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Abstract
This paper discusses the role and challenges to the chieftaincy institution in the
attainment of peace in Ghana. It examines the origin and types of traditional roles played
by chiefs in ensuring peace and how the advent of colonialism and the consequent
introduction of modern governance systems (legal-rational authority) have relegated the
chieftaincy institution to the background. The paper concludes that peacemaking requires
power and resources which chiefs do not have because of the dynamics of modern
politics in Ghana. Thus it is imperative for chiefs to be empowered and resourced by
government so that they can contribute meaningfully to the achievement of peace in

Ghana.

Introduction

One of the factors that influenced the establisinté#nthe chieftaincy institution in
Ghana was the quest for cooperation, peace, andityedn early times when the Gold
Coast (now Ghana) had not been established, thelepaere hunters and gatherers. In
their daily experiences they were exposed to timgeis of rival predators and dangerous
animals. Sometimes a whole band was either exéidpat taken captive and enslaved by
a stronger band. In order to survive these preganands of life and enhance individual
security, humans came together, sealed and ledalizeocial contract to which the

inhabitants individually consented. In this cootrahe collective security and peace of



the inhabitants of the state were entrusted torars@mn (Bluwey, 2002). In other words,
the people looked up to the most powerful individnahe group for their protection. In
return, the sovereign demanded obedience whiclpebele obliged. Be that as it may,
the social contract theory provides a frameworkimitwhich the chieftaincy institution
can be located. In the rest of this paper, theimrigpes and structure of the chieftaincy
institution in Ghana will be discussed. In additidghe concept of peace and the role
played by the chieftaincy institution in ensuringape in pre-independence and post-
independence periods will be examined. Finally, wlasy forward will be discussed and
some conclusions drawn.

Origin of Chieftaincy in Ghana
In the main, chieftaincy in Ghana originated frdmee sources (Abotchie in Odotei and
Awedoba, 2006) Historically, a person became aaraatic chief if he successfully led a
group to be first settlers of a territory. Theritery so occupied was appropriated as his
state. This was during the periods of external amdrnal migrations when groups
searched for suitable and peaceful places to se#lso, during the pre-colonial tribal
wars, a person became a chief through conquest. chhquered group came under the
authority of the leader of the victorious group. p&rson could also become a chief
through military distinction and gallantry in time§war or traditional emergencies such
as famine, drought, and floods. Such individualsreweleemed extra-ordinary
ambassadors of peace. Their names were immodadlhzeral traditions. In most cases
they were rewarded with the highest honor as chi€fas chieftaincy, a traditional

institution with pre-colonial roots in Ghana, natly continues to occupy politico-social



and cultural space, it also shares that space mvdtern statal structures and the pan
ethnic institutions that have come into existenneesthe colonial era.

Centralised and Acephalous Systems
Before colonial rule Ghana as we know it today cosgal many independent states and
kingdoms. Some could be described as city sta@thers, including Akwamu, Bono,
Denkyira and Asante (some ethnic groups in soutf@rana), were large and powerful
kingdoms with a number of vassal and satelliteestatEach kingdom was headed by a
supreme ruler who owed his position through heaegisuccession, either, as with the
Akan, through maternal lineage, or among the o#tlenic groups such as the Ewe and
Ga-Adangbe of south-eastern Ghana, through thenadteneages (Buah, 1980). These
rulers operated under the centralized politicatesys. Apart from the supreme ruler,
there has developed over time sub-chiefs who camphe hierarchy. For example, the
Akan army formation depicts not only the chieflyefarchy but also one way in which
sub-chiefs were organized. These sub-chiefs weme tthan anything else in charge of
various sections of the army. Among the Akan, therhe Krontihene who commands
the army in the absence of the chief at war with Akwamuhene as the second-in-
command. Other commanders include Nliahene and Benkumhene responsible for the
right and left flanks respectively. Th&wafohene leads the advance guard, the
Adontenhene commands the main fighting body, tiAsmkobeahene leads the chief’s
personal bodyguard. Others are tkgdomhene, commander of the rear-guard, the
Gyasehene who controls the attendance at the palace. Nptabése are all chiefs of
particular settlements within the territory in whithey render military or other services

to the Omanhene or King. Customarily, a chief is forbidden to agedirectly to the



people; he does so through @kyeame, an individual with powerful oratory skills.
(Nukunya 1992).

Apart from this centralized system of traditionaller there was also the
acephalous system. This system operates in scciefighout obvious power-holders
beyond the level of family groupings, known as rdaor ‘lineages’. The Tallensi,
Dagare and Konkomba, all in the northern part oaizh) practiced this system before
colonial rule (Arhin, 1985). Arguably, a third $gm controlled by ritual or spiritual
leaders existed concurrently with both the certealiand acephalous systems. Such
leaders represented shrines and were revered tiooughe land. Their words
transcended the physical world into the spiritiedlm because they were believed to
represent gods or deities which the colonialisteeddetishes. They could be described
as Ghana’s answer to the biblical prophets andhat®sses of Israel. Many of these
were found in Eweland and among the Ga-Adangbe.

Who isa Chief in Ghana?
From the brief introduction to the origins and sys$ of types of traditional rule we can
delineate the chieftaincy institution as a colldtyi of all those exercising traditional
authority recognized as such by the people they. dilmay be important to note that
since the period of British rule, a chief’s pogitiis legitimized when it is recognized by
the government. Who then is a chief? Accordind\tbin (1985), a chief is “a person
selected or elected in accordance with customarggeisand recognized by the
Government to wield authority and perform functialesived from tradition or assigned
by the central government within specified areddiis definition has however come

under scrutiny by some scholars led by Abotchie of@d and Awedoba, 2006).



Abotchie’s contention is that this definition lao& validity with the promulgation of the
1992 constitution. The constitution defines a chiefArticle 277 as ‘a person, who,
hailing from appropriate family and lineage, hasrevalidly nominated, elected or
selected and enstooled, enskinned or installed dse& or queen mother in accordance
with the relevant customary law and usage.” Thigsstitutional provision is very
significant because it captures all the procedsatsculminate in describing an individual
as a chief. A chief must come from a royal familfae validity of a royal’s nomination to
be chief lies in the proper constitution of the damakers, that is, elders of the royal
family led by the Queen mother @baapanin. They must not overlook any bit of the
customary procedures and practices involved imrtager of selection and installation of
a chief. The constitution uses the wordsstooled andenskinned to denote installation
of chiefs in the southern and the northern parSlzdina respectively.
But this definition has also been taken to tasliOaptei and Awedoba (2006) for being
inadequate for the understanding of who actuallg shief. To them, the definition is
circulatory because it defines a chief by referiog chief or queen mother. They also
argue that it is imprecise in its reference to ‘lgmand ‘lineage’. They cite, for
example, that one may belong to the appropriateatie and yet not be nominated or
elected to become chief if it is not the turn oé@nlineage to claim the chieftainship, or
if one has been disqualified on some criteria.

It is the contention of the authors of this papeter that not until Article 277 of
the 1992 constitution is amended to incorporate wagous relevant criticisms and
concerns it shall continue to be the legal provisior delineating a chief in Ghana.

Generally, however, a chief in Ghana operates withimatrix of complex norms and



traditions. The authority exercised by a chief &sdd on the sanctity of tradition and
custom and it is reserved for a particular groumofg the major expectations of the
people in chiefdom or a traditional area is thditgbof a chief and his elders, including
the queen mother, to ensure and maintain peace.
The Concept of Peace

“Peace” defies a single definition. Consequerntie concept has been peddled
around in several guises. This paper aims at itidgdow peace is conceptualized with
respect to chieftaincy. However, we deem it impadrta explore the various meanings of
the concept ‘peace’ in order to sharpen its foReace is often conceptualized as the
absence of war, and by logical extension, waresved as the absence of peace. In other
words, peace and war are viewed as two sides dfatre coin. This definition of peace
is considered inadequate because it ignores thetiat peace is independent of war.
That is, there can be peace in times of war and wvezsa. For example, in spite of the
intractable violent conflict between the Israeligl&Palestinians, they have negotiated a
peaceful use of their water resources (lbeanuhied&ck Gaya Best (ed) 2006). The
definition also fails to address what Galtung (@9&alls structural violence which has to
do with social aberrations such as oppression, mpgveexclusion, alienation,
intimidation, want, illiteracy, fear, squalor, dése and ignorance. Obviously, a society
experiencing these in the absence of physical, ependirect violence cannot be said to
be peaceful. Philosophically, peace has been ctuaeqed as original, natural, God-
given state of human existence. It is the statehich man was not corrupted and the
earth was a perfect replica of God’s Kingdom. Wgtin similar vein, St. Augustine

conceptualizes peace as the city of God in cordtiadiion to the city of man manifested



in appetitive and possessive impulses (Sabine dmatsdn, 1973). To Jean Jacques
Rosseau, humans were born into a free state withesites but through his own moral
turpitude, he fell into a corrupt world and loss ppieace.

Plato, a political philosopher, in his “Republiciews justice as the basis of
peace. To him, justice exists where each membsoagéty is given his or her due. He
argues that society requires the functions of pectidn, security and political rule to
achieve harmony. Correspondingly, these functictuire the aptitudes of appetite,
courage and knowledge in the populace and by awtenie roles of workers, soldiers
and rulers. To Plato, justice and peace demandtugety systematically determines the
endowment of each member and ensures that theylaced in each of the three
functions according to their endowments. Thus@esf appetite should engage in the
production of society’s material existence, those wourage should defend the society,
while the knowledgeable rule. Justice, peace amundray are distorted when the
functional system overlooks the bent of individuafsl put square pegs in round holes,
for instance, if those who are not knowledgeablappetitive are made to rule.

According to Best (2006), peace is a process vinwglactivities that are directly
or indirectly linked to increasing development aeducing conflict both within specific
societies and in the wider international communiGoncluding, it must be noted that in
general, six meanings of peace are agreed on by peace researchers. They include
the following:

1. Peace as the absence of war, that is , theedsé direct violence
2. Peace as justice and development, that isstaraydevoid of direct violence.

3. Peace as respect and tolerance between and @neopgpulace and the upholding of



human rights.
4. Peace as Gaia, that is, balance in and witb¢bsphere
5. Inner peace which means spiritual peace. ihgs/en by God and cannot be attained
by the secular world.
6. Peace as ‘wholeness’ and making whole or ‘b&egmwhole’ that is, achieving self-
fulfillment and satisfaction with personal develogmh
In addition to these, Galtung (1996) has delindtgteace in two major ways —
negative and positive types of peace. Accordindnito, negative peace denotes the
absence of direct violence (wars), fear and canéiiandividual, national, regional, and
international levels. Positive peace, on the otfeerd, is constituted by the presence of
justice and inner peace and the absence of urtjustwes and unequal relationships.
With regard to chieftaincy and peace, we delinpat&ce as the use of recognized
traditional power or authority to create structutbat enforce harmony; that create
opportunities for all and seeks to improve the haireandition; that accepts democratic
tenets as the rule of life; that seek to removacttiral violence in society and settles
disputes without resorting to physical violenceu3hall the efforts by the chieftaincy

institution can be summed up in one word, peacemgaki

Chieftaincy and Peacein Ghana: The Pre-Independence Period
Historically, pre-independence spans the periddrbeand during colonial rule,
that is, the period before Ghana’s independencEbv. As indicated earlier, before
colonial rule, the territory now known as Ghana waade up of independent states

headed by powerful chiefs or kings and their sulefsh(commanders of the traditional



army formation) including queen mothers. Togetlteey constituted what is today
known as chieftaincy. The role of the chieftainoygtitution in peacekeeping, peace
enforcement, peace making and peace building,ishateace in general in pre-colonial
times was manifested in the functions of the insbh in general and the chief in
particular.

In the first place, a fundamental obligation otlaef was to maintain internal
peace, domestic tranquility and security. In tleigard, he and his council of elders had to
maintain law and order. As the states grew langesize, each state had a number of sub
rulers. Each state had a court of justice preswmedt by the king. The sub-rulers also
ruled over local courts. The metropolitan courtd haisdiction over major matters, and
were courts of appeal for the provincial courtsm&wons relating to both civil and
criminal cases were delivered by a court officidloncarried a gold-plated sword-like
staff or horse tail as his authority or warrantwéis a damnable offence for any accused
to refuse or fail to attend to such summons. Thievidual could be banished from the
kingdom or locality as the case may be. The comet® attended by the king or chief and
his counselors as well as any citizen who cardzktpresent (Buah, 1980). Fines ranging
from drinks to money were imposed on the guiltytyparSuch fines were commensurate
with the degree of seriousness of the case andlasage and status of the guilty party.
The king retained one third of the fees and fime® third went to the stool or skin or the
state treasury, and the remaining third was shameahg persons who helped at the trial.
Settlements were usually capped by an acceptameelsrom the guilty party who then

shook hands with the innocent party.



It must be noted that the chieftaincy institutioperates within societies of
mechanical solidarity and applies penal or repvesiEw in the settlement of disputes.
Repressive law is oriented toward behaviour thallates the collective conscience of the
community of people. The societal function of plnient is not primarily to take
revenge against the perpetrator of crime, but toligly reaffirm collective conscience
itself. In other words, because most people feeldffence and believe deeply in the
common morality, an offender is likely to be seWeneunished for any action that is
considered an offence against the collective msystem. This way, peace is restored for
the people and reconciliation between the livingbae hand and the ancestral spirits, the
lesser gods and those yet unborn on the other.

Chiefs were also responsible for defending andeptmg their people against
external aggression. In fact, the chief was thmrmander-in-chief of the Armed Forces.
He physically led his people in war and becamepitimary target for the enemy. His
capture meant a defeat and surrender of his nyilftaxces. The history of chieftaincy in
the pre-independence period is replete with warexpiansion in which kings or chiefs
had lost their lives; all in a bid to ensure peficeheir people. The deaths of King Osei
Tutu of Ashanti Kingdom (1695-1717) in 1717 andmltiGyakari of Denkyira State in
1701 serve as examples (Buah, 1980)

Furthermore, the chief’s legislative and admiite functions were all geared
towards peace. The chief's legislative power d&tifrom his position as the legal
embodiment of the community and as either the foughéather or representative of the
founding father of the community or kingdom (Klugd2©€00). Consequently, the person

of the chief could not be accused of mistakes faudes because such accusations would



reduce him to the level of ordinary citizens anerge the aura around him. It would also
centralize the potency of his sacred personalityhasrepresentative of the will of the
ancestors and the ancestral spirits. Thus as thbdayof identity of his community,
kingdom or chiefdom, as the case may be, all ttizecis were his children. The social
and political cohesion of his subjects was a mgaoccupation. Consequently, he
presided over a council which made laws with the sam of protecting the people both
in their internal and external relations in ordegive them peace.

The chief's administrative function primarily fosed on the land. This was
because a lapse in land administration could didtue peace of the people. It must also
be noted that the chief's position is inextricatd to land ownership. Among the Akans
and the Gas for example, the paramount title ardall title to lands is vested in the
paramount stool. Disputes over land ownership wgearekly settled to ensure peace.

In the process of land administmatichiefs also protected the land from
traditional emergencies such as famine, drought] egradation and distorted climatic
conditions in general which affected the peacehefrtsubjects. In this regard, certain
regulations which found expression in taboos wéhese sanctions were laid bare to all
the people in the community, chiefdom or kingdonthescase was. For example, apart
from instituting sacred days which forbade peopbenfworking on the land, some sacred
forests were carved out. Entry into these foregs forbidden and any body who
entered them either faced the pain of instant demthe forest or severe physical and
spiritual sanction.

In order to ensure posthumous peace and tranquilitiefs had the power to

make inquests into the death of any of their subjecSuch inquiry covered the



relationship between the immediate as well as tttended family and the deceased
before his or her death. It also covered the kihdisease that led to the person’s demise
and whether he or she died peacefully and qualtitebe an ancestor or not. Deaths
resulting form a falling tree, lightning, child-tir (Kludze, 2000) and suicide were

considered ‘bad deaths’ and special purificatidesrwere performed before the victim

was buried, hence the chief had to be sure oféliees and circumstances of a citizen’s
demise. If a chief failed to purify the land frobad deaths’ which defiled the land, his

inaction could attract the wrath of the gods andeatral spirits and disturb the peace
equation.

On a larger scale, a chief was responsible fartggl purification of his town or
territory for spiritual peace, on specified days geriods. This is because many taboos
such as rape, homosexuality, sexual intercourstanbush, fighting in the bush, and
adultery may have occurred secretly but equallyletethe land. In such cases not even
the death of the transgressor removed the stagreidre the earth had to be purified and
the gods and ancestral spirits propitiated. Thig, wpiritual peace was ensured.

Chieftaincy and Peace: The Period of Colonialism
Ghana’s relations with Europeans began in Januayl lwhen the Portuguese
adventurers were received at Elmina by Nana Kwardersah, the then chief of EImina.
However, it was the British who formalized the leitto undetermined relations when
they signed a convention, also known as the BortBd#, with some chiefs of the Gold
Coast. By the convention, the people of the Gotd<T in no way surrendered their
sovereign rights to the British. According to Bud®80), the bond “merely confirmed

the pledge the people made at the tripartite treafy831 to give up human scarifies and



other unwholesome practices such as panyarringtaneimit criminal cases for trial in
courts composed of both British officials and ralef the land, on the understanding that
such trials would be based on native customary laves far as these did not go counter
to the principles of British laws”. This positiovas, indeed, confirmed ori’&September
1844 by the Crown when constituting the Cape Coastle as a place for the trial of
criminal offences. The signing of the Bond of 184&s a move towards achieving peace.
It sought to abolish certain ‘uncivilized’ practsceas perceived and detested by the
colonialists, that is, the British and thus est&ti®d a peaceful relationship between them
(the British) and the people of the Gold Coast.

However, the colonialists (British) subseuflyetook certain measures that directly
or indirectly weakened the powers and functionstoéfs and the chieftaincy institution
in general. In the first place, the colonialistsveal arbitrary boundaries, that is, Districts,
to suit their administration without recourse tohret and tribal boundaries.
Consequently, many ethnic groups which hithertoen@dependent and autonomous
were brought together as one entity. In many esé¢hcases one ethnic/tribal entity lost
its powers and this could spark off a struggle tieritorial and political hegemony.
Secondly, the colonialists established strategilitipa, legal and military structures
which weakened the powers of chiefs and their sldBolitically, the office of the
District Commissioner was established. This waseHactive instrument of colonial
domination. As Nukunya (1992) puts it:“the Distrifommissioner became the most
powerful individual in the district and his whitelmet reminded both the chiefs and their
subjects of their servitude to colonial rule”. Imld#tion, traditional councils were

established and given the mandate to settle matédming to chieftaincy, customary



laws and usages and problems of local concern ofitys was done under strict
supervision of colonial authorities. Similarly,idoProvincial Councils, and in Ashanti
the Asanteman Council made up of Paramount Chiefs farmed. The sad fact is that
many of the chiefs appointed to these bodies becaimeges of the colonial
administration under indirect rule. In fact, mactjefs were so impoverished that they
took loans from banks and other businesses opgratitheir regions, guaranteed by the
colonial officials even when they knew there wasgnarantee that the loans would ever
be repaid (Buah, 1980). Indirect rule was introduicgo the Gold Coast by Sir Frederick
Gordon Guggisberg who was Governor of the Gold Cloas1 1919 to 1927. The system
of indirect rule in the country worked as followsithin a traditional state, or a group of
smaller states, the paramount chief, their leadinlg-chiefs and important counselors
were constituted into a Native Administration, tatamed a Native Authority, presided
over by a paramount chief. The powers and functainthe Native Authority covered
matters relating mainly to traditional and custoynarstitutions and practices. These
authorities operated under the general directiod eontrol of the colonial District
Commissioner (Buah, 1980). In the same vein, sesiuch as Tallensi, Kokomba and
Lo Dagaba which were previously acephalous hadfshég@pointed or rather new
political functionaries to serve the colonialigsirpose. In all these, the educated (also at
that time called “the intelligentsia”) were ignorky the colonialists. The reason was that
the intelligentsia was agitating for independence.

With regard to law and social control, coloniauds of law were set up. The
subjects were thus enabled to ignore the chiefistscand settle their cases in colonial

courts. As if this was not enough, a new poliagedcand an army modeled on the British



equivalent institution were formed. Prisons westablished to complement these
instruments. Perhaps the most significant instnumthat took the chieftaincy institution
to the hangman’s noose were Christianity, Islam @dadsroom education. These did not
only establish their presence but attacked andaest long-standing cultural traits on
which the chieftaincy institution rested. Some loé thiefs themselves were converted
together with their subjects into Christianity dethm. Thus the part they played in ritual
and traditional religious practices which offerepirisual peace and kept the people
together withered into oblivion. Notably, Christignwas accompanied by formal or
classroom education. In the main, formal educatomused on literacy, numeracy and
cultural traits which were largely European. Mamyals who had formal education
repudiated the institution of chieftaincy as heathe

Thus with these powerful institutions exerting ithpresence on traditional
institutions, the power of chiefs and their elderenforce peace diminished. It must be
noted, however, that some of the powerful chiefBamkyira, Asante, Assin and Akyem
(states in the Gold Coast) still had some conshlidereontrol over their people.

Chieftaincy and Peace: Post-1ndependence Trends

After independence in 1957 the powerrttorce or keep peace rested on who had
power over the Ghanaian nation. Obviously, legabnal rule headed by an executive
President held sway over traditional rule. It is@tyed that the ability to influence peace
efforts also depends on sound economic statusb@is of the chief's economic power
is land. Unfortunately, the Convention PeoplesyPattich came into power immediately
following Independence passed many acts whichléoge extent, deprived the chiefs of

Ghana of their lands and hence reduced their ecignpoawer and influence over their



subjects. This emanated from the widely-held pdroepthat some chiefs, through
indirect rule as alluded to earlier, had supported colonialists in the fight for
independence. In fact, Kwame Nkrumabh, the firgisielent of Ghana, is reported to have
said that “the chiefs would run away and leavertbandals behind them” (Arhin, 1980).
True to this, many acts including the Local Goweent Ordinance of 1951, the
State Council Ordinances of 1952 and the Municaiincil Ordinances of 1953, the
Administration of Lands Act,1962 (Act 123), and thencession Act, 1962 (Act124), the
Akim Abuakwa Stool (Stool Revenue) 1958, (Act 8 tAshanti Stool Act, 1958 (Act
28), and the Stool Lands Control Act, (Act 79) werassed to subjugate chiefs by
depriving them of their major source of incomedarBut perhaps one Act that attacked
the existence of the chieftaincy institution itselds the Chiefs (Recognition) Act of
1959. By this Act, the Minister was empowered tthdraw recognition of chiefs, direct
any chief to refrain from the exercise of his fuoes, and even prevent the chief from
residing in a specific area, if need be (Boafohéirt 2001). Thus the chiefs’ economic
livelihood in the form of land as well as their pichl authority had eroded. In their
place was a new phenomenon of political party whiald assumed the responsibilities
and functions of chieftaincy. Pinkney (1970) piitsather forcefully: “The gong-gong,
which was used to summon the people, was oftenebelay a party official. Party
officials competed with traditional durbars, padiymming groups competed with those
in the chiefs’ courts, and village development cattees were chaired by party
officials” Having been stripped off their basespmiwer and functions, chiefs became

toothless bulldogs barking without biting. In ord® survive, chiefs had to align



themselves with the government. Thus chiefs aed #lders themselves did not have
peace which could trickle down to the people.

The 1969 and 1979 Constitutions sought to overtienmeasures taken by the
First Republic on chieftaincy with particular redace to land. Article 164 (1) of 1969
provided that “all stool lands in Ghana shall bsted in the appropriate stool on behalf
of, and in trust for, the subjects of the stool'his was complemented by Article 18 (1)
of the same constitution which provided that “neperty of any description shall be
compulsorily taken possession of, and no interasor right over property of any
description shall be compulsorily acquired by tketes. The spirit and letter of these
provisions were enhanced by the establishment&tbal Lands Account that protected
the interest of chiefs against encroachment btie.

By 1979, it was clear that lands in the Northeant pf Ghana were still vested in
the state. This was because the colonial law mhade this possible had not been
expunged from the statute books. To reverse teisdir Article 188 (3,4) of the 1979
Constitution provided that “For the avoidance ofibbit is hereby declared that all lands
in the Northern and Upper Regions of Ghana whicm&diately before the coming into
force of this constitution were vested in the Goweent of Ghana... all lands...shall vest
in any such person who was the owner of any suuh ll@fore any such vesting or in the
appropriate skin...” Thus the 1979 constitutionoest lands in the Northern Regions to
their original owners. And yet the power to wagar worotect the people, take decisions
to improve the lives of the people, still restedhvthe central government.

The major point that has been made in the ladtosecs that the dynamics of

governance after independence indicate that theaiaf national wealth is inextricably



tied to the power to enforce any decision includimg maintenance of peace. Therefore,
once chiefs lost hold of the land which had hitbdreen their major source of economic
power through policies of subjugation and usurpgtibey naturally lost the power to
control and enforce peace. They themselves bectooges to a higher legal-rational
authority which saw traditional rule as an impediti® development.

The chieftaincy institution did not fare any bettender military governments of
Ghana (Boafo-Arthur, 1982). Military governmentsrev@ot selective in the usurpation
of power; they took away power from every instatiincluding chieftaincy. One
military government that can be used as a reprageatcase for military governments of
Ghana is the Provisional National Defence CoureNDC) which ruled Ghana from
December 1981-January 1993. Established in the whkdnat has come to be known in
the political history of Ghana as the *3December Revolution, the PNDC is the
government that has had the longest period ofgimee Ghana's independence in 1957.
Hence, its being used as a representative caseeagipect to the subject under discussion
is relevant. An important signal to the challenged ausurpation of existing power
structures was the creation of new organs of poqoaer or people’s power as they
were called. This was meant to effect the socigtmhsformation envisaged by the
revolutionaries. As Hansen argued, “...if one acagpie postulate that the people were
to be the main instruments of the transformatiarcess and the architects of their own
destinies, then it was necessary to create cestaiotures and institutions through which
their collective energies could be mobilized andarsteled into social action in
accordance with the dynamics of the transformagwacess” (Hansen, 1991). The

creation of institutions such as Workers Defencen@ittees (WDCs), the Peoples



Defence Committees (PDCs), the National Defence ri@ittee (NDC), the Citizens
Vetting Committee (CVC), the National Investigati@@mmittee (NIC) and the Public
Tribunals was to ensure parallel state institutitmsounter existing ones. However, so
far as the chieftaincy institution is concernedwias the PDCs, later re-christened
Committees for the Defence of the Revolution (CDRst threatened the traditional
power base of chiefs. By virtue of being at thesgraots, in towns and villages, the
PDCs challenged chiefly authority. Whilst initialllhe membership of the new
institutions was limited to workers, peasants amel tevolutionary intellectuals, other
classes were allowed to join the revolutionary osgdater. But that could not stop
occasional clashes with chiefs, especially oved kamd the disbursement of revenues that
accrued therefrom.
The 1992 constitution which ushered in the FourtBpublic devotes considerable
attention to the chieftaincy institution; Chapte? »f the constitution deals with
chieftaincy exclusively. A critical look at thequisions of this chapter however reveals
that when it comes to power holding chiefs aregatied to the background. Article 276
(1) provides that “a chief shall not take part ativee politics; and any chief wishing to do
so and seeking election to Parliament shall abelibet stool or skin”. This is reinforced
by Article 94 (3) (c) which provides that “a persamall not be eligible to be a Member of
Parliament if he is a chief”

It must be noted that ‘taking active part in post and being a Member of
Parliament are two routes to legal-rational powkHbolders of legal-rational power such
as the President, the Member of Parliament, the iskén and the

District/Municipal/Metropolitan Chief Executive arsot only the custodians of the



wealth of the nation but also control the instruteesf peace and war. These instruments
include the Police Service, the Military, the Prisp Customs, Excise and Preventive
Service (CEPS), and Immigration.

The point has been made earlier that without thesteuments no institution can
maintain or enforce peace in the modern worldsltlear that by their preclusion in
legal-rational power chiefs are deprived of acdesthese instruments. Consequently,
their power to enforce peace or maintain it is eage. Chiefs now look up to political
leaders to maintain or enforce peace in their acggsirisdiction. Perhaps their only
consolation is found at the rural level, where stadi conflicts are referred, first and
foremost, to the traditional ruler for arbitratiokven so, dissatisfied parties after
settlement do not take their cases to a highertimadl arbitration system but seek
settlement in law court, a legal-rational instrumefpeace.

Some have argued that the chieftaincy instituiitgelf is not peaceful. It is
bedeviled with many conflicts some of which arerantable. TheKokumba-Nanumba
conflict, the Mamprusi-Kusasi conflict, and theAbudu-Andani conflict, all in the
Northern part of Ghana, and tiA@loga, Peki-Tsito conflicts in Southern Ghana bear
names of ethnic groups — indicating they are etbardlicts - are all rooted in chieftaincy
disputes. Some of these disputes are over a ceotdrand because the chieftaincy
institution is unable to settle these cases, clinat® resorted to law courts for settlement.
By this chiefs have demonstrated that they canmaihtain peace among themselves.
Commonsense knowledge indicates that “if you dohaste it, you cannot give it out”.
Thus since the chieftaincy institution has beeneédrinto a terrain of disputes, it cannot

handle the question of peace.



However, it is important to note that thereat predicament of the chieftaincy
institution is the result of the many calculatedemipts by constitutionally elected
governments since independence to subjugate th&utims, and the indirect usurpation
of the power of chiefs by military governments. the case of the military, the argument
holds that during military rule, all avenues ofipoal power are pitilessly blocked with
the singular exception of chieftaincy. In other d&r with the overthrow of the
government and its consequent proscription of thesttution, abolition of parliament
and all other structures of power, the chieftaintstitution becomes the only lee way
sort of, or avenue for power seekers to realizer tieeams. Thus the elite in the
Ghanaian society who would otherwise have heldl{eg®nal power in government in
general find chieftaincy the only avenue to exerg®wer. This has resulted in non-
royals usurping stools and skins of royals. Inthlidy, this is a source of conflict. In
some traditional societies the struggles for prdithegemony between clans and lineages
have traversed several generations leaving in theirunderdevelopment characteristics
such as poverty, disease, illiteracy and deathsTilaming the institute solely for its
current predicament does not fit the fact.

TheWay Forward
The chieftaincy institution can be made very wtat only in peace making, peace
enforcement, peace building and peace keepinglbaotim governance in general. This
requires a critical look at the governance strwgum relation to the chieftaincy
institution.
Currently in Ghana, there is a National Peace Cibunade up of eminent

personalities of the state whose mandate it is &ntain peace in the country. In



addition, there are the Regional Security Coordnga€Councils in the entire ten regions.
These are complemented by 138 District Securityr@oating Councils. It is noted
however that all these structures operate undeditieetion of government. In all these
security councils, chiefs are not given recognieggimrtfolio. In fact, any chief appointed
to any of these councils is there at the behegbwérnment and not as representative of
the chieftaincy institution. Thus the role of clsigh maintaining peace has gradually
been relegated to the background.

Also, resources constitute the cog around whiok mhmaintenance of peace
revolves. These resources are managed and distlibytgovernment to state institutions
such as Parliament, Judiciary, the Military, théid&Service, and the security services in
general. At the local level, it is the Metropolitdvunicipal or District Assembly, as the
case may be, that are resourced to deal with ctmfind keep the peace. Their capacity
is strengthened by security coordinating bodies. nfoldunately, both the 1992
Constitution and the revised Chieftaincy Act do gaoint chiefs access to these perks.
By extension therefore, the chieftaincy institution not recognized by the state to
manage peace.

Similarly, peace maintenance depends on the wlafitthe source of power to
command obedience. This is also related to thefiierderived by those obeying from
the one commanding obedience. Thus people woulg thigecommands of the institution
or individual that provides them with water, etesty, formal education, roads and
employment rather than anybody else whose commezantiés no weight’. This is the
predicament in which chiefs find themselves. Ig@ernment agencies and institutions

as well as political activists who provide the r@®@s and amenities some of which have



been mentioned above. Consequently, the Membeaiament and the District Chief
Executive who facilitate the provision of infrastture and basic amenities in the districts
and constituencies are held in higher esteem tiarchief. This is not strange; for, it is
said that “whose food you eat, whose slave youineto Thus the chieftaincy institution
which used to be a very powerful institution in thesst now holds paled power without
authority. In other words chiefs now hold poweattls not generally recognized.

To reverse this trend, the first thing that thesiéers consider most appropriate is
for the state to recognize the pivotal role that ihstitution of chieftaincy can play in
governance and in matters relating to peace iricpdat. In this regard, it is suggested
that chiefs should be given part of the DistriceA&sblies Common Fund to be known as
the ‘Royal Fund’. The District Assemblies Commom#&us provided for in the 1992
Constitution of the Republic of Ghana. Article 232 and (2) provides that: “There shall
be a fund to be known as the District Assembliesx@on Fund. Subject to the provision
of this Constitution, Parliamen shall annually makevision for the allocation of not less
than five percent of the total revenues of Ghanath® District Assemblies for
Development; and the amount shall be paid intoQstrict Assemblies Common Fund
in quarterly installments.” The Royal Fund, as m®gd, can be disbursed in similar
manner. This way, chiefs can take part in meanindgvelopment that can restore their
power and authority.

Secondly, ‘Royal Awards Day’ should be instituteml honour chiefs of this
country annually. Chiefs, Queenmothers and Elddrs have distinguished themselves
in maintaining peace and enhancing developmenhéir traditional areas should be

given the recognition and awarded accordingly. hSawards should be in the form of



projects that would benefit the people of the ‘alvainning’ chief's traditional area.
The most prestigious national award should be giemny paramount chief whose
traditional area records the least number of castli This way, conflicts among chiefs
and their people would be reduced drastically. e@hivould also develop a sense of
inclusion and commitment to the country’s peacerésf

Furthermore, National and Regional Royal Collegfesuld be established to give
periodic training on peace making, peace keepiagec@ enforcement and peace building.
In addition, the rudiments of development and tivetal role of peace in development,
customs and usages should be included in the ‘@yaicula’ of the colleges.

Finally, the 1992 Constitution of the Republic ®hana should be amended to
create a Second Chamber in which chiefs would begbéhe membership. Recruitment
of chiefs to the second chamber should be baseasheitorious service in the area of
peace and development and should rotate amonghegions of Ghana. Membership
should also include former Inspectors-General dicBpDiplomats and other eminent
and well-meaning Ghanaians. This way, the chiedtainstitution would be accorded its
due recognition as inevitable part of modern goarce. More importantly, commitment
to peace would become an important issue and pbicdnsideration for king makers in

selecting candidates for enstoolment, installmerinskinment.

Conclusion
The foregoing discussion has demonstrated thatéeblonialism the chieftaincy

institution was the sole governing institution fbe states across the territory now known



as Ghana. The ability to maintain peace was nigtapre-requisite for qualification as a
chief but it also indicated the goodwill of the dafate for his people.

The arrival of the Europeans on the soil of Gh&han Gold Coast) and its
resultant colonialism subjugated the chieftaincstitntion through varying degrees of
calculated official neglect and usurpation of tleevpr of the institution. The institution
did not fare any better under independence. Madnthe® Acts passed in respect of
chieftaincy sought to subjugate the institution.n€equently, the institution has been
alienated from mainstream governance and its papulaas been forced to pale into
notoriety with conflicts or disputes being its ntagharacteristics.

To reverse this trend and make the institutionawetevant, there is the need for
the state to recognize the need for a symbiotiaticeiship between legal-rational rule
and traditional rule. In this regard, resourceg #ra given to legal-rational structures to
enhance their capacity to maintain peace shoukkbended to traditional rulers to make
them more relevant to modern governance. This wWegy,chieftaincy institution would
not only win back its power but also its authot@yenforce and maintain peace.

However, the chieftaincy institution cannot be gered as an innocent lamb
whose blood is being sought by remorseless preslaitie various land and succession
disputes which have led to violent conflicts in somases and led to the death and
maiming of many of their subjects have contribuieda large measure to their
unpopularity and inability to maintain peace. lhetwords, by its acts of omission and
or commission, the institution is largely perceiadtroublesome and not peaceful. It is

important therefore for the institution to look iamd and correct these anomalies in order



to reclaim its former glory as a peace-loving ral@vinstitution in Ghana’s quest for

development.
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