat tinis was an

accord forged on the political centre-ground thgoged the

approval of a democratic majority within Northereland (Bew,

Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2009, 149).
Such a strong pro-Agreement vote, gave the impléenef the Good Friday Agreement a
strong mandate to go out and make sure that thespyos were put into place. The most
important number to look at from the referendunmutiiois not the 71% overall that voted in
favor, but the fact that the unionist community wasy able to obtain a small, 6 percentage
point majority. “The outcome contained an imbalammcthat the 71 per cent was made up of

virtually 100 per cent of nationalists voters batyohalf of Unionism” (McKittrick and McVea

2002, 222). That split represented a danger tpithbgress going forward. It took an initial
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intervention by Blair during the lead up to theareihdum to ensure that the unionist community
would end up supporting the Agreement becauseanistirejection would spell disaster for the
fragile peace. The nature of the Agreement gavemvetoes and if the anti-Agreement
Unionists were able to democratically assume th@mixafor that community, it could harm the

implementation and success of the Good Friday Agesg.

Elections: 1998

The next major step after the Agreement had bassgal was to hold elections for the
Assembly. “Polling day was 25 June 1998 when th&7,969 eligible electors had the
opportunity to elect 108 members for the Northeetahd Assembly” (Elliott 2009, 107). For
the unionists, this election saw a similar campagithe one for the referendum. There were two
parties running on a platform of anti-Agreemeng Bemocratic Unionist Party (DUP lead by
the Revered lan Paisley) and the UKUP, and ong pae UUP that generally speaking
supported the agreement. This election would saesve barometer for the unionists to see if
either side gained any traction since the referenddverall, the elections returned a healthy
pro-agreement majority with the two largest winnaegg the two most involved in the
Agreement, the SDLP and the UUP. Sinn Fein alsaalstdong election, and was comfortably
the second largest nationalist party after the SLterms of Assembly seats. The picture was
not entirely rosy on the unionist side however. &Tarty [UUP] won the largest number of seats
but its lowest-ever share of the vote, with Paisleg other anti-agreement elements only 3 per
cent behind Trimble” (McKittrick and McVea 2002,2223). Regardless of the lower margin

of victory, the UUP still had 28 seats to the SDd P4 which meant that a UUP member would
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assume the First Minister position while the SDL&UW place their member into the office of
Deputy First Minister. “The Assembly met for thesfitime on 1 July... and elected David
Trimble (UUP) as First Minister and Seamus Mall8®D[P) as Deputy First Minister” (Elliott
2009, 109). There were a few warning signs thatttienist community may not be as content
with this new status quo, but the overall mood id-4998 was a positive one. There was a
feeling that a corner had been turned and whilputes may still happen, they would be solved

in a peaceful manner. That would change by the sensrend.

Summer Flare-ups: 1998

The summer was always a period of heighten teasiohorthern Ireland due to the
annual marches that would take place. In varionsms$oand cities, the Orange Order would
parade to mark solidarity with their Protestantt j@al to commemorate important dates, such as
the 12" of July (Battle of the Boyne). Seeing as manyheke marches were celebration of
victories over the Catholic community, it is easysee how they could and historically did act as
flashpoints. That was precisely what happened umigree. The Parades Commission, which
was a newly formed independent group that decidedegality of parades, decided to re-route
the parade from its traditional path so that itided a heavily Catholic neighborhood. This
decision sparked a massive protest among the Bantemmunity. There was an armed
standoff between marchers and the police who hatthded the road into the Catholic area. As
this massive protest continued (reaching upward9@00 people at one point) violence started
to spread across Northern Ireland with the Catlmimmunity bearing the brunt of the petrol

bombs and damaged property (CAIN: Issues: Par&tesicree developments, 2009). Violence



53

continued to escalate into the July"AMeekend when a petrol bomb in county Antrim claime
the lives of three Catholic children, ages 11, @ (BBC News: Northern Ireland). This
tragedy took some of the steam out of the Drumstaedoff with the numbers dropping
drastically although the Orange Order voted to iomet the official protest.

The optimism that the violence was behind NortHegtand was shaken by the events
surrounding Drumcree, but almost destroyed by Om@hé RIRA or the Real IRA (a dissent
republican group) exploded a bomb in the Omagh teentre on August 15(BBC: Northern
Ireland, Timeline, 2006). The bomb claimed thediwé twenty nine people and two unborn
babies while the total causalities numbered intinedreds. This bombing was the single largest
loss of life in one incident in Northern Ireland! Af the various groups in Northern Ireland, on
both sides of the divide, condemned the bombinglisig a desire to leave the violence behind.

Gerry Adams, then President of Sinn Féin (SF), 8atlhe was

totally horrified by the Omagh bomb and condemnedthout

equivocation. [This was the first time any membegb has used

the word "condemnation” in connection with any@dRepublican

violence]” (CAIN: Events: The Omagh Bomb, 2009).
For violence of this scale to be taking plater the Good Friday Agreement points to the
complexity of the society and how there was stiltea bit of work to be done in order to have a

truly peaceful Northern Ireland. The only positivas the fact that all of the parties were united

in disgust and denunciation which at least showed tommitment to the new peace.

Delays in Starting the Agreement and the Pattermf@dssion
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The rest of 1998 was relatively subdued with tigllights being the first prisoners being
released and the reduction of security installgtiamd checkpoints. Unfortunately that progress
did not transfer over to the political realm. Thes@mbly members had been elected, and the top
two positions of the Executive assigned, but poslearing was stalled. “The delay was due to
unionist opposition to forming a devolved governinghich included Sinn Féin without
decommissioning IRA weapons” (Gudgin 2009, 59) sTdeneral theme would play over and
over again in the years after 1998 and the GoathffrAgreement. The unionists had a strong
objection to allowing parties with paramilitarygiéSinn Fein) into the government without
guarantees that all of those weapons are goneikorFein, this was a pipe dream on behalf of
the unionists. The IRA would not completely decossion until they were sure that this peace
process was going to work and that the new poliogfigrms would render their arms
unnecessary for protection of the community.

During the whole process of getting the Assemblyang running, the Pattern
Commission report on policing came out in Septenathé999. This commission was tasked
with trying to resolve the issues that surroundelRUC and the fact that the nationalist
community had zero faith in that institution. Thesults of this commission were 175
recommendations, which stretched from a name chiamgee force to making sure the oath and
badges were acceptable to both communities. The’'Ral@ emblem, with a crown (British
symbol) over a harp (Irish symbol), was seen byh@Qlats as being slightly offensive and so it
would be changed for the new police force. Notedbmmendations were as cosmetic though:

The force as a whole would be answerable to a boaefully

balanced between both communities and linked tqdveer-
sharing assembly. The report also demanded 50€50itiag of
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Protestants and Catholics (BBC: Northern Irelaricheline,
2006).

These provisions would go a long way towards tiugnims force from being viewed as a tool of
oppression to a group that would protect and saihveommunities. The new name that would
eventually be decided upon for when the reformslavtake place (2001) was the Police Service

of Northern Ireland (PSNI).

Beginning of the Assembly in 1999 and Initial Suspn

A few months after the Pattern report came ouiethers some movement between the
unionists and forming the Assembly. “Following I&mgrounds of negotiation during both 1998
and 1999, Trimble himself was persuaded to sugpertreation of the power-sharing executive
on the proviso that this be followed, within a sHime frame, by IRA decommissioning” (Bew,
Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2009, 152). This view fapfle coincided with an IRA
announcement that it would talk to the internati@rens decommissioning chief as long as the
Executive took office. On the ®f November 1999, the Assembly met and Executiirésters
were selected as power-sharing officially begaNanthern Ireland (BBC: Northern Ireland,
Timeline, 2006). Trimble put a failsafe into thexnly drafting his resignation, to take place
after a period of time, from the Executive if decuissioning did not take place. Since Trimble
was the First Minister, his resignation would héwve effect of collapsing the entire government.
Despite the fact that the Assembly was off the gdoand running, it was still evident that the

decommissioning issue would continue to complitiaéefull implementation of the Agreement.
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The Assembly barely had time to operate befoneag suspended by the Northern
Ireland Secretary Peter Mandelson. The Assemblysteated, “on the understanding that
decommissioning would soon follow. It did not, a&hd devolved bodies were suspended in
February 2000 to the annoyance of nationalistsiNamtd South” (Gudgin 2009, 65). This
decision was also criticized by the United Stat@gegnment, but to the British it was the only
move that they could make. The Northern Ireland&@&000 allowed the institutions formed in
the Agreement to be suspended but not disbanded.

Rather than see Trimble resign (with the dangerttbavould not

secure enough unionist votes to be re-electedrasMinister), the

government opted to place everything into ‘coldage’ in the

hope that a new accommodation could be reacheavthdt bring

full implementation of the Agreement (Bew, Framptand

Gurruchaga 2009, 152).
London saw that their hands were tied. They didwantt to lose Trimble but he promised to
resign if decommissioning did not take place, whiatidn’t. This was yet another blow to the

Good Friday Agreement as the power-sharing Assembb/supposed to be one of the major

accomplishments and it barely lasted three morgfaré it had to be frozen.

Second Iteration of the Assembly

It took until May for the Assembly to begin to cerback to life. In early May the IRA
announced that it would allow some weapons caahbs tnspected, “but any IRA action would,
it appeared to be dependent on British movememodining reform and demilitarization”

(BBC: Northern Ireland, Timeline, 2006). This pramiprompted the unionists to return to

Stormont and the Assembly as long as the weaporeshetng dealt with at the same time. “In
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May 2000, Trimble re-entered government, havingaetéd a promise from the IRA that it
would allow the inspection and regular monitoririgt® arms dumps by independent observers”
(Bew, Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2009, 152). Thes amspectors confirmed in June that they
were able to view some weapons dumps and thaathl@iés and weapons themselves were
secure. This news gave faith to the unioniststti@tRA may finally be giving up their weapons
despite a few dissident republican attacks in Londiaring 2000 and 2001. The next major

event in Northern Ireland was the general electtbaswere held in June.

Elections in 2001 and Second and Third SuspenditmrecAssembly

In the first elections held back in 1998, the pasties most involved in the agreement,
the SDLP and the UUP were the big winners, showimg the support for the Good Friday
Agreement itself carried over into the Assemblycttas. Three years passed since then
however and progress was agonizingly slow. Not didythe violence fail to disappear from the
scene, but the Assembly itself had barely beeméaration. This dissatisfaction in the status quo
was a major part of the lead up to the Westmirgeaeral election in June of 2001. Trimble’s
UUP party took a major hit while the rival uniongsdrty, lan Paisley’s DUP, had a successful
election by gaining a few seats. This trend tow#indsmore extreme party was mirrored on the
nationalist side with the SDLP losing seats to $tem (McKittrick and McVea 2002, 229).

The two parties on each side who made the bigg@ss gvere the more extreme parties rather
than the more moderate party from each communityas an interesting development that the
electorate would move outwards instead of towandscenter but looking at the events that took

place from the Good Friday Agreement to the 206dt®ns it was not entirely surprising
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(especially with the unionists since the UUP watsasostrong in comparison to its rivals to
begin with).

In the lead-up to the election Trimble promiseat the would step-down if the IRA did
not make large steps towards decommissioning wahegamonth of the general elections.
Predictably, there was not the movement on thesiisat Trimble was hoping for and so on the
1% of July he resigned (BBC: Northern Ireland, Timeli2006). Since Trimble was the First
Minister, his resignation had the effect of agaismending the Assembly. One again, the lack of
evidence of decommissioning by the IRA interrupagith the running of the government. The
unionist community was restless on the topic oflIBw and their weapons, but on the flip side
there had been no movement on the policing refor@esssary for the IRA to feel secure enough
to relinquish their arms. This led to the thirdserission of the Assembly which took place in
September, once again over decommissioning. passe would last until the end of October

when progress with arms freed up the logjam eveeyah

Partial IRA Decommissioning and Fourth Suspensioih® Assembly

For the first time, the IRA allowed an arms ch@fvitness the decommissioning of
weapons on October ¥3The timing of this move was interesting seeinit aame on the heels
on the September T2errorist attacks on the United States. The IR &lavays enjoyed a
certain level of support from the Irish-Americarppéation in the states, but in the wake of the
attacks, a terrorist group refusing to relinquiséitt arms for a chance at peace would not sit well
in the US. Officially however, the, “IRA’s statentesaid the onus was on every party to make

the deal work — but it had implemented the arm®&deuissioning plan to “save the peace



59

process” and as a gesture of its “genuine intestigiBBC: Northern Ireland, Timeline, 2006).
Regardless of the true motive behind the movefatiethat the decommissioning was taking
place allowed Trimble to return to his First Mimispost and allowed the Assembly to start
working again.

Although publically beginning to decommission, tR& remained a thorn in the side of
those trying to make the new power-sharing govermmerk. Two major events happened in
2002 that highlight the negative effects the IRA@vieaving on the process as a whole.
“Suspicion of IRA involvement in a raid on Spedéahnch Headquarters at Castlereagh in
Belfast in March 2002; and the exposure of an alledRA spy-ring operating at the heart of
Stormont in October 2002” (Bew, Frampton, and Geltaga 2009, 154). The first incident was
damaging, but the second was damning. The alledediythat the IRA was using Sinn Fein
offices in Stormont to spy on other parties andhgaintelligence destroyed those parties trust in
Sinn Fein itself. For the unionists this was bdbiaconfirmation of their worst fears. The link
between the IRA and Sinn Fein was apparently asgtas ever, and the terrorists were using
the cover of peace and politics to build their ¢altges. Soon after the news broke on the spy-
ring, devolution was suspended in Northern Irelapdhe Northern Ireland Secretary at the time,
John Reid (BBC: Northern Ireland, Timeline, 2006).

Despite a speech in which Blair called out the cotment of the IRA to the peace
process, and the best efforts of London and Dutiim parties could not come to an agreement
in order to restart the power-sharing governmehé malaise continued into May which meant
that Blair had to postpone the Assembly electibias Wwere scheduled to take place. It took until
the ' of October before all sides were ready to tryetoim to the devolved government (BBC:

Northern Ireland, Timeline, 2006). The IRA subjetitself to a third round of decommissioning
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under the supervision of the arms chief, but tlee@ss was not deemed open enough for the

unionist’s liking so the power-sharing was unableniake a return.

Elections of 2003 and Attempts to Restart the Alslyem

Elections for the Assembly which had been movezk lii@m May, finally took place
towards the end of November. Continuing the trendhfthe general elections of 2001, Sinn
Fein continued their electoral victories and thaw sheir principal opponents on the other side
switch from the UUP to the DUP. “Inside the fiveaye of the Assembly Sinn Fein had turned
the tables on SDLP in terms of seats and vote$io(ER009, 113). This swing towards the
extreme in the nationalist community was matchetherother side of the peace wall with
unionists throwing their support more directly behtwo parties, the UUP and the DUP with the
DUP holding the majority of seats in the total Asbéy. This meant that the DUP and Sinn Fein
would be given the top two positions in the goveentrwhen it restarted. The DUP had long
held a stance that they would not sit in a govemtméth a party that had weapons and Sinn
Fein itself had no love lost for this particulariamst party.

It wasn’t until September that talks were ablstart up again. Held at Leeds Castle,
these talks saw the IRA put a decommissioning affethe table in an attempt to once again use
the removal of arms as an incentive to reboot tvegp-sharing Assembly. The IRA offer did
not contain the one thing the DUP were adamanttabough, publicity and visible
disarmament. The DUP wanted photographic evidemde¢ument the IRA weapons being put

out of commission before they would be ready tansihe Executive with Sinn Fein.
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The refusal of Sinn Fein to accede to this ‘Kodabtniént’ led to

the collapse of the talks in early December, despiputative offer

from the IRA that it would end all its activitiespmplete

decommissioning in the presence of two clergy veites and

move thereafter into a ‘new mode’ (Bew, Framptord a

Gurruchaga 2009, 160).
The main concern for the IRA with the potentialrpfar photographic evidence is the use of said
photos for propaganda purposes. The weapons vgreree of pride for the IRA and they were
not prepared for the unionists to use those pisttoe@mbarrass them. After the IRA was later
accused of being behind the murder of Robert Mc@gr(an act that deeply hurt the public
opinion of the republican movement) and a bank eoplthe group decided that the offer for
total decommissioning was off the table. This stacmmbined with the criminal actions that the
general population saw the IRA perpetrating hunhStein in the general election in 2005.

The pain inflicted by that election helped to drivome the importance for Sinn Fein to
distance itself from the IRA and call for the usg@eaceful means by every party involved. Gen.
John de Chastelain, who was the head of an indepéxdécommissioning body announced in
September of 2005 that his organization believatittre IRA’s arms were now beyond use
(BBC: Northern Ireland, Timeline, 2006). This wagpposed to put the decommissioning issue
to rest, but the lack of photographic evidencethedDUP to drag its heels and continue to
distance itself from trying to form an executiveatwginn Fein. Finally in April of 2006, the
British government decided to set up a deadlindafember 24 to get the executive running.
“They confirmed the assembly will be recalled onM#&y with parties being given six weeks to

elect an executive. If that fails, the 108 memigetsa further 12 weeks to try to form a multi-

party devolved government. If that attempt faildages will stop” (BBC: Northern Ireland,
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Timeline, 2006). The major result of this announeatrwas that an assembly of sorts sat for the
first time since the true Assembly was suspend&Di?.

In October 2006, the two governments unveiled a ‘nead-map’

towards the restoration of the Agreement’s insong. The

product of three days of intensive talks in Scatlahe ‘St

Andrews Agreement’ gave a new target date of 26cmMan07 for

the return of devolved government to Northern hdlaA

‘transitional assembly’ was to come into being dniNbvember

2006, with an election held in advance of the coeabf a new

executive on 7 March 2007 (Bew, Frampton, and Ginaiga

2009, 163).
The British government was working hard in tryingarce the issue between the two parties by
setting up deadlines and installing the transiti@saembly to bring the whole thing to its head.

One final stumbling block that had to be overcamas the republican position on

policing. In the past it was just assumed that $ieim wouldn’t support policing but due to IRA
activity over the previous couple of years, thagog issue was being used to gage how serious
Sinn Fein was about this process. At a party mgétinSinn Fein the issue of whether the party
leadership would have the mandate of the partyderao back the police was put on the table.
“Over 90% backed the position taken by the Adaradéeship, which has already given notice
that it would endorse the PSNI if allowed to do @8&w, Frampton, and Gurruchaga 2009, 165).
The overwhelming mandate allowed the final hurdlee cleared, but there was a stipulation put
on Sinn Fein’s position. The party would put itpgart behind policing and justice when

devolution was returned and when the authoritypfaicing and justice lies not with London, but

with the Assembly.

Return of the Assembly
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On March ¥, Assembly elections were held in order to fillthe 108 seats. “The
extremes prevailed further over the centre parfies. DUP was returned with 36 seats and Sinn
Fein with 28: a majority of the Assembly” (Morga@(, 101). After the election the DUP and
Sinn Fein held a meeting where they agreed to wag&ther in order to bring power-sharing
back to Northern Ireland. With that historical demough, the only thing left to do was get back
to business. “On 8 May 2007, lan Paisley was swogas the new First Minister of Northern
Ireland, with Martin McGuinness as his Deputy -nfravhich point the two men apparently
struck up a genuine rapport, to widespread bewnéet” (Bew, Frampton, and Gurruchaga
2009, 165). Despite the fact that they were notrestror moderate parties, they overcame the
historical intransigent characteristics of theimeounities in order to bring devolution and a new

optimism back.

Post-2007

After the Assembly came back in 2007, there weldssues that the parties needed to
work through with the main problem being the transff policing and justice powers from
London to the Assembly. This issue proved to bea@asive one with the Assembly again
threatened with suspension, but that fate was thnlable to be avoided. Sporadic violence
also continued with events such as the bombingQdtaolic policeman’s car in 2010, but again
the parties held firm to the peace and worked toggah order to make sure the progress they

had won would not disappear.
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Chapter 5 - Analyzing the Implementation of the God Friday Agreement

The Good Friday Agreement was a huge step forvaarNorthern Ireland. The major
parties and two governments had come togethedier ¢o craft a settlement that the vast
majority of the people in both countries on the mtteisle voted in support of. Looking at the
Northern Irish landscape in the years since 1998ker, it is obvious that the Agreement did
not completely remedy all of the underlying prob$ei8uccesses such as the Assembly and
police reform were offset by the repeated suspensi@aevolution and increased tension
regarding decommissioning. Taking key issues amtlyaimg them can help to shed more light
and understanding as to why the implementatioretied (and is still at times traveling) a rocky

road.

Power-sharing Institutions

The first major positive event brought about by @mod Friday Agreement was the
referendum held in order to ratify the Agreemenbagithe general population. “The
referendum held in Northern Ireland on the Agreenoer2f' May 1998 saw a 71 per cent
“Yes” vote” (Wolff 2005, 52). In the Republic th@te carried with over 90% supporting the
referendum. That was vital because it showed thattas something the people themselves
wanted to happen. While the support was highegnemiationalist community than in the
unionist, the fact that it passed both of thenmvidence that there were large numbers of people
who were looking to move beyond the conflict. Halylthe referendum also helped to establish

a base level of trust between the governmentstemngdople. “By fulfilling its obligations, a
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group demonstrates its credible commitment to aeeagent” (Williams and Jesse 2001, 575).
The British and the Irish government proved thayttvere listening to the people and were
dedicated to the agreement by making sure theardems were held promptly and correctly.

The principle of consent was another plus thatlteddrom the Agreement. Contained
within the referendums held in 1998 was the new iti@t Northern Ireland would be able to
decide which state it belonged to on the basiswdte. If the majority of people in Northern
Ireland wanted to join the Republic, then the twartries would be joined, if the majority
wanted to stay within the United Kingdom, Northé&neland would stay as is. Along with this
consent was the fact that the Republic voted toghds constitution to remove the claim over
Northern Ireland in the document. Consent helpaernamve some of the powder from the keg.
Once again the shift from violence to democracy @adent because this was the main
contentious issue that had defined the conflie;dbnstitutional status of Northern Ireland. The
fact that both sides agreed to continue this despupeace is a defining positive from the
Agreement.

One large positive of the Good Friday Agreement thasNorthern Ireland Assembly
and Executive. It is hard to underestimate how irtgya it was for the people of Northern
Ireland to have their own representatives and gongrbody. For decades the ability of local
people to effect local polices was basically norstext. Northern Ireland was governed from
London and that was that. Having a devolved goventrim which the representation would be
local helps to establish a sense of normalcy tdli¢on Ireland.

The Agreement was described as creating a newtsteli@ new
set of politics, and as “our Magna Carta” — alkrehces to a break
with past structures and the creation of new stinestby which the

two communities could govern themselves and intgraacefully
(Hancock 2005, 80).
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The power-sharing assembly gave the two commuratiifferent venue in which to express
their differences without the need for petrol borob&rmalites. The size of the Assembly at
108 members for a relatively small population inrthern Ireland (slightly over 1.5 million
people) guarantees that the districts are smalléitlaus more personal. This new venue would
be one untainted by the prejudices of the pastevhewly elected officials could come together
and solve problems. As far as the two groups wtaatpationalists were more excited about
finally being able to have a say in the governih§lorthern Ireland and being able to help their
community. The unionists had traditionally enjoykd power in Northern Ireland so that was
not as important to them. Rather they favored thktyto enact local policies because while
they wanted to remain linked to Great Britain, tlogy not agree with everything that London
thought best for Belfast. Besides the continualrwof being betrayed and sold down the river
by the British, some unionists also disagreed es important matters, such as agriculture and
education. Being able to govern themselves wouwld thie Northern Irish a chance to create
their own solutions using their own insights angenences.

Unfortunately, the Assembly and power-sharing watsafi positive. The most glaring
example of how the implementation of the Assemalletl was the fact that it spent the majority
of time between 1998 and 2007 suspended. On f@arae occasions, the Assembly had to be
suspended, including the 2002 to 2007 suspensidewaflution and a return to rule from
London. The fact that the British had to step imsmy times and during the last one, for such
an extended period of time does not paint a engiugaicture of the implementation of the
Good Friday Agreement. The major issue, as disdudgeng the post-Agreement Northern

Ireland section, was security based with the usigparties’ reluctance to govern without total
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and public decommissioning and the IRA via itsleffed political party Sinn Fein refusing such
a measure. The unionists with Trimble would starform a government, on the belief that the
IRA would decommission, the IRA’s efforts would rimg satisfactory to the unionists, and the
Assembly would be suspended. The suspensions weneieh a reflection on the security
environment in Northern Ireland than anything elsé,the structure of the Assembly itself also
helped to complicate matters during the impleméagthase.

The Assembly needed a cross-community majorityr@deioto pass any legislation that
involved both groups. While this set-up prompteal ithitial trust that was important in order to
get the minority group, in this case the nationslit feel secure in power, it was not ideal for
day to day governing. The fact that important deos needed both groups to agree, and
historically, they did not agree on much, meant tha Assembly was able to handle smaller
issues, but was poorly equipped for the larger onleis set the stage for problems, such as
decommissioning, to derail everything. Vetoes pnéimg normal governance held true with the
cross-community majority as well as with the Exeauttself. “The weakness of the d’Hondt
arrangement was that serious differences betwegiegpharought down not just the government,
as in more democracies, but the whole system aémgowent” (Gudgin 2009, 63). The First and
Deputy First Minister were relatively weak positsowhich contributed to the insecurity that led
Trimble to believe that collapsing the governmeaswa safer option then keeping the Assembly
running while pursuing IRA decommissioning. Evemythhinged on the Assembly and
Executive and the way those two bodies were sgbsfiioned them for failures.

The power-sharing nature itself of the Assemblgoalontributed to the implementation
problems. The initial elections held for the Assgmb 1998, put the UUP and the SDLP in first

and second respectively (both first in their reipedlocks). These were the two parties that
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had worked the most on getting to an agreementtaydwere the more centrist parties. During
subsequent elections however, those two partié¢slggport to their more extremist counterparts,
the DUP for the unionists and Sinn Fein for thearelists.

Elections of 2003 and 2005 tilted toward the hard,Ithe

extremes. Paisley’s Democratic Unionist Party (DO&polled

the moderate Ulster Unionist Party (UUP) on thealisy side of

the divide, and SF gained more seats than the ISdemocratic

and Labour Party (SDLP) among republicans, theesetlt a

threat to power-sharing given the relatively rigwsition of both

victors (Reilly 2009, 70).
While those two parties were able to come togeihegstart power-sharing in 2007, their very
nature helped to increase the delays. The DUP bad against the Agreement from the very
beginning, refusing to participate in any governimeith a party that still had guns (Sinn Fein).
For Sinn Fein, this devolution was just supposeoeta stepping stone until a fully united
Ireland. The voting push to the wings definitelguked in delays in the successful
implementation of the Good Friday Agreement.

The fact that the structure of the Executive gotaed the same parties a role in
government helped to keep divisions within the mestitution. “By effectively guaranteeing the
same four parties a place in government for thesieeable future, sectarian divisions in the
institutions, and by extension in society, havenbestrenched rather than broken down” (Wolff
2005, 60). Along with that entrenchment was the tlaat the zero-sum attitude still had yet to be
overcome. There was a feeling amongst those in pthaeif the unionists were receiving
something that benefited their community, it wathatsame time detrimental towards the

nationalists and vice versa. “With the dominantwleeing that there are too few chances to

attract voters from the other side, election cagmpabecome intra-community events and lead to
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increasing polarization and radicalization, essdlgtstrengthening hardliners” (Wolff 2005, 53).
That move to the more hard line parties reinfotbeszero-sum mentality and makes it almost
impossible to govern normally seeing as normal gumece attempts to improve conditions for
both communities. There was a need for the people-tearn priorities so that a success for the
nationalists could also be a success for the usti®ni

The power-sharing government (when in operation)bmlinked back to some of the
peace implementation theories of different authStedman and Downs talk about the third
parties (The British and Irish governments) and tiogvpeace agreement was signed without
forceful coercion and Hartzell and Hoddie talk abibxe idea of power-sharing institutions
themselves as being important to resolving a atnflihe fact that a peace agreement was in
place is a major step for Stedman and Downs. Withpthere is the implication of “a lack of
problem solving and trust- and confidence-buildamgong the warring factions, thus producing a
more difficult implementation environment” (Stedmamd Downs 2002, 56). For the Northern
Irish however, the factions were at the table wagkiowards a solution. While there was
encouragement from the two governments there, weeg working to reach a document that
would be acceptable by the parties, not sometliagthey would unilaterally impose. Having
those two governments working with people who wantehave progress helped make the
implementation of the power-sharing Assembly a sss¢at times).

The very fact that Northern Ireland establishedagr-sharing Assembly is a success for
the implementation of the Agreement. Having powersg institutions in place allows for the
two groups to feel more secure in governing wittheather. “Rival groups will be more likely
to commit to peace if assured that some groupnatilbe able to seize power and use it at the

expense of others” (Hartzell and Hoddie 2007, 8yé&-sharing forces the two sides to solve
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problems together which helps foster a sense ohalay that is needed in order for the society
as a whole to progress from one geared towarddictaiof one focused on peace. Institutions
such as the Assembly, give the nationalist andithenist a chance to protect their interests
using votes and legislation instead of paramik#mriThat being said, Rothchild highlighted the
potential problems that Northern Ireland would eigrece when trying to turn an institution
based on divisions, into something that can tramgeoup identities and govern effectively
(Rothchild 2002, 118).

There was the problem of the number of partiesliredin the situation. Stedman and
Downs talked about how the difficulty of implemetida increased with each additional party
over two. In Northern Ireland, while there were tmajor sides to the conflict, there were
multiple groups. On the one side there were themalists with the SDLP, the more hard-core
republicans with Sinn Fein, and the Republic itself to mention groups such as the IRA. On
the other side were the unionists (UUP), the Isyal{closer to DUP) and their various
paramilitary groups. This conflict had the veneeb&ng simply split between two sides, but the
multiple divisions within each side made implemegtihe Agreement more difficult.

Overall, the Assembly should be classified as aesg It is a process that is turning the
society from one that relied on violence to one thaising politics to fix problems. The
negatives, while hindering normal governance, vwmeostly necessary to get the Assembly in the

first place and can be phased out down the roathadity become the norm.

Third Parties
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The British and Irish governments, along with tbe politicians on the ground had to
make sure that they were all singing from the saomg-sheet after the Agreement was signed.
In order to make sure the referendums were heldlatdhe provisions laid out in the Good
Friday Agreement were carried out (including thetN«outh Ministerial Council and the
British-Irish Council) there needed to be coordmabetween all of the groups involved. Bruce
Jones writes about how failure to have a cleardeadn harm the implementation stage of a
peace agreement because it can lean to many opiedgihird parties and a vague understanding
of what is supposed to be happening (Jones 2002TBanks to forums such as the British-Irish
Council this was avoided in the post-Good Fridaythern Ireland landscape. The two
governments were able to coordinate and make batéhtey were pulling in the same direction.
The British took the lead role and helped to make ¢hat the confusion that can result
following an agreement being signed did not oc€he involvement of the Republic was a
surprisingly huge benefit to the British. The ldoisviewing the conflict changed from just a
purely Northern Ireland focus, to one that encorspashe island as a whole. “No longer will
Northern Protestants and Catholics blame the Brgs/ernment for a breakdown in peace”
(Williams and Jesse 2001, 572). By linking the R#jauinto the Agreement, the British have
helped ensure that some of the responsibility tallshe Irish which lessens the burden and the
worry for London.

Third parties played a big role in providing economcentives to Northern Ireland in an
attempt to give further motivations for continuezhpe. Northern Ireland experienced a general
economic boom in the late 90s, early 2000s thatduketo lessen the allure of the conflict in a
few ways. For one, the paramilitary groups oftesmdfrom the poor who had no real other

options. Jobs and better economic times help ® askay that reason to join in the first place.
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They also help to keep former combatants out ofréne If you now have a job and are
providing for your family, it is a much harder d&ioin to give all of that up to go back and kill
people.

Outside of the boom, there was a dedicated efforh third parties led by the two major
governments and the European Union to build capadis a buffer to going back to violence.
The two major initiatives were, “the Internatiorralnd for Ireland (IFl), established by Britain
and the Republic of Ireland in 1986, and the Euaopdnion’s (EUs) Special Support Program
for Peace and Reconciliation in Ireland, or Pea¢Byrne 2009, 15). The EU’s program is a
three stage effort that started in 1994 gearedrisvarotecting the peace through development.
The goal of the program is to try and build locapabilities and provide incentives for peace.
With the British, the Republic, and the EU all pogrmoney into Northern Ireland, it sets up
opportunities such as the ones mentioned in thegpaph above for former paramilitaries. These
peace funds have provisions that help local comtimsngrow and leave the conflict behind
them. “The current changing political and socioewuit context within NI reflects that a
process of peace building has begun and that etteconomic assistance is a cornerstone of
that process” (Byrne 2009, 17). Not only does eauin@ssistance help the individuals on the
ground, but it can be used to promote sectione@fXood Friday Agreement itself.

The Agreement has a focus on linkages betweemthhedmmunities both within
Northern Ireland with its focus on the importantd,targeting marginalized communities for
economic assistance from both the IFI and the Ea¢®¢&Fund to promote self-esteem and
empowerment, capacity building, and reconciliatkenoss the bicommunal divide” (Byrne
2009, 22). Cross-border development is also higtherist of priorities for the peace funds.

What all of these different bodies (IFl, Peacdd) show is the role that third parties play in
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economic development. Stedman and Downs (2002)iometite importance of third parties
being involved and committing resources in ordendtp implement a peace agreement. This
view is evident in Northern Ireland where these fwads, along with other smaller programs
used economic incentives to try and bring commesitogether in an attempt to resolve the
underlying tensions in the state.

The involvement of third parties, while vital inetimitial stages, was not necessarily all
positive during the implementation. “The major icigm that must be leveled at the British
government and its partners in Dublin and Washimggdhat they have absolved the parties in
Northern Ireland from taking responsibility for thactions, either individually or collectively”
(Wolff 2005, 58). The inclusion of the Irish goverant, helped the British shift blame for
failure, but the presence of the British themsehessoved the need for the Northern Irish parties
to be self-reliant. Instead of working with eacheatin order to overcome problems that came up
in the immediate post-Agreement Northern Irelahd,tarious parties would complain to the
British to try and get what they wanted. As WoR0(Q5, 58) argues:

This tactic worked quite well at first, but it alssinforced the

behavior pattern of seeking individual reward fpedfic parties

rather than for collective bodies, such as the athez. By

engaging individually with the political partiefet British

government undermined any sense of collective respiity

among those sitting together in the executive.
In order to reach a society with normal governaheeparties needed to learn how to work
together and compromise. It is a very similar pietio that of a child (Northern Ireland) with a
doting parent (the British). Instead of that ciwildrking to get what he wants, the kid just

complains to the parent and gets his reward. Bhi®t a mature or normal way of operating and

that was reflected in the difficulties the Northdnish faced.



74

In that same vein is the hold that the Britishéhaver the Assembly. The suspension in
1999 being a prime example: There was an issu@fa®éssioning) that caused concern
amongst the politicians, and the British suspentledAssembly citing a crisis. This trip-switch
prevents politicians from bridging the divide andriing together to save their common
positions which would have the long-term effectratking the politicians more comfortable

working together on future, more normal governmssies.

The existence of this fail-safe device has perimapdocused the

minds of politicians in Northern Ireland hard enbuwmn making

the institutions work... and has “allowed the creatod crises in

which one could prove that one remained a truesbetiin the

cause, Republican of Unionist (Wolff 2005, 59).
Evidence of this mindset is again seen in the ¥&@8nple. Rather than work together, the two
sides were confident in British intervention ifrigs got too far so the nationalists felt
comfortable delaying their decommissioning anduhenists felt comfortable refusing to sit
until the British did something. There was never titue pressure of failure to motivate the
politicians to get together to solve the problemney were able to satisfy their respective camps
and continue to squabble, safe in the knowledgethieaparent’ would set everything right
without them needing to do a thing.

Typically, peace implementation theory sees tlrelirement of a third party as a

positive. Stedman and Downs (2002, 58) talk about tihe greater the commitment of a major
power in both resources and troops, the greaththeae of success of a negotiated agreement.

The fact that the strategic coordination betweenBhtish government and the various other

groups involved, from the Irish to the parties tlseiaes, was solid should result in a higher
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chance of successful implementation accordingeorth In reality however, there was almost

too much interest from the third party, and whigdging make sure that the Agreement did not
dissolve completely, the British also stymied anygoess on behalf of the parties. The British

did not fit into the traditional view of third p&t since they technically had authority and
sovereignty over Northern Ireland and that may Haeen the reason that they appeared
overbearing and almost counter-productive whilé siaae level of commitment from third

parties in other cases would have been extremdiyowe. Regardless of the theory though, the
simple fact is that the British helped to orgararel secure the peace but their presence retarded
the need for the rival political parties to probleoive with each other. The British influence and
help was instrumental in getting an agreement tjinpbut less helpful during the

implementation phase.

Security Issues

In the security realm, the Good Friday Agreemers sizccessful in regards to the
reduction in violence and policing reform. Unforadely, those two successes were offset by the
failures with proper decommissioning and spoil&ise fact that there were security issues goes
a long way to explaining why the implementatiortted Agreement was not smooth and
flawless.

Before getting into the specifics of the good lgiouabout by the Good Friday
Agreement, the fact that violence dropped off itepbally the most important. The parties,
including those with ties to paramilitary groupgred on to the Agreement which almost

signaled a change in tactics for these groupstHeonationalists, they saw that their ultimate
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goal could be achieved through the ballot boxhdfytwere in government, they could work from
inside the system to enact changes that would dehgem and their community, a move
unavailable to the IRA. Many loyalist paramilitaggoups also saw the benefit of putting down
their arms and giving this new peace a chance.&\thédre were spoilers such as the RIRA and
flare ups of violence such as the Drumcree Maltwh overall drop in violence is not something
to be overlooked when pointing out the positivethef Good Friday Agreement.

The police reforms were a significant step po98LWWhile the suggested changes came
out of the Pattern Commission instead of the Gaudhlf Agreement itself, the idea for police
reform was one that was enshrined in the Agreenisiare Good Friday, the police were seen
as oppressors to the nationalist community anceptots to the unionists, helping work against
those who desired a united Ireland.

The Pattern Commission, mandated by the Agreerneeform

the police, recognized this, explaining that theaiimi problem

facing police was the political divide between umsts and

nationalists and the fact that the latter assoditite “police with

unionism and the British state.” It recommendedyefore, that the

names and symbols of the police be freed from ‘@®pciation

with either the British or Irish states.” (Ben-Po2808, 81-82).
After decades upon decades of the police basisallying only one community, these reforms
made it so that the nationalist community couldibég trust in the police force. There was a
push to transform the make-up of the force its®lfrf almost entirely Protestant to about 50-50
between Protestants and Catholics. This would thelCatholic community see the police force
as one that is solely there to provide for the sgcaf the citizens and not as a tool of state

oppression. The police were reformed so that tleeydedo the job they were tasked with for all

citizens. It was another sign of normalcy that hadn missing in Northern Ireland, having a
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population who trust in the police to protect th@egardless of religion or ethnic group). Donald
Rothchild sees implementation efforts such as thiegreform that took place in Northern
Ireland as helping people cast aside their old ggolf a state cannot provide for the security of
its citizens, “group members can remain, for thgppses of their security, ensconced in the
apparent safe sanctuary of their ethnic or othemtity-group confines” (Rothchild 2002, 121).
The dangers of this fade if the state is able tw@to the people that it can offer them protection
from violence and a chance to live a normal life.

The major failure of the security segment of treo@ Friday implementation was
decommissioning of the IRA. This w#se contentious issue that sparked the various
suspensions of the Assembly and the failure tatggt and running again. The unionists wanted
the decommissioning to be out in the open, withlipidocumentation of the event. Predictably,
the IRA was not fond of this idea and preferredrag the decommissioning out, and while they
would allow inspectors to monitor the process, imbupes were to be taken.

Decommissioning is a sticking point in normal impkntations, but in this case, two
unique factors compounded the problem; the attinfdenionists and the dual minority aspect of
Northern Ireland. “For unionist politicians, hisggerovided a sense of a ticking clock. In their
view, the position of unionists was eroding. Thissgon was a function of the sense of Ulster
Protestants as a besieged group” (Horowitz 2002). 2nionists saw the British government
making concessions to the nationalists, Sinn Haiming the Agreement as a huge success
which meant that it had to be bad for the unionetsl higher birth rates for the Catholics which
could nullify the consent principle which was a oraguccess for them. The Catholic population
in growing thanks to larger families which meanat thith the principle of consent, there is a

real worry that if the Catholics become the nunangajority in the near future (currently



78

projected) they will just hold a vote and agregotn the Republic. “At the most basic level,
many unionists are unwilling to embrace the Agrestinbecause they believe it moves too far in
a nationalist direction” (McGarry and O’Leary 20@8). They see this (as do many nationalists)
as a stepping stone to a united Ireland and thpparter, Great Britain, has given them up.
“Protestants make frequent appeals for securitgdas perceptions that Great Britain has
become too responsive to the other side” (ReilgR®6). All of those factors helped to create
the siege mentality that Horowitz (2002) mentions the unionists, the concessions have gone
too far and it is time to dig in their heels andpsthe decline, partly due to fear of what may
happen otherwise.

That fear is partially based on the fact that daisflict involves dual minorities.
“Protestants in Northern Ireland were a majoritgtthad the fears of a minority” (Horowitz
2002, 206). While it is true that the Protestamhomnity is the majority in Northern Ireland,
they are a minority when compared to the Cathammunity on the island as a whole. Any
potential unification with the Republic would séem going from a majority, with all the
privileges that entails, to a small minority ineaf Catholics. The Catholics to the south
combined with the increased birth rates of the Qlath in the North help to convince Protestants
that they are basically just keeping their headrat@proverbial Catholic flood (Byrne 2009,
41). Traditionally, conflicts with dual or nestednorities are more prone to violence because
there is a serious fear emanating from the origimabrity party.

The combination of the traditional unionist attiésdand their status as a dual minority
helps to explain the decommissioning issue. Dubeo fears as a community, the unionists
wanted decommissioning to happen before goveriihg.nationalist, being the actual minority,

wanted movement on police and justice reform whttsé two powers transferred to the
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Assembly before giving up the means to protect s&wes. The position of the IRA was a
traditional one, but it caused problems becausenienists were not a traditional majority. Both
communities were expecting concessions to enseregbsition and protection. That made this
a harder case then traditional implementation effdtfrom the Assembly being suspended in
1999, to the fact that the Assembly was on ice/éars, the give and take between the two
communities over decommissioning was really thénded issue during the Good Friday
implementation.

Peace implementation theory highlights how impdrthsarmament and verification of
that disarmament is to the successful implememati@an agreement (Spear 2002, 142). Proof
that the tools used to persecute violence have tad&en out of commission is a huge trust
builder. 1t shows the commitment of the disarmimgego the new peace process. The trouble
with this is the one that Northern Ireland ran jritee decommissioning party did not feel
entirely secure in giving up their arms especiatyger the conditions that the unionists wanted.
There was also a catch-22 in the fact that the rAbgewas suspendered despite the “agreed
view that the people of Ireland (in both jurisdiets) should determine their own future. These
moves in turn help explain the IRA’s reluctanc&lézommission its weaponry” (McGarry and
O’Leary 2008, 84). In a society where historicditles from the 1600s still provoke tempers and
inspire political murals, the pictures of the IRArding over the weapons, as they would had
they been defeated, would be a propaganda hamomer Bhe decommissioning eventually took
place but it took a while, helping to show how tBpublicans almost wanted to try on this new
peace, before fully committing and buying intolihe previous failed peace attempts illustrate
why this approach is reasonable, but it had thatnegside effect of destabilizing the unionists

and in turn disrupting the power-sharing Assemioigt devolution.
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The final security issue to be brought up was the spoilers played in the
implementation. The reduction in violence after Aggeement was important and visible, but
still holdouts remained from both sides. Sporaditence flared up, including the massive
Omagh bombing by the RIRA a group, like the ContinlRA (CIRA), born out of the fact that
the IRA was operating under a cease-fire due tp#aee process. “The IRA with its various
dissident branches is mirrored on the ProtestdetIsy the Ulster Defense Association [UDA],
the Ulster Volunteer Force [UVF], and lesser gar(@eilly 2009, 78). These splinter groups
continued to use violence after the Good Fridayeg&grent was signed with less frequency than
before, but incidents still took place. The murdeRobert McCartney in January of 2005 would
be a prime example. There was even one categdrgc¢heally saw a rise in violence after 1998:
inter-community violence. “The number of non-fathbotings and assaults has dramatically
increased since 1998... the majority of these aetslmected at members of the paramilitaries’
own community or at rival paramilitary groups witht” (Wolff 2005, 54). One role that the
paramilitary groups played during the conflict iasct as police for their respective
communities. This especially held true for the oithcommunity which had an intense distrust
of the RUC. Despite the police reforms and the Agrent, that aspect of the paramilitaries had
not gone away. The non-fatal shootings and assaelts likely punishment for ‘anti-social’

behavior, such as dealing drugs or something aloogge lines.

In Northern Ireland paramilitary actives that h&een undertaken
in an attempt to impose order or control on theinmunities, such
as the beating, shooting or exiling of people aedus criminal
acts or anti-social behavior, have been widelygmieed as
resorting to vigilantism (Jarman 2008, 141).
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Some of the groups were even accused of turnigeritninal organizations themselves. The
presence of these groups was a hurdle for implangetite Good Friday Agreement.

The presence of spoilers increases the difficuiynplementing a peace agreement.
“Spoilers in peace agreements pose daunting clygteto implementation” (Stedman and
Downs 2002, 56). The actual sectarian violenceoperéd by the spoiler groups was low in
volume, but it helped to contribute to the insetyunoth communities felt after signing the
Agreement. With the decommissioning issue alreadyiisg the unionist community, the last
thing they needed was violence by republicanswivald point to the IRA keeping their
weapons in order to use them offensively, notflishypothetical security. On the other side of
the divide, the IRA would be more reluctant to disaf loyalist groups were launching attacks
and bombings. The violence may have been light evetpto previous decades, but its impact
was just as strong.

An issue that the Good Friday Agreement did noteskiproperly was replicating the
position of the former combatants into the new etyciSpear mentions this when talking about
demobilization. The former combatants are the ovieswould be returning to conflict if the
agreement fails. If they feel marginalized and teft of the new society, then they may resort to
violence in order to feel like they are contribgtiagain.

If one’s social standing depends on the role asfandler of the
society, symbolized by the possession of a gum ¢inéng up that
gun implies marginalization. In situations suchNasthern Ireland,
this had led terrorists on both sides of the sentativide to seek
to perpetuate their roles in society through “phnient beatings.”
Although ostensibly a reflection of the communittiping itself
and dealing with joyriders and drug dealers, this loe seen as

fighters seeking to establish for themselves atjposof status in
the post-conflict society (Spear 2002, 145).
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It is hard to potentially go from being the protaadf an entire community to an unemployed
and basically useless man. The sense of importamteamaraderie fostered by the paramilitary
groups can be a powerful pull so it is importamtifoplementers to give former combatants a
role that would make them reluctant to return wemce. This did not really happen in Northern
Ireland on an organized scale, which is why theseeveases of spoilers and non-fatal violence.
Not enough focus was put on getting all former catabts into roles that would make them shy

away from their former lives of violence and cocili

Summary

Despite the positives that came from the Goodayriigreement, the implementation
was plagued with issues that caused the procdss stop-start and difficult. The structure of the
Assembly worked against regular governing by ingtihalizing group identity in a power-
sharing format. The prevalence of the British dgitime implementation helped at first, but then
acted as too much of a safety blanket and preveheegarties from feeling a true need to work
together. To top it all off, the insecurities anchiminority aspect of the unionist community
made it so that the issue of decommissioning whestalderail the Assembly on multiple

occasions.
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Conclusion

The focus of this paper was why the implementadibthe Good Friday Agreement was
so difficult. | tried to look into the situation Morthern Ireland and figure out why an Agreement
that was heralded as a monumental step forwardatidompletely eradicate the violence in the
society. After looking into the implementation pbaether questions arose, such as why the
Assembly had trouble standing on its own? This pagpan attempt to shed some light on those
guestions by analyzing the Good Friday Agreemesetfitand its implementation.

The Northern Ireland case is a unique one iriéh@ of peace implementation. The long
history leading up to the Agreement, with hostilftpot outright conflict being the norm for
centuries, combined with the unique community dyicarof the Protestants and Catholics gives
the Northern Ireland situation a special feel yahplicates the implementation at the same time.
The Good Friday Agreement was supposed to put dicetine violence and turn the state from
regular violence into normalcy. Despite those itie1s however factors both structural and
otherwise effected the implementation of the Agreeminstead of peace, there were instances
of continued violence; instead of normal governattoe power-sharing government was
suspended four times. By highlighting some of thpartant issues that kept the Good Friday
Agreement from being fully implemented it is possito understand why the progress was so
slow.

The Agreement was signed in April of 1998, yebdk until November of the following
year before devolution occurred and the power-slgagovernment was put into place. An initial
delay is understandable considering the histokicdibetween two communities that would now
be sharing power, but to then have the Assembbiuspended four times including a five year

hiatus from 2002 to 2007 highlights the fact tlneg implementation of this Agreement was
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marred by difficulties. In my opinion, the Agreenéself fell short in addressing the fears of
the unionist community and the dual minority aspedtiorthern Ireland which created a
situation where both sides felt insecure and dittn&t each other. Those two main aspects
combined with other small issues ensured the ditfyoof the implementation phase.

As the technical minority, the nationalists werelimg for concessions on policing and
justice in this new state (which they eventually)@md representation in the Assembéfore
they would hand over the last of their weapons. Whapons were a sort of insurance policy that
was in place to make sure that if this new peaibediathey would not be caught off guard. The
unfortunate side effect of this thinking by natibsts and republicans was that it made the
unionist community incredibly insecure. While a ordy in Northern Ireland, on the whole of
the landmass, the Protestants are a small minanty this fact helped to create a siege-like
mentality amongst the people. Popular unionistatsgsuch as ‘No Surrender’ highlight this
way of thinking. When designing and implementing &greement, not enough impetus was
placed on making sure the unionist community fetiuse with the changes that were going on.
Instead of provisions being institutionalized, asueft to the politicians who decided that they
could not govern with anyone who had arms (direeteSinn Fein). This debate over
decommissioning was the factor that brought dovengibvernment so many times. The
Assembly that came about in 2007, after the finahd of decommissioning, has survived
multiple scares intact, which is a positive stag, that evidence just adds to the relevance of
unionist fears and decommissioning as the majokisty points.

That is not to say that some other factors didcoatplicate the post-1998 Northern Irish
landscape. The presence of spoilers and formemulgeay members helped make sure that the

violence, while greatly reduced, was not eliminatatirely. Less frequent sectarian violence



85

was accompanied by inter-community vigilantism @ig¢er groups and paramilitaries attempted
to influence the peace and find their role in teeviNorthern Ireland respectively. The structure
of the Assembly complicated normal governing pagiand the presence of the British acted
too much like a safety net for the parties to aweatking problems out on their own. All of
those flaws however do not bare as much respoigifal the difficulty of implementation the

Good Friday Agreement as decommissioning and gattitpdes.

Insight for Other Cases of Peace Implementation

The Northern Ireland case does not fit neatly theopeace implementation literature and
theory. Certain aspects of the conflict and subsetjagreement increase the difficulty during
the implementation. The dual minority aspect ofc¢beflict is one that cannot be overlooked for
its importance on shaping attitudes and influentiog successful the implementation was. For
any future conflict that involves dual minoritiesdasovereignty, special attention needs to be
paid to giving security guarantees to the majagywell as the minority group. More so than
other cases, dual minority conflicts need a hedaieus on security to get the two sides to work
together meaningfully.

Another important lesson from Northern Irelanthiat third parties cannot be
overbearing. While seldom a problem in peace implaation, the fact the Northern Ireland was
part of Britain made it so the British almost &tiflthe need for the parties to confront one

another and resolve their issues. There was tod olua safety net; the parties involved on the
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ground needed to be aware that it is up to thesetare the peace and solve the problems, not
the ‘parent’ nation waiting in the wings.

A third and final point that can be taken from Beod Friday implementation is the
importance on having a plan to move from power-isigato a normal system of government.

The power-sharing Assembly is a major positive isiduarantees and group vetoes ensure that
the people feel confident that this new body wit tead to them being oppressed. That being
said, it makes any actual governing extremely clittiand can create (as it did in Northern
Ireland) a situation where the elected officiaks mot fighting for the state but for their own
particular community and the voters are not elgchased on anything besides ethnic group. The
Assembly was a solid start, but it led to disilrsnent among some, especially among the
unionists who had already experienced being in p@nd were looking for the Assembly to
actual govern. There needed to be a blueprintanepas to how the Assembly was going to
morph into a body that was more suited to governimgnally. Whereas it may work for other
counties such as Belgium, the Northern Ireland baseshown the problems that can arise by
reinforcing group identities. With normal governanofficials would not try and segregate their
work to help only one community, but rather focasahat is best for the state as a whole.

After analyzing those major lessons, it is evidéat the Northern Ireland case may be
too unique to take specific measures and apply toesther cases of peace implementation. The
presence of a dual minority is a factor that iscmhmonplace and when combined with a non-
traditional third party that was technically a memto the conflict, the Northern Ireland case
loses its ability to relate to the theoreticalrieire on an intimate level. That is not to say tha
general lessons cannot be learned and taken frei@dlod Friday Agreement implementation.

In the security realm, stronger security guarantéeesieeded, especially to the majority in cases
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that contain dual minority aspects. Third partieschto provide enough distance to make sure
they do not smother the process by negating theeaneed to work together. Finally, this case
shows the importance in having a detailed plandgexfrom an inclusive power-sharing
government to one geared towards normal governance.

Those three lessons, greater security focus fgorhain dual minority cases, the proper
distance of third parties, and a blueprint for nmgvbeyond the initial power-sharing institutions
are the major ones that can be taken from the imgheéation of the Good Friday Agreement and
added to the growing volume of peace implementdiierature. The two communities battled
for years in Northern Ireland, and the post-Agresindecade, while containing much less
violence, was still quite similar. The Good Fridagreement implementation highlights the fact
that just reaching an accord is not enough, itlsi$ to be implemented, and there will be
problems that will arise during that process. Altgb there were issues and failures along the
way, the path blazed by those in Northern Irelaodomly helped to add a bit to peace

implementation theory, it brought peace to the tguas a whole.
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