Spoiler Problems in Stephen John
Peace Processes

The wars of the 1990s
confirm a basic finding from the study of civil war termination: “peacemaking
is a risky business.”! The greatest source of risk comes from spoilers—leaders
and parties who believe that peace emerging from negotiations threatens their
power, worldview, and interests, and use violence to undermine attempts to
achieve it. By signing a peace agreement, leaders put themselves at risk from
adversaries who may take advantage of a settlement, from disgruntled follow-
ers who see peace as a betrayal of key values, and from excluded parties who
seek either to alter the process or to destroy it. By implementing a peace
agreement, peacemakers are vulnerable to attack from those who oppose their
efforts. And most important, the risks of peacemaking increase the insecurity
and uncertainty of average citizens who have the most to lose if war is
renewed.

When spoilers succeed, as they did in Angola in 1992 and Rwanda in 1994,
the results are catastrophic. In both cases, the casualties of failed peace were
infinitely higher than the casualties of war. When Jonas Savimbi refused to
accept the outcome of UN-monitored elections in 1992 and plunged Angola
back into civil war, approximately 300,000 people died. When Hutu extremists
in Rwanda rejected the Arusha Peace Accords in 1994 and launched a cam-
paign of genocide, over 1 million Rwandans died in less than three months.?
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If all spoilers succeeded, then the quest for peace in civil wars would be
dangerously counterproductive. But not all spoilers do succeed. In Mozam-
bique the Mozambique National Resistance (RENAMO), a party known as “the
Khmer Rouge of Africa,” stalled in meeting its commitments to peace, and
threatened to boycott elections and return to war. In the end, however,
RENAMO joined parliamentary politics, accepted losing an election, and dis-
armed, thus ending a civil war that had taken 800,000 lives. In Cambodia the
peace process was able to overcome resistance from the real Khmer Rouge, the
party with the distinction of providing the sobriquet for fanatic parties else-
where.

The crucial difference between the success and failure of spoilers is the role
played by international actors as custodians of peace. Where international
custodians have created and implemented coherent, effective strategies for
protecting peace and managing spoilers, damage has been limited and peace
has triumphed. Where international custodians have failed to develop and
implement such strategies, spoilers have succeeded at the cost of hundreds of
thousands of lives.

This study begins to develop a typological theory of spoiler management
and pursues the following research objectives: (1) to create a typology of
spoilers that can help custodians choose robust strategies for keeping peace on
track; (2) to describe various strategies that custodians have used to manage
spoilers; (3) to propose strategies that will be most effective for particular
spoiler types; (4) to sensitize policymakers to the complexities and uncertain-
ties of correctly diagnosing the type of spoiler; and (5) to compare several
successful and failed cases of spoiler management in order to refine and
elaborate my initial propositions about strategies.

This research is a first step toward understanding the spoiler problem in
peace processes and evaluating the appropriateness and effectiveness of dif-
ferent strategies of spoiler management. The findings that emerge from this
study are provisional. As more case studies of spoiler management emerge, as
new research develops on the case studies below, and as more theoretical
attention is trained on the problem, some of the findings will need to be
reconsidered and revised. Moreover, this study addresses only the strategies
and actions of external actors who oversee peace processes; the topic of spoiler
management from the perspective of domestic parties committed to peace is
beyond the scope of this study.

The article argues that spoilers differ by the goals they seek and their
commitment to achieving those goals. Some spoilers have limited goals; others
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see the world in all-or-nothing terms and pursue total power. Furthermore,
some spoilers are willing to make reasoned judgments concerning the costs
and benefits of their actions, whereas others show high insensitivity to costs
and risks, and may hold immutable preferences. Custodians have a range of
strategies to deal with spoilers, from ones that rely heavily on conciliation to
ones that depend greatly on the use of coercion. The case studies below suggest
three major findings. First, the choice of an appropriate strategy requires the
correct diagnosis of the type of spoiler and thoughtful consideration of con-
straints posed by other parties in the peace process. Second, to make good
diagnoses, policymakers must overcome organizational blinders that lead
them to misread intentions and motivations. Third, the implementation of a
successful strategy depends on the custodian’s ability to create an external
coalition for peace, the resources that the coalition brings to its responsibility,
and the consensus that the coalition forms about the legitimacy (or lack
thereof) of spoiler demands and behavior.

Spoilers: A Preliminary Typology

Peace processes create spoilers. This is a statement about definition and cau-
sality. In war there are combatants, who can be identified in myriad ways—for
example, rebels, bandits, pariahs, rogues, or terrorists—but not as spoilers.
Spoilers exist only when there is a peace process to undermine, that is, after
at least two warring parties have committed themselves publicly to a pact or
have signed a comprehensive peace agreement.? Peace creates spoilers because
it is rare in civil wars for all leaders and factions to see peace as beneficial.
Even if all parties come to value peace, they rarely do so simultaneously, and
they often strongly disagree over the terms of an acceptable peace. A negoti-
ated peace often has losers: leaders and factions who do not achieve their war
aims. Nor can every war find a compromise solution that addresses the de-
mands of all the warring parties. For example, the most perfectly crafted
power-sharing institutions in the world are useless if one of the parties does

4. For example, in South Africa prior to 1990 there was no public agreement among the antagonists
to peacefully resolve their conflict. Only after the release of Nelson Mandela in 1990 and after
several public agreements were reached that committed the African National Congress (ANC) and
the South African government to a process of negotiation can one speak of a South African peace
process. Similarly, in the case of Cambodia, even though negotiations dragged on for several years,
the Cambodian peace process began only after the parties formally committed themselves to the
Paris Peace Accords.



International Security 22:2 \ 8

not want to share power.” Even the best-designed settlements must be pre-
pared for violence from leaders and organizations who decide that the kind of
peace in question is not in their interest.

Custodians of peace processes confront several different spoiler problems
that differ on the dimensions of the position of the spoiler (inside or outside of
an agreement); number of spoilers; type of spoiler (limited, greedy, or total); and
locus of the spoiler problem (leader or followers, or both).

POSITION OF THE SPOILER

Spoilers can be inside or outside a peace process. An inside spoiler signs a
peace agreement, signals a willingness to implement a settlement, and yet fails
to fulfill key obligations to the agreement. Examples include President Juvenal
Habyarimana of Rwanda, who failed to implement key measures of the Arusha
Accords to end his country’s internal war; the Khmer Rouge (KR) in Cambodia,
which signed the Paris Peace Accords then refused to demobilize its soldiers
and chose to boycott elections; and the Union for the Total Independence of
Angola (UNITA), which signed the Bicesse Accords in 1991, but returned to
war in 1992 when it lost the election. Outside spoilers are parties who are
excluded from a peace process or who exclude themselves, and use violence
to attack the peace process—for example, the Committee for the Defense of
the Revolution (CDR) in Rwanda, which committed genocide to prevent the
implementation of the Arusha Accords.

Inside spoilers tend to use strategies of stealth; outside spoilers often use
strategies of violence. Spoilers who have signed peace agreements for tactical
reasons have an incentive to keep their threat hidden and thus minimize the
amount of violence they use; they want the peace process to continue as long
as it promises to advantage them against their adversary. Inside spoilers need
to comply enough to convince others of their goodwill, but not so much that
it weakens their offensive military capability. Outside spoilers, on the other
hand, tend to use overt violence as a strategy toward undermining peace.
Favorite tactics include the assassination of moderates who stand for a nego-
tiated peace, massacres that coincide with any progress in reaching a negoti-

5. Timothy D. Sisk, in Power Sharing and International Mediation in Ethnic Conflicts (Washington,
D.C.: United States Institute of Peace [USIP], 1996), concludes that successful power sharing
depends on “a core of moderate, integrated elites [that] has a deeply imbued sense of interde-
pendence and shared or common destiny,” p. 117. Most recommendations for power sharing in
civil wars simply assume parties are willing to share power.
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ated settlement, and the creation of alliances with conservative members in the
armed forces and police to sabotage any agreement.

NUMBER OF SPOILERS

The presence of more than one spoiler creates a compound challenge for
custodians. Any strategy a custodian chooses to deal with one spoiler has
implications for the strategy selected to deal with other spoilers. Actions taken
to marginalize one spoiler may inadvertently strengthen another. To give an
example from the case studies: in Rwanda the stability of the peace process
was endangered because Habyarimana refused to fulfill his obligations to the
peace agreement he had signed. The United Nations threatened to withdraw
its peacekeeping operation in order to coerce him into implementing the
agreement. Yet Habyarimana was only one of two spoilers. The CDR, former
members of Habyarimana’s regime, rejected the peace agreement and con-
spired against the peace process from outside. The UN strategy succeeded in
pressuring Habyarimana, but emboldened the CDR to attack the peace process.

TYPE OF SPOILERS

Recent work on civil war termination suffers from a flawed, attenuated por-
trayal of combatants and their aims. At one extreme are analyses that posit
that parties are solely motivated by insecurity and only seek party survival.®
According to this view, the only reason for parties in civil wars to fight is their
fear that if they make peace and disarm, then their adversary will take advan-
tage and eliminate them. The lack of an overarching authority that can enforce
a political settlement in civil war means that warring parties cannot credibly
commit to making peace, either in the short term (through disarmament) or in
the long term (through a constitution). Thus any party who violates or opposes
a peace agreement does so out of fear, not some other motivation. Scholars
who embrace this view believe that spoiler behavior can be addressed only by
reducing the spoiler’s fears through international guarantees. Like those inter-
national relations theorists steeped in the security dilemma, these writers
believe that the central theme of civil war termination “is not evil but tragedy.””

6. Barbara F. Walter, “The Resolution of Civil Wars: Why Negotiations Fail,” Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Chicago, 1994, passim.

7. This is a paraphrase of a quotation from Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in Interna-
tional Politics (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1976), p. 66.
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At another extreme are those who assert that all parties in civil war seek
total power? This, however, is too facile; all parties in civil war seek power,
but not all parties seek total power. Some parties desire exclusive power and
recognition of authority; some want dominant power; some seek a significant
share of power; and some desire to exercise power subject to democratic
controls. This should not be surprising: power is a means or resource to realize
other goals. Some goals—for instance, the permanent subjugation or elimina-
tion of an ethnic group, race, or socioeconomic class—need more power than
goals of creating a democratic political regime or gaining recognition of politi-
cal equality among races or ethnic groups. That parties differ in their goals and
commitment to total power can be seen by all of the parties that have accepted
and lived with compromise solutions to civil wars (in Colombia, Zimbabwe,
Namibia, El Salvador, South Africa, and Mozambique). Similarly, not every
winner of a civil war creates a totalitarian regime or slaughters its opponents.’
A thought experiment makes the point: If you had to be on the losing side of
a civil war, would you rather surrender to Abraham Lincoln or to Hafez
al-Assad, to Nelson Mandela or to Mao Zedong?

The first step toward successful management of spoiler problems in civil
wars is to recognize that parties in civil wars differ in their goals and commit-
ment—dimensions that are crucial for understanding why some parties under-
mine peace agreements. Spoilers vary by type: limited, greedy, and total. These
types differ primarily on the goals that the spoiler pursues and secondarily on
the spoiler’s commitment to achieving its goals. At one end of the spectrum
are limited spoilers, who have limited goals—for example, recognition and
redress of a grievance, a share of power or the exercise of power constrained
by a constitution and opposition, and basic security of followers. Limited goals
do not imply limited commitment to achieving those goals, however. They can
be nonnegotiable and hence subject to heavy sacrifice.

At the other end of the spectrum are total spoilers, who pursue total power
and exclusive recognition of authority and hold immutable preferences: that
is, their goals are not subject to change. Total spoilers are led by individuals
who see the world in all-or-nothing terms and often suffer from pathological

8. Richard K. Betts, “The Delusion of Impartial Intervention,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 73, No. 6
(November/December 1994), pp. 20-33.

9. Roy Licklider estimates that 81 percent of civil wars in the twentieth century that were fought
over identity issues and ended through the victory of one side did not result in genocide. Roy
Licklider, “The Consequences of Negotiated Settlements in Civil Wars, 1945-1993,” American
Political Science Review, Vol. 89, No. 3 (September 1995), pp. 681-690.



Spoiler Problems in Peace Processes | 11

tendencies that prevent the pragmatism necessary for compromise settlements
of conflict. Total spoilers often espouse radical ideologies; total power is a
means for achieving such goals as the violent transformation of society.

The greedy spoiler lies between the limited spoiler and the total spoiler.!’
The greedy spoiler holds goals that expand or contract based on calculations
of cost and risk. A greedy spoiler may have limited goals that expand when
faced with low costs and risks; alternatively, it may have total goals that
contract when faced with high costs and risks.

The spoiler type poses different problems for peace processes. Total spoilers
are irreconcilably opposed to any compromise peace; any commitment to
peace by a total spoiler is tactical—a move to gain advantage in a struggle to
the death. Limited spoilers can conceivably be included in peace processes, if
their limited nonnegotiable demands can be accommodated by other parties
to the conflict. Greedy spoilers can be accommodated in peace processes if their
limited goals are met and high costs constrain them from making added
demands.

LOCUS OF THE SPOILER PROBLEM

A key issue concerns the possibility of change in type. For example, can a total
spoiler become a limited spoiler? The answer depends on the locus of spoiler
behavior—that is, whether it is the leader or the followers. If the impetus for
spoiler behavior comes from the leader, then parties can alter type if their
leadership changes. This seems particularly relevant for total spoilers because
their total goals and commitment are so extreme. A change in leadership may
be enough to transform a party from a total spoiler to a limited spoiler. For
instance, a negotiated settlement to Zimbabwe’s civil war became possible only
when Abel Muzorewa replaced Ian Smith as leader of Zimbabwe-Rhodesia.
Likewise, the willingness of the South African government to implement the
Namibian peace process was aided by the incapacitation and replacement of
President PW. Botha. Longtime observers of Cambodia and Sri Lanka argue
that a negotiated peace remains unlikely in those countries as long as Pol Pot
leads the KR, and Velupillai Prabakaran leads the Tamil Liberation Tigers.

10. The appellation of “greedy” comes from Charles L. Glaser, but differs from his definition.
Charles L. Glaser, “Political Consequences of Military Strategy: Expanding and Refining the Spiral
and Deterrence Models,” World Politics, Vol. 44, No. 4 (July 1992), pp. 497-538. Glaser uses “greedy”
to refer to parties’ motivation for aggressive behavior. In my use of the term, “greedy” does not
imply that the spoiler acts out of greed, but rather that it expands its goals and is willing to incur
high costs and risks to achieve them.
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Other cases, however, suggest that there are times when followers are the locus
of spoiler behavior. As one of the cases below suggests, in Rwanda in 1994,
Habyarimana was reluctant to fulfill his commitments to the Arusha Accords
for fear that his followers would attack him.

Strategies of Spoiler Management

Custodians of peace processes are defined here as international actors whose
task is to oversee the implementation of peace agreements. Implicit in their
role is the cultivation and protection of peace and the management of spoilers.
International custodians can be international organizations, individual states,
or formal or ad hoc groups of concerned third parties. Custodians can be
tightly organized or loosely coordinated. With the exception of the implemen-
tation of the Dayton peace agreement on Bosnia, and the implementation of
the South African peace settlement, the chief custodian of peace processes in
the 1990s has been the United Nations.

Custodians of peace processes in the 1990s have pursued three major strate-
gies to manage spoilers. In order of conciliation to coercion, the strategies are:
(1) inducement, or giving the spoiler what it wants; (2) socialization, or chang-
ing the behavior of the spoiler to adhere to a set of established norms; and (3)
coercion, or punishing spoiler behavior or reducing the capacity of the spoiler
to destroy the peace process. These strategies are general conceptual types; in
practice, each strategy takes on a specific configuration likely to be more
complex than the general version of it identified here. It should also be noted,
as will be evident in some of the cases to be examined, that international actors
can employ more than one strategy—either simultaneously (with different
priority and emphasis) or in sequence.

INDUCEMENT
Inducement as a strategy for managing spoilers entails taking positive meas-
ures to address the grievances of factions who obstruct peace. Custodians
attempt to induce the spoiler into joining a peace process or fulfilling its
obligations to an existing agreement by meeting the spoiler’s demands, which
can be of several types. Spoilers may insist that their behavior is based on (1)
fear, and demand greater protection; (2) fairness, and demand greater benefits;
or (3) justice, and demand legitimation or recognition of their position. The
custodian must assess the veracity and significance of such claims.
Inducement can be rigorously applied by meeting the costly demands made
by spoilers, as the United Nations did in Mozambique in 1993-94. Or it can be
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something as lax and questionable as offering a spoiler a continued role in
negotiations, even when the spoiler has returned to war as in the case of
Angola in 1992, or when the spoiler has engaged in genocide as in Rwanda in
1994. Indeed, the frequency of inducement attempts in peace processes sug-
gests that it is a “default mode,” that is, a convenient strategy that is applied
without adequate consideration whether it is an appropriate strategy for the
type of spoiler in question.

SOCIALIZATION

The strategy of socialization requires custodians to establish a set of norms for
acceptable behavior by internal parties who commit to peace or external parties
who seek to join a peace process. These norms then become the basis for
judging the demands of the parties (are they legitimate or not?) and the
behaviors of the parties (are they acceptable in the normative framework?). In
turn, this strategy relies on two components to elicit normatively acceptable
behavior: the material and the intellectual. The material component involves
custodians carefully calibrating the supply of carrots and sticks to reward and
punish the spoiler. The intellectual component emphasizes regular persuasion
by custodians of the value of the desired normative behavior. Normative
standards can include commitment to the rules of democratic competition and
adherence to the protection of human rights. The intellectual component can
be aimed at both elites (the attempt to inculcate appropriate values) and at
citizens (the attempt to educate the mass of citizens into norms of good
governance, democratic competition, and accountability, as a means of pres-
suring elites).

COERCION

A strategy of coercion relies on the use or threat of punishment to deter or
alter unacceptable spoiler behavior or reduce the capability of the spoiler to
disrupt the peace process. This strategy has several variations. Coercive diplo-
macy, or the use of threat and demand, has been employed infrequently against
spoilers in peace processes, the notable exception being the use of NATO air
strikes against Bosnian Serbs in 1995.! Likewise, the application of force to defeat
the spoiler has been attempted infrequently—most notably, in Somalia, when
the United Nations decided to hold Somali warlord Mohammed Farah Aideed

11. Using my definition, it is a tough call whether the Bosnian Serbs were a spoiler at that point.
One could argue that the public peace process had achieved the commitment of the Bosnian and
Bosnian Croat parties and therefore the Bosnian Serbs were spoilers.
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responsible for an ambush by his forces against Pakistani peacekeepers, and
in Sri Lanka, when an Indian peacekeeping force attempted to forcibly disarm
Tamil rebels and capture their leader, Velupillai Prabakaran.'?

Two more common variations of the coercion strategy are what I call the
“departing train” strategy and the “withdrawal” strategy. The departing train
strategy combines a judgment that the spoiler’s demands and behavior are
illegitimate with the assertion that the peace process will go irrevocably forward,
regardless of whether the spoiler joins or not. In Cambodia the strategy was
linked to the holding of an election, thereby setting a deadline for joining the
process and promising a change in the status quo. The departing train meta-
phor implies that the peace process is a train leaving the station at a preor-
dained time: once set in motion, anyone not on board will be left behind. The
departing train strategy may require active measures to limit the ability of the
spoiler to attack the peace process and to protect the parties of peace.

The withdrawal variation of the coercive strategy assumes that the spoiler
wants an international presence during the peace process; the strategy aims to
punish the spoiler by threatening to withdraw international support and
peacekeepers from the peace process. This was the dominant strategy pursued
by the United Nations in Rwanda and by the Implementation Force (IFOR) in
Bosnia; it was also used in a tertiary manner in Mozambique. The strategy is
a blunt instrument in that the punishment—withdrawal—promises to hurt
parties who have fulfilled their obligations and rewards any spoiler who
opposes international engagement.

Matching Strategies to Type of Spoiler

A correct diagnosis of spoiler type is crucial for the choice of an appropriate
strategy of spoiler management. Total spoilers cannot be accommodated in a
peace settlement; they must be defeated or so marginalized that they can do
little damage. A greedy spoiler with total goals can conceivably be brought
into a settlement if the costs of war are sufficiently high. A limited spoiler can
be accommodated by meeting its nonnegotiable demands. A greedy limited

12. Again, it is difficult to determine whether Aideed was a spoiler by my definition. One could
argue that the Addis Ababa agreements between the various clan factions in Somalia constituted
a formal peace process and therefore Aideed was a spoiler. Likewise, although Indian diplomats
claimed that Prabakaran provided his consent to the peace agreement in 1987, he never signed the
agreement.
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spoiler may be accommodated, but such accommodation may whet its appetite
to demand more concessions.

A total spoiler, because it defines the war in all-or-nothing terms and holds
immutable preferences, cannot be appeased through inducements, nor can it
be socialized; moreover, both inducement and socialization risk strengthening
the spoiler by rewarding it. Two versions of the coercive strategy are also
dangerously counterproductive for managing total spoilers. Coercive diplo-
macy is unlikely to succeed, given the cost insensitivity of total spoilers; they
call bluffs and test will. If custodians fail to carry through on threats or fail to
establish escalation dominance, the spoiler’s position may be strengthened. By
showing the inadequacy of international force, the spoiler adds to its domestic
reputation for coercive strength. The withdrawal strategy also backfires against
a total spoiler, who has everything to gain if custodians abandon the peace
process.

Two strategies are appropriate for managing a total spoiler: the use of force
to defeat the spoiler or the departing train strategy. Because few custodians are
willing to use force to defeat a total spoiler, they should strengthen the parties
of peace so that they can defend themselves. The departing train strategy can
do this by legitimizing the parties of peace and delegitimizing the spoiler, by
depriving the spoiler of resources—both capital and weapons—that can be
used to undermine peace, and by redeploying peacekeepers to protect the
parties of peace.

A limited spoiler can be included in a peace process if its demands are
acceptable to the conflict’s other parties. This suggests that inducement is an
appropriate strategy for managing a limited spoiler, but the strategy depends
on the bargaining range established by the other parties who have already
committed to peace. If the demands of the limited spoiler cannot be accom-
modated through inclusion, then the custodian may have to choose socializa-
tion or coercion. The danger is that the threat or use of force may prompt a
counterescalation of violence by the limited spoiler.

The greedy spoiler requires a long-term strategy of socialization. Because the
spoiler is not total, there is at least a possibility of bringing it into the peace
process. In the short term, the greedy spoiler presents a serious dilemma. As
inducements alone will serve only to whet the appetite of the greedy spoiler,
the legitimacy and illegitimacy of its demands must be clearly distinguished.
Moreover, depending on the cost insensitivity and risk-taking of the spoiler,
the use of coercive sticks may be necessary to impose costs and create a strong
sense of limits to the spoiler's demands. On the other hand, a reliance solely
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on a coercive strategy will ignore that even the greedy spoiler has legitimate
security goals that can only be met through inducements.

LIMITATIONS OF THE CUSTODIAN
Policymakers often have concerns other than a specific conflict at hand; a
strategy that may be best from a perspective of solely managing the conflict
may not be best for a policymaker considering a range of interests. This is
certainly true when it comes to conflict resolution in small, unimportant (to
U.S. national interest), and faraway countries. Even the United Nations con-
siders its actions in particular cases in light of its corporate interest and the
need to protect the reputation and institution of peacekeeping. The optimal
strategy to end a conflict and manage a spoiler may be too costly or risky for
external actors. As a U.S. defense official told me, “One should not confuse
what is needed to end these conflicts with what the United States is prepared
to do.”13

The United Nations has special limitations as a peace custodian. Although
it possesses formal authority, its agent on the ground (the special repre-
sentative of the secretary-general) is constrained by the direction, commitment,
and will of the Security Council. Special representatives have to borrow lever-
age through coalition building; their ability to induce or punish, even their
ability to rule credibly on the legitimacy or illegitimacy of demands, depends
on the support of member states. In some cases, such as the Salvadoran and
Cambodian peace processes, the United Nations has relied on groups of
friends—that is, formal associations of all member states that have an interest
in the peace process and therefore bring their power, energy, and attention to
implementing peace. In other cases, the special representative has relied on ad
hoc groupings of interested states, usually working with their diplomatic
representatives on site.

The biggest potential liability (yet source of possible leverage) in managing
a spoiler are member states that are patrons of the spoiler. On the one hand,
such patrons, if they are sincerely interested in making peace, may supply the
special representative with assets of leverage, credibility, and trust. On the
other hand, such patrons may be slow to acknowledge that their client is acting
as a spoiler and may be reluctant to declare their client’s demands illegitimate.
Within almost every patron of a spoiler are personal networks and domestic
groups that support the spoiler. Pressures from these groups, as well as prior

13. Confidential interview.
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policy commitments to the spoiler, can lead the patron to continue to support
the spoiler, even in the face of outrageous behavior.

The Fog of Peacemaking

The typology of spoiler problems described so far reflects two fundamental
attributes of peace processes: immense complexity and uncertainty. The typo-
logy suggests that custodians face numerous uncertainties that require skilled
diagnosis; they include: (1) the goal of the spoiler; (2) the intent behind acts of
noncooperation or aggression; (3) the degree of commitment of the spoiler; (4)
the degree of leadership command and control of followers; (5) the degree of
unity within the spoiler; and (6) the likely effects of custodial action on the
spoiler’s willingness to continue aggression, on the other parties to the peace
process, and on interested external actors.

Custodians must interpret why a particular party attacks a peace process or
refuses to meet its obligations to implement a peace agreement. Several inter-
pretations are possible. A party that has signed an agreement but refuses to
fulfill its obligations may be motivated by fear. It may see an agreement as
desirable, but fears putting its security into the hands of its adversary. This
causes it to stall on its commitments or cheat on agreements by creating a
fail-safe option. A party that has signed an agreement may cheat because it is
greedy and desires a better deal; it may want a negotiated settlement to
succeed, but wants to increase its chances of maximizing its return in the
settlement. A failure to fulfill its obligations may be a means of seeking
advantage in an election that could determine partially the division of spoils
and power of the settlement; alternatively, holding back from commitments
may be a way to strengthen its bargaining position in the result of losing an
election. Finally, a party may cheat because it has signed a peace agreement
for tactical reasons; if the agreement seems as though it will bring the party to
power, then it will abide by the agreement; however, if the agreement appears
as if it will not bring the party to power, then it will cheat to overturn the
agreement. In such a case, the spoiler is motivated by total goals and defines
the stakes as all or nothing.

When a party is outside of a peace process and uses violence to attack the
parties within, a custodian must judge the intention behind the violence. Is it
an attempt by the spoiler to force its way into negotiations—to alter a process
so that its demands are included in a settlement? Or is it an attempt to weaken
the commitment of the internal parties as a means to destroy a negotiated
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settlement? Again, the action must be connected to a judgment about the
spoiler’s motivation. Is it motivated by limited grievances that can be incorpo-
rated into an agreement? Or is it motivated by total goals that are unalterably
opposed to agreement? Custodians of peace processes must make judgments
about the commitment of a spoiler to its preference. Spoilers may vary in their
sensitivity to costs and risks; greedy parties may seek only limited opportuni-
ties to maximize their goals, or they may be willing to incur high costs and
take large risks to improve their position.

The above interpretations assume a unified party—that the leader’s behavior
reflects a group consensus about its aims. But if uncertainty exists about the
extent to which a leader can deliver his followers, then a leader may sign an
agreement but be reluctant to implement it for fear that any act of compromise
could prompt a rebellion by hard-liners. Alternatively, a party’s act of aggres-
sion may or may not be evidence of a leader’s willingness to make peace; it
could be the act of rogue elements who are opposed to settlement and seek to
wreck an agreement.

Custodians of peace face uncertainty about the effects of actions they take
toward a spoiler. Will they encourage the spoiler to desist from attacking the
peace process? Or will they encourage the spoiler to continue its resistance?
Furthermore, if divisions between hard-liners and moderates within the spoiler
become evident, there could be uncertainty about how one’s actions will affect
the relative strengths of the factions. A custodian’s actions likewise will have
uncertain effects on the other parties to a conflict. The development of an
effective strategy is made difficult because one’s action toward a spoiler affects
and is affected by the behavior of other parties in the conflict. Custodians may
have to limit their use of coercion against a spoiler for fear of upsetting a fragile
balance of power that could lead other internal parties to eschew a peaceful
settlement. Custodians may be constrained in the use of inducements by the
bargaining range permitted by the other parties to the conflict. A custodian’s
failure to respond to spoiler behavior by one party may trigger a mimetic
response by other parties to the conflict. If a custodian is lenient toward a
spoiler, will it encourage other parties to cheat as well? If it acts aggressively
toward a spoiler, might it encourage other parties to act aggressively, in the
belief that they have an ally that tips the balance of power against the spoiler?
All of this is to say that the strategy that custodians pursue toward a specific
spoiler must take into account the positions of other internal parties to the
conflict and perhaps even the need to work with those parties to coordinate
action.
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Case Studies of Spoiler Management

This article is a first step in developing a typological theory of spoiler man-
agement. The initial framework discussed above posits a typology of spoilers
based on their intentions—limited, greedy, and total; it then describes a range
of strategies available for managing spoilers—inducement, socialization, and
coercion, with several variations of the latter strategy. It suggests that the
general appropriateness of a strategy depends on the type of spoiler: induce-
ment for limited spoilers, socialization for greedy spoilers, and departing train
for total spoilers. The framework places a heavy burden on the ability of
custodians to diagnose correctly the type of spoiler they face.

The following section examines five case studies of spoiler management in
the 1990s as a way of refining, elaborating, and modifying the initial theory.
The case studies serve the function of identifying complexities of various kinds
that affect success or failure in dealing with spoiler problems that are not
anticipated or explainable by the initial theory. Several criteria guided case
selection. First, I have chosen only cases that have reached an outcome; thus
ongoing peace processes where the outcome is uncertain, such as Northern
Ireland, the Middle East, and Bosnia, have been avoided. Second, the cases
include variation in outcome—successful management of the spoiler
(RENAMO in Mozambique, and the KR in Cambodia) and failed management
of the spoiler (the CDR in Rwanda, UNITA in Angola, and the State of
Cambodia [SOC] in Cambodia). The judgment of successful and failed man-
agement of the spoiler is based on whether the spoiler has been relatively
weakened or strengthened vis-a-vis its opponents. Third, the cases vary on the
two principal independent variables: the mix of strategies chosen to manage
the spoiler and the type of spoiler. In terms of primary strategy, Cambodia
(against the KR) is an example of the departing train version of the coercion
strategy. Angola and Cambodia (against SOC) are examples of inducement;
Mozambique is an example of a mixed inducement and socialization strategy.
Rwanda is an example of the withdrawal version of the coercive strategy. In
terms of spoiler type, the KR and CDR are examples of total spoilers; UNITA
and SOC are greedy spoilers; and RENAMO is a limited spoiler. My judgment
of spoiler type is based on evidence of intentions at the time.

Several limitations of the cases should be pointed out. First, the cases all took
place after the end of the Cold War. Although this increases the relevance of
lessons for policymakers who must grapple with the difficulties of peacemak-
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ing unconstrained by superpower rivalry, the findings are nonetheless
bounded by historical era. Second, the primary custodian in all of the cases is
the United Nations. There is variation among the cases, however, in the roles
played by individual states as interested actors or subcustodians who support
the peace process. Third, not all combinations of strategy and spoiler type are
covered in the cases, given the relatively few cases of spoiler management in
the 1990s. For instance, neither coercive diplomacy nor use of force to defeat
the spoiler is included. Fourth, these cases are not completely independent of
one another. Strategies for managing a particular spoiler were sometimes the
result of lessons derived from another case. Some UN personnel worked on
more than one case. Some spoilers themselves likely drew lessons for their
strategy based on evaluating the efficacy of custodians in other cases.

Following Alexander George’s method of structured, focused comparison,'*
the case studies address the following general questions:

1. What was the spoiler’s behavior? What demands did the spoiler make?
What was the rhetoric of the spoiler?

2. How did external parties interpret the empirically verifiable observations of
the spoiler? What were the custodian’s judgments about the intentions and
motivations of the spoiler?

3. What evidence existed for interpreting spoiler intentions and evaluating the
organizational unity of the spoiler? What evidence did the custodian have?
What evidence did it cite to support its interpretations? Was other evidence
ignored or disregarded?

4. What strategy did the custodian choose to manage the spoiler? What was
the theory behind the strategy?

5. Did the custodian implement the strategy effectively? What was the effect
of the strategy—on the spoiler and on the other parties in the conflict?

6. Did the custodian reevaluate the strategy during its implementation? Did
the custodian reconsider its initial diagnosis of spoiler type?

CASE 1. RWANDA: THREATENED WITHDRAWAL
The Arusha Peace Accords, signed in August 1993 by President Juvenal
Habyarimana of Rwanda and officials from the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF),

14. Alexander L. George, “Case Studies and Theory Development,” paper presented to the Second
Annual Symposium on Information Processing in Organizations, Carnegie-Mellon University,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, October 15-16, 1982.
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a rebel force composed of mostly Tutsi exiles, promised to end a three-year
civil war in which approximately 10,000 people had been killed. The accords
attempted to end violent conflict between the Hutu ethnic group, which
formed approximately 70 percent of the population, and the Tutsi ethnic group,
which comprised nearly 30 percent.!® Simultaneously, the accords sought to
end Hutu political hegemony over the Tutsi, integrate thousands of Tutsi exiles
into Rwandan life, and democratize the Rwandan government, which had
been dominated for over twenty years by a small elite group of Hutus close
to Habyarimana. The accords contained elaborate provisions for power sharing
in government; integration of the two armies; a detailed plan for the return of
some soldiers to civilian life; procedures for democratization of Rwandan
politics; and the establishment of a coalition transition government, the Broad
Based Transitional Government (BBTG). The accords culminated fourteen
months of negotiation and mediation by the Tanzanian government, in con-
junction with the Organization of African Unity and the governments of
France, Belgium, and the United States. The United Nations was to oversee the
accords’ implementation.

The mediators of the agreement apparently foresaw that they would likely
meet resistance from Hutu extremists in the army and government, who had
rallied under the banner of the CDR.!® The RPF vetoed provisions that would
have given the CDR a role in a new Rwandan government, arguing that it was
not an independent political party and that its extreme belief in ethnic supe-
riority was contrary to the spirit of settlement. A further point of contention
concerned representation in the army: Arusha allotted 50 percent of the officer
corps and 40 percent of the rest of the army to the RPF. Although the formula
alleviated RPF security fears, it was contested by the CDR. Nonetheless, the
Rwandan government negotiating team reached agreement with the RPF on
those terms.

The accords contained one major flaw: they lacked a strategy to deal with
the CDR. The United States and France advocated inclusion of the CDR into
the peace process. Instead the RPF and the government signatories to the

15. Another group, the Twa, comprises 1 percent of Rwanda’s population. A common figure for
the respective populations is 85 percent Hutu and 14 percent Tutsi. Based on new calculations,
Howard Adelman estimates that the percentage of Tutsi was greatly underreported, hence the 70
percent/30 percent figure here. Private communication, Howard Adelman, October 10, 1996.

16. Howard Adelman and Astri Suhrke, with Bruce Jones, The International Response to Conflict and
Genocide: Lessons from the Rwanda Experience, Study 2, Early Warning and Conflict Management
(Copenhagen: Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda, March 1996), p. 25.
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accords hoped for a robust UN peacekeeping force that “would neutralize the
extremists.”)” Chastened by its recent experience in Somalia, however, the
United Nations had no intention of robust peacekeeping. Indeed, some UN
diplomats foresaw implementation as a relatively easy task. The force that was
deployed to Rwanda was not only less than the parties had agreed to, but also
less than what the UN Assistance Mission to Rwanda (UNAMIR) force com-
mander, General Romeo Dallaire, believed necessary.

Between the signing of the peace accords in August 1993 and the full
deployment of UNAMIR in February 1994, tension and uncertainty were rife
in Rwanda. The accords provided room for the growth of moderate Hutu
politicians who could provide an ethnic bridge to the mostly Tutsi RPF. Haby-
arimana’s party itself was undergoing splits; the CDR, resolutely opposed to
compromise with the RPF, emerged as a possible competitor to Habyarimana.
In October 1993 a coup attempt in neighboring Burundi by Tutsi officers
against its recently elected Hutu president triggered acts of genocide in that
country. Between 50,000 and 100,000 people died, including Burundi’s presi-
dent. In Rwanda the coup increased Hutu extremist antipathy for the Arusha
compromise, sowed suspicion and doubt among Hutu moderate politicians
toward the RPF, and emboldened the Hutu extremists to advocate openly
extermination of the Tutsi as a final solution to Rwanda’s ethnic problem.'®

UNAMIR's top officials, Special Representative Jacques-Roger Booh-Booh
and Dallaire, confronted several challenges: Habyarimana’s unwillingness to
carry out his obligations to the Arusha Accords and form the BBTG, low-level
political violence and ethnic killings, growing public incitement of ethnic
hatred—especially by the popular radio station Radio Mille Collines—and
increasing evidence of a CDR plan to commit genocide if the BBTG were
installed. On January 11, 1994, Dallaire sent a cable to the UN Department of
Peacekeeping, which stated that a high-level government defector had told
UNAMIR about the formation of specially trained militias to carry out a
genocide, the creation of lists of Hutu moderates targeted for assassination, a
plan to kill Belgian peacekeepers in the hope of driving the United Nations
out of Rwanda, and a specific threat that the BBTG would be attacked upon
installation.

17. Howard Adelman, “Preventing Post—Cold War Conflicts, What Have We Learned? The Case
of Rwanda,” paper presented to the International Studies Association Meeting, San Diego, Cali-
fornia, April 17, 1996, p. 7.

18. Prunier, The Rwanda Crisis, pp. 198-203.
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Although Dallaire requested better equipment that would improve
UNAMIR’s capacity to respond in the case of crisis, his request was ignored.
He also sought permission to begin independent searches for arms caches, but
was told to do so only in conjunction with local authorities—some of whom
were implicated in the January 11 warning. In the words of the definitive
account of this period, UN headquarters was only prepared to approve “what
the traffic would bear.”"

Habyarimana’s role in the plotting and his motivations for stalling on im-
plementing Arusha were uncertain; analysts disagreed on whether Habyari-
mana was himself an extremist only tactically committed to the peace process,
or a pragmatic peacemaker whom ethnic extremists had boxed in. The faction
that was implicated in the January warning to Dallaire included members of
Habyarimana’s own elite troops, the Presidential Guard, several close presi-
dential advisers, and the president’s wife. Habyarimana’s behavior could be
construed as supporting either interpretation. His prevarication might have
been evidence that he hoped events would provide the extremists with an
opportunity to return to war in a stronger position. Alternatively, it was
possible that he feared for his life if he implemented the accords, and therefore
“buying time, without knowing exactly for what purpose, became a kind of
survival reflex.”?’ U.S. officials close to the implementation process believed
that there was no split between Habyarimana and the extremists; therefore,
the key to dealing with the extremists was to get Habyarimana to install the
BBTG. They assumed that he would deliver his followers to the peace proc-
ess.”!

No coordinated, unified international approach was taken vis-a-vis the ex-
tremists. Booh-Booh adamantly opposed CDR demands for inclusion in the
peace process, only to reverse himself and argue for their participation. France
continued to have cordial relations with both Habyarimana and officials im-
plicated in the January warning. Arms supplies from France arrived in Rwanda
in January 1994 in violation of the Arusha Accords, and, according to UNAMIR
officials, again in April after the beginning of the genocide. Representatives of
donor nations in Kigali failed to send a clear, consistent message regarding

19. Adelman, Suhrke, with Jones, The International Response, p. 68.

20. Prunier, The Rwandan Crisis, p. 203.

21. Anthony Marley, U.S. Department of State, presentation at the Fourteenth Annual Africa
Conference, the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University,
Washington, D.C., April 7, 1995. Lieutenant Colonel Marley (retired) was the U.S. military attaché
to the Arusha process.



