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Convergence of External and Internal Consociational 

Engineering:  

The case of Rafik Hariri between 1982 and 1989 

 

Rachid El Hajjar 

ABSTRACT 

 

Lebanon’s experience with consociationalism predates the creation of the modern state in 

1920. A number of consociational arrangements were negotiated to manage the politics 

of the new state. The most prominent among these was the National Pact of 1943 that 

lasted for around 30 years, until it collapsed in 1975 under the weight of overlapping 

domestic and external pressures. The aim of this thesis is not to revisit the reasons for the 

success or failure of consociationalism in Lebanon, rather to focus on one particular 

aspect: namely, the politics of consociational engineering. More specifically, this thesis 

aims at tracing the evolution of consociational agreements in Lebanon by undertaking a 

systemic comparative analysis of the main constitutional reforms proposed in successive 

rounds of negotiations and documents starting in the Geneva national dialogue, the 

Lausanne national dialogue, the Tripartite agreement, the Hariri paper, and culminating 

in the 1989 Taif agreement. An analysis of the proposed documents complemented by 

interviews with key participants allows us to recreate Lebanon’s late Prime Minister Rafik 

Hariri’s crucial role and political philosophy throughout this process of consociational 

engineering. 

 

Key words: Lebanon, consociational engineering, Taif agreement, Tripartite agreement, 

Geneva national dialogue, Lausanne national dialogue, Rafik Hariri.  
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Chapter One 

 

Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

The Lebanese experience with consociation dates back to the 19th century when the first 

power-sharing regime was established at the time of the Ottoman Empire, precisely in 

1861 (Zahar, 2005). Since then, different consociational regimes were put in place. The 

most prominent among these was the National Pact of 1943 that lasted for around 30 

years. Despite its failure in 1975 when the Lebanese Civil War erupted, a new version of 

this consociational system was reproduced via the Taif agreement in 1989 which “re-

enlivened and institutionalized the informal 1943 National Pact in a new modus vivendi” 

(Mühlbacher, 2009:20). 

Whether Lebanon was a success, or a failure of consociational power-sharing remains a 

debate among scholars. However, since the breakdown of this system in 1975 and its 

regeneration in 1989, many attempts were made to explain the reasons behind the failure 

and the internal and external factors that dictated the return to an updated version of it. 

Hudson for instance argues that the problem was in the immobilism and paralysis of 

consociationalism  (Hudson, 1988). While El Khazen emphasizes the international and 

regional factors that overloaded the Lebanese weak system and eventually led to its 

collapse (El Khazen, 2000). 

The aim of this thesis is not to revisit the reasons of the success or failure of 

consociationalism in Lebanon, but rather to focus on one aspect, which is consociational 

engineering. In fact, between 1975 and 1989, the weight of the internal and the external 

factors varied, and this translated into several attempts to end the conflict. Among these 

attempts was the Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues in 1983 and 1984 respectively, 
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the Tripartite agreement in 1985, and finally the Taif agreement in 1989. It is widely 

agreed that the Taif agreement was imposed on the Lebanese when external factors 

converged (Hudson, 1997; Kerr, 2006). Di Mauro (2008) even argues that many of the 

highlights of this agreement existed in previous failed attempts.  

The existing literature establishes the role domestic elites and external powers play in the 

failure of the consociational system and its re-engineering (Kerr, 2006; Lijphart, 2008; 

Mühlbacher, 2009; Seaver, 2000). However, it does not tackle the cases of individuals 

who are neither part of the internal political elite nor officials of external powers. Yet, on 

the long road from Geneva to Taif, Rafik Hariri was such a figure who represented the 

convergence of the internal and the external levels as the consociational power-sharing 

arrangement was in flux. Hariri, a Lebanese/Saudi businessman, entered the Lebanese 

scene in the beginning of the 1980s via humanitarian and developmental aid and soon 

became a pivotal player in all the attempts to end the civil war. This thesis aims at tracing 

the evolution of consociational agreements in Lebanon from the Geneva conference to the 

Taif negotiations with the aim of unpacking Hariri’s role along this journey, but more 

precisely his contribution to the recalibration of the sectarian balance of power embedded 

in the final draft of the Taif agreement. 

The available literature also confirms Hariri’s role in the period between 1982 and 1989 

as a player in the negotiation of the Taif agreement, but it does not tell us what exactly 

this role was (Bkassini, 1993; Blanford, 2006; Harris, 2014; Iskandar, 2006; Mansour, 

1993; Salman, 1984). In other words, what genuine contributions did he bring about to 

the post-war consociational power-sharing arrangement? Moreover, was he acting as a 

proxy for Saudi Arabia, or did he possess his own political philosophy of how the 

consociational arrangement should be recalibrated in postwar Lebanon? The existing 

literature on Hariri covers the period from 1992, when he was appointed as Prime Minister 

for the first time, until 2005, when he was assassinated. However, his role in the period 

leading up to the negotiation of the Taif agreement, remains controversial and 

understudied. This thesis aims to fill this omission in Hariri’s political trajectory. 
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1.2 Research Question and Objective 

This thesis aims to answer the following question: What was Rafik Hariri’s role in the 

negotiations that led to the 1989 Taif agreement? To answer this question, sub-questions 

are tackled regarding his role on the road to Taif, the geopolitical context that 

accompanied this journey and the political drivers behind Hariri’s contribution in the 

negotiations leading to Taif. The quasi absence of scholarly studies that tackle the political 

role of Rafik Hariri in Lebanon between 1982 and 1989, but especially regarding his role 

in shaping the journey towards the Taif agreement, represents an incentive by itself to 

tackle this topic. Hence, the aim of this research is to study the role that Hariri played 

during this period. The focus will be on reconstructing the political philosophy he brought 

toward ending the war and drafting a new document that re-balanced the existing power-

sharing arrangement in Lebanon between the main sectarian groups. 

1.3 Research Strategy 

In the context of recycling the consociational power-sharing arrangement in Lebanon, 

Hariri was a figure that recurrently appeared in the different milestones on the road from 

the Geneva National dialogue to the Taif agreement. His special status came from being 

a Lebanese businessman who did not take part in the war but also as a Saudi envoy, and 

hence able to communicate with all the different warring parties. Moreover, his 

contribution to the final draft of the Taif agreement remains controversial and 

understudied. In fact, much of what is discussed regarding this role remains relegated to 

the realm of rumors that lack solid foundations and accurate references. Hence, the 

qualitative content analysis strategy adopted in this research aims at consulting multiple 

sources and conducting interviews with key figures who lived through these events to 

trace the evolution of Hariri’s role, and precisely to construct his political philosophy and 

contribution in drafting the terms of the Taif agreement that rebalanced the power-sharing 

arrangement between the contending Lebanese sectarian groups, a demand that came 

mainly from the Muslim community to which Hariri belonged. 
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Furthermore, the literature consulted established that Hariri was present in all the attempts 

to end the civil war between 1982 and 1989 (Blanford, 2006; Salem, 2003). It also 

confirms that most of the terms of the Taif agreement existed in previous failed attempts 

to end the war in Lebanon, yet the war continued. To map the evolution of the 

consociational terms from Geneva and Lausanne’s national dialogues to the Tripartite 

agreement, all the way to the Taif agreement, a qualitative content analysis is employed. 

On one side it sets the geopolitical context of each attempt and on another side, via 

inductive analysis of the terms of those agreements and negotiations, it constructs a path 

that could be compared to what Hariri brought as personal contribution to the negotiations 

leading to Taif. We expect to situate Hariri’s input during this long process through this 

research strategy, not only through its geopolitical context but more importantly in an 

empirical design that clearly shows what was initially brought to the negotiating table, 

how it evolved and what Hariri brought to it. Ultimately, the findings of the inductive 

content analysis and the insights from interviews converge to reconstruct Hariri’s role 

during this period and the underlying political philosophy that undergirded this role. 

1.4 Research Design 

The core of this research is to intensively analyze and understand the different attempts 

made to end the civil war in Lebanon and Hariri’s role in them. Those attempts addressed 

the aspiration of the Muslims to more effective political participation and the fears of 

Christians about Lebanon’s identity and their existence in a Muslim majority region. 

Finding the right balance to such demands in a divided society is at the core of 

consociation theory. Hence, the analysis of those attempts entails a focus on the 

consociational power-sharing arrangement in Lebanon. In this sense, our object of interest 

or our “case” is Lebanon between 1982 and 1989. Moreover, the “case” of Hariri as an 

internal and external player is to be studied. This being said, the optimal research design 

to be adopted is the case study one. The qualitative content analysis of primary sources 

like official documents and interviews allow for a deep understanding of the case of 

Lebanon and Hariri between 1982 and 1989, but especially during and before the Taif 

agreement. 
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The time frame set for this study is between 1982 and 1989. These dates advance two 

milestones. The first one, 1982, signals Hariri’s active entry into the Lebanese political 

scene, first via humanitarian and developmental aid and later as Saudi mediator and 

envoy. While the second one, 1989, indicates the year of conclusion of the Taif agreement 

that ended the civil war. This time frame covers 4 attempts to end the war: the Geneva 

national dialogue, the Lausanne national dialogue, the Triparty agreement and, finally, the 

Taif agreement. 

1.5 Research Methods 

1.5.1 Qualitative Content Analysis 

After setting the context of the different attempts made to end the civil war, mainly the 

Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues, the Triparty agreement and the Taif agreement, 

this thesis traces the evolution of the consociational terms in the Taif agreement in its 

content and geopolitical context. To that end, a qualitative content analysis of the available 

literature on this topic is undertaken. In addition, inductive content analysis of the official 

documents that were issued by the different rounds of negotiation and agreements is 

performed. The result is an empirical comparison, by topic, of the terms of those different 

negotiation and agreements. This result is then linked and compared to what Hariri brough 

to the negotiations. 

1.5.2 Semi-Structured Interviews 

While the terms of the Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues, the Tripartite agreement, 

the paper that Hariri brought prior to Taif, and the Taif agreement are documented in 

various writings, the actual contribution of Hariri during the period leading to Taif 

remains obscure. Hence, to construct Hariri’s role and his political philosophy, semi-

structured interviews are required. These interviews tackle specific events and roles that 

are mentioned in the sources consulted in addition to what our interviewees might bring 

as new information. In fact, none of the sources explicitly focus on Hariri’s role and hence 

they do not provide a deep analysis of it. Therefore, our interviews try to shed light on the 

hidden parts of this role and try to put them in their historical and political contexts. It 



 

6 
 

ultimately aims at constructing the details of Hariri’s role during the period prior to the 

Taif summit and the sources of his contributions. Our target for the interviews is 

journalists, politicians and Hariri’s close circle who witnessed and/or contributed to his 

mission. Yet because our interviewees are personalities close to Hariri and his political 

position, their input regarding his motives and ideas must be approached critically 

especially that their input and allows us to recreate big parts but not the whole story. 

Invariably, further research that falls beyond the scope of this study needs to be 

undertaken to develop a comprehensive narrative of those crucial years leading up to the 

Taif agreement. Semi-structured interviews are required to give our interviewees some 

freedom to elaborate their thoughts and to highlight what, they believe, are the key 

characteristics of this role. For this reason, we cannot use for instance structured 

interviews since it limits the scope of our work. However, in order to make sure we are 

covering the topics of interest of this study, precise questions are put on the table, via the 

semi-structured interviewing method. 

1.6 Study Population and Means of Recruitment 

Different populations are studied in this research depending on the question that is being 

tackled and the strategy and methods adopted. For the qualitative content analysis, three 

sections are presented: Consociation in Lebanon, the attempts to end the civil war 

including Hariri’s role and the evolution of the agreement terms from Geneva and 

Lausanne until the Taif agreement. The study population for the first section is first and 

secondary literature review from scholars who wrote about consociation in Lebanon. We 

mainly focus on a secondary literature review since this topic has been excessively 

studied. For the second section, we rely on the writings of key political players and 

journalists who covered this period such as Albert Mansour, Abdel Raouf Sinno, Abdallah 

Bou Habib, Georges Bkassini, Elie Salem, Talal Salman, and others. Finally, for the third 

section, the study population is the terms specified in the official documents that were 

released from the 4 negotiations and agreements that are covered in this study: Geneva 

national dialogue, Lausanne national dialogue, Triparty agreement and Taif agreement, in 

addition to Hariri’s own contribution via the Hariri paper. No sampling is undertaken. 
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For the semi-structured interviews, the study population is some of the writers mentioned 

above, in addition to politicians who were active during this period of Lebanese history 

and who attended Taif, in addition to close aides of Rafik Hariri. For this population, 

purposive sampling with opportunistic approach is adopted. In fact, this non-probability 

sampling approach is the best one in our context since our aim is not to generalize our 

findings but rather to find the appropriate subject matter experts that are able to contribute 

to answering our research questions. This category of interviewees is mostly formed by 

people who had intimate relations with Hariri. This, in turn, requires critical assimilation 

of their input. On another note, for this category of interviewees, we did not have the 

luxury of choosing who we interviewed, but rather we relied on those who were 

accessible, especially that we are living in an exceptional situation in Lebanon. This 

justifies the opportunistic approach. 

1.7 Map of The Thesis 

The next chapter presents a first and secondary literature review of consociational theory. 

It starts with a brief history of this theory, then Arendt Lijphart’s contribution and the 

main critiques to it. It ends by examining the literature about consociation in Lebanon and 

establishing the link between this theory and our research. The third chapter depicts the 

four attempts that were made between 1982 and 1989 to end the civil war. It examines the 

geopolitical context of each one of them, the main players and the reasons for their failure 

or success and establishes Hariri’s role in each of these attempts. The chapter ends with 

an empirical comparison of the main terms of each one of them. Chapter four focuses on 

Hariri’s role in the period between 1982 and 1989. It begins by depicting Hariri’s early 

life and ideology, his move to Saudi Arabia and how he entered the Lebanese political 

scene as Saudi mediator. It then establishes the link between his personality and ideology 

from one side and his mediation mission from another side. The chapter continues with 

drawing a similarity between Hariri’s mediation methodology and that of a businessman. 

The chapter closes by comparing the main terms of the Hariri paper to the Tripartite 

agreement to depict the main traits of Hariri’s political philosophy, and to the Taif 

agreement to situate Hariri’s contribution in the context of what was finally agreed on. 
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The fifth and last chapter is a conclusion that provides the highlights of the study, the 

findings reached and the potential implications of this study. 
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Chapter Two 

 

Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

Consociation theory has long been debated among scholars. While some of them see it as 

the only solution for divided societies to have a democratic-like system, others question 

its democratic quality and the actual merits it brings to plural societies. Lebanon is one of 

many countries in which consociationalism was applied and experienced periods of 

success and failure. This chapter summarizes the debate about the utility of 

consociationalism via a review of primary and secondary literature covering this topic. It 

also addresses the history of consociationalism in Lebanon, its success, failure and 

reinstitution. 

The chapter proceeds as follows. The first section introduces consociational theory 

including why and how it is applied. The second section details Lijphart’s consociation 

theory and its main critiques. The third section tackles consociation in Lebanon starting 

with the history of power sharing in Lebanon and the applicability of Lijphart’s theory to 

the Lebanese model, then its initial phase of success and finally its failure. The chapter 

ends by exploring the attempts that were made during the civil war to restitute the 

consociational system and Hariri’s role in the journey from the Geneva national dialogue 

till the Taif agreement. 
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2.2 Consociational Theory 

2.2.1 What Is Consociationalism 

Consociational literature explains how a democratic system could work in a divided 

society by focusing on power sharing and representation (Bogaards, 2019). A divided 

society is one in which at least two or more groups of different cultural, ethnical, or 

national identity peacefully coexist (Kerr, 2006). The Oxford English Dictionary defines 

consociation as “a political system formed by the cooperation of different social groups 

on the basis of shared power” (Kerr, 2006:26). Yet, consociationalism is one of four types 

of power-sharing arrangements. O’Leary and McEvoy define the latter as “Any set of 

arrangements that prevent one agent, or organized collective agency, from being the 

‘winner who holds all critical power,’ whether temporarily or permanently” (McEvoy & 

O'Leary, 2013:3). Dekmejian argues that “the consociational model is derived from a 

major hypothesis in pluralist theory: social cleavages are moderated if they are cross-

cutting, but tend to generate conflict if they are mutually reinforcing” (Dekmejian, 

1978:252). Hence, the difference among groups must be moderated especially when it is 

communal based like in Lebanon. To achieve that, the political relationship between the 

different communities must be institutionalized and arranged via constitutional provisions 

(Fakhoury, 2014). Nevertheless, even if such arrangement exists, the success of this ruling 

formula still greatly depends on the ability of the elites or political leaders to diffuse 

tensions and to find solutions for emerging conflicts (Dekmejian, 1978; Fakhoury, 2014; 

Mühlbacher, 2009). The essential role of elites in this type of power sharing led Lijphart 

to define consociational democracy as “government by elite carter designed to turn a 

democracy with a fragmented political culture into a stable democracy” (Lijphart, 

2008:31). Although Lijphart was the first to develop a comprehensive consociational 

theory, the roots of this concept are traced to a German jurist called Johannes Althusius 

(Kerr, 2006). Moreover, even before scholars started to study power sharing democracy 

in 1960s, the concept was used by politicians long before that to manage their differences 

in plural societies (Lijphart, 2008). However, the term consociation was used for the first 

time by David Apter in 1961 while developing a study about Uganda (Di Mauro, 2008). 
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Lijphart later developed and conceptualized this theory based on empirical observations 

of some European countries (Mühlbacher, 2009).   

2.2.2 Why Is Consociationalism Adopted 

In the 1950s and the 1960s the majority of states’ political systems were classified as 

either “Westminster-style majoritarian democracy” or as carrying nationalist projects 

(Hudson, 1997:104). In fact, at this time, many political science scholars tended to 

consider religious and ethnic identities as orientations that were being replaced by 

modernization (Hudson, 1997). However, it turned out that many European states like 

Belgium, Netherlands, Austria, and Switzerland, presented cases of successful yet not 

Westminster-like democracy (Mühlbacher, 2009). Generally speaking, the western-style 

political system seemed not to be applicable to plural and divided societies that despite its 

heterogeneity, had developed a kind of agreement in order to preserve stability. Hence, 

scholars tried to find a new theoretical framework to include this type of political system 

(Mühlbacher, 2009). Indeed, based on the observation of those cases, Lijphart developed 

in 1969 a theoretical framework, called consociational theory that is also commonly 

referred to as power sharing theory. Nevertheless, Lijphart argues that his consociational 

power sharing theory is not only empirical but also prescriptive. He contends that in 

countries where societies are profoundly divided, consociationalism can help in taking the 

country towards democratic-like system (Lijphart, 2008). In fact, consociationalism can 

be useful in two specific cases. First, in cases of internal civil wars between groups 

separated based on their identity (Kerr, 2006), especially after the war becomes protracted 

without possibility for any party to impose its will on the other (Hartzell & Hoddie, 2014). 

In such case, consociationalism can help in creating a transition phase to other 

arrangements (Kerr, 2006). And second, this special political system can help in 

mitigating the insecurity and uncertainty that some groups might feel in case a 

majoritarian democratic system is adopted (Hartzell & Hoddie, 2014). In such cases, 

consociation will not heal the problems but could at least prevent it from further 

deteriorating and relapsing into new rounds of war (Kerr, 2006). This being said, Lijphart 

and other consociational scholars contend that the only solution to prevent war (Lijphart, 
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2008) and ethnic cleaning in societies that are divided on religious, national and ethnic 

lines, is consociation (Kerr, 2006). 

2.2.3 How Is Consociationalism Applied 

Despite the necessity of consociation to preserve stability in highly divided societies, it is 

not always easy to establish such system. In fact, Lijphart advances that “the successful 

establishment of democratic government in divided societies requires two key elements: 

power sharing and group autonomy” (Lijphart, 2008:75). The former element stipulates 

that the people of the concerned country must begin by accepting that there is no single 

group with reasonable demands. Hence, a prerequisite for power sharing is the acceptance 

of some groups to let go part of their power (Kerr, 2006). Moreover, Kerr argues that 

McGarry and O’Leary advance three essential conditions to have a consociational 

government: First, elites’ motivation to share power; second, elites’ ability to lead their 

subordinate even towards non satisfactory decisions; and third the availability of 

“multiple balance of power among the subcultures” (Kerr, 2006:28) and the stability of 

those subcultures. The last two conditions resonate with Lijphart’s second element, or 

group autonomy. Once those prerequisites and conditions are secured, formulas, 

processes and mechanisms must be developed to determine how the government’s power 

will be practiced and how representation of the different groups will be applied (Hudson, 

1988). Salloukh and Verheij argues that two approaches are discerned regarding groups 

definition and hence representation. The first one is the corporate or pre-determined one 

in which segments of the society and institutionalized and their representation is fixed via 

quotas. The second one is the liberal one in which identity is considered “fluid and 

endogenous to political institutions” (Salloukh & Verheij, 2017:150). Furthermore, 

Hoddie and Hartzell defines four dimensions for power sharing: “political, military, 

territorial and economic” (Hartzell & Hoddie, 2014:40). Power sharing arrangement can 

address one or more of those dimensions. 
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2.3 Lijphart’s Theory of Consociational Democracy 

Lijphart was not the only scholar to conceptualize consociation, nevertheless his theory 

remains the most developed. Hence, this section tackles the traits of Lijphart’s 

consociation theory, the main critiques to it and Lijphart’s response to them. 

2.3.1 Lijphart’s Four Consociational Characteristics 

Lijphart first introduced the basic concepts on consociational theory in a case study he 

made about the Netherlands (Lijphart, 2008:3). In his later writings about consociation 

theory, Lijphart defined four characteristics that constitute the pillars of a consociational 

system: government by grand coalition, segmental autonomy, proportional representation, 

and mutual veto (Bogaards, 2019; Di Mauro, 2008; Hartzell & Hoddie, 2014; McGarry 

& O'Leary, 2006). This initial list was later upgraded by dividing it into primary and 

secondary characteristics with the latter two being less important (Lijphart, 2008). 

Moreover, Lijphart emphasized that his model is not a rigid one that can or should be 

applied in the same way in all divided societies. Instead, it is a type of democracy 

characterized by four principles that can be applied in different ways (Lijphart, 2008). 

Grand Coalition 

The first principle of consociationalism is power sharing in the executive power (McGarry 

& O'Leary, 2006). Although the most common way for this type of power sharing is via 

grand coalition in the cabinet, it is by no way the only possible solution. In fact, other 

scenarios exist like coalition arrangement regarding the distribution of high office 

positions or presidencies like in Lebanon. In all cases, regardless of the modality, this 

principle connotes participation among the different groups of the society in the executive 

power (Lijphart, 2008). 

Segmental Autonomy 

The second principle of consociationalism is segmental autonomy which can also take 

different shapes. This characteristic aims to provide the different communities of the 
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society with the ability to manage and control their personal issues. Hence, it can take the 

form of geographic autonomy like federalism or personal autonomy like the personal 

status law governing marriage, divorce, and inheritance in Lebanon (Lijphart, 2008). 

Proportional Representation 

The third principle of consociationalism is proportional representation which guarantees 

representation in public institutions and access to public resources for all groups 

depending on their size (McGarry & O'Leary, 2006). To guarantee this type of 

representation, majoritarian electoral methods cannot be employed since they risk 

discriminating small groups. While this is acceptable in homogenous societies, it is not in 

heterogeneous ones (Lijphart, 2008). Hence, proportional electoral results must be 

achieved. This is done via proportional electoral methods or non-proportional methods 

that still guarantee access to all groups by fixing quotas. Lebanon’s fix sectarian quota in 

the parliament is an example of this latter method (Lijphart, 2008).  

Mutual Veto 

The fourth principal of consociationalism is mutual veto or minority veto. This principle 

connotes an understanding, that is usually not laid in the constitution, which grants 

minorities the possibility to block any decision that threatens its autonomy. The span of 

issues to which this veto power can be applied varies from all political decisions to only 

specific issues of educational or cultural nature for instance (Lijphart, 2008). 

2.3.2 Lijphart’s Favorable Factors 

Considering the delicateness of this model and the existence of crosscutting cleavages in 

the plural societies, immobilism is expected to threaten consociational democratic states. 

Lijphart acknowledge this potential problem but advances that the solution is in the 

appropriate elites’ behavior that should deliberately avoid immobilism via mutual 

understandings (Lijphart, 2008). In fact, Lijphart’s model is essentiality an elitist one 

meaning that elites’ behavior accounts, to a large extent, in the stability of the system (Di 

Mauro, 2008; Seaver, 2000). Indeed, elites are required to interact with each other and 
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sacrifice to solve problems and are expected to be able to control their subordinates 

(Bogaards, 2019; Hudson, 1976). Nevertheless, Lijphart suggests that there are favorable 

factors that would enhance the conditions of a successful consociational democracy 

(Lijphart, 2008). These factors were inductively reached via observing different 

experiences of consociational democracies (Bogaards, 1998). After multiple iterations, 

Lijphart reached the following factors: “Geographical concentration of segments; No 

majority segment and segments of equal size; External threats; Small population size; 

Overarching loyalties; Small number of segments; Tradition of elite accommodation; and 

Socioeconomic equality” (Bogaards, 1998). 

The majority of those factors are related to elites’ behavior which echoes the elitist nature 

of Lijphart’s model. Indeed, when the elites are aware of the dangers of a fragmented 

system, when they are used to compromises, when they are able to transcend subcultural 

cleavages, and when they are able to manage their subgroups, the probability of reaching 

stability increases. Moreover, other favorable factor can further enhance the stability. For 

instance, when the balance of power is equally distributed without hegemonic group, 

sharing is more probable. Additionally, when the country is relatively small, elites are 

thought to know each other more and hence should be prone to easier direct 

communication. Furthermore, the existence of common loyalty like nationalism increases 

solidarity among divided groups. Another favorable condition is when the differences 

among groups are cut clear and when the socioeconomic conditions are equal (Seaver, 

2000). Finally, the existence of a common threat, mainly external, increases the chance of 

elites’ solidarity (Lijphart, 2008; Seaver, 2000).  

2.3.3 Critiques of Lijphart’s Theory 

Despite the novelty of Lijphart’s theory, it has been criticized on multiple levels. In fact, 

the theoretical concept was censured for being difficult to accurately define (Di Mauro, 

2008). For instance, Daalder highlights that the theory is incapable of explaining how a 

consociational system emerges at the first place. He also advances that important notions 

in the theory like cleavages are not well defined (Daalder, 1974). Moreover, Mühlbacher 

argues that van Schendelen questions the scientific status of the theory and hence the 
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reliability of the method Lijphart employs (Mühlbacher, 2009). Furthermore, Lijphart is 

blamed for being hesitant and inconsistent in the definition of the four characteristics of 

consociationalism. Indeed, in 1989, Lijphart added a fifth condition, plural society, yet 

revoked this addition in later writings (Mühlbacher, 2009). Nevertheless, the most 

emphasized critique is the obscurity of the favorable factors that Lijphart introduced. The 

first critique in this regard is Lijphart’s inability to stick to one set of factors. In fact, 

Lijphart’s list contained 6 favorable factors in 1968, then 8 in 1969, then 9 in 1977 and 8 

again in 1985 (Bogaards, 1998). Although some of the factors remained the same in the 

different lists, other were removed and added which rendered the list inconsistent 

(Mühlbacher, 2009). Moreover, scholars seem not to agree on those favorable variables 

since many of them developed their own list (Bogaards, 1998). Furthermore, the status of 

those factors remains unclear: are they sufficient conditions or just helpful circumstances? 

(Bogaards, 1998). In addition to those questions, the uncertain relation between those 

variable and the elites’ behavior is highlighted (Bogaards, 1998; Mühlbacher, 2009). In 

reality, those factors seem to be unable to account for elites’ behavior (Mühlbacher, 2009). 

Are they enough to explain elites’ will to cooperate with each other? What is the exact 

role of those factor is consociational engineering? And are the elites actually completely 

free to choose to abide by consociational agreement or are there other domestic and 

external factors that influence their decisions? This being said, Seaver argues that theories 

that explain elites’ behavior might be more adequate in explaining elites’ decision to 

cooperate, rather than a political mechanism like consociationalism (Seaver, 2000). 

Beside the theoretical critiques of the consociational democracy as defined by Lijphart, 

criticism was advanced regarding the democratic quality of this system. In reality, the four 

characteristics of consociationalism require non-democratic practices. For instance, 

O’Leary argues that grand coalition can end up joining in the same cabinet rival extremists 

which makes it difficult to reach agreements (McGarry & O'Leary, 2006), or at worst 

exacerbate tensions among communities (Seaver, 2000). Moreover, when of the 

conditions for successful consociational experience stipulates a tight control over the 

masses via the elites which is an undemocratic action (Horn, 2008). Furthermore, scholars 

like Andeweg argues that consociation is not a liberal democracy in the first place 
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(Mühlbacher, 2009) and that the European countries based on whom Lijphart built his 

model are not truly consociational (Seaver, 2000).  

The application of consociationalism is also put under scrutiny. O’Leary and McGarry 

highlight that while consociationalists advocate grand coalitions, they do not explain how 

a cabinet can be formed after elections. They just assume that elites will cooperate and 

agree on that. Moreover, in grand coalitions, extremely opposing groups can be joined in 

the same institutions which leads to institutionalizing divisions and “hence casting them 

in marble” (McGarry & O'Leary, 2006:46) which leads to immobilism. Indeed, Salloukh 

and Verheij contend that “the immobilism problem is perennial to consociational 

settlements” (Salloukh & Verheij, 2017).  

Lijphart responded to his critics by stressing that the continuous improvement of his 

theory connotes the flexibility of his model (Mühlbacher, 2009). Moreover, he rejects the 

claims that consociationalism is not democratic or that it is a one size fit all approach by 

emphasizing that the majority of scholars who critiqued his theory did not present viable 

alternatives to solve the problems of divided societies (Lijphart, 2008). Furthermore, he 

argues that even in the cases in which consociational systems failed, like in Lebanon, the 

only solution remains consociationalism. He also accuses his critics of being attached to 

rigid concepts (Mühlbacher, 2009).  

Nevertheless, Lijphart fails to provide any justification for the weakness of his theory in 

accounting for external factors.  In fact, a main defect in Lijphart’s nine favorable factors 

is that eight of them are internal ones. This focus on the internal factors is due to an 

attachment to the nation-state entity. However, in many cases including Lebanon, “the 

state in question is often bi-national or pluri-national” (McGarry & O'Leary, 2006:249). 

Moreover, the external factor is only considered by Lijphart when an external threat is 

thought to be an incentive for elites to join efforts in countering it. Hence, Lijphart’s 

theory fails to account for the impact that a turbulent regional environment might have on 

the consociational system (Mühlbacher, 2009). It also falls short in evaluating the positive 

role that external players can play in the implementation and operation of power sharing 

agreements (McGarry & O'Leary, 2006). For instance, O’Leary and McGarry gives the 
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example of the American role in pressing the UK to forego unitary approaches in Northern 

Ireland (McGarry & O'Leary, 2006). However, the external role can also have a negative 

effect. In fact, in the Lebanese case, it seemed that the external factor was one of the many 

factors, including the consociational system itself, that led to the collapse of the power-

sharing arrangement. Dekmejian contends that it was the environmental turmoil and the 

overload it created on the Lebanese system that contributed to the failure of the 

consociational system in Lebanon in 1975 (Dekmejian, 1978). Yet, it was this external 

factor that also played a decisive role in mediating and crafting the new power-sharing 

settlement in 1989 (Dekmejian, 1978) via what Kerr calls “coercive consociational 

engineering” (Kerr, 2006:1). The role of external groups is vital in cases of ethnic or 

religious rivalry (Kerr, 2006). However, the implication of this role can vary considerably 

since domestic leaders can use the external intervention to accommodate their 

subordinates or to justify use of violence. On another note, the external influence can 

coerce elites, via motivation or pressure to engage in negotiations and to maintain power 

sharing. They are also essential to keep the balance whenever a group risks to become 

hegemonic (Kerr, 2006). 

2.4 Consociation in Lebanon  

2.4.1 History of Power Sharing in Lebanon 

The multi-confessional elite system that managed the divisions in Lebanon goes back to 

the Ottoman period (Dekmejian, 1978; Kerr, 2006; Mühlbacher, 2009; Zahar, 2005). At 

the time, religious identity was used to feed the rebellion of the peasants who were of 

Maronite majority against the landlords who were of Druze majority. Following the 

violence between 1858 and 1860, many European actors stepped to broker, with the 

Ottoman empire, a power sharing system in Mount Lebanon. The initial Règlement 

Organique that was agreed on made Mount Lebanon an autonomous province within the 

Ottoman empire. However, the Maronites, who were more numerous than other sects were 

not satisfied by the equal representation that the agreement stipulated. Hence, after 

another period of tension with the Ottoman governor and upon the intervention of the 

European actors, the representation was changed into proportional one that favored the 

Maronite (Zahar, 2005). 
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Lebanon’s second experience with power sharing agreements was during the French 

mandate. In fact, after 6 years of turbulent relation between some of the Lebanese leaders 

and the French governors and upon growing communal tensions, France established a 

new power-sharing regime in Lebanon via the 1926 constitution. The new constitution 

institutionalized sectarian representation and tilled the internal balance of power to the 

president (Zahar, 2005). This new arrangement did not please the Sunnis who became 

“one of many minorities dominated by Christians” (Kerr, 2006:114). Moreover, the 

French support of the Maronite president, shacked the delicate inter-communal balance 

of power by making the prime minister dependent on the president (Hudson, 1997; Zahar, 

2005). On another note, this agreement increased the influence of some prominent 

Christian families and of Sunni and Shia feudal families from the peripheries. Sunni 

families from the coastal areas later joined this group after they abandoned their 

aspirations of unity with Syria (Zahar, 2005). Since then, those families supplied the 

Lebanese political scene with the majority of its elites (Mühlbacher, 2009).  

The end of the second World War signaled the introduction of consociational democracy 

to Lebanon (Lijphart, 2008) via the National Pact of 1943. This agreement was a 

“gentlemen’s agreement” between the Sunni leader Riad Al Solh and the Maronite Leader 

Bechara Khoury that reflected their realpolitik approach (Bogaards, 2019:32; Kerr, 

2006:32), that constituted the “lowest common denominator shared by the independence 

leaders” who wanted to gain independence from France (El Khazen, 1991:5). The 

Lebanese were able to seize the opportunity of changes in the regional and international 

factors to fortify the convergence of Christians and Muslims on the issue of independence. 

In fact, at the time international changes reduced French influence in the region, while 

regionally Arabism was shifting into the creation of independent states (Kerr, 2006). The 

main pillars of this agreement were a proportional representation among Christians and 

Muslims based on the 6:5 ratios in Parliament and other public office, distribution of 

presidencies among the three main sects and neutrality in foreign policy (Bogaards, 2019; 

Hudson, 1997; Salloukh & Verheij, 2017). Nevertheless, the president enjoyed substantial 

powers in this “corporate arrangement” due to its formal and informal influence of the 

majority of institutions (Salloukh & Verheij, 2017:154).  This special Lebanese political 
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system was seen as an exception in the Arab world (Dekmejian, 1978) which was divided 

in two projects at the time: the patrimonial regimes of the Gulf monarchies and the 

nationalist projects in countries like Syria and Egypt (Hudson, 1997).  

2.4.2 Lijphart’s Model in Practice 

Building on Lijphart’s definition of consociational model, Horn argues that the Lebanese 

system abides by Lijphart’s four characteristics of consociationalism even if some 

deviations persist (Horn, 2008). First, the grand coalition is exerted via the cabinet which 

contains representative of the majority of the sectarian groups and via the sectarian 

distribution of presidencies. Second, autonomy is guaranteed for sectarian groups via the 

personal status laws which grant each sect the right to manage issues related to 

inheritance, marriage, and divorce (Bogaards, 2019). Third, proportionality is achieved 

by fixing the ratio in parliamentary representation between Muslims and Christians and 

by allocating the seats in electoral districts to specific confessional communities (Horn, 

2008). And fourth, mutual veto is secured via the way decisions are taken in the cabinet, 

by consensus or two-third majority if consensus is not possible (Bogaards, 2019; Horn, 

2008). Hudson adds that veto can be ensured informally by practice (Bogaards, 2019). 

Indeed, El Khazen argues that the PM position guarantees the veto right for Sunnis (El 

Khazen, 2000), while Messara advocates that the Sunni surrounding majorities enforce 

this veto (Messarra, 1983). On another note, Mühlbacher argues that the majority of 

Lijphart’s favorable factors were present in the pre-war system (Mühlbacher, 2009). In 

fact, the confessional division guaranteed distinct lines of cleavage; a multiple balance of 

power existed among the main three confessional groups; none of the groups was 

hegemonic; the external threat embodied in the French threat catalyzed unity among 

elites; elites were able to relatively control the mass; the size of the country and the 

population was relatively low and the elites had the tradition of accommodation 

(Mühlbacher, 2009). Nevertheless, other factors had negative effects. For instance, other 

lines of cleavage than confession, such as class cleavages which reflected the unequal 

socio-economic conditions pressured the system internally (Mühlbacher, 2009; Zahar, 

2005). Moreover, identity issues remained disputed and often invited external intervention 

which increased the load on the system (Kerr, 2006; Mühlbacher, 2009). In addition, in 
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practice, the power seemed to be dispersed between political leaders, family leaders, 

religious institutions and external actors (Di Mauro, 2008). 

2.4.3 Success of The Consociational System 

The uniqueness of the Lebanese political system in the Arab world and the series of 

problems it faced attracted many scholars to study it. In fact, between the 1940s and 

beginning of the 1970s, the Lebanese consociational system seemed to be working fine 

and was able to overcome the strains created by regional and local turmoil, such as the 

influx of Palestinians in 1948, the 1958 crisis and the PLO expulsion from Jordan to 

Lebanon in 1971. It also ensured acceptable economic and political stability (Hudson, 

1997). This success was attributed by Di Mauro to a balance between four elements which 

are “Elites, Institutions, Development and Environment” (Di Mauro, 2008:455). In fact, 

Hudson argues that during this period, the essential aspects of consociationalism were 

respected and hence the system worked (Hudson, 1988). However, for scholars like Zahar 

and Seaver, it was external factors that guaranteed this success and kept peace in Lebanon 

(Seaver, 2000; Zahar, 2005). Indeed, El Khazen argues that without the intervention of 

Syria, Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Iraq, Lebanon would have gone into war before 1975 (El 

Khazen, 2000). Moreover, Kerr contends that the consociational model is not enough to 

manage societies that are ethnically or religiously divided. To stabilize the situation in 

such countries, external support is needed. Nevertheless, the problems emerge when 

external forces do not have interest in keeping stability in those countries (Kerr, 2006). In 

Lebanon for instance, El Khazen suggests that stability is depended on the regional 

system: whenever the status quo in the region is maintained, consociation survived, and 

whenever it is altered, consociation risked failure (Kerr, 2006). 

2.4.4 Failure of The Consociational System 

Despite this initial success, in 1975 the consociational system in Lebanon broke down and 

the Lebanese civil war erupted, lasting for 15 years. The reasons for this failure have been 

extensively studied without agreement among scholars, however. For Mühlbacher, a main 

reason was in the system itself that prevented the development of a democratic state by 
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advancing conflicts settlements to satisfy the different groups rather than allowing 

competition between elites (Mühlbacher, 2009). Another reason reported by Bogaards, 

Salloukh and Verheij was the immobilism and paralyze of the Lebanese system which 

prevented it from dealing with important local and regional issues (Bogaards, 2019; 

Salloukh & Verheij, 2017). In fact, the rigidity of the National Pact and the absence of 

mechanisms to improve it (Kerr, 2006), due to the informal character of the institutions 

(Bogaards, 2019), exacerbated the feelings of inequality among the Shia who saw 

themselves as secondary partners in the system (Abul-Husn, 1998; Hudson, 1988). 

Moreover, the shift in demographic distribution exacerbated the feeling of injustice 

among Sunnis who were demanding more participation (Kerr, 2006) and for changes of 

the 6:5 ratios of representation (Hudson, 1997). Indeed, Dekmejian argues that 

representation among top elites suffered from disparity between Christians and Muslims 

(Dekmejian, 1978).  This was countered by a lack of will among Christians to reform the 

power-sharing agreement (Najem, 2012) and refusal to conduct a new census to measure 

the demographic change (Kerr, 2006). In fact, Christian leaders and masses alike feared 

that by letting go of their pejoratives they risked losing substantial powers in a country in 

which Muslims were growing in number and in a Muslim-majority region (Hartzell & 

Hoddie, 2014). 

Hudson suggests that in addition to the rigidity of the system, structural changes rendered 

some of Lijphart’s favorable factors questionable in application. For instance, a larger part 

of the mass was not supporting the elites’ grand coalition anymore. Moreover, extreme 

doctrines were replacing moderate proposals and the internal and external load on the 

system was increasing (Hudson, 1976). Those changes reflected the weakness of the 

system (Seaver, 2000) and the mistaken assumption, at the time of the National pact, that 

internally the elite agreement reflected mass support and that the regional balance will not 

change (El Khazen, 1991). Indeed, even before the war erupted, Hudson predicted that 

the Lebanese state was not functioning well (Kerr, 2006). Hudson believed that religion 

and sectarianism were only the superficial problem (Hudson, 1976; Hudson, 1988). The 

real problem was the weak political legitimacy of the state (Hudson, 1976). This was 

reflected in the inability of the army to stop the growing violence between the Palestinians 
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and other groups (Hudson, 1997). This weakness was exacerbated by the absence of an 

all-encompassing national identity (Kerr, 2006). On another note, Dekmejian contends 

that the lack of cohesion within each subculture rendered the elite’s control of the masses 

weak (Dekmejian, 1978) and paved the way for internal challenges especially with the 

growth of leftist doctrines (Hudson, 1988). Elites failed to manage those divisions which 

increased the differences among them (Dekmejian, 1978). 

Di Mauro believes that it was the elites’ frequent attempts to appeal for external support 

on one hand and their focus on their personal interest on the other hand, that led to a 

weakening leader-follower relation (Di Mauro, 2008). This relation was further weakened 

by deteriorating socioeconomic conditions, especially among Muslims. Indeed, Seaver 

argues that beside sectarian hostilities, class cleavages existed and when combined with 

confessional cleavages, it created unequal economic development in remote areas. The 

power sharing system failed to regulate such discord in the relation between elites and 

mass (Seaver, 2000). In this sense, Hudson contends that the consociational system failed 

to deal with these challenges due to elites’ failure in maintaining their internal cohesion 

and the preference they had for their own interests (Hudson, 1988).  

Despite the plausibility of the above-mentioned reasons, scholars like Seaver (Seaver, 

2000) and Kerr (Kerr, 2006) emphasize that the external factor was the gel that brought 

all those conditions together and eventually led to the collapse. In fact, regional disputes 

regarding the Arab-Israeli conflict, added to the permeability of the Arab countries, fueled 

the division among Lebanese elites and masses (Hudson, 1976; Seaver, 2000). One 

implication of this dispute was the internal rivalry regarding the presence and role of the 

PLO. Indeed, Muslims supported PLO attacks on Israel while Christians opposed them to 

prevent Israeli reprisals (Kerr, 2006). In addition, Israel wanted to eliminate the PLO 

threat while Syria wanted to control the Palestinian and the Lebanese, as a bargaining 

card, especially after Israel occupied the Golan Heights (Kerr, 2006; Seaver, 2000). In 

sum, the external load on the Lebanese system, coupled with the Palestinian presence, the 

weakness of the state, weak political legitimacy, the influence of Nasserist ideology and 

the feeling of political and socio-economic injustice, rendered the elites incapable of 
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managing their differences and hence led to the civil war in 1975 (Dekmejian, 1978; Kerr, 

2006; Mühlbacher, 2009).  

2.5 Conclusion 

This chapter introduced the main debates surrounding consociational theory and its 

efficacy in deeply divided societies. Lijphart’s four characteristics and favorable factors 

were discussed and the main critiques and responses to those critiques were addressed. 

The discussion then moved to how Lijphart’s consociational prescriptions were applied 

in pre-war Lebanon and what possible reasons could explain the failure of the 

consociational system in Lebanon in 1975. A major defect in Lijphart’s theory was 

pinpointed, namely the little weight he attributes to external powers and their ability to 

positively and negatively influence the stability of consociation in general, and especially 

in Lebanon.  

Despite the failure of consociation in 1975, consociational engineering did not stop 

throughout the war. In reality, between 1975 and 1987, multiple attempts were made to 

end the civil war. However, they all failed because they lacked domestic, international 

and/or regional consensus. In fact, all scholars agree that if it were not for the US, Syrian, 

and Saudi roles, the Taif agreement would not have succeeded (Di Mauro, 2008). Before 

this agreement, multiple attempts were made to end the war via agreement and via military 

victory (Kerr, 2006). Indeed, settlement attempts, such as the Geneva and Lausanne 

national dialogues, and the Tripartite agreement, failed because they lacked the consent 

of at least one international or regional player (Zahar, 2005). Only in 1989, when the Arab 

troika and the US accepted a prominent Syrian role in Lebanon, and when their respective 

interests converged, was an agreement finally reached (Kerr, 2006). Significantly, the Taif 

agreement was the first written document to “explicitly mention consociational 

principles” (Bogaards, 2019:32). On the long road to Taif, and in almost all mediations 

and initiatives, Rafik Hariri, representing King Fahd, was a constant participant (Salem, 

2003). The existing literature establishes Hariri’s role in the period between 1982 and 

1989 as a player in the conclusion of the Taif agreement (Mansour, 1993; Salem, 2003). 

However, the details of this role and his political philosophy remains under studied. The 
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literature on Hariri covers the period from 1992 onwards, when he was appointed as Prime 

Minister for the first time, until 2005, when he was assassinated in Beirut. However, his 

role in the period leading up to the negotiation of the Taif agreement, remains 

controversial and understudied. This thesis aims to fill this gap in Hariri’s political 

trajectory. Indeed, the next chapter examines the main attempts to end the civil war, their 

contexts, and the evolution of their terms. 
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Chapter Three 

 

Rafik Hariri in The Consociational Engineering from 

Geneva to Taif 

3.1 Introduction 

The name of Rafik Hariri had always been linked to the era during which he became the 

prime minster after the Lebanese civil war. His political economy approach during this 

period has been extensively studied, applauded in some cases, and criticized in others. 

After his assassination in 2005, many authors tackled the origins of his involvement in 

the Lebanese politics by focusing on the humanitarian aids that he started in 1979. 

Nevertheless, little attention was given to the political contribution he had in putting an 

end to the Lebanese civil war. To unveil this role during the phases that led to the Taif 

agreement, this chapter traces the evolution of consociational agreements in Lebanon 

from Geneva to the Taif negotiations, with the aim of unpacking Hariri’s role in this 

journey. It proceeds as follows: the next section sets the context of the civil war and of 

the main attempts to end it, namely the Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues, the 

Tripartite agreement, and the Taif agreement. This is followed by tracing the evolution of 

the terms of those agreements and tries to link them with the overlapping domestic and 

regional/international contexts. The discussion then addresses the evolution of Hariri’s 

role from one round of mediation to the other. 

3.2 The Lebanese Civil War and Attempts to End It 

This chapter does not provide a historical account of the events that led to the Lebanese 

civil war nor a detailed political analysis of the domestic and regional factors that 

pressured the Lebanese system and contributed to its collapse. Nevertheless, it is 

important to set the context of the issues that were at stake on the eve of 13 April 1975 to 
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better understand what was being disputed in the forthcoming national dialogues and 

agreements. 

3.2.1 Context of The Civil War 

Since 1943, Lebanon had been ruled under the terms of the National Pact, an agreement 

that unofficially formalized an uneven balance of power between a powerful Maronite 

president of the republic and a less powerful Sunni prime minister. This pact entailed 

fixing a 6:5 ratio between Christians and Muslims in their respective representation in the 

Parliament and public office. This unequal representation was justified at the time by the 

slightly higher number of Christians according to the 1932 census. But it also masked the 

implicit French support that the Christians enjoyed since the days of the Mutasarifya of 

Mount Lebanon from 1861 to 1914. The pact also fixed the sectarian distribution of the 

three presidencies and solved the controversy regarding the Lebanese identity by 

declaring it as a country of Arab character (Abed, 2001). Nevertheless, despite the 

formally superior power of the President, a relative balance was kept in practice. 

However, this balance was disrupted by the individualist approach of Presidents Chamoun 

and Franjieh who refused to appoint strong Sunni leaders, such as Rachid Karameh and 

Saeb Salam, as Prime Ministers (Abed, 2001) and replaced them by weaker figures. 

Having a weak PM in office, meant that the president enjoyed a high level of 

independence and power, including the control over Parliament and the cabinet (Seaver, 

2000). This disrupted the internal balance of power and exacerbated the feeling of 

inequality among Muslims in general and especially Sunnis and fueled their demands for 

real power sharing. 

The domestic rivalry over power among elites was complemented by regional disputes 

that placed pressure on the Lebanese political system. A special strain came from the 

sways of the Arab-Israeli conflict, especially after the 1967 war and its subsequent impact 

on the Palestinians including those residing in Lebanon. Indeed, the presence of the 

Palestinians, who were of Sunni majority, threatened the delicate internal Lebanese 

balance on two levels: First, the risk of demographic shift in favor of Muslims. And 

second, additional pressure on the weak socio-economic infrastructure (Seaver, 2000). 
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The political elites’ reaction to this issue reflected the sectarian calculation of each group. 

Hence, the Maronite leaders wanted to expel them from the country, while the Muslim 

leaders regarded them as an opportunity to enhance their position in any future power 

sharing negotiation (Sinno, 2015). 

On another note, the shift in the Arab-Israeli conflict augmented the rivalry among the 

conservative Arab states and the revolutionary ones, but also between the latter camp. 

Competition over the control of Lebanon was but a chapter in this larger Arab dispute. 

The revolutionary states like Iraq, Libya and Syria wanted to extend their control to the 

Palestinian groups in Lebanon as a negotiating card in any future Arab-Israeli negotiation. 

The conservative Arab states such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt wanted to make sure this 

does not transpire to maintain the Arab regional balance of power. Among the former 

group of states, Syria had a special strategic interest in Lebanon rooted in its fear from 

Israel using it to attack its own territories, especially since the former occupied the Golan 

Heights. It was also concerned about any potential Israeli pressure over the Maronite to 

push them towards separation (Seaver, 2000). This fear was exacerbated when Egypt 

engaged in separate peace negotiation with Israel, which left Syria alone as direct Arab 

contender to the Israelis. 

This regional rivalry fueled the domestic division between the two camps. The first camp 

consisted of the leftist and Nasserist powers that joined under the Haraka Al Wataniya, 

initially led by Kamal Jumblatt and later by his son Walid. They aimed to reduce the 

power of the Maronite president, to reform the political system and to support the 

Palestinian resistance in Lebanon. The second camp comprised of the Christian parties 

who wanted to defend the Lebanese system and sovereignty and conserve the Lebanese 

identity by denying the Palestinian resistance in Lebanon (Sinno, 2015). The apparent 

solidarity among the elites of each camp masked high degree of competition between 

them. In fact, among the Muslims, the representatives of each of the three big sects had 

their own agendas. The Sunni elites wanted to keep the status quo to secure their position 

in the system. The Druze, led by Jumblatt, wanted more power. And the Shia leaders were 

split between the traditional elites, like Kamel al-Asaad who wanted to secure his position, 

and new emerging leaders like Imam Musa Al Sader who wanted to secure greater 



 

29 
 

political prerogatives within the sectarian system. On the Christian side, and despite 

strategic agreement on not ceasing any of their powers, the rivalry was on the tactics to 

ensure that. The traditional elites like Chamoun, Franjieh and Gemayel wanted to 

maintain the existing ruling coalition, while the emerging militia leaders did not refrain 

from aggressive approaches that included cooperation with Israel (Seaver, 2000).  

In sum, then, on the eve of April 1975, Lebanon faced severe problems. First, its national 

identity was being disputed. Second, Muslims were greatly dissatisfied with the existing 

power sharing agreement. Third, the socio-economic problems that were emerging 

seemed to have had regional and sectarian nature. And fourth, the regional rivalry over 

the role of Lebanon in the Arab-Israeli conflict was straining the political system and 

elites (Kerr, 2006). 

3.2.2 The Road to Geneva 

The period between 1976 and 1983 witnessed the emergence of new internal and external 

players who influenced the course of actions in Lebanon. Internally, the role of the 

traditional elites gradually eclipsed in favor of the young militia leaders like Bashir 

Gemayel, Walid Jumblatt, Nabih Berri and others who exploited the fighting and division 

along sectarian lines. Regionally, Syria consolidated its position as protector of Lebanon. 

It was the main contributor to the Arab Deterrent Forces that entered Lebanon on a 

presumed peacekeeping mission. It also tried to mediate among the Lebanese groups and 

sponsored the first real attempt to redefine the power sharing arrangement in Lebanon via 

the Constitutional Document of February 1976 (Zahar, 2005). Saudi Arabia built on its 

previous mediation role that it started during the Arab Summit in Riyadh in October 1976 

(Sinno, 2015) and the Beiteddine summit (Group of Authors, 2002) and increased its 

involvement in Lebanon mainly through two figures: Bandar Bin Sultan and Rafik Hariri. 

And Israel, who saw in the weakness of the Lebanese state a threat to its security, decided 

to invade Beirut in 1982 in order to secure its northern border by expelling the PLO leaders 

and fighters from Lebanon. Internationally, the USA was the main actor in Lebanon via 

the Reagan Plan (Kerr, 2006) that translated into intermittent support to Amine Gemayel 

who was elected as president in 1982 after the assassination of this brother Bashir. 
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After the 1982 Israeli invasion, the Reagan administration pushed for an agreement 

between Lebanon and Israel. At the core of this agreement was a simultaneous withdrawal 

of the Israeli and Syrian troops from Lebanon. The majority of the Christian elites 

supported the agreement wanting to liberate Lebanon from foreign armies, including the 

Syrian and Israeli armies, before discussing political reforms with their Muslim partners. 

However, the latter wanted to negotiate political reforms before the withdrawal of Syrian 

troops (Bou Habib, 1999). Despite the lack of consent over this agreement, Gemayel 

signed it on 17 May 1983. On one hand, he thought that the Arab states, notably Saudi 

Arabia, would support this agreement and hence pressure Syria to accept it (Bou Habib, 

1999). On the other hand, the US seemed to have underestimated the Syrian capacity to 

block such agreement (Kerr, 2006). This turned out to be wrong, and soon after signing 

the agreement, a new opposing coalition was formed, called Jabhat al-Inkaz al-Watani, 

led by Sleiman Franjieh and gathering Rachid Karameh, Walid Jumblatt and other leftist 

elites as members. 

3.2.3 The Geneva National Dialogue 

The 17 May agreement triggered fierce fighting specially in Mount Lebanon. 

Consequently, Saudi Arabia intervened through its emissary Bandar Bin Sultan, and Rafik 

Hariri, to negotiate a ceasefire and set the ground for a first of several Saudi sponsored 

attempts to resolve the Lebanese conflict. The Saudi plan comprised four points: First, a 

complete ceasefire supervised by neutral parties. Second, the creation of a committee that 

represents the army, the al-Jabha Loubnaniya, the Jabhat al-Inkaz al-Watani and the 

Amal Movement to supervise the ceasefire. Third, an immediate invitation by the 

president for a national dialogue that includes the Jabhat al-Inkaz al-Watani (Franjieh, 

Karameh and Jumblatt), al-Jabha Loubnaniya (Chamoun and Gemayel), the Amal 

Movement (Berri), in addition to Saeb Salam, Adel Ouseyran and Raymond Eddi. Finally, 

to invite representatives of Syria and Saudi Arabia to attend the national dialogue (Abed, 

2001). 

The national dialogue in Geneva had on its agenda a potential ceasefire that would lead 

to a long armistice, the formation of a new cabinet and essentially the required political 
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reforms. However, the latter point was quickly put aside (Salman, 1984:9). The reason 

was two folded. On one side was the silent struggle between the old political guard and 

the young militia leaders: the former wanted to regenerate the old system while the latter 

wanted to take control of everything. On another side, Jabhat al-Inkaz al-Watani, 

supported by Syria, wanted to abolish the May agreement before discussing any political 

reforms. However, al-Jabha Loubnaniya wanted to retain it until agreeing on the reforms. 

In light of this divergence in positions the dialogue was ended on 4 November and 

adjourned until 14 November to give President Gemayel a chance to negotiate with 

Washington the need to abolish the May agreement as entry point to any possible 

agreement on political reforms (Abed, 2001). 

Gemayel assumed that he still enjoyed American support. However, when he visited 

Washington between November and December 1983, he realized that Lebanon was no 

more a top priority for Reagan’s administration (Salem, 2003). In parallel, the Syrian 

position was hardening and the security situation in Beirut was deteriorating, adding more 

pressure on Gemayel. Indeed, in February 1984, the situation escalated politically and 

militarily. On one hand all Muslim minister resigned, and, on the other hand, West Beirut 

fell to the leftist opposition (Abed, 2001). As a result, Foreign Minister Salem met Hariri 

in Larnaca on 8 February where they agreed on an eight-point plan that included 

abolishing the May agreement, a ceasefire and engaging in political reforms (Salem, 

2003). And after a long round of Saudi mediation, Gemayel visited Assad on 1 March, 

and on 5 March cabinet met and abolished the May agreement paving the way for a new 

round of national dialogue. 

3.2.4 The Lausanne National Dialogue 

On 12 March 1984, after a four-month delay, the second round of the Lebanese national 

dialogue took place in Lausanne with the same Lebanese and foreign attendees as in 

Geneva. However, this time an essential parameter in the position of the external parties 

had changed. In fact, Syria had established itself as the most powerful external player in 

Lebanon after it succeeded in imposing the abolishment of the May agreement prior to 

tackling any other topic. Now Damascus sought to present itself as a mediator enjoying 
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excess influence. Hence, they made sure not to further weaken Gemayel’s position 

towards his Christian competitors specially that he was facing demands for radical 

reforms that decrease the president’s power, demands for resignation (Salman, 1984), and 

military pressure in Lebanon. 

Deliberations regarding the political reforms spread over a week during which no actual 

improvement was achieved. Each party had its own agenda and wanted the negotiations 

to start from the paper it had submitted. In order to avoid a deadlock, Gemayel asked his 

foreign minister Salem to work with Marwan Hamade to consolidate the different ideas 

in one paper. Indeed, a draft was proposed by Gemayel on the last day of the dialogue that 

included major reforms. However, to the surprise of the attendees, the fiercest opposition 

to those reforms came from Franjieh, one of the leaders of the opposition and the Syrian 

ally, on the ground of refusing any amendments that undermine the president’s 

constitutional prerogatives (Salman, 1984). Moreover, militia leaders such as Berri and 

Jumblatt, although constrained by their strategic relationship with Syria, did not find any 

merit in Gemayel’s proposal. Rather, they saw it as an attempt to regenerate the old 

sectarian system with some calibration of the power sharing arrangement. Instead, they 

were looking for a complete change of the political system (Salem, 2003:313; Salman, 

1984:59). In light of those positions, the second round of national dialogue was deemed 

to failure. 

3.2.5 The Tripartite Agreement 

American interests in Lebanon decreased in 1984 due to the failure of the May agreement 

and the series of terrorist attacks and kidnapping that targeted American interests. The 

withdrawal of American foreign policy from the Lebanese scene left the field open for 

Syrian diplomacy and military. The only balance came from the moderate Saudi 

diplomatic role. Domestically, the main players were not the traditional elites, but rather 

the emerging militia leaders. Indeed, Gemayel was losing control of the Christian regions 

specially after the March 1985 Christian uprising led by the Lebanese Forces. On the 

Muslim side, Sunnis were frustrated by the increasing control of the Shia and Druze 

militias over Beirut (Salem, 2003:377). 
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Persuaded by the prominent Syrian role in Lebanon, Gemayel initiated a new round of 

negotiation based on the paper he presented in Lausanne. But despite his efforts, the 

failure of the previous national dialogues and the Christian uprising against him, 

convinced the Syrian leadership that real power in Lebanon was no more in the hands of 

the president or the traditional elites, who were blocking any serious reforms, but rather 

in the hands of the young militia leaders. Hence, the Syrian leadership altered its approach 

and engaged in an agreement between the Shia, Druze, and Maronite militia leaders, 

respectively Berri, Jumblatt and Hobeika. The first two were Syrian allies and hence were 

on board this agreement, but Hobeika, a leader of the Christian Lebanese Forces, was on 

the opposite camp and needed to be brought along. It was Hariri who convinced Hobeika 

to enter negotiations that culminated in the Tripartite agreement (Charbel, 2008; Salem, 

2003; Sinno, 2015). 

On 28 December 1985, the Tripartite agreement was signed in Damascus and was 

presented to President Gemayel on 30 December. The context and content of this 

agreement could be seen as the Syrian response to the May agreement. In fact, the 

agreement was passed at a time when the Gemayel was in his weakest point, the Christians 

were divided, the Sunnis were left out and the Americans were less interested in the 

Lebanese case. This translated into aggressive clauses that clearly favored the opposition 

camp, as we will see in the next section of this chapter. However, the agreement suffered 

from a number of defects. First, it lacked international support (Kerr, 2006) and second, 

it did not take into account that Hobeika did not represent all Christians, that Berri did not 

represent all Shia and that the Sunnis were not represented at all (Pakradouni, 1991). 

Indeed, the Islamic opposition to the agreement was expressed in February 1986 in a 

meeting between Khaddam, Sunni Mufti Hassan Khaled and Takiyeddine al-Solh (Sinno, 

2015). Moreover, the Christians who had accepted parity of seats in the parliament and 

the transfer of some of the president’s powers to cabinet, saw in Hobeika’s letters to 

Khaddam an important concession that extremely weakens the president’s position. They 

also feared the secularization clauses that the agreement included. In fact, abolishing 

sectarianism supposed that Muslims would gain the leading role in the new Lebanese 

system for being more numerous than the Christians. (Salem, 2003).  
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Gemayel consequently asked Assad to allow for the Tripartite agreement to be discussed 

in Parliament. When the latter refused, Gemayel and Geagea carried out a joint operation 

on 15 January 1986 that evicted Hobeika and his forces from East Beirut. This led to the 

failure of the Tripartite agreement and signaled the start of a new episode of escalating 

security and economic conditions and of additional deterioration in the relation between 

Gemayel and Assad. King Fahd tried to save the agreement by soliciting Hariri to work 

on some changes that do not overstep the new military and political balance of power 

(Salem, 2003; Sinno, 2015). However, Assad seemed to be convinced that no solution can 

be reached while Gemayel was still in office (Salem, 2003). 

The failure of the Saudi mediation paved the way for Mahdi Al Tajer, another mediator 

who claimed to have good relationship with Assad and other Arab leaders (Group of 

Authors, 2002; Sinno, 2015). This mediation led to a series of meetings between Salem 

and the Syrian foreign minister Farouk al-Sharaa that culminated into the al-Mithak al-

Watani of 22 January 1987, which included important reforms such as: Confirming the 

Lebanese Arab identity, progressively abolishing political sectarianism, consolidating the 

executive power in the cabinet that is headed by the president who nevertheless, would 

not have the right of voting in it, the prime minister to be appointed via binding 

parliamentary deliberation or parliamentary voting, and parity in the parliamentary seats 

between Muslims and Christians (Salem, 2003:442). However, once again the Christian 

elites were split regarding those reforms and Gemayel appeared to be incapable of uniting 

them behind his lead. Moreover, the military situation deteriorated during February 1987 

mainly because of the fighting between the Amal Movement and the Progressive Socialist 

Party who were competing over the military control over Beirut. Fearing a Druze and Shia 

control over the capital, the Sunni leaders asked for Syrian support to restore security in 

Beirut. Indeed, the Syrian military intervened without consulting Gemayel. The latter 

condemned this “non-constitutional” act, which further aggravated the situation. Hence, 

on 4 May 1987, Prime Minister Karameh resigned signaling the Syrian disappointment 

with what they considered Gemayel’s inability to honor his engagements (Salem, 2003). 
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3.2.6 The Taif Agreement 

The previous attempts to end the Lebanese civil war were either designed against the 

interest of one external player or without its consent. In both cases this led to failure. 

However, by 1989 the situation started to change internationally and domestically. The 

cold war was ending, and the US refocused its energy on regional stability and Israel’s 

security. The latter was threatened by growing political Islam which found in Lebanon a 

footprint via Hezbollah. Moreover, the US seemed to have acknowledged the prominent 

Syrian role in Lebanon. On the other side, Assad, who sensed the weakening of his Soviet 

ally, wanted to revisit Syria’s relationship with USA and hence was ready to craft a new 

deal that included Lebanon (Kerr, 2006). The convergence of these external factors 

coincided with an internal situation in which all parties were exhausted and were 

convinced that no one can secure a military victory (Kerr, 2006). However, the external 

dimension outweighed the domestic freedom to negotiate the timing and content of the 

coming agreement. Indeed, many of the terms of the agreement were imposed on the 

Lebanese by USA and Syria via Saudi Arabian mediation (Di Mauro, 2008; Kerr, 2006). 

The consociational system was kept but its power sharing arrangement was changed 

(Bogaards, 2019) taking into account the international acceptance of Syria’s hegemonic 

position in Lebanon (Bou Habib, 1999)  and the internal balance of power that shifted 

militarily and demographically in favor of the Muslims (Kerr, 2006). This made the Taif 

agreement a “change in regime not a change of regime” (Di Mauro, 2008:458). 

In fact, after Gemayel’s departure and the creation of two competing cabinets, military 

confrontation erupted between the Syrian Army and Lebanese Army troops loyal to 

General Aoun who was appointed by Gemayel as head of the military cabinet. This 

struggle masked a regional show of power between Iraq, who supported Aoun, and Syria. 

Aiming to balance among Syria and Iraq, the Saudis soon lobbied for an Arab intervention 

to stop the fighting. Indeed, in January 1989 the council of the League of Arab States met 

at the level of foreign ministers and created a six-member committee, but no ceasefire was 

reached. Hence, under European and Soviet pressure, the Arab League stepped in again 

(Sinno, 2015) and an exceptional Arab summit was held in Casablanca in May 1989. The 

summit created a tripartite Arab committee that included the Saudi Arabian King, the 
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Moroccan King, and the Algerian president and appointed Ibrahimi as its secretary. Its 

role was to put an end to the Lebanese civil war. However, the Arabization of the solution 

and the exclusion of Syria from the committee based on King Fahd’s request, antagonized 

the Syrian leadership, and led to further military escalation (Sinno, 2015). The King’s 

decision did not emerge from a will to exclude Syria or to undermine its position. It was 

rather part of the balancing that he wanted to establish between Syria and Iraq. In fact, 

Syria was part of the Lebanese conflict and not a neutral party. Hence, including it in the 

committee would have led to the inclusion of Iraq also. If this had been the case, the 

committee would have been internally paralyzed. Hence, without Syria and Iraq, the 

committee worked on paving the way for a meeting for the Lebanese MPs outside 

Lebanon in order to discuss and agree on the required political reforms, the election of a 

president and the creation of a new unified cabinet within a six-month timeframe (Group 

of Authors, 2002). 

The committee’s first report focused on the importance of liberating Lebanon from all 

foreign presence and of restoring its sovereignty. The report was firmly opposed by Syria 

who saw in it an intrusion on its already consolidated position in Lebanon. Hence, in order 

to assure the Syrian leadership that no party was questioning its position in Lebanon (Kerr, 

2006), King Fahd advised the committee to soften its language against Syria. Moreover, 

Iraq and Jordan were pressured to stop their military support to Aoun (Sinno, 2015). 

With the Syrian regime now onboard, the Taif summit was held in September 1989. The 

agreement reached redrew the power balance among the sectarian groups in Lebanon. The 

main changes are covered in the next section; however, it is worth noting that this 

agreement advanced a formula that ensured balance in the higher positions of the 

government. It also transferred executive power to cabinet which became a standalone 

institution and hence enforced the position of the Sunni prime minister (Salloukh & 

Verheij, 2017). The agreement also talked about plans for deconfessionalism. It declared 

Lebanon as an Arab country and emphasized its special relation with Syria (Kerr, 2006). 

The smaller sects saw their influence reduced specially after the number of seats in the 

parliament was increased to 108 and then to 128, while Maronite and Sunni remained 

more dominant (Kerr, 2006). In fact, it seemed that the American and Saudi governments 
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wanted to protect their respective clients by minimizing the changes to the balance that 

previously existed (Hudson, 1997). 

3.3 Evolution of The Terms of Constitutional Reforms 

In the previous section we established the internal and external political context of the 

Lebanese civil war and the main attempts to conclude an agreement to end it. Three phases 

were identified. The first one was the Syrian counterattack, in Geneva and Lausanne, to 

the American attempt to impose the May agreement. The second one, was the Syrian 

attempt to impose its terms via the Tripartite agreement. And the third one was the 

convergence among the external players to put an end to the turmoil in Lebanon via the 

Taif agreement. 

The literature on consociationalism barely focuses on the role of external players. And 

when it does, it attributes to it the role of exerting positive pressure on the domestic elites 

to facilitate potential agreements (Kerr, 2006). However, in the case of Lebanon, the 

external players seemed to have had their own agenda. This raises the question of potential 

link between, on one hand, the identity of the sponsor or sponsors and the political context 

of the agreement and on other hand, its terms. Having this in mind, this section traces the 

evolution of the main terms of the agreements from Geneva to Taif to look for any specific 

pattern that would mirror the political context that were previously established. But before 

starting, two things require clarification. First, the documents that will be surveyed are the 

official documents that were released for the Tripartite agreement and the Taif agreement. 

However, for the Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues no official terms were released 

since no agreement was signed. Hence, President Gemayel’s paper presented during the 

Lausanne national dialogue is examined. It is referred to as the Geneva/Lausanne paper. 

Second, this section does not aim to conduct a legal comparative study of the details of 

those agreements/paper, but rather highlight the main contentious topics at the time: 

namely, the theme of Lebanese identity, the relation with Syria, confessionalism, 

decentralization, and the prerogatives of the president, prime minister, and the speaker of 

Parliament. 
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3.3.1 Lebanese Identity 

Lebanese identity is one of the main contentious points among the Lebanese. The Muslims 

in general could not let go of their wider Arab identity and some of them strived for Arab 

unity, while Christians were more attached to the distinct, special Lebanese identity. 

Despite the agreement in the 1943 National Pact on the Lebanese “Arab character”, this 

issue remained at the core of the Lebanese turmoil. However, it seemed that the Civil War 

resolved this issue since all the agreements/paper converge on the theme of Lebanese 

Arab identity and affiliation. This was explicitly mentioned in Section One – 1 – b of the 

Taif agreement (Abed, 2001:370).  

3.3.2 Relations with Syria 

Despite the controversial Syrian role, it seemed that the special position of Syria was de 

facto accepted by all elites. However, during the Geneva and Lausanne national dialogue, 

the Christian camp was in majority in rivalry with Syria. Hence, the Geneva/Lausanne 

paper did not mention any special relation with it. In contrast, the Tripartite agreement 

reserved a separate section for it. This was to be expected since Syria was the sole sponsor 

of this agreement. In the Taif agreement, Syria’s prominent position in Lebanon was 

acknowledged by all domestic and international parties, hence the agreement reserved 

Section four of it (Abed, 2001:386) for the special relation with it. Nevertheless, some 

differences emerged. For instance, the Syrian Army’s withdrawal plan and timing was 

thoroughly discussed between the Lebanese representatives that were divided on the same 

sectarian lines as in the war. This point was only resolved via Saudi mediation that 

culminated in an official and public Arab statement specifying the terms and timing of 

this withdrawal (Mansour, 1993). 

3.3.3 Confessionalism 

Proportional confessional representation in public employment, parliament and public 

office was established in the 1943 National Pact based on a 6:5 ratios in favor of the 

Christians. With time, however, demographic changes rendered this ratio unviable. The 

Lebanese elites seemed to agree on the need to alter this representation, nevertheless, this 
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topic kept being used as a bargain during the negotiations. In fact, radical positions were 

introduced for purely tactical purposes. Berri for instance, demanded on multiple 

occasions the abolishment of confessional representation, a demand that would have 

favored the Muslims who were now more numerous than the Christians. This request was 

often countered by demands for complete secularism, including in personal status laws, a 

request that was strongly rejected by the Muslims (Salman, 1984).  

Beyond these radical positions, however, more moderate terms were included in the 

agreements. Once again, these terms reflected the balance of power and the context of 

each agreement. Indeed, although the Geneva and Lausanne paper did not mention 

abolishing confessionalism, the Tripartite agreement introduced a clause pertaining to the 

necessity of abolishing the sectarian system as a prerequisite for the creation of a modern 

state. The majority of Christian parties who were not included in this agreement opposed 

this, however. Hence, the Taif agreement, as a compromise among the different parties, 

stipulated the need to abolish political confessionalism, but linked it to an open-ended 

transitional plan that a special committee was supposed to draft (Abed, 2001:379). 

Interestingly, all agreements leading up to the Taif Accord included a clause that 

stipulated the cancellation of confessional representation in public offices except for 

Grade One positions. These are to be divided equally between Christians and Muslims, 

however. Section One – 2 – f of the Taif agreement tackled this issue in detail (Abed, 

2001:379). 

3.3.4 Decentralization 

Muslim demands for political reform, the pressure of the Palestinian presence in the 

country and demographic shifts, and accusation of the Christian establishment neglecting 

the development of the mainly Muslim rural areas often converged and expressed 

themselves in Christian demands for some kind of decentralization.  In fact, Pierre 

Gemayel famously suggested that the best solution for Lebanon would be to adopt some 

a federal or confederal political system (Salman, 1984). However, these demands were 

always strongly opposed by all Muslim elites who insisted on a centralized political 

system, rejecting any kind of political or security decentralization as a recipe for partition 
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or taqsim. All the reviewed agreements and papers advanced the necessity for 

administrative decentralization and the need to reconsider the administrative structure of 

the country through some kind of administrative – not political – decentralization. This 

included revisiting the administrative division and transferring the largest number of 

administrative tasks and responsibilities from the central government to the local 

administrative units. Furthermore, the Tripartite agreement and the Taif agreement 

explicitly insisted on the rejection of all type of divisions or partitions. Indeed, Section 

One – 1 – i of the Taif agreement stipulated that “Lebanese territory is one for all 

Lebanese. Every Lebanese shall have the right to live in any part thereof and to enjoy the 

rule of law wherever he resides. There shall be no segregation of the people on the basis 

of any type of belonging, and no fragmentation, partition, or settlement of non- Lebanese 

in Lebanon” (Abed, 2001:371). This reflected the ascendance of the Muslim political 

parties, and their determination to control state institutions in the postwar era. 

3.3.5 Presidential Prerogatives 

The most contended point during and before the civil war had been the excessive powers 

of the Maronite president compared to the weaker Sunni prime minister. Therefore, all 

reform proposals tackled the redistribution of power among the president, the prime 

minister, and the council of ministers. Before Taif, as head of the executive branch, the 

president had the right to appoint the ministers and to choose a prime minister among 

them, to preside over all cabinet meetings, and to propose, issue and promulgate decrees 

and laws. He even had the right to dismiss ministers and dissolve Parliament. This gave 

him substantial executive powers in what is supposed to be a power-sharing system. little 

wonder, then, that all the agreements/papers aimed to take away some or most of this 

power. 

3.3.5.1 Appointing The Prime Minister 

The Geneva/Lausanne paper suggested to have the prime minister directly elected by the 

Members of the Parliament. However, this was not favored by the Muslim parties. Hence, 

binding parliamentary and political consultations replaced it in the Tripartite agreement. 
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The political consultation part was later dropped in Taif. Since then, Section One – 2 – b 

- 6 of the Taif agreement (Abed, 2001:374) stipulated that the prime minister was to be 

designated via a decree signed by the president only, after consultation with the speaker 

of the parliament, and as a result of binding parliamentary consultation. This meant that 

both the president and the speaker of Parliament would now play decisive roles alongside 

the prime minister-designate in the formation of a new cabinet. 

3.3.5.2 Cabinet Formation 

The transfer of the duty to form the cabinet from the president to the prime minister was 

endorsed in all agreements/papers, but the modality and restrictions on both parties 

differed in these documents. In the Geneva/Lausanne paper, the prime minister was 

supposed to conduct parliamentary consultations to form the cabinet, jointly with the 

president. In the event of refusal of the president to sign the formation decree within a 

week of presenting it to him by the prime minister, the issue was to be submitted to the 

Parliament who had to vote in favor of the president or the prime minister. In case of a 

vote in favor of the prime minister, then the president was obliged to issue the decree 

immediately. The same spirit was kept in the Tripartite agreement but this time the prime 

minister was not required to work jointly with the president to form the cabinet and a one-

month period to complete his proposal to the president was added. The role of Parliament 

as judge in case of disagreement was retained. However, in the Taif agreement, Section 

One – 2 – c – 2 (Abed, 2001:376), the time limits on the prime minister and the president 

were dropped and the role of the Parliament was abandoned. The prime minister was still 

in charge of forming the cabinet but with explicit required collaboration with the president 

and the speaker of Parliament. This balanced the power between the president and the 

prime minister since both signatures were required to issue the formation decree. It also 

brought back the role of the president in the formation process which was dropped in the 

Tripartite agreement, especially through his ability to guarantee for himself veto power 

through al-thulth al-mu‘atel or control over a third plus one of the total number of 

ministers in cabinet. 
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3.3.5.3 Cabinet Meetings 

As head of the executive branch, the president used to preside over all cabinet meeting 

and set its agenda. In other words, no cabinet meeting could be held in his absence. The 

Geneva/Lausanne paper did not mention this point – which suggests that there was a 

desire to maintain this prerogative. However, this later changed, and the prime minister 

was given the power to preside over cabinet meetings whenever the president decides not 

to attend these meetings. Indeed, the Tripartite agreement specified few cases in which 

the president was allowed to attend and chair the cabinet’s meeting without having the 

right to vote. This was an essential restriction to the president’s capability to participate 

in executive power. But this was later changed in the Taif agreement, section One – 2 – b 

– 1 (Abed, 2001:376), which granted the president the right to attend and preside over 

cabinet meeting whenever he wanted, yet without having the right to vote. Moreover, and 

whereas the Tripartite agreement gave the prime minister complete freedom to set cabinet 

agenda without involving the president, the Taif agreement was more balanced by 

requiring the prime minister to inform the president about it before hand and by 

empowering the president to table emergency issues to cabinet from outside its agenda. 

Furthermore, and as head of the council of ministers, the right to call for cabinets meetings 

was limited to the prime minister. Nevertheless, the president was allowed to call for 

extraordinary cabinet sessions. The Tripartite agreement had restricted this right to some 

cases where the country’s situation was considered to be threatened by present danger. He 

also had the right to call for a maximum of one meeting per month to discuss draft laws 

and decrees that the president had not endorsed. The Taif agreement was more sensible to 

the balance among presidencies and hence allowed the president to call for extraordinary 

cabinet session, whenever he deemed it necessary, yet in agreement with the prime 

minister (section One – 2 – b – 15) (Abed 2001:375). 

3.3.5.4 Proposing and Promulgating Decrees and Laws 

Despite not being able to vote during cabinet meetings, all draft decrees still required the 

president’s signature before being published, which theoretically would have retained his 

power to stop any decree. To remedy the situation, the Geneva/Lausanne paper added a 
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time limit for the president to sign draft decrees with the possibility of having them 

returned within this time limit. In case the prime minister or pertinent minister insisted on 

it, the draft decree was to be transferred to cabinet for a decision. What happens next 

remained unspecified. The Tripartite and Taif agreements added further restrictions on 

the president’s prerogatives by stating that if the council of ministers insists on its decree, 

then the president could not but issue this decree in the official gazette. Moreover, the 

president had the ability to return laws that were promulgated in Parliament within one 

month of receiving them. However, Taif, in section One – 2 – b – 3, 4 and 5 (Abed, 

2001:373-374),  stipulated that if the one-month time limit passes without issuing or 

returning the law, the latter was considered to be automatically issued. This was another 

restriction on the president’s power, specially that his right to propose laws was also taken 

away and given to the council of ministers. 

3.3.5.5 Dissolving Parliament 

Before the Taif agreement, the president’s influence was extended to parliament via his 

right to dissolve it at will. In fact, although he required the approval of the council of the 

ministers, this power was solely his since he controlled the latter. The Geneva/Lausanne 

paper did not address this right. However, the Tripartite agreement transferred this right 

to the council of ministers. Nevertheless, the old constitution and the Tripartite agreement 

lacked any explicit reasons that justify dissolving the chamber of deputies. This meant 

that the chamber was under the influence of another institution, first the president and then 

the council of ministers. This unbalance among institutions and hence among sects, was 

treated in the Taif agreement, section One – 2 – d – 5 (Abed, 2001:377), by specifying 

explicit strict conditions to dissolve the chamber by the cabinet, based on the president’s 

request. This includes the case when “the Chamber of Deputies, for no compelling 

reasons, fails to meet during one of its regular sessions and fails to meet throughout two 

successive extraordinary sessions, each longer than one month, or if the Chamber returns 

the entire budget plan with the aim of paralyzing the Government. This right cannot be 

exercised a second time if it is for the same reasons which led to the dissolution of the 

Chamber the first time” (The lebanese constitution.1997:248), and the case when a 
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revision of the constitution is passed by the Chamber, refused by the president and then 

insisted on by the Chamber with a ¾ majority (The lebanese constitution.1997:253). 

3.3.6 Executive Power 

The aforementioned changes in the distribution of power among the Lebanese institutions, 

embodied a shift in executive power from the president of the republic to the council of 

ministers in its collective capacity. The old constitution stipulated that executive power 

was entrusted to the president of the republic who was supposed to exercise it with help 

from the different ministers. The Geneva/Lausanne paper was the first to shift this role to 

the council of ministers by declaring it the supreme executive and administrative authority 

of the state. The Tripartite agreement went in the same direction but added a ministerial 

council responsible for follow up on the required steps to end the war and to execute the 

needed political reforms. This approach was consolidated in Taif, section One – 2 – d 

(Abed, 2001:377), which dropped the idea of creating a ministerial council and 

established the council of ministers as an independent institution, with independent 

headquarters, in which executive power is collectively vested.  

3.3.7 Prime Minister’s Power 

Before Taif, the power of the prime minister was never explicitly mentioned in the 

constitution. Hence, although he enjoyed some moral power by custom and the 

requirements of power-sharing, this power was never institutionalized and was under the 

influence of the constitutional power of the president who had the discretion to fully exert 

it or to delegate some of it to the prime minister. The Muslims, and especially the Sunni 

camp, were determined to change that for the postwar period. Indeed, starting in the 

Geneva/Lausanne paper, a separate clause or more were added to describe the role and 

power of the prime minister. The Geneva/Lausanne paper mentioned that the prime 

minister supervises and monitors the work of the ministers and follows up on the 

implementation of cabinet’s decisions, in addition to enjoying all the powers that he used 

to exercise customarily. The Tripartite agreement stipulated the same role. The Taif 

agreement, in section One – 2 – c (Abed, 2001:375), declared him as head of the 
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government who speaks in its name. However, to protect the role of each minister who 

became head of his ministry, the prime minister was not allowed to conduct meetings with 

specific governmental entities unless the concerned minister was present. This increase in 

the weight of the prime minister’s power in the clauses of the different agreements from 

Geneva to Taif reflected shifts in the distribution of power among the domestic and 

international actors in the context of each agreement. 

3.3.8 Parliament 

Before Taif, the Speaker of Parliament used to be elected on an annual basis. This meant 

that the main Shia representative in the Lebanese power-sharing arrangement was always 

under pressure to be re-elected by members of a majority-Christian Parliament. This gave 

the president a great influence over the election of the speaker. Hence, in the 

Geneva/Lausanne paper, the speaker’s mandate was extended to two years. The Tripartite 

agreement kept the two years’ mandate but stipulated that it can be renewed. The Taif 

agreement, in section One – 2 – a – 1 and 2 (Abed, 2001:372), went all the way and made 

the speaker’s tenure equal to that of Parliament, or four years, with the possibility for MPs 

to withdraw their confidence from the speaker but only after two years of his election and 

with a super two-thirds majority vote. This rendered the possibility of doing this highly 

improbable, however. Moreover, the number of parliamentary seats was increased in all 

agreements/papers. The Geneva/Lausanne paper proposed to have 120 seats, the Tripartite 

agreement included the need to increase the number without mentioning a number, while 

in Taif it was agreed first to increase the number to 108 and then to 128 after the first 

election, divided equally among Christian and Muslim MPs. 

The above survey of the main terms of the agreements and papers that led to the Taif 

agreement confirms that the majority of the points that were agreed on in Taif existed in 

the previous agreements and papers. Nevertheless, their content reflected the balance of 

power among the domestic parties and more importantly the regional and international 

parties that were sponsoring those agreements. In fact, the Tripartite agreement signed 

under Syrian sponsorship contained clauses that were rather aggressive in stripping away 

many presidential powers. This was recalibrated in the Taif agreement, which when 
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compared to the other documents looks more like a compromise document. The path of 

the consociational engineering between Geneva and Taif was managed by external players 

like Syria, Saudi Arabia, and USA. Nevertheless, Rafik Hariri, was among the figures 

who played an increasing important role throughout this journey. However, the existing 

literature about him rarely tackles this role. Hence, the next section, aims at tracing the 

evolution of his role during this period of the Lebanese political history.  

3.4 Rafik Hariri’s Role in The Attempts to End The Lebanese Civil 

War 

This section unpacks Hariri’s role in each round of negotiation and agreement covered in 

this paper. The discussion proceeds as follow. It first examines Hariri’s background and 

the conditions that brought him to the political theatre in Lebanon as Saudi envoy. Then 

it traces the evolution of his role from the Geneva national dialogue to the Taif agreement, 

passing by the Lausanne national dialogue and the Tripartite agreement. 

3.4.1 Who Was Rafik Hariri Before 1982? 

Rafik Hariri was born in Saida in 1944. At the age of twenty, he moved to Saudi Arabia 

where he started to work as a teacher. He soon moved to the contracting field. His 

breakthrough came in 1976 when he persuaded an Italian company to take over a project 

that was failing. This accomplishment led him to another challenge, the building of a 

Hotel in Taif in ten months only. His success greatly impressed then Crown Prince Fahd 

who recompensed him with highly lucrative contracts and with a Saudi passport 

(Baumann, 2016). Hariri’s interest in Lebanon started in 1979 when he founded the 

Islamic Institute for Culture and Higher Education. His first big project was building an 

education and health complex in Kfar Falous, a small village near Saida. Until then, his 

relationship with the Saudi leadership was still transactional. His first political-like role 

came with the cleanup of Beirut from the debris and bombs after the Israeli invasion in 

1982 (Baumann, 2016). Lacking any local political support at the time, Hariri used Saeb 

Salam as a face to legitimize his work in Beirut (Farchakh & Chalak, 2006). Baumann 

argues that Hariri used this project to prove to the Saudi leaders that he can be politically 
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and commercially beneficial to them (Baumann, 2016). This seemed to have succeeded 

and Hariri soon changed the posters of his cleanup project from “Project of Cleaning 

Beirut, courtesy of Rafik Hariri” to posters indicating that the project was a donation by 

King Fahd (Farchakh & Chalak, 2006). This signaled the start of a Hariri’s role as Saudi 

representative in Lebanon. 

3.4.2 The Geneva National Dialogue 

Between 1982 and 1984, President Gemayel was supported by both the USA and by Saudi 

Arabia. After the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982, Washington pressured Gemayel to 

strike a deal with Israel that would ensure an Israeli and Syrian parallel withdrawal from 

Lebanon (Baumann, 2016; Salem, 2003). Syria opposed being equated to Israel, however, 

and soon mobilized its local allies to militarily put pressure on Gemayel. Saudi Arabia 

had to balance between its hostile position towards Israel, its effort to contain Syria and 

to preserve an Arab geopolitical balance and the need to intimately coordinate with the 

USA. Under these circumstances, Saudi Arabia engaged in the first mediation mission in 

which Hariri took part. 

The first mediation role for Hariri was during the Chouf War in September 1983 

(Baumann, 2016; Salem, 2003). At the time Hariri had gained a greater political role after 

the Saudi Ambassador was recalled to Riyadh in April of the same year. During this war, 

Hariri worked with Prince Bandar Bin Sultan who was mediating between the USA and 

Syria. The latter worked from Syria since he could not visit Beirut for security reasons, 

while the former operated in Lebanon where he met with several political leaders to 

discuss the ceasefire and the possibility to have a national dialogue. (Baumann, 2016; 

Group of Authors, 2002; Salem, 2003). Bandar and Hariri managed to arrange a ceasefire 

that paved the way for the Geneva national dialogue. Although Hariri played a junior 

mediating role during this period, this was a real upgrade to his Saudi status since he was 

involved in a diplomatic mission for the first time (Baumann, 2016). Nevertheless, his 

major role was in the logistic preparations of the summit. Indeed, he selected the location, 

defining the attendees, preparing the agenda, and helping in moving the delegates to 

Geneva in October 1983 (Salem, 2003). He also attended the conference as advisor to the 
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official Saudi representative Minister Mohamad Ibrahim Massoud (Salman, 1984). His 

dynamism and positive role during this period impressed Gemayel’s foreign minister at 

the time, Elie Salem, who claims to have suggested to Gemayel to appoint Hariri as prime 

minister, but Gemayel refused to entertain this proposition (Salem, 2003).  

3.4.3 The Lausanne National Dialogue 

After the failure to find a solution for the May agreement’s problem in Geneva, Hariri 

engaged with the Americans and the Saudis to broker a security arrangement for Beirut 

(Salem, 2003). Those efforts faced a blow on 6 February 1984 when PSP and Amal 

militias attacked the Lebanese Army forces and took control of West Beirut. The next 

day, the US marines’ forces departed from Lebanon. This was the start of a new episode 

in which the USA retreated from the political scene in Lebanon and the Syrian regime 

consolidated its position as main external player. 

In this new context, Hariri engaged with a new Saudi attempt to draft a ceasefire. Indeed, 

on the 8 February he met Salem in his private jet in Larnaca where they agreed on an eight 

points agreement that included abolishing the May agreement, a ceasefire, and a list of 

political reforms (Salem, 2003). Hariri then visited Beirut where he met the Muslim 

political leaders to present the agreement to them and to convince them to adopt it. Later 

in February, Hariri and Prince Faisal worked between Syria and Lebanon to get the Syrian 

regime onboard the agreement. Hariri carried a paper at the time from Faisal, stating that 

he was allowed to negotiate few points of the agreement (Salem, 2003). The Syrians were 

still reluctant, and Crown Prince Abdallah had to visit Damascus on 24 February to 

convince Asad to accept the deal. In March 1984, the second round of the Lebanese 

national dialogue was held in Lausanne. Hariri was also present but this time with an 

additional diplomatic role. Indeed, in the words of Salman, “the official Saudi envoy was 

calm and rarely active, unlike Hariri who was active. Despite his shallow knowledge of 

Lebanese politics, he had developed a lot of connections, he was accepted by everyone 

and had now a lot of information. He did not like doctrinal positions and always looked 

for settlements” (Salman, 1984:77-78). In fact, Baumann argues that the main outcome of 

the Lausanne conference was the de facto acceptance, of all parties, of the advanced 
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Syrian position in Lebanon and the official deep involvement of Hariri in the diplomacy 

efforts of the Lebanese civil war (Baumann, 2016). 

3.4.4 The Tripartite Agreement 

Gemayel’s defeat in 1984 after he was forced to abolish the May agreement was a defeat 

to American and Saudi foreign policy. The former retreated from Lebanon, while the latter 

accepted the Syrian predominance in Lebanon and started a shift towards Damascus, 

carried by Hariri. Those events coincided with the escalation of the Iran-Iraq war. Hence, 

the senior Saudi Princes including Prince Faisal shifted their interest to it, which granted 

Hariri a greater role in Lebanon (Baumann, 2016). This was further enforced by the 

closure of the Saudi Embassy in January 1984 following attacks by some Shia extremists 

(Abed, 2001). During this period, Hariri spent most of his time in Damascus where he 

developed a close relation with the Syrian leadership, mainly Vice President Abdel Halim 

Khaddam (Baumann, 2016). 

The next attempt to end the civil war was via the Tripartite agreement. Despite the Syrian 

lead, Hariri was one of the godfathers of this agreement (Group of Authors, 2002). In fact, 

he was the one who approached Hobeika, one of the main leaders of the Lebanese Forces. 

In Hariri’s words to Ghassan Charbel, he was the one who initiated communication with 

Hobeika and suggested to meet outside Lebanon. The latter visited Hariri in Paris where 

he stayed at his place for four days during which they discussed how to end the protracted 

civil war. The main questions were regarding what the Lebanese Forces wanted and if it 

was in the party’s benefit to remain in a state of war with Syria. This meeting led to 

Hobeika accepting to send letters to the Syrian leadership expressing his ideas about a 

potential agreement (Charbel, 2008). Whether Hariri was able to convince Hobeika or just 

bought his acceptance remains unclear (Baumann, 2016). Nevertheless, Hariri’s use of 

Saudi money to pay militia leaders to align them with his agenda remained in the 

background of all the mediations in which he was engaged (Baumann, 2016; Bou Habib, 

1999; Salman, 1984). If this was true, it would have demonstrated the businesslike 

approach Hariri adopted, one in which every political mission was considered a project 

that he needed to fulfill regardless of the cost. 
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3.4.5 Before and During The Taif Agreement 

After the failure of the Tripartite agreement, the relation between Syria and the USA 

started to improve. The former sensed the decline of its Soviet ally, while the latter turned 

back to Lebanon, mainly due to the Hezbollah Shia threat to Israel. Hence, the Americans 

were ready to accept Syria’s interest in Lebanon in return of regulating and containing the 

Shia threat (Kerr, 2006). In parallel, Hariri engaged in additional diplomatic efforts to stop 

the war. He first tried to alter the Tripartite agreement to make it acceptable to the 

Christians. For this end, he contacted Salem in February 1986 and met with him in Paris. 

He wanted to restore Gemayel’s relation with Assad as an entry point to any solution, but 

he did not succeed (Salem, 2003). This led to a deterioration of his relationship with 

Gemayel specially after the latter shifted to another mediator, Mahdi Al Tajer, to fix his 

relationship with Assad. The former believed that Hariri was lobbying with the Americans 

to push for his resignation (Group of Authors, 2002; Sinno, 2015). Despite the Saudi 

discontent with Gemayel’s attempt to substitute their mediation, they resumed their 

mediating role after Karameh’s resignation. Hence, Salem and Hariri met in the latter’s 

private jet on 10 June 1987, and a written draft agreement was prepared. Hariri was 

supposed to deliver it to Assad on June 13th, 1987 (Salem, 2003; Sinno, 2015). However, 

Hariri’s meetings with Khaddam and then Assad were inconclusive. The Syrians had 

escalated their position and had two prerequisites for any future negotiation with 

Gemayel: Revealing who killed Karameh who was assassinated on 1 June 1987, and 

dismantling what they considered to be Israeli forces, namely the Lebanese Forces (Sinno, 

2015). 

This seemed to have closed the door for any breakthrough while Gemayel was still in 

office. Nevertheless, Hariri maintained his efforts and started working with his team on a 

comprehensive solution to the Lebanese war. Indeed, on 11 November 1987, during the 

Amman Arab Summit, Hariri presented to Gemayel a copy of his proposals. He also 

presented a copy to the American administration via the United States Assistant Secretary 

of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs Ambassador Richard Murphy and 

informed him that he had presented a copy to the Syrian leadership (Abed, 2001). At first, 

Gemayel refused to address Hariri’s proposal. He thought it was a personal one and hence 
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lacked regional support for implementation (Bou Habib, 1999). However, on 22 

December 1987, Murphy officially requested from Gemayel to reply in written to Hariri’s 

proposal (Salem, 2003). This was the first time the Americans conveyed projects that were 

prepared by individuals (Bou Habib, 1999). This signaled the return of US interests in 

finding a solution to the Lebanese war, and the initiation of a new phase of American, 

Syrian, and Lebanese communication to negotiate Hariri’s paper. This mission was 

further pursued by the United States Ambassador to Iraq April Glaspie, but once again, 

no agreement was reached. The Syrian regime accused Gemayel of prioritizing 

calculations pertaining his domestic rivalry with the Lebanese Forces(Bou Habib, 1999). 

Consequently, Washington and Damascus agreed to postpone their negotiations until a 

new president was elected (Salem, 2003). 

The variety of initiatives in which Hariri was involved during this period showed that 

Hariri enjoyed great freedom to operate, suggest new ideas and negotiate. His close 

relation with King Fahd granted the ability to do this, to the point that it was not clear for 

some parties whether the ideas he brought were his or those of Saudi Arabia (Salem, 

2003). For instance, even when the Arab troika was formed without Saudi Arabia’s 

membership and although Prince Faisal had requested Hariri to freeze his efforts, the latter 

still visited Washington three times and met Patriarch Sfeir in Rome to discuss the idea 

of having a new round of national dialogue somewhere outside Lebanon (Bou Habib, 

1999). 

The most important role for Hariri was yet to come, and that was in Taif. In Ibrahimi’s 

words, “Hariri was the godfather of the Lebanese Case for the Saudis. During the Taif 

preparation he did not have any official role, it was Prince Faisal who was officially 

handling this issue. But I was noticing Hariri’s presence and his role. Prince Faisal was 

always communicating with him. In Taif, he had his suit just like us. He even drafted with 

his team the paper that was handed to the MPs in Taif” (Abed, 2001:187-188). Moreover, 

once the place and date of the summit was determined by the Arab troika, Hariri was the 

one to call the MPs to invite them to the city of Taif (Sinno, 2015). This showcased the 

weight that Hariri enjoyed in the ongoing political negotiations. Hence, for instance, 

although the name of the future president of the republic was not discussed in Taif, all 
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those who considered themselves as potential candidates made sure to always be around 

Hariri, trying to gain his support (Mansour, 1993). Pakradouni also suggests that Hariri 

was the force behind Taif, working on every detail to make this accord success 

(Pakradouni, 1991). For example, when the negotiations stalled upon the negotiation of 

the number of seats in the prospective Parliament, Hariri and Faisal flew to Damascus for 

a couple days to discuss and solve this issue. He even flew the MPs back to Lebanon, 

using his personal jet once the accord was announced (Mansour, 1993). 

3.5 Conclusion 

This chapter examined the period between 1982 and 1989 of the Lebanese civil war 

focusing on three main aspects: The context of the main agreements to resolve it; the 

evolution of the terms of these agreements; and the role that Hariri played in this course 

of events. A number of important conclusions emerge from this examination. First, that 

all the attempts to end the civil war prior to the Taif agreement masked a will by one party 

or another to impose its terms over the other and hence, lacked at least the support of one 

regional or international player. The Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues took place 

in the context of Syrian efforts to counter the American sponsored May agreement. And 

the Tripartite agreement demonstrated a Syrian bid to exclude the US and some of the 

domestic actors like Gemayel, Geagea and the traditional elites. This led to the failure of 

those initiatives. Only when the interests of the external players converged was a deal 

reached and imposed on the Lebanese. 

Second, the points of contention among the Lebanese political elite were the same 

throughout the war. They reflected the demands of the Muslim camp to reduce the power 

of the Maronite president and to increase those of the Sunni prime minister, the council 

of ministers, and the speaker of Parliament. Nevertheless, the terms that were introduced 

in each agreement or paper regarding these points reflected the domestic and external 

balance of power that governed those agreements. Hence, the Geneva/Lausanne paper 

was moderate in its approach to reduce the president’s power while the Tripartite 

agreement was more aggressive in this regard. The Taif agreement’s terms were somehow 

a median between the previous drafts, but they nevertheless reflected the ‘victory’ of the 
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Muslim camp who managed to secure most of its demands, a reflection of the balance of 

power in Lebanon at the time. 

Third, Saudi Arabia was the main mediator during the Lebanese war building on its 

position as the only Arab country that can balance against Syria and as a key American 

ally. Within the Saudi diplomatic team, Rafik Hariri managed to expand his role from a 

junior mediator in 1983 to a mediator with the capacity to propose and negotiate a 

comprehensive political proposal to end the war. He did so by building on his close 

relations with the Saudi leaders, his ability to communicate with all Lebanese parties and 

his businesslike approach to all issues which allowed him to use a wide range of means 

to convince his interlocutors, negotiate, and seal agreements. The next chapter unpacks 

the political philosophy that Hariri brought to Taif. This will be done by analyzing the 

paper he drafted and comparing it to the Tripartite agreement and the final text of the Taif 

agreement. This will help reveal the extent of his contributions to the negotiations leading 

to Taif via interviews with some of those who participated in the deliberations leading to 

this summit. 
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Chapter Four 

 

Rafik Hariri’s Political Philosophy Between 1982 and 

1989 

4.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter tackled four of the main attempts carried to end the Lebanese civil 

war, namely the Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues, the Tripartite agreement, and 

the Taif agreement. The evolution of the terms of those agreements was traced and linked 

to the political context that governed each phase. The chapter ended by describing the 

progress of Rafik Hariri’s role during this period from a junior mediator in 1983 to a 

political influencer with a role in proposing, negotiating, and drafting political solutions 

for the Lebanese conflict. This chapter aims to unpack Hariri’s political philosophy during 

this period by linking the details of his role to his personal, political, and ideological 

background. It is divided in two sections. The first is based on a series of interviews I 

conducted with politicians, journalists and some of Hariri’s close friends who 

accompanied him during his early political life. The first part of this section addresses 

Hariri’s personal and political background, including his move to Saudi Arabia and the 

special relation he created with the Saudi leadership, one that allowed him to expand his 

financial capabilities and boosted his political stance domestically, regionally, and 

internationally. The second part links the political role that Hariri played during this 

period and his relationship with the different Lebanese leaders, to his ideology and 

background. The third part advances Hariri’s philosophy in finding the solution to the 

Lebanese problems. The second section of this chapter addresses Hariri’s most 

comprehensive project to end the civil war. In fact, multiple draft agreements were 

prepared throughout the war. Hariri contributed to many of those drafts. However, the 

paper he submitted in November 1987 to President Gemayel, which we refer to hereafter 

as the Hariri paper (Abed, 2001:321-322), was the only paper completely produced by 
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Hariri and his personal team. Hence, to unpack Hariri’s genuine contribution via his paper, 

the second section of this chapter compares it to the Tripartite agreement. The choice of 

this agreement as a reference for the comparison is because the Tripartite agreement was 

the most comprehensive agreement drafted prior to the Taif agreement and the only one 

that was signed and approved by many but not all domestic actors under Syria’s auspices 

before it was later struck down. Moreover, since it was domestically opposed by most 

Christian leaders, any new proposal had to consider the concerns that those leaders had. 

Therefore, comparing the Hariri paper to the Tripartite agreement enables us to highlight 

the compromises Hariri introduced. The chapter ends by comparing Hariri’s paper to the 

final text of the Taif agreement. 

4.2 Hariri’s Background and Ideology 

This part is not intended to provide a biography of the late Prime Minister Hariri. 

Nevertheless, it is important to set the highlights of Hariri’s personal traits and his early 

life and their implication on his views of Lebanon, Arabism, sectarianism, and 

consociation.  

4.2.1 Hariri’s Early Life 

Hariri was born in 1944 in Saida to a family of modest financial means and political 

pedigree. Baumann rightly notes that “people like Hariri were not destined for high 

political office” (Baumann, 2016:17). However, the limited financial capability was a 

trigger for Hariri to always look for opportunities to secure additional income. In fact, 

Abdullatif Chammaa1, one of Hariri’s oldest and closest friends, tells that when they were 

still at school, Hariri constantly made sure to have side jobs. For instance, Hariri used to 

help a retired schoolteacher in the afternoon and during the weekends managing a small 

mini-market the latter owned. He also managed to find jobs when they traveled to Egypt 

for one school year. Hariri’s eagerness to secure additional income emerged from his 

financial need, but also reflected his keenness to always engage in productive work. 

 
1 Abdullatif Chammaa was one of Hariri’s closest friends since they were neighbors in Saida, Hariri’s 

hometown. They also went to the same school. When Hariri entered the business and then political field 

Chammaa was his personal secretary. He accompanied Hariri throughout his mediation mission in Lebanon. 

Beirut, (18/Feb/2021). 
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Indeed, Chammaa notes that Hariri had always been known by his colleagues and friends 

for his continuous activity and the limited time he needed to rest (Chammaa, 2021). This 

dynamism marked his later political role and mode of action. In fact, Marwan Hamade2 

recounts that Hariri did not allow his aids or interlocutors to rest until he accomplished 

what he wanted (Hamade, 2021). This dynamism seems to have marked Hariri’s 

mediation role also. In reality, Abbas Halabi3 mentions that when he was in Taif for the 

summit, he noticed a man in continuous movement between MPs, trying to mediate, 

discuss and propose solutions; he later learned that this was Rafik Hariri (Halabi, 2021).  

4.2.2 Hariri’s Political Background 

Although Hariri was not from a political family in the traditional Lebanese way, his 

political engagement dated back to his early school years as he was an “activist in the 

Nasserite Arab Nationalist Movement (ANM)” (Baumann, 2016:21). Moreover, Hamade 

and Chammaa contend that Hariri was not a regular activist. In reality, the former claims 

that Hariri, who had “large shoulders”, used to carry his colleagues during protests 

(Hamade, 2021). Hamade’s metaphoric assertion is backed by Chammaa who tells that 

during this time, Hariri was continuously engaged with his colleagues and superiors. 

Furthermore, looking for additional responsibilities, Hariri volunteered to be the link 

between the Lebanese branch of the movement and the Syrian branch. In fact, Chammaa 

claims that one of Hariri’s most important characteristics was his ability to interact with 

people and to gain their confidence and friendship, only after brief encounters (Chammaa, 

2021). This early experience within the Nasserite Arab Nationalist Movement shaped his 

 
2 Marwan Hamade is Lebanese journalist and politician. He was an economic and political editor for An 

Nahar newspaper between 1964 and 1975. He was appointed as tourism prime minister in 1982. Hamade 

was part of the Progressive Socialist Party initially led by Kamal Jumblatt and later by his son Walid 

Jumblatt. He was among the closest allies of Hariri within the Progressive Socialist Party. He participated 

in the Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues and the Tripartite agreement. Beirut, (3/Feb/2021). 
3 Abbas Halabi is a former judge. He is an activist within the Druze community. He headed in 1970 Rabitat 

Al Amal Al Ejtimai which was a cultural group for Druze in Beirut. In 1979 he cofounded Al Majles Al 

Durzi Lel Bouhous wal Inmaa which is a study body formed to support Walid Jumblatt. He was also a 

member of Likaa Beiteddine which was a collective political leadership for Druze in 1988. He participated 

in the Taif summit within the delegation of Member of the Parliament late Toufic Assaf who happened to 

be his father-in-law. Beirut, (18/Jan/2021). 
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political ideology in terms of subscription to Arab nationalism and rejection of divisions 

along sectarian lines (Chammaa, 2021).  

4.2.3 Hariri’s Saudi Status 

In 1964, Hariri moved to Saudi Arabia and after a short teaching and then accounting 

work experience, he moved to contracting. His breakthrough came when he partnered 

with a Saudi engineer called Nasir al-Rashid (Baumann, 2016). The latter was from a tribe 

that was not initially on good terms with the Saudi royal family. But when the relation 

between the two tribes was resolved, King Khaled recompensed al-Rashid with a series 

of contracts, including building the Masara Hotel in Taif (Chammaa, 2021). This project 

was very critical since it needed to be completed within a short period of time (Baumann, 

2016). Hariri’s businessman instinct identified in this project a great opportunity. Hence, 

disregarding the cost and the profit margin, he traveled to France and procured Oger, the 

French constructing company, and used airplanes to move equipment and staff, and ended 

up finishing the hotel on time (Chammaa, 2021). This achievement impressed crown 

prince Fahd (Baumann, 2016). Building on this achievement and on his ability to gain 

quick friendship and trust, Hariri moved close to prince Fahd who granted him lucrative 

contracts and a Saudi passport (Baumann, 2016; Chammaa, 2021). Hariri cultivated this 

close relation with the Saudi royal family on two levels. First, it boosted his financial 

capabilities and hence influence. And second, it paved the way for his later political 

involvement as Saudi envoy.  

Hariri’s engagement in Lebanon started in the late 1970’s via humanitarian work focused 

in Saida. But the first political-like humanitarian work was when he received the King’s 

green light to engage in the cleaning of Beirut after the Israeli invasion in 1982 (Hamade, 

2021). During this first large-scale experience in Lebanon, Hariri sensed the political and 

military influence that Syria had. Therefore, he advised King Fahd to open up to Syria, or 

at least this is what Chammaa suggests (Chammaa, 2021). Hariri’s aspiration to contribute 

to the peace process in Lebanon coincided with King Fahd’s own desire to expand the 

Kingdom’s foreign policy engagement on the international and Arab levels (Chammaa, 

2021; Halabi, 2021). Indeed, Chammaa claims that during this period, Hariri had already 
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started to play a role in Saudi foreign policy. In fact, King Fahd tried to benefit from 

Hariri’s close relation with some of the French leaders, which he had developed during 

the Oger procurement process. Hariri used this relation to set up meetings with other 

European leaders, whom he met as a Saudi envoy (Chammaa, 2021). 

On the regional level, King Fahd wanted a regional role for Saudi Arabia, and Lebanon 

was an appealing entry point since it already had attracted multiple regional and 

international players like Syria, Israel, Algeria, Iraq, USA, and USSR (Halabi, 2021). The 

convergence of King Fahd and Hariri’s plans resulted in Hariri being assigned to his first 

official mission, carrying his Saudi diplomatic passport, first to Syria, in a delegation 

headed by Prince Bandar Bin Sultan and then to Lebanon (Chammaa, 2021; Hamade, 

2021). During this first stage he worked according to the Saudi agenda and alongside 

Prince Bandar Bin Sultan (Sabeh, 2021). Nevertheless, he had a margin to take initiatives 

(Halabi, 2021; Sabeh, 2021). In fact, Hamade argues that the uniqueness of Hariri was his 

ability to gain the trust of the Saudi leadership and other Arab leaders. Hence, the majority 

of the ideas and initiatives regarding Lebanon and Syria were his own (Hamade, 2021), 

which enriched the Saudi role and gave it a Lebanese dimension (Sabeh, 2021). 

Nevertheless, he always coordinated all his moves, plans, and projects with the Saudi 

King (Chammaa, 2021). 

4.3 Implications of Hariri’s Background and Ideology on his Mission 

in Lebanon 

The previous chapter tackled the details of Hariri’s role and its evolution between 1982 

and 1989. Hence, this part does not aim to redraw this evolution. Nevertheless, by 

shedding light over some aspects of this role and linking it to Hariri’s ideology and 

background, this part provides a clearer picture of Hariri’s political philosophy during this 

period.  

4.3.1 Hariri’s Political Role 

Hariri’s first known engagement in Lebanon was via two projects: The establishment of 

a university hospital complex in Kfar Falous, under the supervision of the Saint Joseph 

University, and the restoration of Saida’s infrastructure destroyed during the Israeli 
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invasion (Sabeh, 2021). His first political-like project was the cleanup of Beirut following 

the Israeli invasion in 1982. Nevertheless, Hamade argues that he was politically involved 

before that. In fact, Hamade contends that during the Israeli invasion and the siege of 

Beirut, Hariri was actively raising money, lobbying, and sending food supplies to the port 

of Saida. Those supplies were later transported to Beirut after difficult negotiations with 

the Israeli forces via the USA and the United Nation. Hamade also recalls that Hariri 

intervened at the time with King Fahd to solicit American intervention with Israeli forces 

to restore electricity and water to Beirut (Hamade, 2021).  

However, Hariri’s political role officially started when he visited Syria with Prince Bandar 

Bin Sultan. Later on, Bandar continued to visit Syria, while Hariri worked between 

Damascus and Beirut, where he used to land his private airplane at Beirut’s closed airport 

(Sabeh, 2021). His mission at the time was to mediate among the Lebanese leaders to 

reach a ceasefire each time the military situation escalated (Hamade, 2021). His first major 

assignment was to prepare for the Geneva national dialogue. Besides the logistic 

preparation, Hariri visited Beirut, Riyadh, Damascus, Moscow, London, Paris, and 

Washington to prepare for this summit. He later attended the meetings as a member of the 

Saudi delegation. However, due to his dynamism and bold character, he immediately 

stepped up as the most influential member of the Saudi delegation (Hamade, 2021; 

Salman, 1984). Until then, Hariri’s work was of humanitarian, developmental and 

nationalist nature: he was preoccupied by arranging ceasefires and remedying the 

disastrous results of the Israeli invasion. However, in the context of the Geneva national 

dialogue, Hariri engaged in the first political activity that seemed to favor a group over 

another. In fact, Bassem Sabeh4 claims that at the time, it was often reported that Hariri 

coordinated with Berri and Jumblatt and even funded the efforts to abolish the 17 May 

agreement (Sabeh, 2021). This claim is endorsed by Hamade and Georges Bkassini5 

(Bkassini, 2021; Hamade, 2021). This biased position by a neutral mediator was due to 

 
4 Bassem Sabeh is a Lebanese journalist and politician. He worked as a secretary in the Lebanese Press 

Syndicate between 1979 and 1996. He was appointed as Secretary General of the Union of Arab Journalists 

in 1983 and remained in office until 1996. He was elected to the Lebanese parliament in 1992. He served 

as Minister of Information between 1996 and 1998. Sabeh was among the advisory team of Hariri. Beirut, 

(13/Feb/2021). 
5 Georges Bkassini is a Lebanese journalist. He was among the journalist who covered the Taif summit. 

Beirut, (6/Jan/2021). 
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two reasons. First, politically, King Fahd and Hariri knew that Syrian approval was 

needed for any solution or agreement in Lebanon. Syria was firmly opposed to the 17 May 

agreement for strategic reasons, and hence, from realpolitik perspective, the agreement 

had to be abolished to restore minimum relation between Damascus and Baabda, a 

prerequisite for any advancement toward a solution at the time (Hamade, 2021; Sabeh, 

2021).  And second, Hariri’s Arab nationalist background and ideology implied firm 

opposition to any sort of agreement with Israel, unless it was part of a comprehensive 

Arab approach. 

The failure of the Geneva national dialogue and the subsequent military escalation led to 

another event in which Hariri took actions that could be portrayed as siding with a group 

against another. When President Gemayel refused to abolish the 17 May agreement, and 

after the escalation of the military confrontation in Mount Lebanon, the Lebanese Army, 

supported by the Phalange forces, entered West Beirut, and surrounded the southern 

suburbs of Beirut and part of Mount Lebanon. This meant that the residents of those areas, 

who were of Muslim majority, were under siege. Hence, for humanitarian reasons and to 

avoid the collapse of the Muslim militias, Hariri asked Fadl Chalak, one of his personal 

aids at the time, to open a road that was later called “Dignity Road” to link Aley to the 

southern suburb of Beirut. This road was used to send military and humanitarian supplies 

and played an important role in supporting the besieged Muslim militias (Hamade, 2021). 

Hariri’s position could be justified from three different considerations. First, from a 

humanitarian perspective since the residents of the surrounded areas needed support. 

Second, from a sectarian perspective since Hariri shared the same sectarian identity with 

the majority of those under siege. And third, from nationalist perspective, in the sense of 

supporting the group that wanted to abolish the 17 May agreement. The first proposition 

is plausible since Hariri had previously engaged in such a role via his efforts to deliver 

humanitarian supplies to the residents of Beirut when it was under Israeli siege. The 

second proposition could have also played a role although it contradicts Hariri’s Arab 

nationalism ideology which transcended sectarian identities. And the third proposition is 

also reasonable since it is in line with Hariri’s engagement in in abolishing the 17 May 

agreement. The definite intentions of Hariri are not discerned, nevertheless, Hamade 
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claims that Hariri’s Arab nationalist ideology had always prevailed. Therefore, he was 

aligned with Berri and Jumblatt’s on points related to the relation with Israel, but at the 

same time he kept his efforts to find the right balance to join the opposing groups together.  

Indeed, Hamade contends that Hariri succeeded to join the Lebanese leaders in the cabinet 

headed by late Prime Minister Rachid Karameh, following the Lausanne national dialogue 

(Hamade, 2021). However, the new cabinet failed to fulfill its intended role of brining the 

opposing leaders closer to each other. Hence, Hariri adopted a new approach via the 

Tripartite agreement, which attempted to find a solution among the militia leaders 

(Bkassini, 2021). Chammaa argues that Hariri was among the main actors in the 

preparation of the Tripartite agreement on three levels (Chammaa, 2021). First, he brought 

Hobeika to the agreement which was a necessity since a Christian leader was needed 

(Hamade, 2021). Second, he promoted this new approach among the Arab leaders. And 

third, he financed, personally, and via the Saudi royal family, the preparations for this 

agreement (Chammaa, 2021).  

4.3.2 Hariri’s Political Philosophy in Putting an End to The Lebanese Civil War 

The difficult social and financial condition in which Hariri lived when he was young, in 

addition to his dynamic and bold character, contributed to making him a successful 

businessman once he moved to Saudi Arabia. Building on his success in the world of 

business and the tools and strategies he acquired and developed, Hariri approached his 

political mission using a similar methodology. In this sense, Hariri started by setting his 

goal, which was to end the civil war and to personally have a major role in that. Then, he 

identified the main stakeholders without whom this goal cannot be achieved. Those were 

mainly Saudi Arabia, Syria, and other Arab and international leaders in addition to the 

domestic traditional and militia leaders. He then engaged in negotiations and 

compromises and used all the available financial, intellectual, and personal tools at his 

disposal to achieve his goal. 
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4.3.2.1 The Goal 

Hariri’s evident goal was to put an end to the civil war. However, this goal was an entry 

point for a bigger dream that Hariri carried (Kabbani, 2021). In fact, Khaled Kabbani6 

reports that Hariri believed that Lebanon can be among the most developed countries in 

the world as long as it preserved its uniqueness as a country in which different groups live 

together amicably (Kabbani, 2021). However, this was threatened during the war years 

because many groups and parties promoted the idea that the Lebanese formula of 1943 

was not viable anymore and that a new ruling concept must be found. This meant 

federalism or partition. Hariri was strongly opposed to these ideas. Hence, he focused on 

finding a new balance, that promotes unity, coexistence, equality, and justice (Kabbani, 

2021). Reconstruction and education were among the main pillars of Hariri’s plan for 

Lebanon (Hamade, 2021; Kabbani, 2021). Indeed, he engaged in the early 1980’s in an 

initiative to provide educational support for those who could not afford to, and in efforts 

to reconstruct Saida’s infrastructure that was destroyed by the Israeli attacks. However, 

soon after his initial engagements, he learned that his project cannot succeed without 

political stability. Therefore, he set his goal to find a political solution for the Lebanese 

conflict as an entry point for the project he had (Hamade, 2021). 

4.3.2.2 The Stakeholders 

Hariri’s project to end the civil war and reconstruct what was destroyed required having 

onboard all the influential stakeholders domestically, regionally, and internationally. To 

fulfil that, Hariri employed his personal connections with King Fahd and Jacque Chirac 

and his personal and Saudi financial capabilities. Internationally, Hariri cultivated his 

special relation with Chirac to access other leaders with whom he later developed a close 

relationship (Chammaa, 2021). Although it is not likely that those relationships influenced 

 
6 Khaled Kabbani is a judge and former diplomat. He served in multiple judiciary positions including as 

judge in The State Council between 1975 and 1994. In 1994 he was appointed as member of the 

Constitutional Council until year 2000. He served as advisors of the prime ministers between 1980 and 

1992. He participated in the meetings of the six-parties committee that was responsible to tackle the 

Lebanese conflict in January and February 1989. He participated in the Taif summit within the delegation 

of the speaker of the parliament at the time Hussein Al Husseini. He drafted the constitutional law with an 

official mandate from the prime minister, Salim al-Hoss, according to which the constitution was amended 

to include the political reforms approved in the Taif agreement. Beirut, (2/Mar/2021). 
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decision making in those countries, but at least it kept Hariri aware about any political 

changes occurring on the international level. It also allowed him to use those countries to 

pressure regional and domestic leaders in some cases.  Regionally, Hariri identified Syria 

as the most influential player. Hence, he developed a close relation with the Syrian foreign 

minister and later vice president Abdelhalim Khaddam and with the Syrian army’s chief 

of staff Hikmat al-Shihabi, who linked him to Assad (Chammaa, 2021). But the most 

important task was to develop intimate relations with the various domestic leaders. In fact, 

despite having opposed political and ideological views with some of the Lebanese leaders, 

mainly the Christian ones, Hariri secured access to the majority of those leaders, 

regardless of their ideology, sectarian identity, and nature (traditional or militia leader). 

Hariri’s ability to access those leaders was due to three reasons. First, Hariri’s personality 

and charisma allowed him to develop close relations with the majority of those he met 

(Chammaa, 2021; Halabi, 2021). Second, Hariri’s close relation with the Saudi leadership 

in addition to French support. In fact, during this period, Saudi Arabia was experiencing 

a boom in its financial capability and regional influence. Therefore, all the parties, 

regardless of their political agenda, wanted to keep a good relationship with the Saudi 

leadership which was represented at the time by Hariri (Halabi, 2021; Hamade, 2021). 

Moreover, Hamade argues that Hariri enjoyed French support, specially by Jacques 

Chirac who was Prime Minister at the time (Hamade, 2021). This boosted his position 

towards Christian leaders, who were traditionally connected to France. Third, Hariri’s 

strategic use of money. In reality, Hariri’s personal wealth and access to Saudi money 

allowed him to use this resource to access many domestic and international leaders. In 

fact, Halabi argues that almost all parties received payments from Hariri in one way or 

another (Halabi, 2021). This claim is endorsed by Hamade who claims that Hariri 

regarded money as a tool that he can use to access leaders or to setup the environment for 

a new round of negotiations. Indeed, Hariri, as a businessman, knew that businessmen 

were in many cases doorkeepers for many of the domestic and regional leaders. Hence, 

he employed money in some cases, as a way to gain access to those leaders via other 

businessmen. Hamade also advances another example of Hariri’s use of money. Hamade 

recounts that at the time when regular phone lines were cut, Hariri setup an international 



 

64 
 

phone hub in Lebanon that linked all the leaders to him and between each other. This hub 

was continuously used to negotiate ceasefires (Hamade, 2021). In his turn, Chammaa 

emphasizes that Hariri was determined to end the civil war, and was ready to use all 

available means, within certain boundaries, to do that. Therefore, he was ready to use 

money directly and indirectly, to reach all those who could influence developments in 

Lebanon (Chammaa, 2021). He also retained a special relation with all spiritual leaders 

like Mufti Hassan Khaled, Sheikh Mohamad Mehdi Chamseddine, Patriarch Sfeir and 

even the Pope (Hamade, 2021; Kabbani, 2021). 

4.3.2.3 The Constraints 

Mediators are expected to solve problems. This requires identifying and understanding 

the concerns of each party, regardless of any personal conviction. The contentious topics 

between the Lebanese groups was addressed in the previous chapter. Nevertheless, 

Kabbani reduces them to three issues: First, the identity of Lebanon. Second, the fear 

among Christian about losing their position and existence in a country in which the 

number of Muslims is growing and in a region of Islamic majority. And third, the feeling 

of political, social, and financial injustice among Muslims who wanted additional 

participation in power (Kabbani, 2021).  

Hariri understood those concerns and attempted to find the perfect balance to address both 

sides’ concerns. However, he was not neutral towards all disputed points. In fact, as an 

Arab nationalist, he himself believed, at some point, in the unity between Syria and 

Lebanon (Chammaa, 2021). Hence, he was strongly attached to the Arab identity of 

Lebanon. Moreover, he considered that the existing balance of power between Muslims 

and Christians could not be kept. Nevertheless, Hariri’s position did not emancipate from 

sectarian calculations. In fact, Chammaa emphasizes that Hariri’s Arab Nationalist 

ideology clashed with any form of sectarian identity (Chammaa, 2021). Moreover, 

Kabbani stresses that Hariri’s project transcended sectarian identities. However, this 

project had equality and justice among Lebanese as one of its pillar and required finding 

a new balance of power among the state’s governing institutions (Kabbani, 2021).  
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4.3.2.4 Hariri’s Approach 

Project execution requires, after setting the goal, identifying the stakeholders and their 

preferences, and defining the problems, to develop the plan to address the problems and 

to form the project team. Despite his personal convictions, Hariri, as a businessman, knew 

that compromises are needed in order to satisfy all the stakeholders without whom the 

project cannot be accomplished (Chammaa, 2021). Indeed, Hamade claims that Hariri’s 

most important contribution was his ability to find the perfect balance between Lebanon’s 

Arab identity and its narrower national Lebanese identity. In this sense, Hamade reports 

that Hariri captured what Alfred Naqqache, the former prime minister and president of 

Lebanon during the French mandate, once said: “two negations do not make a nation” 

(No Arab identity and No link to France), and transformed it into a two-affirmation slogan 

“Yes to Arab identity and Yes to Lebanese identity” (Hamade, 2021). Hariri also tried to 

find a balance between Christian traditional fears, and hence reluctance to give up some 

of the president’s powers, and the feeling of injustice among Muslims from other side. 

However, Hariri’s ideas and plans did not come solely from his personal efforts. In fact, 

Hariri knew that any solution must be accepted by all parties and hence, must consider 

their concerns, even if Hariri himself, did not subscribe to them. Therefore, he established 

a diverse team of politicians, journalists, businessmen and thinkers that represented the 

majority of the Lebanese groups to develop those plans (Bkassini, 2021; Chammaa, 2021; 

Hamade, 2021). This team included Samir Franjieh who was close to the National 

Movement, Al Haraka Al Wataniya, Marwan Hamade who was close to Jumblatt, 

Mohamad Youssef Beidoun who was close to Berri, and Zahi Boustany who was close to 

Geagea (Bkassini, 2021). In addition, Hariri had a group of close personal aids who shared 

with him the same ideology. These are: Fouad Siniora, Abdullatif Chammaa and 

Mohamad Kichli. Furthermore, Hariri had another think-tank, formed by his research 

center headed by late ambassador Adel Ismail and his office in Paris that included the 

Lebanese-French lawyer Bassil Yared (Sabeh, 2021).  

To benefit from this diverse team, Hariri used to assign the same work to separate groups. 

Hence, whenever a new negotiation round was being prepared, he used to ask different 

groups of his team to draft a new proposal for the political and constitutional reforms. He 
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then personally gathered them, synthesized them, and produced a consolidated proposal. 

This latter proposal was also subject to another round of proof reading by another group. 

Once a final version was reached, Hariri would engage in a series of visits to local, 

regional, and international leaders in order to promote his new proposal (Chammaa, 

2021). 

4.3.2.5 Critiques of Hariri’s Approach 

Political Ambition 

Hariri’s mediation mission was influenced on some occasions by his Arab nationalist 

ideology as seen earlier in this chapter. However, Hariri’s own political ambition and his 

aspiration to gain a political role within the Lebanese government after the end of the war 

might have also influenced his mediation role. The insinuation is that during the 

negotiations, Hariri might have tried to increase the power of the Prime Minister, since 

this is the position that he could occupy for being a Sunni Muslim. In his interview with 

Ghassan Charbel, Hariri insists that he never had this political goal in mind (Charbel, 

2008). Nevertheless, Hariri’s political ambition in general was not new. Indeed, Sabeh 

and Hamade argue that Hariri’s passion for political work was never hidden (Hamade, 

2021; Sabeh, 2021). In fact, Hariri had his political experience prior to moving to Saudi 

Arabia but Sabeh insists that he initially did not have any plan to return to Lebanon via a 

political role. However, his personality was always bouncing to successful roles. Hence, 

when his financial status and close relation to Saudi King Fahd allowed him to embark on 

a political role, he did not hesitate (Sabeh, 2021). Furthermore, Chammaa contends that 

Hariri was already politically active even before the major financial transformation he 

experienced after moving to Saudi Arabia. Nevertheless, his ambitious character and his 

strive to always have a bigger and more important role triggered his political interest but 

without having a specific role in mind (Chammaa, 2021). From his side, Halabi considers 

that humanitarian work has always some political end or potential political use. Hence, 

Hariri’s political ambitions targeting the Prime Minister’s position naturally, especially 

that at the time Sunni society was lacking leadership. In fact, Halabi contends that until 

1983, the main Sunni leaders were Saeb Salam, Rachid Karameh, Salim Hoss and Chafik 
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Wazzan. However, by the end of the war, Salam had become old and had declared that he 

did not want to be prime minister anymore. Karameh was assassinated and Hoss was more 

a technocrat then a leader. Hence, the Sunni leadership was open for Hariri and it was 

normal to seek it (Halabi, 2021).  

Bou Habib takes what Halabi considers as legitimate ambition to the level of conspiracy 

to occupy the prime minister’s office, however. In fact, Bou Habib claims that Hariri tried 

to promote, in the late 1980’s, a plan to end the war. This plan included the resignation of 

President Gemayel and the election of Johnny Abdo as new president and the appointment 

of Hariri himself as prime minister. And then, the use of money to pay the different parties 

to end the war (Bou Habib, 1999).  Hamade and Chammaa reject Bou Habib’s claim. 

They both insist that it is an unfounded claim that probably came in the context of a 

turbulent phase in the relation between Hariri and Gemayel at the time (Chammaa, 2021; 

Hamade, 2021). Furthermore, Chammaa explains that Hariri’s pragmatic approach does 

not allow him to engage in such unrealistic proposals (Chammaa, 2021). Moreover, Sabeh 

argues that in the 1980’s, Hariri was indeed proposed as Prime Minister (Sabeh, 2021), 

but this proposition came from Gemayel’s team and precisely from Elie Salem as he 

personally reported in his book Al-Khiyarat al-So‘bah (Salem, 2003). This being said, it 

seems probable that Hariri had political ambition at the time he was mediating between 

the Lebanese leaders to end the civil war. However, did this personal ambition influence 

his role as mediator, especially regarding the powers of the prime minister’s position? 

Kabbani, Hamade, Chammaa and Bkassini confirm that Hariri wanted to correct the 

balance of power in the consociational formula that existed in Lebanon and indeed this 

included empowering the prime minister (Bkassini, 2021; Chammaa, 2021; Hamade, 

2021; Kabbani, 2021). However, Kabbani rejects the assertion that the Taif agreement 

took the power from the president of the republic and gave it to the prime minister. He 

rather insists that power was invested in cabinet as an institution in its collective capacity 

in contrast to the personal powers of the presidency (Kabbani, 2021). Kabbani and 

Hamade also add that details did not matter for Hariri because what he wanted was to end 

the war to kick off his project and to emphasize Lebanon’s Arab identity, regardless of 
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the specifics related to the distribution of power, as long as the concerns of the different 

parties were resolved (Hamade, 2021; Kabbani, 2021).   

Consociation and Participation 

Hariri’s project was to rebuild Lebanon once the war ended as he strongly believed that 

Lebanon can be among the most prosperous countries in the world (Kabbani, 2021). 

However, Bkassini and Kabbani contend that Hariri thought that he was the only one 

capable of executing this project given his regional and international relations (Bkassini, 

2021; Kabbani, 2021). Moreover, Hamade suggests that Hariri had initiated projects in 

Saida and Beirut without having an official position. However, once his project became 

for Lebanon and not for a specific city, he knew that he had to occupy the prime minister 

office and that he needed to have enough power to execute his project (Hamade, 2021). 

Hariri’s ambition and belief that he was the only one capable to successfully rebuild 

Lebanon, led to a critique, heard in the political discourse in Lebanon, although not being 

academically documented, that Hariri had and executed his own understanding of 

consociation, participation, and power sharing. This included critiques that Hariri, 

although publicly advocated for equal representation between Muslims and Christians, 

had in mind that he would be the one to nominate part of the Christians in the cabinet and 

other public office positions. Hamade and Kabbani deny any intention for Hariri to 

undermine the representation of any sectarian group. They support their position by 

highlighting the special relation Hariri had with all spiritual leaders, especially Christian 

ones like Patriarch Sfeir (Hamade, 2021; Kabbani, 2021). However, Hamade 

acknowledge that the feeling that the Christians were weak at the time of the negotiation 

of the Taif agreement is correct. This, however, was due to their internal rivalries and 

division, especially after General Aoun’s opposition to Taif, which Hariri was not 

responsible for (Hamade, 2021). This does not mean that Hariri did not have his own 

understanding of consociation and participation, however. 

Hariri differentiated between the strategic topics that require, in his opinion, national 

accord and those related to daily governmental tasks. In other words, for Hariri, issues 

related to Lebanese identity, sectarianism, and strategic political decisions should be 
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indeed discussed and agreed on among the leaders of all sects. However, decisions and 

tasks related to the daily government’s operation, must be taken, as fast as possible, within 

state institutions. In fact, Halabi reports that Hariri believed that everyday matters should 

be settled by majority vote, and that it was illogical to seek the approval of the six main 

sectarian leaders each time a decision needed to be made (Halabi, 2021). Furthermore, 

Halabi and Bkassini assert that Hariri was not satisfied with the bureaucracy of the 

Lebanese system, which constituted another aspect of Lebanese consociation (Bkassini, 

2021; Halabi, 2021). Hamade suggests that it was Hariri who requested that a section be 

included in the Tripartite agreement regarding the organization of the executive branch. 

This Chapter 3.2 of the Tripartite agreement (Abed, 2001:321) stipulated that Cabinet 

consists of its president, a number of ministers of state and ministers who hold portfolios, 

where the minister of states were supposed to represent the 6 main sects (Hamade, 2021). 

Those ministers, headed by the prime minister, would form what the agreement calls the 

ministerial council. Moreover, Chapter 3.3 detailed the responsibilities of this proposed 

council. It included following-up on the objectives of the planned reform in all areas; 

following-up on the implementation of the plan to end the war within the deadlines set for 

it; securing the conditions for the transition to a new constitution; proposing the outlines 

of state policy; and preparing for cabinet’s meeting and plans (Abed, 2001:321-322). The 

ministers of state were supposed to be the sectarian leaders or representatives of them 

while the ministers who have portfolio were supposed to be technocrats. Although this 

proposal was rejected by the majority of the political powers and hence was disregarded 

in later proposals (Hamade, 2021), it showed that Hariri was open to participation in all 

strategic topics while he wanted other tasks to be handled in a professional way with 

minimal intervention from sectarian leaders. This line of thought converges with Hariri’s 

businessman approach: namely, his willingness to discuss, negotiate and compromise on 

the outline of a project, but less open to bureaucratic delays with its implementation. 

4.4 Comparison of The Hariri Paper and The Tripartite Agreement 

The first section of this chapter addressed Hariri’s early life and ideology and how it 

influenced his mediation role in Lebanon. It also detailed some of the critiques of Hariri’s 

work and the potential attempts he made to empower the office of the prime minister in 
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the revised consociational formula that was approved in Taif. To validate the findings of 

the first section, the second section of this chapter studies the main points of the Hariri 

paper by comparing it to the Tripartite agreement. Since this thesis is not a constitutional 

study, the focus is on the same contentious points studied in the comparison carried in 

Chapter 3 between the Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues, the Tripartite agreement, 

and the Taif agreement. The choice of the Tripartite agreement as base for the comparison 

is because it was the most detailed agreement and the closest in time to the Hariri paper 

and the Taif agreement. The clauses of this agreement were finalized after more than 40 

rounds of negotiations in Damascus between representatives of Berri, Jumblatt and 

Hobeika. This agreement was drafted under direct Syrian supervision, reflected in the 

clauses that clearly advanced the Syrian position at the time – as seen in the previous 

chapter. By contrast, the Hariri paper is a paper prepared by Hariri and his team and 

presented to President Gemayel, Syria and the USA by end of 1987. This paper came as 

Hariri’s response to the attempt made by Gemayel and Assad to sideline Khaddam, Hariri 

and Saudi Arabia from their mediation roles and relying instead on Salem and Farouk al-

Sharaa, the Syrian foreign minister at the time (Hamade, 2021; Salem, 2003). Being the 

owner of this paper, it represents Hariri’s political philosophy as embodied in the clauses 

of this paper.  

4.4.1 Conformities and Similarities 

The structure of the Hariri paper is similar to that of the Tripartite agreement. In fact, all 

the points tackled in the Tripartite agreement were addressed in Hariri’s paper although 

the sequence differs in some cases. This is expected for two reasons. First, Hariri was part 

of the Tripartite agreement and second, Hariri’s team contained representative of the 

different parties, including those who drafted the Tripartite agreement. This being said, it 

is noticeable that many sections of the Hariri paper had the same wording of the Tripartite 

agreement. Those are the sections that tackles the role of the army in protecting Lebanon 

from external aggression; Lebanon’s Arab identity; the nature of the political system; 

some of the general guidelines of the new constitution – such as its Arab affiliation, 

equality among the Lebanese, the separation of powers, personal freedom, the economic 

system, the new election law and the creation of a senate; parts of the president’s 
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pejoratives, part of the role of the council of ministers; the creation of an economic and 

social council; and the promotion of education and teaching. In addition to these, 

similarities in ideas but using different language are found in the majority of the clauses. 

These conformities and similarities suggest that Hariri built on the Tripartite agreement 

and probably other draft agreements while preparing his paper. This is expected since 

Hariri did not want to come with a new formula but rather to balance the existing one in 

order to satisfy the majority of the stakeholders, especially those who rejected the 

Tripartite agreement. To achieve that balance, Hariri amended many of the Tripartite 

clauses. The major changes are addressed hereafter. 

4.4.2 Lebanese Identity 

Lebanon’s identity was one of the main disputed points between the Lebanese. 

Nevertheless, the Hariri paper (II - a General principle – Lebanon’s identity) (Abed, 

2001:345) and the tripartite agreement (Chapter 1 – Lebanon’s identity) (Abed, 2001:314) 

converged on the theme of Lebanese Arab identity and affiliation. The only difference is 

that the former added to it that Lebanon is also member of the Non-Alignment Movement.  

4.4.3 Relations with Syria 

Despite the contentious Syrian role, the special position of Syria was accepted as a fact 

by the majority of elites. Hence, the Tripartite agreement reserved a separate section for 

it and so did the Hariri paper. Given the context of the agreement, it was to be expected 

that it gave a privileged position to Syria’s role in postwar Lebanon. Indeed, the Tripartite 

agreement’s introduction stressed the need to restore peace and unity in Lebanon via a 

just and balanced political system, liberate it from Israeli occupation, and defined the 

special relation with Syria as a prerequisite for that. It also considered this special relation 

as the entry point for Lebanon’s Arab affiliation (Abed, 2001:314). This last idea was 

repeated and developed in chapter 4 of the agreement by reiterating that “the most 

prominent expression of Lebanon’s Arabism is its special relationship with Syria” and 

that “the relationship should be based on strategic integration” (Abed, 2001:329). It also 

stipulated the necessity to enforce this relation via bilateral agreements to “prevent the 

mood of any political team from tampering with them and playing with these constants, 
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so that relations do not remain at the mercy of whims and interests, as well as regional 

and international influences” (Abed, 2001:329). 

Despite Hariri’s Arab nationalist ideology and personal aspirations for unity between 

Syria and Lebanon (Chammaa, 2021), he knew that to end the civil war, the Arab identity 

of Lebanon should not be regarded as a threat to any Lebanese group. More precisely, 

Hariri was aware of the sensitivity that a large segment of Lebanese society, namely a 

majority of its Christians, had towards the Syrian influence in Lebanon. Therefore, Hariri 

tried to balance relations between Lebanon and Syria and situate it within an Arab 

belonging of Lebanon. In fact, in the introduction of his paper, Hariri stressed that the 

preservation of the uniqueness of Lebanese coexistence is an Arab responsibility and from 

this standpoint comes the need for Syrian help and not vice versa (Abed, 2001:341-342). 

Moreover, in the chapter on relations with Syria, Hariri acknowledged the special role of 

Syria, but removed all statements that subordinate Lebanon to Syria and replaced them 

with clauses that situates the relation as one between equals. For instance, in the field of 

foreign policy, Hariri stressed that Lebanon’s international relations are based on its 

national interest while seeking fraternal relations with all Arab countries, especially Syria 

(Abed, 2001:355). This is in contrast to the Tripartite agreement that situates foreign 

policy as an area of direct coordination with Syria (Abed, 2001:329). In the clause about 

defensive coordination, the Tripartite agreement linked the Syrian army’s presence in 

Lebanon to building the Lebanese army’s combat doctrine as defined by the confrontation 

with Israel and by the regional balance of power (Abed, 2001:329). However, the same 

clause in Hariri’s paper limited the Syrian army’s presence to the Bekaa region for four 

years and insisted that the Lebanese army should be stationed along the Israeli borders 

(Abed, 2001:356). Also, the clause pertaining to security in the Tripartite agreement 

advanced that security threats to Lebanon and Syria are complementary to each other 

which requires security integration between the two countries (Abed, 2001:330). This was 

removed from Hariri’s paper, however. Finally, the Tripartite agreement had also linked 

education in Lebanon to that in Syria (Abed, 2001:330), but this clause was also 

completely removed from Hariri’s paper.  
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4.4.4 Confessionalism 

Representation in public employment, public office and Parliament was among some of 

the contentious points throughout the war. The Tripartite agreement explicitly added a 

clause relating the creation of a modern state to abolishing the sectarian system and 

detailing the steps and timelines to achieve this goal (Chapter 2 – The transition and 

gradualism towards total non-sectarianism) (Abed, 2001:317). Most Christian parties 

opposed this since it threatened their existence in view of demographic realities. By 

contrast, the Hariri paper did not put any timelines for this task. It rather stipulated the 

creation of a national committee headed by the president of the republic that should be 

responsible for taking the appropriate measures in different fields, such as education and 

media, to prepare for abolishing political sectarianism (section II.4) (Abed, 2001:352). 

This change addressed Christian fears in this regard specially that the committee was to 

be headed by the Christian president. 

4.4.5 Decentralization 

During the war, some Christian groups demanded decentralization or some type of 

confederal or federal political system (Salman, 1984), while Muslim elites and parties 

rejected any type of political decentralization. Indeed, the Tripartite agreement explicitly 

introduced a clause stipulating “the absolute adherence to the unity of Lebanon and the 

rejection of partition projects and all forms of differentiation and political decentralization 

proposals such as federalism, cantons, and development and security decentralization” 

(Chapter 1 – Unity of Lebanon) (Abed, 2001:315). However, it endorsed the need for 

administrative decentralization and transfer of large number of administrative tasks to 

local administrative units (Chapter 3 – In administrative decentralization) (Abed, 

2001:325). The Hariri paper insisted on the unity of Lebanon but avoided statements that 

sounded as criticism for plans that previously appealed to federalism. Moreover, the paper 

included a new system of administrative decentralization. In fact, unlike the Tripartite 

agreement, Hariri’s paper did not limit administrative decentralization to delegation of 

tasks to local authorities, but rather asked for a new administrative structure. In this new 

administrative structure Lebanon was to be divided to 11 mixed governorates, each 

headed by a governor. The latter were to be elected along with the members of the 
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governate’s councils and the governor was deemed to be member of the Senate (section 

II.3 In strengthening the administrative authority) (Abed, 2001:351). Hariri’s proposition 

was closer to Christian aspiration for additional local autonomy short of political 

decentralization. Nevertheless, this proposition was dropped later on. 

4.4.6 Presidential Prerogatives 

The most contentious point during negotiations was the disproportionate power of the 

Maronite president compared to the Sunni prime minister. Hence, all proposals included 

reforms of the distribution of power between the president, the prime minister, and the 

council of ministers. Before Taif, the president headed the executive branch and possessed 

substantial executive powers. However, the Hariri paper altered the philosophy of the 

president’s role in the system. In fact, for the first time, the paper described the president 

as responsible for preserving the unity of Lebanon and coexistence among its citizens. 

This marked a major transformation in the president’s role from being the head of the 

executive branch and hence in many cases a party, to being the judge among all groups 

and the one responsible for Lebanon’s unity and hence existence. This new understanding 

of the president’s role reflects Hariri’s philosophy in keeping the uniqueness of Lebanon 

(Kabbani, 2021), one that Taif later adopted (Mansour, 1993). Nevertheless, the Hariri 

paper kept the president as the head of the executive authority, which was disregarded in 

the Tripartite agreement, but emphasized that he exercises it via the council of ministers 

where all groups are represented (section II.1 - a) (Abed, 2001:347).  

4.4.6.1 Appointing The Prime Minister 

The Tripartite agreement suggested that the president names the prime minister after 

binding parliamentary and political consultations (Chapter 3 – In executive power – Fifth 

– a) (Abed, 2001:322). The same was kept in the Hariri paper, but the political 

consultation part was kept only for the first parliamentary elections. After that, only 

parliamentary consultation was to be adopted (section II.1 - a) (Abed, 2001:347). This 

meant that only the official representatives of the people have the right to nominate the 

prime minister without the ambiguity of defining who should be included in the political 

consultation and the contribution of each type of consultation in the nomination. 
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4.4.6.2 Cabinet Formation 

The duty to form cabinet was transferred from the president to the prime minister. The 

coordination between the two differed between the Tripartite agreement and the Hariri 

paper. The Tripartite agreement confined the formation of the cabinet to the prime 

minister only after parliamentary and political consultation. He had to present the 

proposed formation to the president within one month of his appointment or else he will 

be considered relieved of his mission. Once the formation was submitted to the president, 

the latter had two weeks to sign it. If he refrains from doing that, the issue was sent to 

parliament. If the latter endorses the prime minister’s position by a majority of 55 per cent 

of its members, the president was obliged to issue the decree forming cabinet. If not, the 

prime minister was considered relieved of his nomination (Chapter 3 – In executive power 

– Fifth) (Abed, 2001:322-323). By contrast, the Hariri paper removed all time limits on 

the president and on the prime minister. Although it kept the formation of cabinet within 

the prime minister’s mandate, the formation decree had to be issued in agreement with 

the president. The role of parliament in case of disagreement was kept as is but without 

the part considering the prime minister relieved of his nomination in case his selection is 

not supported by parliament, who had to endorse it now by an absolute majority (section 

II.1 - a) (Abed, 2001:347-348).  Hariri’s approach in this regard was more balanced in the 

sense that it brought back the role of the president by explicitly mentioning the need for 

agreement. Moreover, by removing the time limits for both parties, it prioritized the need 

to reach an agreement rather than having a winner and a loser. The position of the prime 

minister was also strengthened because time limits for cabinet formation were dropped 

and considered him relieved of his nomination only when he explicitly did so.  

4.4.6.3 Cabinet Meetings 

As head of the executive authority, the president headed all cabinet meetings and set its 

agenda. However, the transfer of executive power to the council of ministers also 

transferred this right to the head of the council of ministers to the prime minister. Indeed, 

the Tripartite agreement limited the cases in which the president could attend and chair 

cabinet’s meetings without having the right to vote (Chapter 3 – In executive power - First 

- 2 – e - 2) (Abed, 2001:320). This was a restriction on the president’s capability to 
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participate in executive power. The Hariri paper kept the same spirit but expanded the 

cases in which the president was allowed to chair the cabinet’s meeting (section II.1 - a) 

(Abed, 2001:348). Moreover, the Tripartite agreement confined the right to set the agenda 

of cabinet’s meetings to the prime minister without involving the president (Chapter 3 – 

In executive power – Fourth - 1) (Abed, 2001:322). However, the Hariri paper re-

introduced a role for the president by stipulating that the prime minister sets the agenda 

of cabinet meetings in agreement with the president (section II.1 - b) (Abed, 2001:349). 

On another note, the Tripartite agreement restricted the cases in which the president could 

call for extraordinary cabinet sessions to two scenarios: once per month maximum to 

discuss decrees that he returned and in case the country was at grave risk (Chapter 3 – In 

executive power – First - 2 – e – 3 and 4) (Abed, 2001:320). By contrast, the Hariri paper 

gave the right to the president to call the council of ministers into extraordinary session 

whenever he deemed it necessary (section II.1 - a) (Abed, 2001:348). The changes of the 

Hariri paper compared to the Tripartite agreement brought the president back to executive 

power and established the need for agreement between him and the prime minister for the 

proper functioning of the government.  

4.4.6.4 Proposing and Promulgating Decrees and Laws 

Although the president’s power was restricted by his inability to vote in cabinet meetings, 

he reserved an important power via the ability to block draft decrees by refraining from 

signing them. To block this possibility, the Tripartite agreement introduced a 30 days’ 

time limit for the president to sign or return, with justification, any draft decree or law 

approved by the council of ministers. In case the president does not sign or return within 

this time limit, the decree becomes effective. Moreover, even when the president returns 

a decree, if the council of ministers insists on it, the former has to sign the decree. 

Furthermore, the Tripartite agreement stipulated that the same deadlines should be applied 

to the prime minister and the council of ministers (Chapter 3 – In executive power - Fifth 

- 5) (Abed, 2001:323-324). In contrast, the Hariri paper did not include any clause in this 

regard which increased the president’s influence vis-à-vis cabinet. 
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4.4.6.5 Dissolving Parliament 

Another important power that the president had before the Taif agreement was the ability 

to dissolve parliament. The Tripartite agreement transferred this right to the council of 

ministers (Chapter 3 – In executive power - Second – 2 - g) (Abed, 2001:321). The Hariri 

paper adopted the same migration of power (section II.1 – c - 8) (Abed, 2001:350). 

However, the Tripartite agreement and the Hariri paper did not mention the cases in which 

the dissolution of the parliament is taken. Hence, parliament was practically kept under 

influence of another institution. 

4.4.7 Executive Power 

The limitations that were brought to the president’s power embodied a transfer of 

executive power from the president to the council of ministers in its collective capacity. 

The Tripartite agreement stipulated that executive power is deposited in the council of 

ministers (Chapter 3 – In executive power - Second – 2) (Abed, 2001:321). Moreover, the 

agreement introduced a new entity called the ministerial council including the ministers 

of state and headed by the prime minister. This council is responsible for the preparation 

of the work of the cabinet and follow up on the strategies to end the war in addition to 

other administrative roles (Chapter 3 – In executive power - Third) (Abed, 2001:321-322). 

Although this addition came upon Hariri’s request as the first section of this chapter 

showed, this clause was removed from the Hariri paper. Furthermore, Hariri’s paper, 

although placed executive power in the council of ministers, it explicitly included the 

president in the council of ministers (section II.1 - c) (Abed, 2001:349). By doing so, it 

increased the president’s position compared to what the Tripartite agreement did. On 

another note, the Hariri paper stipulated that cabinet is dissolved if the third of its members 

resign (section II.1 - b) (Abed, 2001:349) while in the Tripartite agreement it required the 

resignation of half of its members (Chapter 3 – In executive power – fifth – 4) (Abed, 

2001:323). 

4.4.8 Prime Minister’s Power 

The inferiority and injustice that the Muslims felt before Taif came from the power that 

the president of the republic enjoyed and from the fact that constitutionally the prime 
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minister did not have many powers. Hence, the Tripartite agreement stipulated that the 

prime minister is responsible for overseeing the implementation of the decisions of the 

council of ministers and the ministerial council and to follow the work of ministries and 

departments (Chapter 3 – In executive power – Fourth) (Abed, 2001:322-323). The Hariri 

paper went in the same direction.  

4.4.9 Parliament 

Prior to Taif, the Speaker of Parliament was elected for a one-year tenure, thus leaving 

him under the president’s influence. Therefore, the Tripartite agreement and the Hariri 

paper increased this mandate to two renewable years. Moreover, while they both endorsed 

equal representation between Christians and Muslims, the Tripartite agreement added 

another criterion which is equality between the three most numerous communities 

(Chapter 3 – In legislature – 1) (Abed, 2001:324). This was dropped in the Hariri paper, 

however. On another note, Hariri’s paper introduced for the first time the concept of 

separation between membership of parliament and ministerial positions (Section II.2 – a) 

(Abed, 2001:350-351). Finally, the Tripartite agreement included the need to increase the 

size of Parliament without mentioning a number, while the Hariri paper specified this 

number to be 108, and that MPs would be appointed by cabinet but only after approval of 

parliament (Section II.2 – a) (Abed, 2001:351). This addition balanced the power between 

cabinet and parliament since without it, the former would have great influence over the 

latter since it appointed part of its members. 

4.4.10 Security Institutions 

The Tripartite agreement and the Hariri paper focused on the role of state security 

institutions to preserve security in Lebanon. However, the Hariri paper emphasized more 

the role of the internal security forces and detailed the tasks and requirements to 

strengthen this role (Section I) (Abed, 2001:342-343). In contrast, the Tripartite 

agreement elaborated more the role of the army and the need to rebuild its combat doctrine 

and to keep it away from politics (Chapter 3 – In the military and security field – 1) (Abed, 

2001:327-328). The Hariri paper also revisited the role of the army but focused more on 

balancing its domestic role and migrating it to the internal security forces.  
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4.4.11 Liberation of Lebanon 

The Hariri paper and the Tripartite agreement converged on the need to employ all 

available means to liberate Lebanon’s occupied territories. However, the Tripartite 

agreement explicitly targeted the arrangements that existed between some Lebanese 

groups and Israel (Chapter 1 – Liberation of Lebanon) (Abed, 2001:315). However, the 

Hariri paper disregarded those accusations and focused on the role that the United Nations 

plays in securing the Israeli withdrawal and the imposition of security and stability along 

the borders. Moreover, Hariri’s paper was explicit in the need to deploy the army in the 

area and to prevent the presence of any armed groups (Section I.5) (Abed, 2001:344). 

4.4.12 Nature of The System 

The democratic, parliamentary, and republican nature of the Lebanese system is another 

point of convergence between the Tripartite agreement and the Hariri paper. However, 

the former introduced notions and statements that resemble the Syrian system. For 

instance, it advocated the need to pursue social justice and to consider social solidarity as 

a national obligation (Chapter 2 – 7) (Abed, 2001:317). Furthermore, although it endorsed 

the freedom of the economy and individual initiative, it stated that it should not conflict 

with public order and public interest and that financial, economic, and social reforms 

should lead to social justice (Chapter 3 – In economic reforms and development – 3 and 

4) (Abed, 2001:326). By contrast, the Hariri paper emphasized freedom of education and 

protection of private education (sections II.6 and II.7) (Abed, 2001:353-354). 

4.5 Comparison of The Hariri Paper and The Taif Agreement 

The previous section drew a detailed comparison between the Hariri paper and the 

Tripartite agreement aiming to pinpoint Hariri’s original contribution and to link it to his 

background, ideology, and mediation approach. This, in turn, helps in re-creating Hariri’s 

political philosophy during this period. Hariri’s paper was presented in November 1987 

while the Taif summit was held in September 1989. Drawing a detailed comparison 

between the Hariri paper and the Taif agreement could be informing in terms of 

highlighting the main similarities and differences between what Hariri originally proposed 

and what was ultimately agreed upon in Taif.  
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4.5.1 Lebanese Identity 

Lebanon’s identity was among the main contentious points resolved in all agreements as 

seen earlier by emphasizing Lebanon’s Arab identity and affiliation. The Hariri paper 

added to it membership in the Non-Aligned movement (Section II.A General principle – 

Lebanon’s identity) (Abed, 2001:345). The same was kept in the Taif agreement (Section 

First – 1 – b) (Abed, 2001:370). 

4.5.2 Relations with Syria 

The Hariri paper tried to balance relations with Syria by putting them in the context of the 

Arab belonging of Lebanon. Nevertheless, it stipulated the special relation and detailed 

the areas of collaboration between Lebanon and Syria and situated them within Lebanon’s 

Arab belonging (The draft paper for the special relationship between Lebanon and Syria) 

(Abed, 2001:355-357). The Taif agreement also reserved a section for the special relation 

with Syria within the same spirit of general Arab identity (Fourth: The Lebanese Syrian 

relationship) (Abed, 2001:386). Both agreements also advanced the need for Syrian 

military stationing in the Bekaa region for a limited period of time. The Hariri paper sets 

the initial period at 4 years (Second – Defensively) (Abed, 2001:356) after which this 

presence whould be negotiated, while the Taif agreement reduced this time to 2 years only 

(Second – 4) (Abed, 2001:384).  

4.5.3 Confessionalism 

The Hariri paper and the Taif agreement converged on the need to ensure equality between 

Lebanese in representation in public office by not reserving any post to a specific sect 

except for top level posts that should be divided equally among Christians and Muslims. 

Moreover, both papers addressed the gradual abolishment of political sectarianism since 

this was a major point that many Christians feared. Hence, they both stipulated the need 

to form a committee headed by the President to achieve that. This was detailed in Section 

One – 2 – g of the Taif agreement (Abed, 2001:379) and section II.4 of the Hariri paper 

(Abed, 2001:352).  
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4.5.4 Decentralization 

All papers and draft agreements advanced the need to increase administrative 

decentralization and rejected partition. However, the Hariri paper presented a more 

elaborate version that asked for a new administrative structure in which 11 mixed 

governorates are created. Those governates were to be each headed by a governor who is 

elected along with the members of the governate council (Section II.3 In strengthening 

the administrative authority) (Abed, 2001:351). The Taif agreement did not endorse 

Hariri’s decentralization model but adopted the same spirit in terms of increasing the 

prerogatives of governors and district administrative officers, reconsidering 

administrative division to emphasize national unity, expanding administrative 

decentralization and developing plans to boost the development of all provinces (Section 

Three – a) (Abed, 2001:380).  

4.5.5 Presidential Prerogatives 

The preponderant power of the Maronite president was acknowledged by all papers and 

agreements. The Hariri paper and the Taif agreement addressed this imbalance. The Hariri 

paper introduced a new philosophy to the president’s position by making him responsible 

for preserving the unity of Lebanon and coexistence among its citizens and the head of 

the state instead of being the head of the executive branch only. The Taif agreement 

adopted the same spirit but shied away from naming the president is head of the executive 

branch. 

4.5.5.1 Appointing The Prime Minister 

The Hariri paper suggested that the president names the prime minister after binding 

political and parliamentary consultations. The former type of consultation was to be 

adopted only until the first parliamentary election is held (Section II.1 - a) (Abed, 

2001:347). The Taif agreement dropped the political consultation part and emphasized 

that the president should name the prime minister based on binding parliamentary 

consultation. It also added that the president should consult with the speaker of the 

parliament when nominating the prime minister but about the nomination but that the 

speaker cannot change the outcome (Section One – 2 – b - 6 (Abed, 2001:374)). 
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4.5.5.2 Cabinet Formation 

The Hariri paper limited cabinet formation to the prime minister but in coordination with 

the president. The same spirit was kept in the Taif agreement. And while both papers did 

not put any time constraints on the formation of cabinet, the Hariri paper reserved a role 

for parliament as arbiter in case of disagreement between the president and the prime 

minister (Section II.1 - a) (Abed, 2001:347-348), a proviso that was removed in the Taif 

agreement ( Section One – 2 – c – 2) (Abed, 2001:376). Thus, the changes in the Taif 

agreement emphasized even more than the Hariri document the need for complete 

agreement between the president and the prime minister, otherwise no cabinet could be 

formed. 

4.5.5.3 Cabinet Meetings 

As head of the executive branch the president headed all cabinet meetings. The Hariri 

paper changed this by allowing him to attend in specific cases although the list of such 

cases was extensive compared to previous proposals (Section II.1 - a) (Abed, 2001:348).  

The Taif agreement removed any restriction and granted the president the right to attend 

all cabinet meetings yet without being able to vote (Section One – 2 – b – 1) (Abed, 

2001:373). On another note, the Hariri paper confined the task of setting the agenda of 

those meetings to the prime minister in agreement with the president (Section II.1 - b) 

(Abed, 2001:349). The Taif agreement reserved this right to the prime minister only who 

still have to inform the president about the agenda before the meeting, but it balanced that 

by allowing the president to table emergency issues to cabinet from outside its agenda 

(Section One – 2 – b – 14) (Abed, 2001:376). Finally, the Hariri paper and the Taif 

agreement gave the president the right to call for extraordinary meetings whenever he 

deemed it necessary (section II.1 - a of the Hariri paper) (Abed, 2001:348) and (Section 

One – 2 – b – 15 of the Taif agreement) (Abed, 2001:375). 

4.5.5.4 Proposing and Promulgating Decrees and Laws 

An important power of the president was his ability to block any decree or law by 

refraining from signing it. The agreements before the Hariri paper advanced limits but the 

latter removed all of them. However, the Taif agreement re-introduced them by stating 
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that the president is “entitled to ask the Council of Ministers to reconsider any decision it 

takes within 15 days of the date of submission to the Presidency. Should Cabinet insist on 

the adopted decision or should the grace period pass without issuing or returning the 

decree, the decree of the decision shall be valid de jure and must be published (Section 2 

– b – 3) (Abed, 2001:373). The same spirit is also adopted for laws following grace periods 

specified in the constitution. 

4.5.5.5 Dissolving Parliament 

The president’s ability to influence parliament via his right to dissolve it was revoked in 

the Hariri paper by transferring this right to the council of ministers (Section II.1 – c - 8) 

(Abed, 2001:350). The Taif agreement endorsed this change but added it to it restrictions 

by specifying the cases in which such a decision was allowed (Section One – 2 – d – 5) 

(Abed, 2001:377). 

4.5.6 Executive Power 

The alteration of distribution of power aimed among other things to vest the executive 

power in the council of ministers as a collective body. Hence, the Hariri paper and the 

Taif agreement went in the same direction. However, the main addition in the Taif 

agreement was that it focused on making the council of ministers an independent 

institution with independent headquarters (Section One – 2 – d) (Abed, 2001:377).  

4.5.7 Prime Minister’s Power 

Prior to Taif, the prime minister’s power was not mentioned in the constitution. Hence, 

the Hariri paper introduced a section on that. It stipulated that the prime minister should 

oversee the implementation of the state’s general policy and to follow up the work of 

ministries and institutions and coordinate its work (Section II.1 - b) (Abed, 2001:349). 

The Taif agreement adopted a similar approach but declared him as head of the 

government which he represents and speaks in its name. Nevertheless, it fortified the 

position of each minister as head of a ministry by not allowing the prime minister to hold 

any meetings with governmental entities without the presence of the relevant minister 

(Section One – 2 – c) (Abed, 2001:375). 
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4.5.8 Parliament 

In order to decrease the influence of the president over parliament, the Hariri paper made 

this mandate two renewable years (Section II.2 – a) (Abed, 2001:350-351). It also 

advanced that the number of seats should be increased to 108 equally between Christians 

and Muslims and that the missing MPs should be appointed by cabinet after parliament 

approval (Section II.2 – a) (Abed, 2001:351). The Taif agreement made the mandate of 

the speaker equal to the whole term of parliament with the possibility to withdraw 

confidence after two years. It also increased the number of seats to 108, equally distributed 

between Christians and Muslims and proportionally between confessions and regions. 

However, the Taif agreement limited the appointment of MPs to cabinet (Section One – 

2 – a) (Abed, 2001:372). Hariri’s stipulation for separation between membership of the 

parliament and ministerial office was dropped in Taif.   

In addition to the above points, the Hariri paper and the Taif agreement converged on the 

need to liberate Lebanon for Israeli occupation and the essential role of the UN forces in 

that. In sum, the Taif agreement had the same spirit of the Hariri paper, calibrating the 

balance of power without aggressively attacking any party. The differences compared to 

the Hariri paper are mainly in some details that tackle ruling processes. This is to be 

expected since it was the result of days of deliberation in Taif summit in which the 

majority of the parties participated and since it was drafted by MPs and constitutional 

experts unlike the Hariri paper which was drafted by politicians, journalists, and 

researchers. 

4.6 Conclusion 

The first section of this chapter tackled Hariri’s background and ideology and linked it to 

his approach throughout his mediation mission in Lebanon between 1982 and 1989. First, 

it addressed Hariri’s early life, notably the difficult financial situation he lived in and how 

it impacted his personality and his drive to continuously look for opportunities to improve 

his financial situation. It also focused on his early political experience within the Arab 

Nationalist Movement and the ideology he acquired. Hariri’s bold character and 

dynamism during this period persisted when he moved to Saudi Arabia. Building on his 
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character he seized the opportunity to improve his financial capabilities and to get close 

to the Saudi royal family. Hariri succeeded in cultivating this relationship into additional 

projects and into political roles in Syria and Lebanon. Second, it revealed a direct 

connection between Hariri’s Arab Nationalist ideology and some positions he took in 

support of part of the contending parties, such as abolishing the 17 May agreement. It also 

described Hariri’s political philosophy and the approach he had to his mission in Lebanon. 

Finally, critiques targeting Hariri’s political ambition, potential biases and individualism 

were addressed in this first section. The interviews also revealed that Hariri had his own 

understanding of political participation. He aimed to balance between respect of the right 

of different groups to participate in decision making and allowing the government’s 

institution to perform efficiently. 

The second section of this chapter extrapolated some of the findings of the first section to 

the paper that Hariri presented in November 1987 as a comprehensive solution to the 

Lebanese war. In fact, by comparing the terms of this paper to the Tripartite agreement, 

this section studied how Hariri translated his Arab Nationalist ideology and compromise-

based approach into clauses that tried to balance the aspirations of each group. Indeed, the 

Tripartite agreement was drafted in a way that favored the groups that were allied with 

Syria at the time. It considerably reduced the power of the president of the republic, 

planned for a fast abolishment of political sectarianism and emphasized the special 

relation with Syria. These proposals were rejected by the majority of Christian groups and 

indeed the agreement proved stillborn. Hariri later tried to find a better balance. He built 

on the Tripartite agreement but amended many of the clauses to make them more 

balanced. He reinstated the role of the president in the executive branch by making him 

its head and by giving him the right to attend the cabinet’s meeting on many occasions, 

to call for extraordinary cabinet’s session whenever he wanted, and to participate in 

setting the agenda of cabinet’s meetings. Moreover, the Hariri paper emphasized the spirit 

of agreement between the prime minister and the president in the process of cabinet 

formation. Hariri’s paper also advanced a better balance between the institutions by 

making cabinet accountable to parliament and by advancing the need for parliament’s 

approval on the cabinet’s nomination of MPs. Furthermore, the Hariri paper situated the 
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relation with Syria within Lebanon’s Arab belonging. Finally, it postponed the 

abolishment of political sectarianism until a committee headed by the president prepares 

the ground for this. The spirit of compromise brought by the Hariri paper was kept in the 

agreement reached in Taif. In fact, the balance in power sharing introduced by Hariri’s 

paper was kept in the Taif agreement. The differences were mainly in the wording. 

Nevertheless, the Taif agreement strengthened the position of the prime minister by 

declaring him head of the government. It re-introduced time limits on the president to 

issue and promulgate decrees and laws, only to revoke all time limits and constraints on 

the process of cabinet formation which was kept only between the president and the prime 

minister without any role for parliament. 

In sum, the Hariri paper reflected the businessman approach that Hariri had during this 

period. It adopted compromises on many points to satisfy the different parties. It 

emphasized the balance between the different groups and reflected Hariri’s personal 

attachment to Arabism and the liberal economy. Moreover, it showed that Hariri wanted 

to increase the powers of the prime minister without stripping the presidency of all its 

prerogatives. Hariri thus but gave back many of the powers that were taken from the 

president in the Tripartite agreement. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

Conclusion 

5.1  Recapping The Argument 

This thesis did not aim to reassess the Lebanese experience with consociationalism. 

Instead, it focused on consociational engineering as a main pillar of the maintenance of 

any consociational system. Indeed, multiple attempts were carried to end the conflict via 

a new consociational formula. This study focused on four of those attempts: the Geneva 

and Lausanne national dialogues of 1983 and 1984 respectively, the Tripartite agreement 

in 1987, and finally the Taif agreement in 1989. The available literature covers the impact 

of external powers and domestic leaders on the failure, engineering, and success of 

consociationalism (Di Mauro, 2008; Kerr, 2006; Mühlbacher, 2009; Seaver, 2000), but it 

falls short in addressing the role of individuals in this process. Indeed, Rafik Hariri’s 

involvement in the re-engineering of the Lebanese consociational system between 1982 

and 1989 and the political philosophy he brought to this activity is absent from the 

literature about consociation in Lebanon. Therefore, this thesis fills this void and 

examines the evolution of Hariri’s role during this period and his personal contribution to 

the new ruling formula via a case study design that focused on the case of Rafik Hariri 

between 1982 and 1989. It reconstructed Hariri’s political philosophy to depict his 

personal contribution to the negotiations of the new consociational formula. It also 

mapped the evolution of the terms of the agreement and linked it to the geopolitical 

context and then situated Hariri’s personal input, via the Hariri paper, in this journey. 

Examining the Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues and the Tripartite agreement led 

to three important findings. First, before Taif, the three studied attempts to end the civil 

war entailed an effort by a group to impose its will on the other groups via external 

support. Indeed, prior to the first round of national dialogue in Geneva, the US tried to 
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impose an agreement between Lebanon and Israel which undermined the Syrian position. 

Hence, the Geneva and Lausanne national dialogues were carried in the context of a 

Syrian attempt to counter the American move by insisting on abolishing the May 

agreement before discussing any solution for the Lebanese domestic problem. Moreover, 

the Tripartite agreement advanced a Syrian effort to impose its terms for the solution via 

parts of the militia leaders. Indeed, it excluded the traditional elites like President Gemayel 

and other militia leaders like Geagea. It also ignored American interests in this process. 

The exclusion approach that was adopted in those attempts led to their failure. In contrast, 

the convergence of the will of the external powers in 1989 to reach an agreement paved 

the way for the Taif agreement. 

Second, the contentious points among the different political groups and elites did not vary 

throughout the war. They reflected the same points discussed at the time of the National 

Pact. The topics of contention included Lebanese identity, socio-economic equality and a 

more just distribution of power among the political institutions, especially that the latter 

were earmarked for specific sectarian groups. Indeed, the Muslims demanded to declare 

the Arab belonging and identity of Lebanon and to reduce the influence the Maronite 

president enjoyed over the other institutions by limiting his power and increasing those of 

the Sunni prime minister, the Shia speaker of Parliament and the council of minister in 

which executive power should be vested. All the agreements and papers addressed those 

demands. However, the details and language of the terms that each agreement advanced 

reflected the balance of power between the external and domestic parties concerned. 

Therefore, the Geneva/Lausanne paper moderately approached the prerogatives of the 

president even though it reduced them, while the Tripartite agreement was more 

systematic in transferring much of the president’s power to the council of ministers and 

the prime minister, and limited influence over parliament by extending the mandate of the 

speaker and allocating the right to dissolve parliament to cabinet in its collective capacity. 

Moreover, the Tripartite agreement used aggressive language when addressing topics 

related to relations with Syria and toward Israel, knowing that during the war some 

political parties engaged in relations with the latter. The Taif agreement was negotiated 

when the interest of the external parties converged. It nevertheless reflected the domestic 
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balance of power which had tilted towards the Muslim camp. Hence, the terms covering 

the president’s powers were less aggressive than in the Tripartite agreement even though 

it addressed the majority of Muslims’ demands. 

Third, during this period, Saudi Arabia was a main contributor to mediation efforts. In 

fact, driven by regional calculations to maintain a balanced Arab position, and building 

on its financial capabilities and close relation with USA, Saudi Arabia deployed its 

diplomatic team in Beirut, Damascus, and other influential capitals. Within this team was 

the Saudi/Lebanese businessman Rafik Hariri. Hariri’s role started as junior mediator in 

1983. However, given his close relations with King Fahd and his ability to craft close 

relations with all domestic and regional elites, Hariri was able to fundamentally expand 

his political role. 

Hariri’s mission and proposals did not go without critiques on the ground of preference 

to one group and adoption of terms and understanding that promoted individualism in 

governing. Furthermore, Hariri was accused of being driven by his personal political 

ambitions and hence his attempt to boost the pejoratives of the prime minister. The 

interviews carried for this thesis confirmed that Hariri had a special understanding of how 

power should be allocated among the sectarian groups: he preferred consensus on matters 

pertaining to important and strategic issues but preferred a businesslike approach for 

everyday issues which he thought should be taken on the ground of professional 

assessment and not political calculations.  

Hariri’s most comprehensive contribution to end the Lebanese turmoil was via the Hariri 

paper he presented in November 1987. The analysis of the main terms of this paper in 

comparison to the tripartite agreement showed that those terms reflected Hariri’s Arabist 

ideology and his businesslike approach that advanced compromises to reach consensus. 

Hence, unlike the aggressive language used in the Tripartite agreement, the Hariri paper 

employed soft language in rephrasing many of the terms included in the former paper. In 

addition, the Hariri paper reformulated the terms of the Tripartite agreement that were 

most objectionable to Christian groups, such as abolishing sectarianism, relations with 

Syria and the power of the president. Indeed, Hariri’s paper reinstituted the president’s 
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role in the executive branch by granting him the right to attend cabinet’s meeting in many 

scenarios, to call for exceptional meetings, to participate in setting the agenda of those 

meetings and to agree with the prime minister on the formation of the cabinet. Moreover, 

the Hariri paper situated the relation with Syria within the wide Arab belonging and 

delayed the abolition of political sectarianism. In sum, Hariri’s paper embodied his 

businessman approach via the compromises it adopted and reflected his Arab and liberal 

ideology via the emphasis on personal and economic freedom and the removal of all hints 

to tight state interference in those issues which the Tripartite agreement included. It also 

showed that he knew that the balance of power between the president and the prime 

minister must be corrected. However, he was not willing to undermine the powers of the 

presidency to the extent that was attempted in the Tripartite agreement. The same spirit 

of the Hariri paper was kept in the final draft of the Taif agreement. This suggests that 

Hariri’s approach was endorsed by the Arab committee that prepared for the Taif summit. 

The changes that were introduced did not alter the main traits of the balance that Hariri 

proposed in his paper. 

5.2  Implications of The Study 

The study of consociational engineering in Lebanon between 1982 and 1989, and the 

resilience of the consociational system despite the repetitive problems it faced, bring 

important implications to consociational theory and its execution in Lebanon. Lijphart’s 

theory defined four characteristics for consociationalism to work. These four elements 

were to a large extent respected in Lebanon, nevertheless the system collapsed in 1975. 

Consequently, it does appear that these characteristics although necessary are not 

sufficient to preserve consociational systems. However, Lebanon’s application of 

consociationalism after Taif, precisely between 1992 and 2005, when the major Christian 

leaders and parties were not represented in cabinet or parliament, suggests that those 

characteristics are not also necessary since the grand coalition element was not respected 

during this time. This being said, Lijphart’s theoretical framework seems to be weak in 

terms of the extent to which the four characteristics are actual conditions to classify a 

system as being consociational or not. 
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On another note, this study argued that Lijphart’s favorable variables lacked an important 

factor which is the role of external powers in preserving, maintaining, engineering, or 

undermining consociationalism. In fact, Lebanon’s experience with consociationalism 

suggests that external powers’ influence was essential in determining the failure or 

success of the power sharing system in Lebanon. Indeed, it was the external load on the 

system which translated into support of the different domestic groups that exacerbated the 

internal problems that emerged from the imbalance of the existing power sharing formula 

and the rigidness of the consociational system. Moreover, the external factors influenced 

the time span of the conflict. In fact, throughout the war, external disputes over influence 

in Lebanon hardened the possibility of reaching an agreement to end the civil war. And 

only when external interests converged was a deal sealed in Taif.  

On another hand, the Lebanese experience with consociationalism shows that the role of 

external powers does not end upon reaching an agreement. In reality, as part of the Taif 

agreement, it seemed that an international understanding was made to allocate the mission 

of preserving the Lebanese system to Syria. Hence, the latter was supposed to manage the 

relation among the elites and balance between them to prevent disputes that could threaten 

the system. The need to preserve elite cooperation via Syrian tutelage goes in line with 

Lijphart’s emphasis on the need to have close elite collaboration to reach understandings 

and preserve stability. Nevertheless, the path to reach elite accommodation greatly differs 

between Lijphart’s theory and the practical application in Lebanon. In fact, the former 

advanced a number of favorable variables which aim to set the optimal condition for a 

healthy relationship among leaders. While the latter shows that those variables could be 

disregarded as long as a more powerful force, that of the external powers, is being exerted 

to bring the elites together. 

Despite the apparent importance of external influence to keep the system working, foreign 

interference in domestic issues might be a source for internal disputes. In fact, the Syrian 

role in Lebanon had long been disputed among the Lebanese elites and communities 

especially that a large chunk of the Christian community was not represented during the 

period of Syrian control in Lebanon between 1989 and 2005. The opposition to Syrian 

domination by some of the Christian leaders and groups was expected for two reasons. 
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First, on the ground of sovereignty claims and second, on view of the disapproval of many 

of the Christian parties to the Syrian role in Lebanon in the first place, which was 

expressed during the negotiations throughout the war. However, what seems surprising is 

the turbulent relation that Hariri had with Damascus. In reality, Hariri initially entered to 

the Lebanese political scene as a representative of one of the foreign powers interested in 

Lebanon. Nevertheless, once he joined the club of Lebanese political elites, he seemed to 

disapprove the pressure exerted by Syria over Lebanese leaders. Hariri’s position 

regarding foreign interference in domestic issues is outside the scope of this thesis, 

however, it would be interesting to study this relation and its evolution over time. More 

generally, it would be informing to address the guidelines that should govern the role of 

external powers in preserving the consociational system in Lebanon. External forces were 

needed to preserve stability, but they also fueled hostilities among leaders and communal 

groups. Hence, is foreign interference the only solution to bring leaders together or is it 

one of the sources of discord? And if it is needed what are the rules to be adopted in order 

not to slip into additional conflicts?  

Beside the implications of foreign interference, a persistent topic of contention among 

communal groups in Lebanon has been the balance of power among the different 

institutions which represents the different sectarian groups. This thesis showed that two 

factors dictated the terms of the power sharing formulas. The first one was the prevailing 

balance of power at the time of the agreement, and the second was the spirit of 

compromise to satisfy the majority of the involved parties. However, such approach 

carries a two-folded risk. On the one hand, changes in the domestic balance of power 

might trigger demands to alter the power sharing formula to reflect the new balance. And 

on the other hand, compromises might lead to ruling mechanisms that do not allow 

optimal functioning of the state’s institutions. In the post-Taif era, these potential 

problems were masked by the presence of a foreign protector and hence the system 

seemed to work properly. However, upon the Syrian military withdrawal from Lebanon 

in 2005, problems that were submerged floated to the surface. Indeed, the growing power 

of the Shia groups, mainly represented by Hezbollah, triggered allegations that the latter 

wanted to change the power sharing formula from parity to a triple division of power 
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(muthalatha) between Christians, Sunni, and Shia. Although none of the Shia parties 

explicitly endorsed those demands, this topic became a new topic of contention among 

the Lebanese leaders. Nevertheless, several leaders and parties have publicly called for an 

amendment of the constitution to fix what they regard as defects in the functioning of the 

institutions which often leads to paralysis. For instance, at the time of writing this thesis 

a major topic in Lebanese political discourse pertains to the rules governing cabinet 

formation. The respective role of the president of the republic and the prime minister has 

been disputed and a deadlock seems to have been reached since the constitution is not 

explicit in this regard, or at least there is no consensus on its explanation. In reality, as a 

compromise, the Taif agreement requested an agreement between the president and the 

prime minister to form the cabinet, revoked the arbiter role of parliament and did not put 

any time limits neither on the president nor the prime minister to accomplish this process. 

During the period of Syrian tutelage after Taif this never seemed to be a problem, but after 

2005 the process of cabinet formation became a threat to the complete political system. 

In sum, the Lebanese experience with consociationalism has been informing for theorists 

and political practitioners but has also proved to be a source for disagreement. In fact, 

although consociationalism proved resilient, its sovereign quality is under question, 

especially that it seems it could only function when an external power is involved. 

However, it appears that the stability induced by external interference risks to slip into 

tensions if not carefully exerted. In addition, the quality of the terms of consociational 

agreements looks to be always questioned which opens the door for demands to change 

them. However, such changes require constitutional amendments and alteration of the 

balance of power which is a hard task in view of the immobilism of consociational 

systems. This being said, Lijphart’s claim that consociationalism is the only solution for 

deeply divided societies like Lebanon might be true, but what remains missing is the 

perfect recipe to optimally engineer such a power sharing system. 

  



 

94 
 

Bibliography 

Abed, A. (2001). ( تقاطع تاريخي و مسار غير مكتمل )سلسلة أطروحات دكتوراه -و الطائف  لبنان (1st ed.). 

 .لبنان: مركز دراسات الوحدة المربية

Abul-Husn, L. (1998). The Lebanese conflict: Looking inward. Boulder, Colo: L. 

Rienner.  

Baumann, H. (2016). Citizen Hariri: Lebanon's neoliberal reconstruction. London: C. 

Hurst & Co.  

Bkassini, G. (1993). )اسرار الطائف: من عهد أمين الجميل حتى سقوط الجنرال )مع وثائق ومحاضر (   1ط. 

ed.). دون مكان: دار التعاونية الطباعية.  

Bkassini, G. (2021). Interviewed by Rachid El Hajjar 

Blanford, N. (2006). Killing Mr. Lebanon: The assassination of Rafik Hariri and its 

impact on the middle east. London: I.B. Tauris.  

Bogaards, M. (1998). The favorable factors for consociational democracy: A review. 

European Journal of Political Research, 33(4), 475-496. doi:10.1111/1475-

6765.00392 

Bogaards, M. (2019). Formal and informal consociational institutions: A comparison of 

the national pact and the Taif agreement in Lebanon. Nationalism and Ethnic 

Politics: Power-Sharing After Civil War: 30 Years since Lebanon's Taif Agreement, 

25(1), 27-42. doi:10.1080/13537113.2019.1565176 

Bou Habib, A. (1999). الضوء االصفر: السياسة االميركية تجاه لبنان (  بيروت: شركة .(.ed 4ط 

  .المطبوعات للتوزيع والنشر

Chammaa, A. (2021). Interviewed by Rachid El Hajjar 

Charbel, G. (2008). ط ) لعنة القصر: حوارات مع : الياس الهراوي, نبيه بري, رفيق الحريري, ميشال عون

1 ed.). بيروت: رياض الريس للكتب والنشر.  

Daalder, H. (1974). The consociational democracy theme. World Politics, 26(4), 604-

621. doi:10.2307/2010104 

Dekmejian, R. H. (1978). Consociational democracy in crisis: The case of Lebanon. 

Comparative Politics, 10(2), 251-265. doi:10.2307/421648 

Di Mauro, D. (2008). The consociational democracy at stake: Four approaches to 

explain Lebanon past and present. Acta Politica, 43(4), 453-471. 

doi:10.1057/ap.2008.15 



 

95 
 

El Khazen, F. (1991). The communal pact of national identities: The making and 

politics of the 1943 national pact. Oxford: Centre for Lebanese Studies.  

El Khazen, F. (2000). The breakdown of the state in Lebanon, 1967-1976. Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press.  

Fakhoury, T. (2014). Debating Lebanon’s power-sharing model: An opportunity or an 

impasse for democratization studies in the middle east? Arab Studies Journal, 

22(1), 230-255.  

Farchakh, G., & Chalak, A. F. A. (2006). الفضل شلق: تجربتي مع الحريري ( بيروت:  .(.ed  1ط 

  .الدار العربية للعلوم ناشرون

Group of Authors. (2002).   العالقات السعودية اللبنانية في عهد خادم الحرمين الشريفين الملك فهد بن عبد
العزيز آل سعود: بحوث و دراسات ألقيت في الندوة التي عقدتها دارة الملك عبدالعزيز بالتعاون مع الجامعة 

م2002أيار )مايو(  30-29الموافق -هـ 1423ربيع األول  18 -17اللبنانية، بيروت  الرياض: دارة الملك  .

  .عبد العزيز

Halabi, A. (2021). Interviewed by Rachid El Hajjar 

Hamade, M. (2021). Interviewed by Rachid El Hajjar 

Harris, W. W. (2014). Lebanon: A history, 600-2011. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Hartzell, C. A., & Hoddie, M. (2014). The art of the possible: Power sharing and Post—

Civil war democracy. World Politics, 67(1), 37-71. 

doi:10.1017/S0043887114000306 

Horn, S. N. K. (2008). Lebanese consociation - assessing accountability and 

representativeness.  

Hudson, M. (1976). The Lebanese crisis: The limits of consociational democracy. 

Journal of Palestine Studies, 5(3/4), 109-122. doi:10.1525/jps.1976.5.3-4.00p0410r 

Hudson, M. (1988). The problem of authoritative power in Lebanese politics: Why 

consociationalism failed", in Lebanon: A history of conflict and consensus, edited 

by Nadim Shehadi and Dana Haffar Mills. (). London: Centre for Lebanese Studies.  

Hudson, M. (1997). Trying again: Power-sharing in post-civil war Lebanon. 

International Negotiation, 2(1), 103-122. doi:10.1163/15718069720847889 

Iskandar, M. (2006). Rafiq Hariri and the fate of Lebanon. London: Saqi.  

Kabbani, K. (2021). Interviewed by Rachid El Hajjar 



 

96 
 

Kerr, M. (2006). Imposing power-sharing: Conflict and coexistence in northern ireland 

and Lebanon. Dublin: Irish Academic Press.  

The Lebanese constitution. (1997). Arab Law Quarterly, 12(2), 224-261. 

doi:10.1163/026805597125825799 

Lijphart, A. (2008). Thinking about democracy: Power sharing and majority rule in 

theory and practice. London: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.  

Mansour, A. (1993). االنقالب على الطائف (   .بيروت: دار الجديد .(.ed 1ط 

McEvoy, J., & O'Leary, B. (2013). Power sharing in deeply divided places. Philadephia: 

University of Pennsylvania Press.  

McGarry, J., & O'Leary, B. (2006). Consociational theory, northern ireland's conflict, 

and its agreement. part 1: What consociationalists can learn from northern ireland. 

Government and Opposition (London), 41(1), 43-63. doi:10.1111/j.1477-

7053.2006.00170.x 

Messarra, A. N. (1983). Le modele politique libanais et sa survie : essai sur la 

classification et l'aménagement d'un systeme consociatif. Beyrouth, Liban: 

Publications de l'Universite libanaise.  

Mühlbacher, T. F. (2009). Democracy and power-sharing in stormy weather: The case 

of Lebanon. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften. doi:10.1007/978-3-

531-91769-6  

Najem, T. (2012). Lebanon: The politics of a penetrated society. London: Routledge. 

doi:10.4324/9780203505083  

Pakradouni, K. (1991). بيروت، لبنان: المشرق للمنشورات .لعنة وطن: من حرب لبنان الى حرب الخليج.  

Sabeh, B. (2021). Interviewed by Rachid El Hajjar 

Salem, E. A. (2003).  رات الصعبة: دبلوماسية البحث عن مخرجالخيا ( بيروت: شركة  .(.ed 4ط 

  .المطبوعات للتوزيع والنشر

Salloukh, B. F., & Verheij, R. A. (2017). Transforming power sharing: From corporate 

to hybrid consociation in postwar Lebanon. Middle East Law and Governance, 

9(2), 147-173. doi:10.1163/18763375-00902004 

Salman, T. (1984). المركز العربي للمعلومات جنيف لوزان المحاضر السرية الكاملة ثرثرة فوق بحيرة ليمان . 

Seaver, B. M. (2000). The regional sources of power-sharing failure: The case of 

Lebanon. Political Science Quarterly, 115(2), 247-271. doi:10.2307/2657902 



 

97 
 

Sinno, A. R. (2015).  تفكك الدولة وتصدع المجتمع1990-1975حرب لبنان : ( بيروت، لبنان:  .(.ed 2ط. 

  .منشورات الجامعة اللبنانية

Zahar, M. (2005). "Power sharing in Lebanon: Foreign protectors, domestic peace, and 

democratic failure", in sustainable peace: Power and democracy after civil wars, 

edited by philip roeder philip  and donald rothchild. Ithaca: Cornell University 

Press. 

  

 




