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ABSTRACT

In this dissertation, I seek to explain mediation initiation in militarized interstate
disputes. In large part this purpose serves to bridge an important gap in the mediation
literature between the onset of mediation and its outcome. Specifically, I examine how
various dispute, disputant and third party traits interact to foster a mediation attempt. In
doing so, I focus on answering three related questions. First, what are the differences
between third party and disputant initiated mediation? Second, why are the two types
different? Third, what are the implications of these differences?
A new dataset on third party intermediary interventions is utilized for this study,
covering the post World War II period from 1946 to 1992. During this period, there are
1137 militarized interstate disputes, with 379 mediation attempts by third party actors.
After a thorough description of the data and the manner in which the dataset was
compiled, I empirically test various hypotheses concerning both third party and disputant
initiated mediation as they relate to the conflict and mediation literatures. In doing so, I
distinguish between three dimensions of a militarized dispute: power, severity and
regime type. Additionally, I incorporate a triadic model of conflict management behavior
that takes into account third party characteristics and linkages to disputants to explain
mediation initiation. Finally, I disaggregate disputant initiated mediation to determine if
different conditions lead to one or both disputants initiating mediation efforts.
My results suggest that the conditions leading to third party initiation are rather
different than those leading to disputant initiation. Most notable are how dispute factors
such as territory, multilateral disputes and power asymmetry affect the likelihood of
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either type of initiation. Additionally, the role of third party characteristics like major
power status and linkages such as trade and alliance ties are also found to be important in
determining when third parties will initiate mediation. Such results on the whole suggest
a further need to re-evaluate our observations about mediation outcome and mediation
theory in general.

14

1. INTRODUCTION
My good friends this is the second time in our history that
there has come back from Germany to Downing Street
peace with honor. I believe it is peace in our time."
-

Neville Chamberlain, 1938

The success or failure of third parties in managing disputes between states has
often meant the difference between war and peace in the twentieth century. The failure in
Munich in 1939 symbolizes both the important and precarious role of diplomacy in
preventing interstate conflict. As the world settles itself into a new century, those who
study and practice the peacefol management of interstate disputes look to the twentieth
century to evaluate and bring forth knowledge that will serve to promote peace and
stability in an increasingly complex world. Such is the task I take on in writing this
dissertation, focusing on the dynamic environment of third party mediation in interstate
disputes.
The purpose of this dissertation is to begin explaining mediation initiation in
militarized interstate disputes. In large part this purpose serves to bridge an important
gap in the mediation literature between the onset of mediation and its outcome.
Specifically, I examine how various dispute, disputant and third party traits interact to
foster a mediation attempt.
To serve this purpose, I have set out three main goals. The first goal is to present a
descriptive account of dispute, disputant and third party characteristics in the mediation
' Excerpted from Shirer, William. 1960. The rise andfall of the Third Reich; a history of Nazi Germany.
New York: Simon and Schuster.
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context. The central argument derived from this descriptive account is that variation in
any or all of these characteristics directly impacts mediation initiation. The second goal
is to assess the strength of this argument by theory testing in the contcxt of neo-realist
and neo-liberal explanations of international conflict behavior, specifically those
regarding conflict management. The third goal of this dissertation is to better
operational ize the concept of ripeness in the conflict management literature. I argue that
at present, this concept provides little assistance to conflict scholars given the manner in
which scholars and practitioners utilize or fail to utilize this term. I subsequently derive
possible ways in which to operationalize ripeness based upon my findings incorporated
with existing theory. The final goal of this dissertation is to present this research using a
new third party dataset on intermediary interventions developed by William Dixon at the
University of Arizona. The use of a new dataset to describe and explain intermediary
activities is important in its own right but this is particularly true considering the limited
empirical data available to conflict scholars concerning mediation activity.
In presenting this project for public consumption then, I hope to strengthen and
contribute to mediation scholarship in three ways. The first contribution is to take a
closer look at mediation origin given that it is understudied in the literature. The second
contribution is in how I examine mediation origin: through the interplay of dispute,
disputant and third party characteristics. Finally, it is my hope that these two
contributions will encourage others to employ this valuable data in answering the many
questions that remain with regard to conflict management in interstate disputes.

The remainder of this chapter sets the stage for the research presented in this
dissertation. In doing so, I first discuss the importance and role of mediation in interstate
conflict, followed by a discussion of mediation initiation specifically. Next, I explain
where this research fits within the current literature on mediation and international
relations theory. Finally, I present an overview of the organization of the dissertation,
introducing the key questions and findings of the chapters that follow.

The importance and role of mediation in interstate conflict
Mediation is an old and established form of conflict management. Of particular
importance is that mediation has been found to exist across most cultures, thus spanning
both time and space in terms of its applicability in dealing with disputes. Moore (1996)
points to Jewish, Christian, Islamic, Hindu, Buddhist, Confucian and other cultures all
maintaining extensive and effective forms of mediation throughout their histories. Even
in more secular societies, mediation has found a place in conflict management as it is
often utilized to resolve issues such as labor disputes and divorce. Given its tradition,
there should be little surprise that mediation is a particularly important form of conflict
management between nation-states.
For nation-states, mediation represents an opportunity to resolve a dispute in a
non-zero sum manner. While it is not the only form of conflict management, it is the
most common (Bercovitch et al 1991). Raymond and Kegley (1985) argue that its
popularity is due to a belief by disputants and third parties that it can prevent the
escalation of disputes while addressing the entire range of issues involved with the
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dispute. Additionally for nation-states, since mediation is non-binding, it provides
another opportunity beyond bilateral negotiations to solve conflicts with only limited
infringement upon sovereignty. As such, mediation has long been advocated as the most
effective way in which to solve conflicts that cannot be peacefully resolved by the
disputants themselves (Steiner 1940; Simkin 1971; Layline 1972; Ott 1972; Young
1972).
If we look to the international community and the numerous militarized interstate
disputes throughout the 20^ century, the importance of mediation as a method of conflict
management becomes readily apparent. Various third parties have intervened using
mediation in a wide variety of conflicts between states. Such examples include the
United States in disputes between Israel and Egypt throughout the 1970s, the Vatican in
the Falklands dispute between the United Kingdom and Argentina in 1982, and Congo's
mediation between Burundi and Rwanda in 1966. These examples illustrate the diversity
of international mediation efforts in addition to the widespread nature of mediation as a
tool of conflict management throughout the international system.
Specific definitions of third party mediation, however, vary somewhat in the
literature. Raymond and Kegley (1985) describe it as a method of conflict management
and resolution that involves the use of third parties to assist disputants in reaching a
voluntary agreement. The functions of these parties obviously depend on the interests of
the disputants and the third party but consist of such things as; agenda setting,
communication facilitation, position clarification, issue re-conceptualization, bargaining

assistance and agreement endorsement.

Skjelsbaek (1986) describes third party

mediation as those types of actions that involve drafting and promoting plans for conflict
resolution. These actions include such things as arbitration and conciliation in addition to
formal mediation. Bercovitch et al (1991) define international mediation by third parties
as a process of conflict resolution where the conflicting parties seek the assistance of, or
accept an offer from an outside actor to resolve their differences or settle their conflict
without using force or the authority of law. Although there are seemingly endless
variations of definitions for third party mediation, these three examples capture most of
the concepts found throughout the literature on third parties in international mediation.^
For the purposes of this dissertation I define third party mediation as an intervention by
an outside actor that assists the disputing parties in either managing or resolving a
conflict without the use of force.
The importance and role of mediation in conflict management should be clear. It
is the most prevalent form of peacefully addressing disputes and is widespread
throughout the international system. Given its salient function as a form of conflict
management, the study of why mediation is initiated should resonate with the reader as
being of importance as well. Only in comprehending the beginning of this process can
we as con flict scholars expect to fully develop theories of mediation that will help to
explain the whole nature of this common yet difficult practice of conflict management.

* Raymond and Kegley (1985) provide an informative chart of the various scholars who present in great
detail these functions and the discrete tasks associated with them. See pages 35-36.
^ For more examples see Klieboer (1996); Frei (1976); Touval and Zartman (1985); Kolb and Rubin
(1991); Ott (1972); and Young (1967).

Mediation initiation
What is missing in the mediation literature, however, is a thorough study of
mediation initiation, despite its seemingly obvious importance in the larger mediation
process. There are at least four interrelated reasons for this importance. First, initiating
mediation is the first step in a long and complicated process. Most mediation studies
have centered on the end state of mediation, focusing on outcomes, a seemingly odd
place to begin the study of mediation. If initiating mediation is the first step leading to
mediation outcome, a logical calculus would lead to the conclusion that the initiation
process might in some way affect its outcome. Consequently, understanding what leads
to the onset of mediation might better help scholars theorize about mediation success
and/or failure.
Second, studying mediation initiation allows one to assess the distinctive behavior
of disputants and third parties with respect to conflict management. Central to this
dissertation is determining the conditions that lead to disputant and third party initiated
mediation. What conditions exist that push disputants to seek out mediation? What
conditions exist that push third parties to initiate mediation on their own? These are two
questions that have not been explored in the context of militarized interstate disputes.
Answering these two questions will help to better identify conditions in
militarized disputes that lead to conflict management, a third reason why .studying
mediation initiation is important. If one can identify the similarities and differences in
the conditions that lead to disputant and third party initiated mediation, then scholars and

practitioners might be better at predicting which disputes will be amenable to conflict
management. This in turn could lead to more successful conflict management attempts.
If more successful mediation is the end goal, arguably as it should be, then the
study of mediation initiation is important in that it will allow a link between the
beginning of the mediation process and the end. This is necessary for a comprehensive
theory of mediation and for a more accurate picture of mediation outcome. To date, this
link between beginning and end has only partially been uncovered.
For this dissertation, the question that remains unanswered in the literature is how
do we explain mediation initiation in militarized interstate disputes? Unlike other areas
in which mediation can or docs take place (divorce and labor management, for example),
there is little or no systematically prescribed manner in which it occurs in the
international arena. To be certain, there are various international organizations that do
call upon its member states to seek mediation in the event of a dispute between them.
Most cases of mediation, however, happen outside of this context in an ad-hoc fashion,
occurring sometimes after a failure of bilateral negotiations or sometimes before bilateral
negotiations can even begin.
Overall, there must be other conditions outside of mandates that facilitate the
beginning of a mediation effort in disputes between stales. Bercovitch (1997) highlights
three sets of motives deriving from the dispute, the disputants and potential third parties.
From the dispute itself, he points to dispute duration, high levels of fatality and military
stalemate as being possible motives. From the perspective of the disputing parties,
motives include: reducing dispute escalation, international norms and using third parties

as scapegoats for failed negotiations. Lastly, from the perspectives of third parties,
motives include both political interest and structure preservation.
While Bercovitch captures many of the motives available for beginning the
mediation proccss, there are others among the dispute and third party categories that
merit consideration as well. With regard to the dispute itself, Bercovitch's assessment
seems to suggest the importance of conflict severity as motivation for mediation efforts.
In terms of severity then, the motives may go beyond simple calculations of fatality and
stalemate to include the number of disputants involved, the issue of dispute and finally
the history of the dispute. In terms of motives for the third parties, it also seems
appropriate to consider the role of international norms as well. As I will argue later, these
norms can apply to both disputant and third party behavior in conflict management.
From these motives one can hypothesize about how certain variables among three
dimensions of a dispute can intensify the motivation for mediation to occur. First again
are those factors associated with the militarized dispute and disputants. In this category
one can include variables associated with concepts like severity, power and regime type.
Second, the characteristics of the potential intermediary or third party may play a role in
determining whether or not mediation is initiated. Of importance in this category are
factors such as regime type, economic and alliance ties to the disputant, capability and
previous intermediary ties to the disputants.
In explaining mediation initiation, these factors may affect whether or not
disputants or third parties begin the mediation effort. It is in parsing out the effects of
these factors on disputant and third party initiated mediation that we can begin to

understand the initiation process in its entirety. As 1 seek to argue throughout this
dissertation, the conditions facihtating the onset of disputant initiated mediation are
substantially different than those prompting third party attempts. Theoretically, disputants
may want to start the mediation process under conditions completely unlike those
conditions that might spur potential third parties to become involved in managing a
particular conflict. These potential differences have remained undistinguished in the
literature, thus leaving a significant space to be filled in mediation and intemational
relations theory.

Mediation and international relations theory
Mediation theory
Mediation scholarship is largely divided into two camps; one is the study of
contextual variables and the other is the study of process variables. Klieboer (1996)
discusses these two camps at some length but a synopsis here will suffice. Contextual
variables are those involving the characteri.sties of the dispute, disputants and mediator.
Process variables involve the actual methods utilized by mediators.
This dissertation focuses on the contextual variables in mediation. A systematic
study of process seems to make little sense outside of a greater understanding of the
context in which the process occurs. Sheppard (1984) argues that third party conflict
intervention research has been reluctant to examine the comparability of processes over
different circumstances, both formally and informally. One could imagine that process to
a large degree is determined by contextual factors, however, limiting the extent to which

scholars are able to compare. Bercovitch and Houston (2000) for example, demonstrate
that the mediators' choice of method is influenced by the contextual factors of a
particular conflict."' Furthering our understanding of contextual factors then seems to be a
prudent first step in better clarifying the phenomenon of mediation. The contribution of
the dissertation in this sense then is to explain these contextual factors in the context of
mediation origin, thus better clarifying the beginning of the mediation process.
Most of the energy in mediation research, whether it is on process or contextual
factors, is spent postulating upon numerous hypotheses and assessing how those
hypotheses are supported in various historical cases (Mitchell and Webb 1988; Princen
1992; Bercovitch et al 1996; Kleiboer 1998). Given these terms, mediation scholars have
done well in providing different explanations for mediation outcome in terms of success
or failure. One of the largest drawbacks to this approach so common in the field,
however, is that one can find little systematic effort to assess theory within the context of
varied and numerous groups of mediation cases. In other words, what one finds in the
mediation literature is often a specific set of cases studied and analyzed in the context of
mediation theory.
These studies are invaluable to mediation research. Individuals who have
expertise of particular events during a particular conflict are and have been able to
highlight different dimensions by which others should study the mediation process.
Indeed, such studies can be the catalyst in the development of new theories of mediation.

In their study they categorize mediator strategies and tactics into three groups: communicationfaciliatation, procedural and directive. Their contextual factors are also categorized into three groups: preexisting conflict context, concurrent mediation context and background mediation context.
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Klieboer (1998) for example, discusses four theoretical models of mediation and how
these models provide different interpretations for two historical mediation events, Camp
David and the Falklands/Malvinas Conflict. Through an in-depth analysis of these two
cases, Klieboer finds that perhaps mediation research can benefit from employing a
multi-model approach.
Klieboer's work unfortunately is not the norm in mediation research. Too much of
the research conducted does not anchor itself to international relations theory in any
substantive manner. Certainly, there is research that postulates a few hypotheses and then
verifies these through a detailed case study. That research, however, cannot be the
theoretical framework upon which mediation solely relies if it is to be valuable to those
practicing and those interested in systematically studying it.
Third party mediation is subject to various types of interpretation and analysis that
is dependent upon a researcher's assumptions and understanding of interstate relations
and the international community in general. As Klieboer (1996) suggests, these
assumptions and understanding of international relations that an analyst brings into the
study of international mediation shapes her views on the desirability, feasibility and
causal logic of mediation, in addition to determining the type of research design they use
to study mediation. Along with interpretation and analysis, the background and interest
of the researcher frames the content of study and perspective from which the study is
performed.
To this end, Bercovitch (1997) identifies four main traditions in mediation
scholarship. First is the prescriptive approach that focuses on mediation advising in real-
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world situations. Second is the interaction and problem solving approach whose purpose
is to develop sets of rules to address the issue of mediation in all types of conflict. Third
is a game theoretic or rational choice approach used to illustrate strategies for concession
and agreement making. Fourth is the descriptive and empirical examination of mediation
cases approach used to develop theory and provide guidelines to mediation.
The latter approach Bercovitch identifies as being the most fruitful and perhaps
most relevant for policymaking. As mentioned previously, mediation research utilizing
this approach has often focused on case studies to build theory. While this statement
reflects to a large extent the research on mediation process, it remains highly prevalent in
studies of contextual variables as well. What is necessary to supplement case study
approaches are more large N analyses that can test for the general applicability of current
theory along with producing additional hypotheses that can be tested among a wider
range of observations.^
This dissertation attempts to address the .shortcomings in the current literature as
argued by both Klieboer and Bercovitch, presenting a body of research consisting of large
N analyses in the context of international relations theory. As such, the perspective from
which this study originates seeks to explain mediation behavior using macro-level
theories of international relations, either involving the nation-state or the international
system. I focus on both domestic-level and system-level variables to test hypotheses on
third party mediation within the context of mediation origin. This focus follows other
^ Indeed, this is what Bercovitch and his co-authors have done in their work on mediation, helping lead
mediation scholarship in this direction and expanding upon the early work of quantitative scholarship from
such authors as Frei (1976). For examples see (Bercovitch et al 1991; Bercovtich and Langley 1993; and
Bercovitch and Houston 2000)
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work in its combination of domestic and international explanations to account for
outcomes and does so in an effort to provide a more comprehensive study of one part of
the mediation process.^ At the fore of systemic explanations are variables emphasized in
the continuing neo-realist and neo-liberal debate. With regard to domestic-level variables,
the emphasis in this dissertation is on the impact of state regime-type on mediation
origin. Each of these explanations I discuss briefly in the following paragraphs, returning
to them in greater detail in the following chapters.

International relations theory and mediation initiation
Scholars of neo-realism argue that state capability is what matters most in an
anarchic environment (Waltz 1979; Gilpin 1981). Outcome is derived directly from the
impact of anarchy and power distribution in the system. In terms of mediation origin
then, one could hypothesize that only the most powerful states initiate mediation as third
parties in interstate disputes. Because these states possess the ability to affect the affairs
of other actors, they can and often do because it is in their best interest. Additionally, one
could hypothesize that mediation would only originate from disputants when there exists
power asymmetry among them. This would occur in an effort by the weaker state to
mitigate the power of the stronger. Finally, in terms of mitigating power, alliances might
be hypothesized to play a role in mediation initiation. One could argue perhaps that

' For an argument of why this combination is useful see Sterling-Folker (1997); Moravscik (1993) and
Milner (1992).
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alliance ties to a disputant may prompt mediation initiation in an effort to make certain
that an ally's resources not be rendered unavailable for the alliance.
A few questions from this perspective seem worth inquiry. First, is it true that
mediators tend to be the more powerful states in the system? Second, does disputant
initiated mediation only occur in the context of asymmetrical power relationships? Third,
are there different rules perhaps for mediation initiation in disputes between major
powers and small powers? Fourth, do alliances ties foster mediation initiation? This
dissertation seeks to provide answers to these questions.
On the other side of the debate, neo-liberalists argue from a perspective that
perhaps provides a more tenable framework from which to study third party mediation.
This is true in part because of the neo-liberal acceptance that other factors outside of the
distribution of power and an anarchic environment matter. Nye (1988) contends that
states are constrained because of other dynamics such as transnational and economic
interactions, along with international norms and institutions. It is the last concept, norms
and institutions, from which liberal arguments draw their strength. As Keohane (1989)
posits, it is in the context of these norms and institutions from which decisions are made.
In contrast to neo-realism then, where the system structure is mostly static, these
norms and institutions are created and changed and thus the environment in which states
operate and in which decisions are made can also be changed and subsequently recreated.
Norms and institutions serve to reinforce interactions among states along with reinforcing
certain modes of behavior (Wendt 1992). To date, these interactions have resulted in
increasing interdependence, increasing numbers of regimes and international
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organizations and an increasing number of liberal democracies, all serving to further the
level of cooperation among states (Zacher and Matthew 1995; Sterling-Folker 1997).
Similar to neo-realism then, one could hypothesize about outcomes with regard to
mediation initiation. For example, perhaps increased interdependence increases the
likelihood of third parties initiating mediation. Certainly third parties with strong
economic ties to disputants might want to intervene in an effort to protect interests that
might be disrupted by an ongoing dispute. Research findings in the international trade
and conflict literature are consistent with this notion that such connections do matter
(Mansfield and Pevehouse 2000).
Another hypothesis might be that liberal democratic third parties might be more
likely to initiate mediation than non-democratic third parties. One could speculate that
the domestic level characteristics with regard to conflict management behavior of
democratic states could extend to international behavior. Democracies then might be
both more experienced in peaceful conflict management and more committed to
resolving international disputes peacefully, thus leading to the possibility that democratic
states might seek to act as third party intermediaries with regularity in militarized
interstate disputes.
While neo-realists maintain an emphasis on zero-sum or relative gains, neo-liberal
arguments stress the utility of absolute gains, leading to the possibility of cooperation in
the international system in lieu of constant conflict. In a system of cooperation,
mediation efforts by third parties can achieve gains on behalf of both disputing sides.
With the prospect of a non-zero sum outcome, disputants may be more inclined to
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actually initiate mediation or be receptive to mediation initiated by third parties.
Conversely, third parties can attempt mediation knowing that states perceive cooperation
as a viable option to conflict. This knowledge also makes it possible that potential third
parties need not be powerful themselves in order to be successful in mediation.
A few questions then arise from factors emphasized in the liberal context. First,
how might economic ties impact the initiation of mediation? Second, are democracies
more likely to get involved in mediation efforts? Third, if they are more likely to get
involved, why is this so? This dissertation seeks to answer these questions as well as the
ones arising from the neo-realist perspective.

Contribution to the literature
The need to explain mediation initiation has arisen out of a general void in the
literature. Most studies to date have focused and continue to focus on the conditions that
determine success or failure when mediation occurs (Frei 1976; Bercovitch 1986;
Bercovitch and Langley 1993; Klieboer 1996). Unlike these studies, I approach the
mediation process by concentrating on its beginning. In conjunction with this different
approach, I center on the characteristics of the actual mediators themselves in addition to
the context in which they consider mediating. This method represents a process that
others have argued will serve to strengthen mediation studies as the literature here is less
developed (Wall 1981; Kaufman and Duncan 1992; Bercovitch and Houston 2000).
There are three central questions this dissertation seeks to answer in order to
strengthen and contribute to the mediation literature. First, what factors lead to third
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party initiated mediation in militarized intestate disputes? Second, what factors lead to
disputant initiated mediation? Third, are the factors that lead to mediation initiation
different based on the two types?
These questions, while important even in the abstract are of greater interest in the
context of current theoretical debates in the international conflict literature. The initiation
of mediation, similar to the success or failure of mediation, is based on many variables
that comprise the characteristics of the dispute and disputants along with the third parties
involved. I argue that the combination of various characteristics of the dispute,
disputants and third parties are of primary importance in determining the likelihood of
either third party or disputant initiated mediation.
The type of mediation initiation then will be different based upon these
characteristics. Theoretically, these differences result from a shift in the salience of
variables that are argued to be important among advocates of realist or liberal theories of
international relations. This dissertation tests for these differences, comparing competing
hypotheses of realist and liberal theories with respect to the roles of severity, power, and
regime type, along with economic and strategic linkages.
An additional contribution of this study is its implications for conceptualizing a
seemingly salient yet largely abstract concept in mediation research, ripeness. Ripeness
is most broadly defined as some precise moment in time when conditions are highly
conducive to bringing about conflict resolution (Modelski 1964; Zartman 1985; Rubin
1991). The international conflict literature is rife with the notion of ripeness as being an
essential component of conflict management and termination. Zartman (2000) describes
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ripeness as a necessary but not sufficient condition for negotiation between two parties to
end or de-escalate a conflict. Various scholars stress important differences in their
conceptualization of ripeness, however. Zartman (1986) identifies four factors that
suggest the presence of ripeness: a mutually hurting stalemate (MHS), the presence of or
an impending catastrophe, legitimate representatives and a reasonable way out of the
conflict.^ Klieboer (1994) emphasizes willingness and perception of the conflicting
parties to negotiate as more important to predicting ripeness than Zartman's factors,
particularly the mutually hurting stalemate.
The issue of when to initiate conflict management or resolution techniques is an
important point of contention among conflict scholars and practitioners who subscribe to
ripeness theory as proposed by Zartman and those who do not. Edmead (1971) argues for
early initiation before the parties in conflict reach a threshold of violence where
significant losses are inflicted on each other. Other arguments amenable to ripeness
theory have argued that initiation prior to each side modifying its expectations of the
outcome is likely to fail (Ott 1972; Pruitt 1981). In addition to timing, intensity is
argued to play a role in ripeness theory. Young (1967) suggests that the more intense a
dispute, the more likely parties are willing to accept conflict management attempts. This
view corresponds to the idea of the mutually hurting stalemate. Model ski (1964)
contends that such an increa.se in intensity will only serve to polarize the parties, making
management less likely.

' According to Zartman (2000), an MHS occurs when the parties to a conflict find themselves locked in a
conflict where there is no chance of victory and the costs of continuing conflict are severe.

These considerations lead to the development of an important question that has
received little or no attention in international mediation. Do third parties, in deciding to
initiate mediation, have significantly different perceptions of a dispute with respect to the
disputing parties? If for instance, third parties are initiating mediation under conditions
when disputants are not requesting it, this might suggest that notions of ripeness have
little use because there is no systematic identification of when a dispute might be ripe for
mediation. Thus, this dissertation provides an empirical link between when initiation
actually occurs and hypotheses as to when it should occur.
Answering these questions about mediation initiation then will add to our
comprehension of the dynamics and reasoning of mediation behavior and its
effectiveness in addition to including implications for policymaking (Bercovitch and
Houston 2000). The answers to these questions are indeed paramount to truly
understanding the entire mediation process. Only in understanding the process as a
whole can mediation scholars both develop a comprehensive theory of mediation and
unravel the secrets of making mediation more successful in managing militarized
conflict. The importance of this research therefore should thus be readily apparent.

Organization
To answer the questions and accomplish the overall goals previously set forth, the
remainder of this dissertation is organized into five chapters. Chapter two presents a
description of both the mediation and militarized interstate dispute data. Specifically, I
discuss the identification and categorization of three groups of data: intermediary

interventions, interstate disputes and intermediaries. Using simple descriptive statistics
of the data I demonstrate the range of both independent and dependent variables explored
in the subsequent chapters along with a synopsis of the collection procedure for the data.
In chapter three I examine the conditions that foster third party initiated
mediation. I begin with third party initiations because they are the most prevalent and
typically occur before disputants seek mediation efforts. Here I am concerned with
identifying patterns in those cases where disputants do not seem to want mediation but
third parties are interested in providing it. As I mentioned earlier in this chapter,
comparing the findings here with those in chapter three will offer greater insight into the
concept of ripeness. In terms of severity, I find that high fatality levels and enduring rival
disputes do not impact the likelihood of initiation while multilateral disputes and conflicts
over territory increase the likelihood of third party initiation. These findings on .severity
lead to debate on a few of the current theoretical expectations found in the literature.
Regarding power, increased capability asymmetry does not affect the likelihood of
initiation nor does the presence of a mixed dyad. Finally, considerations of dyad regime
type do not seem to influence the likelihood of third party initiated mediation.
Chapter four examines how the characteristics of third party states affect the
likelihood of their initiating mediation in militarized interstate disputes. The inclusion of
third party factors presents a rather unique theoretical and research design approach in the
international conflict and mediation literature. My findings suggest that the consideration
of third party factors is important in fully explaining patterns of mediation initiation and
thus may bring into question previous findings in all mediation research that fails to take
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into account third party characteristics. Specifically, I find that alliance ties, major power
status, and regional proximity all increase the likelihood of third party initiation. Third
party regime type and strong trade ties do not seem to affect the likelihood of third party
initiation.
In chapter five I examine the conditions that foster disputant initiated mediation.
Specifically, 1 assess the impact of severity, power and regime type on disputant initiated
mediation in the context of competing theories regarding mediation opportunity. My
findings uncover a few interesting patterns with respect to expectations hinted to in the
literature. First, I find that severity with regard to fatality appears to be curvilinear in
pattern. Second, territorial disputes increase the likelihood of disputant initiated
mediation. Third, the presence of enduring rivalry decreases the likelihood of initiation.
Fourth, increasing capability asymmetry increases the likelihood of initiation. Fifth, the
presence of mixed dyads increases the likelihood of initiation. Finally, increasing dyadic
democracy decreases the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation.
Chapter six is the concluding chapter of the dissertation. First, I provide a brief
summary of the research conducted. Second. I assess the implications of the research,
largely speaking to the four goals of the dissertation. Third, I further discuss the concept
of ripeness in terms of how the results affect current theoretical debate on this topic.
Fourth, I discuss the fruitful areas for future research on mediation origin specifically and
mediation studies in general.
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2. INTERMEDIARY INTERVENTION AND MILITARIZED INTERSTATE
DISPUTE DATA
Unlike most research on mediation in international conflict, this study directly
connects mediation activities to the militarized interstate dispute. This is of particular
importance to the progress of mediation research in this area, as the MID data have
provided much of the current empirical and theoretical knowledge with regard to
international conflict. In this chapter, I develop the link between the mediation and MID
data. First I present a description of the types of intermediary interventions, highlighting
the importance of mediation among the many different kinds of conflict management.
Second I describe the militarized interstate dispute, focusing on three dimensions
associated with the dispute that relate to the occurrence of mediation: severity, power
and dyad regime type. Third I discuss the types of third parties involved in mediation,
stressing state characteristics that I consider in subsequent chapters to test hypotheses
regarding third party state behavior. Finally, 1 shift my focus to a description of the
dependent variables studied in the remainder of the dissertation: the presence or absence
of third party and disputant initiated mediation.

Identification and categorization of intermediary interventions
The majority of the data used in this dissertation is from a new dataset on third
party interventions in interstate disputes, developed by William Dixon at the University
of Arizona. This dataset codes interventions as they occur in the context of militarized
interstate disputes as defined by the Correlates of War project from the University of
Michigan and Penn State University. A militarized interstate dispute or MID is defined

as a group of interactions between or among states that involves the use of military force,
either through threat, display or actual employment (Gochman and Maoz 1984). The
Correlates of War project identifies over 2,000 MlDs dating from 1816 to 1992, with
over 1200 of these occurring in the post World War II period (Jones et al 1996). By
focusing on the MID, a researcher has a manageable and operationally defined subset of
interstate conflicts with which to work (Jones et al 1996). Remaining within the context
of a militarized interstate dispute thus focuses the scope of study for international
mediation.
Obviously there are benefits and disadvantages to this type of focus. I argue that
the benefits greatly outweigh any disadvantage. As mentioned earlier, in order to
perform any sort of systematic analysis there needs to be conceptual and methodological
consistency among scholars. Using the militarized interstate dispute accomplishes this
task. While the MID data leaves out other important subsets of international conflict
including militarized conflict within states, it does capture those militarized conflict
events that are arguably the most important in a system where the state and state security
serve respectively as the primary actor and concern. Other subsets of international
conflict, such as trade, provide opportunities to study international mediation in different
contexts or to examine other phenomena in international conflict such as negotiation and
bargaining.' Supplemental datasets providing information on national and dyadic trade

' Reinhardt (2001) provides a good example of such opportunities. In this study of international trade
conflicts, Reinhardt examines the role of bargaining with incomplete information in GATT dispute
adjudication.

and state capabilities are used however to better specify models derived from this
research and are discussed in detail in relevant chapters.
The dataset on third party interventions in interstate conflict consists of over 500
dyads or pairs of states in which a MID has been recorded since 1946. To collect this
data, conflict management efforts within the context of militarized interstate disputes
were identified and documented according to their typology as defined below. Because
conflict management efforts can and often do take place beyond the beginning and end
dates for a MID, the data was also collected in the context of dyads with each state in the
international system paired with every other state in the system (see Appendix A for a
comprehensive list of these states). From the vantage point of a dyad and disputes that
occurred among dyads, all conflict management efforts involving a dispute between
states could be better systematically identified and documented. The Canada-France dyad
serves as a good example of this collection method.
From 1946 to 1992 Canada and France experienced two militarized disputes with
each other, one in March 1987 and the other from April to May 1988. For this dyad a
comprehensive narrative was compiled to account for the two countries' common dispute
history from the beginning of their first MID in 1987. This narrative provides
information on all third party interventions in the dispute and includes data on the
following intermediary intervention variables; the starting day, month and year of the
intervention, the ending day, month and year of the intervention, the type of third party
(State, Coalition, IGO or NGO), the specific type of third party (head-of-state, minister,
representatives, council, assembly, and/or ad hoc committee or commission), the conflict

management technique used by the third party (see table 2-3), the initiator of the
intervention, the number of third party personnel, the number of third party states, the
number of third party fatalities and the outcome of the intervention. Table 2-1 presents
the narrative written for Canada-France.

Table 2-1. Canada-France dispute narrative
On March 17, 1987 Canada closed its ports to all French fishing vessels after Canadian officials found
evidence that the French were exceeding their limits on cod catches near Newfoundland. The
announcement also came with a warning that French crews would be arrested if caught fishing in
Canadian waters designated otT limits to French trawlers. On March 18, 1987 the French claimed that
Canada's actions were unjustified and against international law.
On April 14, 1988 Canadian fisheries officers seized a French trawler, the Croix de Lorraine in a
maritime zone disputed by France and Canada. 17 crewmembers, two government officials and the
mayor of St. Pierre were arrested. On April 16, French President Mitterrand denounced the seizure. On
April 17, France recalled its ambassador to Canada to Paris. On April 18, France paid US$24,350 to
have its citizens released. On April 20, 1988 President Mitterrand met with Lucien Bouchard, former
Canadian ambassador to France, in Paris to discuss the dispute. On May 5, 1988 a French naval tug
intercepted a Canadian trawler off the French owned coast of St.Pierre. On May 6, the trawler and its
crew were released after a fine of US$26,000. Canada filed a formal protest to France and suspended
bilateral talks that were scheduled to take place on May 6, to choose a mediator to resolve the dispute.
On June 8, 1988 Canada and France resumed the talks.
On September 12, 1988 France suspended its talks with Canada claiming bilateral negotiations could
not reach an agreement. In the statement issued, France called for international mediation to resolve
the fishing dispute. On Februaiy 28, 1989 Canada and France agreed to establish a five-member
international tribunal to settle the dispute between them. On June 10, 1992 the International Court of
Arbitration awarded France a 24-mile limit around St. Pierre and Miquelon islands in addition to a
10.5-mile corridor that ran 200 miles to international waters. Both Canada and France agreed with the
arbitration, settling the 25 year-old dispute.
[Sources; Facts on File March 27, 1987, May 13, 1988, June 10,1988, May 5, 1989, July 2, 1992]

In order to prepare the narrative, a range of historical sources were researched to
check for occurrences of third party interventions regarding the management of or
participation in the dispute (see Appendix B for a complete list of the historical sources).
Once these were identified they were written into the dispute narrative. In the Canada-

France dyad for example, the International Court of Arbitration award in 1992 is recorded
as the sole third party intervention. The actual source(s) from which the information was
retrieved is also noted in the "sources" section at the end of the narrative.
Table 2-2 provides another example of an intervention narrative, this one between
Indonesia and the Netherlands. Unlike the France-Canada dispute, there are several
attempts at mediation in this case, along with participatory interventions. In terms of
third parties, this narrative identifies both states and IGOs as actors, including: Egypt. Sri
Lanka, Malaysia, the Soviet Union, China, the United States, NATO and the UN.
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Table 2-2. Indonesia - Netherlands dispute narrative
The Republic of Indonesia claimed the Dutch-controlled territory of Western New Guinea
(West Irian) in 1950. Indonesia announced the expulsion of some 50,000 Dutch citizens in Indonesia
on December 5, 1957. The Netherlands referred the matter to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) Council on December 6,1957 and the United Nations (UN) secretary-general on December
23, 1957. The Netherlands deployed two naval ships and troop reinforcements in the West Irian area.
President Nasser of Egypt expressed support for Indonesia's claim to West Irian on January 16, 1958.
Prime Minister Bandaranaike of Sri Lanka (Ceylon) expressed support for Indonesia's claim to West
Irian on January 24, 1958. Prime Minister U Nu of Burma expressed support for Indonesia's claim to
West Irian on January 25, 1958.
The Netherlands deployed three naval ships near West Irian beginning on April 5, 1960, and
Indonesia protested the naval deployment on June 3, I960. Indonesia severed diplomatic relations
with the Netherlands on August 17, 1960. Prime Minister Tengku Abdul Rahman of Malaysia
attempted to mediate negotiations between the countries from October to December 6, 1960. The
Soviet Union agreed to provide military assistance to Indonesia in January 1961, and expressed its
support for Indonesia's claim to West Irian in June 1961. China expressed its support for Indonesia on
April 1, 1961. The Netherlands proposed the decolonization of West Irian with UN temporary
administration on September 26, 1961, but Indonesia rejected the proposal on December 19, 1961.
Indonesian naval ships were attacked by Dutch naval ships near West Irian on January 15-16,
1962. UN Secretary-General U Thant offered to mediate negotiations between the countries on
January 17, 1962. President Achmed Sukarno of Indonesia initiated a rebellion against the Dutch
government in West Irian on February 20, 1962. Attorney-General Robert Kennedy of the United
States attempted to mediate a ceasefire agreement between the countries from February 11 to March
20, 1962. UN Secretary-General U Thant appointed Ellsworth Bunker of the US as special envoy to
Indonesia on March 20, 1962. The UN Security Council appealed for a ceasefire on May 29, 1962.
Several hundred Indonesian troops infiltrated into West Irian between June 23 and Augsut 21, 1962.
Ellsworth Bunker mediated a ceasefire agreement between the countries on August 15, 1962, which
the UN General Assembly approved on September 21, 1962. Some 100 Indonesian soldiers were
killed during the conflict. Twenty-one UN military observers from Brazil, Sri Lanka, India, Ireland,
Nigeria, and Sweden commanded by General Indar Jit Rikhye of India monitored the ceasefire
between August 17, 1962 and September 21, 1962.
Indonesia and the Netherlands agreed to allow the United Nations Temporary Executive
Authority (UNTEA) to administer the disputed territory from September 22, 1962 to April 30, 1963.
The UN General Assembly established the United Nations Security Force (UNSF) on September 21,
1962. UNSF, which consisted of 1,500 Pakistani froops, 16 Canadian personnel, and 60 US personnel,
was deployed in West Irian from October 3, 1962 to April 30,1963. West Irian (Irian Java) was
formally transferred to the Indonesian government on May 1, 1963.
[Sources: Agung, 1973,282-312; Brecher and Wilkenfeld, 1997,207-210; Butterworth, 1976,138141; Donelan and Grieve, 1973, 83-87; Henderson 1973; Keesing, December 28-January 4, 1958,
December 3-10, 1960; Taylor, 1962, 429-435; Tillema, 1991.259-260; Van der Veur, 1964, 1953-73;
Van der Kroef 1963. 120-149; Wainhouse, 1966, 414-421; Weisburd, 1997, 33-35.]

From the narratives, the information is coded onto a third party intermediary code
sheet containing the variables referred to earlier along with a few others such as the phase
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in which the intervention took place (see Appendix C for the complete code sheet). This
code sheet is in turn entered into an electronic database containing all entries from all
code sheets for all dyads. These entries together form the third party intermediary dataset.
Since the data is collected on the basis of dyads to account for all interventions
whether or not they occur in a militarized dispute, I have developed a smaller dataset to
account only for those interventions that take place during a militarized dispute. In this
dataset, the intermediary intervention data is directly attached to the militarized dispute
data in which they occurred. Consequently, the resulting observations include all MID
variables that account for the factors of the dispute and disputants in addition to a new set
of variables that include the third party and its characteristics. This new dataset then
comprises the bulk of data used in this dissertation.
Intermediary interventions occur in 199 disputes in the post World War II period.
The types of interventions in these 199 disputes are coded into five categories: verbal
expressions, diplomatic approaches, legal/judicial processes, civil
administration/assistance and military involvement. For coding mediation attempts, I
focus on the first two categories. Verbal expressions are coded according to whether they
are appeals and/or demands for a ceasefire, appeals and/or demands for negotiations,
appeals and/or demands for troop withdrawal, offers for facilitating negotiations and
offers for mediating negotiations. According to my working definition of mediation, the
last two categories would be included in coding mediation attempts. Diplomatic
approaches are coded into four categories: inquiry/fact finding, good offices, formal
- Interventions occurring less than six months after a MID and involving negotiation over the issues
involved in the MID are included in the data.
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mediation, and conciliation. These four categories are all coded as mediation attempts.
Table 2-3 provides a summary of these intermediary interventions.

Table 2-3. Categories of Third Party Intermediary Interventions
Verbal Expressions
1. Ceasefire Appeal or Demand
2. Negotiations Appeal or Demand
3. Troop Withdrawal Appeal or Demand
4. Offer to Facilitate Negotiations
5. Offer to Mediate Negotiations
Diplomatic Approaches
1. Inquiry/Fact Finding
2. Good Offices
3. Mediation
4. Conciliation
Legal/Judicial Processes
1. Arbitration
2. Judicial Settlement
3. War Crimes Tribunal
Civil Administration/Assistance
1. Temporary Administration
2. Humanitarian Assistance
3. Plebiscite/Election Supervision/Monitoring
4. Boundary Delimitation/Demarcation
5. Disarmament Verification/Inspection
6. Repatriation Assistance
Military Involvement
1. Military Observation
2. Preventive Peacekeeping
3. Interpositionary Peacekeeping
4. Humanitarian Protection
5. Demobilization MonitoringA^erification
6. Mine sweeping/clearing

As the table makes clear, the mediation process represents a sizable percentage of the
options available to potential third party intermediaries. The following narrative excerpts
in table 2-4 provide examples of how these mediation attempts are carried out in actual
militarized interstate disputes.
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Table 2-4. Mediation efforts in militarized interstate disputes
Offer to Facilitate Negotiations
Egyptian military aircraft bombed several Saudi Arabian villages near the North Yemen border on
November 5-6,1962. Saudi Arabia severed diplomatic relations with Egypt on November 6, 1962.
The United States deployed military aircraft and naval ships in the region in a display of support for
Saudi Arabia. President Kennedy of the US offered to facilitate negotiations between Saudi Arabia
and Egypt on November 27, 1962.
[Sources: Facto o«/"z/e, November 29-December 5, 1962;

March 16-23, 1963.]

Offer to Mediate Negotiations
US military aircraft attacked military targets {Operation Rolling Thunder) in North Vietnam beginning
on March 2, 1965. Non-AHgned Movement (NAM) heads-of-state appealed for a cessation of military
hostilities on April 1, 1965. The US suspended attacks against North Vietnam on May 13, 1965. US
military aircraft resumed bombing on targets in North Vietnam on May 18, 1965. The Commonwealth
of Nations (CON) heads-of-state offered to mediate between North Vietnam and the US on June 19,
1965.
[Sources: Brecher and Wilkenfeld, 1997, 187-197;

August 22-29, 1964, July 10-17, 1965]

Inquiry/Fact Finding
Some 500 Costa Rican rebels invaded Costa Rica from Nicaragua on January 11, 1955, and the rebel
troops seized Villa Quesada in Costa Rica. Costa Rica accused Nicaragua of military aggression, and
referred the matter to the OAS Permanent Council on January 11, 1955. The OAS Permanent Council
established a five-member commission of inquiry (Brazil, Ecuador, Mexico, Paraguay, and US)
chaired by Luis Quintanilla of Mexico on January 11, 1955.
[Sources: Annals of the Organization of American States, 1955, 141-160,233-235; Brecher and
Wilkenfeld, 1997, 132-135, 518-520; Facts on File, January 6-12, 1955]

Good offices
Ethiopia and Somalia issued a joint communique on September 22, 1967, which contained an
agreement to "elimmate all forms of tension" between theu" countries. In May 1973, Somalia referred
the matter to the OAU after incidents between Somali and Ethiopian troops in the Ogaden region in
March-April 1973. OAU foreign ministers established an eight-member good offices commission
(Cameroon, Lesotho, Liberia, Mauritania, Nigeria, Senegal, Sudan, Tanzania) chaired by the Nigerian
representative on May 28, 1973.
[Sources: Africa Research Bulletin (ARB), June 1-30, 1973; Butterworth, 1976,143-144, 327-329;
Clodfelter, 1992, 1008-1010; Donelan and Grieve, 1973, 182-187]

Formal Mediation
Malian troops and Upper Voltan troops clashed near the border on June 3, 1975, resulting in the deaths
of two individuals. President Sekou Toure of Guinea appealed for a ceasefire and troop withdrawal on
June 5, 1975. The OAU conciliation commission mediated the signing of an agreement between the
parties in Conakry on July 11, 1975, which provided for the peaceful resolution of the territorial
dispute.
[Sources: Africa Research Bulletin (ARB), June 1-30, 1975; Allock et a!., 1992, 221-227; Keesing,
January 20-26, 1975, August 4-10, 1975]
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Table 2-4. Continued
Conciliation
French and Siamese troops clashed along the Mekong River on May 26-30, 1946. Siam referred the
matter to the United Nations (UN) Security Council on July 15, 1946. The United States facilitated
negotiations between France and Siam beginning in July 1946. France and Siam signed an agreement
in Washington DC on November 17, 1946, which provided for the return of territories in Indochina to
France and the establishment of a conciliation commission. Siam withdrew the matter from the UN
Security Coimcil. France and Siam established a five-member conciliation commission (Britain,
France, Peru, Siam, US) chaired by William Phillips on May 5, 1947. The conciliation commission
issued its report on June 27, 1947, which recommended bilateral negotiations to resolve remaining
territorial disputes.
[Sources; Clodfelter, 1992, 669; Keesing, October 26-November 2, 1946, November 23-30, 1946, May
17-24, 1947, July 12-19, 1947.1

To further emphasize the importance of the mediation effort as a part of the
intermediary intervention, table 2-5 displays the frequencies of all intermediary activities
in militarized interstate disputes. Worth mentioning at this point is the inclusion of
verbal offers with actual mediation. These can arguably represent two different levels of
commitment in terms of mediation attempts. I assume, however, that similar to the
observation of actual mediation, offers of mediation indicate an interest in managing the
dispute and thus merit inclusion as a mediation attempt.

Table 2-5. Frequencies of Intermediary Interventions by Type
Verbal Expressions
N
Percent
Ceasefire appeals/demands
Negotiations appeal/demand
Troop withdrawal appeal/demand
Offer to facilitate negotiations
Offer to mediate negotiations

156
114
33
19
49

19.77
14.45
4.18
2.41
6.21

65
71
144
31

8.24
9.00
18.25
3.93

Arbitration
Judicial Settlement
War Crimes Tribunal
Civil Administration/Assistance

6
9
0

.76
1.14
0

Temporary Administration
Humanitarian Assistance
Plebiscite/Election Supervision/Monitoring
Boundary Delimitation/Demarcation
Disarmament Verification/Inspection
Repatriation Assistance
Military Involvement

0
24
2
2
3
13

0
3.04
.25
.25
.38
1.65

Military Observation
Preventive Peacekeeping
Interpositionary Peacekeeping
Humanitarian Protection
Demobilization Monitoring/Verification
Mine sweeping/c1eari ng
Total

33
7
3
1
4
0
789

4.18
.89
.38
.13
.51
0
100

Diplomatic Approaches
Inquiry/Fact Finding
Good Offices
Mediation
Conciliation
Legal/Judicial Processes

In terms of dispute number, 379 mediation attempts occurred in 164 of the 199
disputes that experienced any form of intermediary intervention effort. As the table
demonstrates, mediation efforts comprise almost half of third party intermediary
interventions from 1946-1992 at 48%. Given this substantial percentage, it is surprising
that the initiation of such efforts have failed to undergo thorough examination to date.
Perhaps this is mostly due to the lack of data available. Regardless, such numbers
suggest the pressing need to add to the mediation scholarship information on the
initiation of these efforts.

Identification and categorization of militarized interstate disputes
The militarized interstate dispute or MID has served as the basis for much of the
quantitative international conflict studies in political science to date. Given its
prevalence in the conflict literature, the systematic identification and analysis of third
party mediation within the context of MlDs is important to addressing many questions
about conflict management such as the ones I have proposed regarding mediation
initiation. Explaining the context of the militarized interstate dispute then is an essential
component of this study. By context, I refer to those characteristics of the dispute that
most directly define the dispute. These are often defined along two dimensions, severity
and power. In addition to these two, however, I consider the impact of dyad regime type
as well, extrapolating from current findings surrounding the democratic peace. Each of
these 1 discuss in turn.
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Severity
A militarized dispute inherently connotes a conflict that has reached some level of
severity; a level high enough to dictate the threat, show or display of military force in
order to resolve the dispute. Severity then is one particular dimension of dispute context
relevant for the study of third party mediation. Conflict severity can encompass many
dimensions. As Frazier and Goertz (2002) suggest, the use of other indicators such as the
number of participants, power status of the disputants and the issue of dispute might also
be useful in describing conflict severity. In much of the mediation literature, however,
one indicator is usually used to specify severity, namely the number of fatalities.
The MID dataset categorizes disputes based on the number of fatalities
experienced. There are eight categories coded: missing, none, 1-25, 26-100, 101-250,
251-500, 501-999 and 1,000 or more (Jones et al 1996). Only 22% of all disputes in this
period involve battle related deaths, with only 7% experiencing more than 100 fatalities
as a result of the conflict. Table 2-6 presents a summary of these findings.

Table 2-6. Conflict Severity in Militarized Interstate Disputes
Disputes with no fatalities

894(78.5%)

Disputes with 1-100 fatalities

161(14.1%)

Disputes with more than 100 fatalities
Total

84(7.4%)
1139(100%)

According to Frei (1976) and Kressel and Pruitt (1989), high levels of fatalities
create a willingness for disputants to seek conflict management strategies aimed at ending
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the dispute. Zartman (1985) suggests that this willingness makes the disputants more
amenable to third party efforts, generating a "ripe" moment for termination. With such a
small ratio of disputes actually resulting in high levels of fatality, the expectation is that
there would be a low ratio of mediation as well Indeed this is what one finds, with only
22% of disputes experiencing fatalities and 18% of disputes experiencing some sort of
intermediary activity (see table 2-7).

Table 2-7. Intermediary Activity in the Context of Dispute Severity (Fatality)
+100
1-100
0
Dispute Type
Fatalities
Fatalities
Fatalities Total
764
(81.4)
(85.5)

130
(13.8)
(80.7)

45
(4.8)
(53.6)

939
(100)
(82.4)

Disputes with intermediary
interventions

130
(64.0)
(14.5)

31
(15.5)
(19.3)

39
(19.5)
(46.4)

200
(100)
(17.6)

Total

894
(78.4)
(100)

161
(14.1)
(100)

84
(7.4)
(100)

1139
(100)
(100)

Disputes with no interventions

405.90; df(2);p= 0.000
Note: Cell entries represent frequencies with row and column percentages in
parentheses.

Of the disputes with fatalities, 29% were observed to have intermediary
interventions. When one considers only those disputes whose fatality numbers rise above
100, this percentage rises to 46%. Thus while most disputes receive no sort of
intermediary attention, those that are the most severe according to fatality level are
recipients of intermediary activities in about 50% of the cases.

Also worth noting, however, is that there are a sizable percentage of non-fatal
disputes that have intermediary interventions. There are two possible explanations for
these observations. First, there is the possibility that fatality as a measure of severity
does not accurately account for all severe disputes.^ Second, other factors not directly
related to severity may rival fatality in terms of attracting mediation efforts. As I
mentioned previously, disputes have often been identified in terms of both severity and
power. Perhaps the latter concept will help shed light on another aspect of the dispute
that accounts for mediation initiation. I will return to power later in this chapter.
For now, I continue with the observations of fatality, examining the smaller subset
of disputes with intermediary intervention efforts as presented in table 2-7. Only twenty
percent of all interventions were made in disputes that experienced fatalities of more than
100 persons. When one expands the level of fatalities to cover all numbers of deaths, the
percentage increases to 36%. These findings suggest that scholars such as Hurwitz
(1991) and Brockner and Rubin (1985) may be correct in arguing that increasing levels of
fatalities in disputes make them intractable and thus less likely to experience conflict
management activity vis-a-vis less severe disputes. The arguments in support of their
claim are psychological in nature, with the effects of stress and accumulated costs
reducing a leader's desire to end a conflict.

' Research by Bercovitch and Diehl (1997) for example suggests that mediation might be occurring in
severe rivalries that at a particular moment might be experiencing non-severe disputes. This finding would
be consistent with the sizable percentage of non-fatal disputes receiving intermediary attention. I will
return to the rivalry issue later in this chapter and in more detail in the remaining chapters.
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Table 2-8. Types of Intervention in the Context of Dispute Severity (Fatality)
Intervention Type

0 Fatalities 1-100 Fatalities +100 Fatalities

Total

Verbal Expressions

110
(36.3)
(31.1)

21
(6.9)
(24.1)

172
(56.8)
(49.4)

303
(100)
(38.4)

Mediation

190
(50.1)
(53.7)

57
(15.0)
(65.5)

132
(34.8)
(37.9)

379
(100)
(48.0)

Legal/Judicial
Civil Administration
Military

54
(50.5)
(15.3)

9
(8.4)
(10.3)

44
(41.1)
(12.6)

107
(100)
(13.6)

354
(44.9)
(100)

87
(11.0)
(100)

348
(41.1)
(100)

789
(100)
(100)

Total
37.47; df(4); p=0.000
Note: Cell entries represent frequencies with row and column percentages in
parentheses.

Table 2-8 shifts our focus to specific types of interventions and mediation
attempts. As the table illustrates and as stated previously, we see that mediation attempts
total 48% of all intermediary activities in militarized disputes. In the context of dispute
severity, there are also other statistics worthy of note. First, mediation attempts
characterize 38% of intermediary activity in disputes with more than 100 fatalities. This
percentage increases to 43% when one considers disputes with any number of fatalities.
Second, 35% of all mediation attempts occurred in disputes with more than 100 fatalities.
This percentage too increases when any number of fatalities are considered, reaching
50%.
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Observing mediation attempts then provides a better picture of the impact of
fatality on mediation. A comparison of the three fatality categories reveals that disputes
in the most fatal category average 1.6 mediation attempts per dispute compared to .4
attempts per dispute in the middle category and .2 attempts per dispute in the non-fatal
cases. These numbers suggest that as fatality levels increase, disputes receive more
attention from third parties to try and manage them.
What should be clear at this point is the importance of the mediation attempt as a
method of conflict management in militarized disputes. While mediation is by no means
the only type of intermediary intervention upon which disputes are attempted to be
managed and resolved, it is a substantial percentage of third parties' techniques for
intervening as an intermediary. This is particularly true if one considers that the "verbal
expression" category is very unlikely to generate any true conflict management or
resolution efforts, leaving mediation and other forms of intervention such as arbitration
and adjudication as the main forms of substantive third party intermediary involvement.
As table 2-8 reveals, all other forms of intervention outside of mediation and verbal
expressions constitute only a small percentage of third party activity, resulting in an
aggregate of 14% of all intermediary activity. This percentage is constant even in
disputes with fatalities. Thus, mediation really seems to be the "workhorse" of third
party efforts to peacefully settle militarized interstate disputes.
The use of fatality as an indicator of severity, however, is not without criticism in
the conflict literature. Goertz and Diehl (2000) argue that since most MIDs do not have
fatalities associated with them, there is little distinction given by labeling severity

through the use of fatality levels. One way to avoid this problem has been to use the
MID variable of hostility level that indicates whether the disputants threatened, displayed
or used military force. Even in this case, Goertz and Diehl argue that most studies use
the highest hostility level reached by one or both of the disputants as the severity
measure. This is problematic due to the inability to account for reciprocity by the other
disputant. They suggest, for example, that disputes in which both sides reach a hostility
level employing the use of force is treated just as severe as a dispute in which only one
side uses force and the other does not reciprocate. Their approach is to employ an
interval measure of dispute severity that encompasses both disputes with no fatalities and
those with high levels of fatalities along a continuous scale.
To do this, Goertz and Diehl derive a scale in which zero-fatality disputes are
measured by the product of the disputants' level of hostility while disputes with fatalities
are measured using the natural log of the frequency of fatalities as given in the COW
dataset. The scale is made continuous by placing scores for the fatal disputes after those
of the non-fatal ones. The interval nature of the scale is derived by using the cumulative
percentage distributions of both the hostility and logged fatality levels which provides a
range from 4 to around 200.^

'' See Goertz and Diehl (2000: 291-97) for a more detailed description of the methodology used.
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Figure 2-1. Dispute severity and mediation, 1946-1992
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Figure 2-1 displays the severity levels calculated for mediated disputes from
1946-1992. The scale I derive differs slightly from Goertz and Diehl's original
formulation. For fatal disputes, I use the MID categorization midpoints of fatality
numbers in lieu of the COW war data set information. While using the MID data
provides less specific information with regard to precise fatality numbers, it provides
consistent measurements across all of the observations and precludes rescaling fatality
levels using natural logs.
The midpoint of 100 represents the break from non-fatal conflicts to fatal cases.
As to be expected, there is a high degree of correlation between this scale and one based
solely on fatalities for the right side of the figure (i.e. those cases representing fatal
disputes at 122 or above). On the left side, however, the interval severity measure
provides more exact categorizations for the non-fatal disputes. What we observe on the
left side is a fairly consistent level of mediation attempts across the three different
severity levels. Thus, even though the Goertz and Diehl severity scale provides a more
exact measurement, it still leaves quite a bit of ambiguity regarding the differences in
disputes below the fatality threshold. While using an interval measure that takes into

account the threat, use and display of militarized force is a step forward, it does not
provide enough information to accurately account for a general concept of severity.
Part of the reason for this inaccuracy is that there are other factors that indicate
the potential for severity and not necessarily severity itself. Thus, third parties and
disputants seek to mediate or seek mediation in a conflict by evaluating multiple
dimensions that indicate severity. One of these dimensions of course would be identified
by severity as defined using the uni-dimensional interval scale. This is particularly true
of the right side of the scale that measures fatal dispute severity. Other dimensions,
however, can be identified not by fatality but by such indicators as dispute issue,
multilateral conflicts and rivalry presence. As Diehl and Goertz (2000) and Frazier and
Goertz (2002) suggest, these indicators seem to point to an overall concept of dispute
severity. To this end, it is appropriate to take an initial look at their composition with
respect to mediation.

Issue type
The dispute issue has often been argued in the literature to be of particular
salience with regard to mediation. Particularly important and thus the focus in this
dissertation, is that of territorial claims. Disputes over territory are argued to lead to
more .severe conflicts than other issues due to the symbolic and political importance of
territory (Leng 1983; Vasquez 1993; Ilensel 1996, 2001). This is logical given the role
of territorial sovereignty in the interstate system. Because of this importance, however,
these types of disputes have been argued to be more difficult to mediate (Lall 1966; Ott

1972; Frei 1976; Bercovitch et al 1991). If these arguments are correct then, the dispute
issue may partially account for the presence of mediation attempts where we observe
them.

Figure 2-2. Issue type in non-mediated and mediated disputes,
1946-1992
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As the graph in figure 2-2 makes clear, territorial disputes are strong candidates
for mediation efforts. Overall, territorial conflicts comprise approximately 22% of all
militarized interstate disputes. Of the 164 mediated disputes, 75 were territorial in nature,
totaling about 46% of all mediated disputes. The only other category with comparable
numbers is the policy issue area, with 31% of mediated disputes occurring in these types
of conflicts. Given that policy matters total 45% of all disputes, however, the decreased
percentage among those that are mediated tend to suggest a decreased importance for
third parties and disputants when considering whether or not pursue mediation. These
initial statistics lead me to further hypothesize about the role of territory in mediation
initiation in chapters three and five.

Multilateral disputes
The more states involved in a dispute, the more difficult mediation efforts tend to
become. This is logical given that with an additional set of interests per state, a
mediator's options regarding conflict management become more limited with amenable
solutions increasingly more elusive. Considering the increased difficulty of achieving
successful conflict management, potential third parties might be deterred from initiating
mediation in multilateral disputes. Simuhaneously, disputants might be misled into the
perception that sharing the burden of conflict lessens the need for peaceful negotiation.
These are two perspectives that I explore in chapters three and five.
Conversely, however, is the possibility that multilateral disputes increase the
severity or potential severity of a conflict thus making them more attractive to third
parties in terms of initiating mediation. Linking the concept of severity to multilateral
disputes, I offer the possibility that these types of disputes actually increase the likelihood
of mediation initiation in contrast to the two other explanations. As table 2-9 below
suggests, there seems to be about two times as much mediation in multilateral disputes
compared to bilateral ones, indicating some initial evidence that I will further develop
from a theoretical perspective in chapters three and five.

Table 2-9. Multilateral vs. bilateral disputes and mediation

Dispute type
Bilateral disputes
Multilateral disputes

Number of
disputes
963
176

Number of
mediation attempts
286
93

Attempts/dispute
.270
.528

Enduring rivalries
Also worth considering in terms of dispute severity is the concept of enduring
rivalry. Specifically, the presence of a dispute within an enduring rivalry brings the
possibility, indeed likelihood, that additional militarized disputes will occur, leading to
the conclusion that these disputes are potentially more severe than isolated disputes
among non-enduring rivalries. As such, I hypothesize how the presence of an enduring
rivalry affects the likelihood of mediation initiation in chapters three and five. Arguably,
there will be different affects on the likelihood of third party initiation compared to
disputant initiated mediation. The specifics of these effects I leave for the subsequent
chapters. Here, I simply show enduring rivalry presence in the context of mediation
occurrence in general.

Table 2-10. Enduring rivalries and mediation

Rivalry presence
Non-rivalry
Enduring rivalry

Number of
disputes
931
208

Number of
mediation attempts
323
56

Attempts/dispute
.347
.269

Table 2-10 suggests that the presence of enduring rivalries as a part of the dispute
actually reduces the amount of mediation activity in the dispute. One .should remember,
however, there is the possibility that among enduring rivalries there is quite a bit of
mediation activity that occurs between disputes thus lowering the amount observed
during a dispute. Despite these preliminary numbers, I will argue that enduring rivalry
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presence is an accurate indicator of severity and that it will increase the likelihood of
initiation for both potential third parties and disputants.

Power
While the different dimensions of severity represent a sizeable proportion of the
variables considered in this dissertation, the notion of power is one factor that seems
impossible to understate in terms of its impact on the behavior of actors in the
international system. As it pertains to mediation, power has been hypothesized to both
affect the process in selecting out those most likely to mediate as well as those actors who
attract mediation attention. Later in this chapter I discuss the conditions surrounding the
power of third party actors. As the data will indicate, a lack of strong capabilities (i.e.
major power status) does not preclude a potential third party from taking part in the
mediation process. Regarding the impacts of power from the vantage point of the
disputing dyad, however, one might suspect that capability does matter.

Table 2-11. Dyad power status and mediation
Number of mediation
Number of disputes
Power of dyad
attempts
Attempts/dispute
749
271
.362
Minor-minor
325
91
.280
Mixed
Major-major
65
17
.262

Table 2-11 reveals a glimpse as to how the capability in a dyad might affect
mediation efforts. As the power increases in a dispute the number of mediation attempts
decreases, suggesting a negative relationship between power and mediation activity. In
subsequent chapters I will explore this connection in greater detail, hypothesizing about

the special effects major power presence may have on mediation efforts in comparison to
general patterns of symmetry or asymmetry in militarized disputes without major powers.

Dyad regime type
The last independent variable explored in subsequent chapters is that of the dyad's
regime type. Linking the current literature on the democratic peace to intermediary
behavior, I discuss the possibility of how the democratic nature of the dyad might affect
the initiation of mediation. While there has been evidence that demonstrates
democracy's positive effect on attracting mediation, I argue that democracy will actually
decrease the likelihood of mediation taking place. Table 2-12 illustrates this very pattern,
with the number of attempts per dispute dropping as the dyad type increases in the level
of democracy.

Table 2-12. Dyad regime type and mediation

Regime type
Non-democratic
Mixed
Democratic

Number of
disputes
510
568
61

Number of
mediation attempts
225
145
9

Attempts/dispute
.441
.255
.148

Identification and categorization of potential third parties
The sheer prevalence of mediation efforts also implies that the third party role is
an important one in the peaceful resolution of conflict. While the type of intervention
and dispute may matter most in resolving a conflict, the type of third party involved in
the intervention will also affect the likelihood of its success or failure. With respect to

mediation initiation, third party characteristics affect decisions by third parties to initiate
a mediation effort.
The outside actors involved as mediators in interstate disputes primarily fall into
three categories: states (including coalitions of states), intergovernmental organizations
(IGOs) and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). Within these categories there exist
specific types of third parties that include such actors as heads of state, government
ministers, IGO secretaries, IGO councils and assemblies, ad hoc councils and committees
and various representatives of states, IGOs and NGOs. While the specific type of third
parties are of importance, this dissertation focuses on the primary categories, noting
analyses centered on specific third parties might provide a fruitful area for future
research.

Table 2-13. Frequencies of third party mediation in interstate disputes*
Number of
Third party type
Number of disputes mediation attempts Attempts/dispute
162 (43%)
85 (52%)
States
1.91
114(70%)
217(57%)
IGOs
1.90
6 (3%)
6 (2%)
NGOs
1.00
•Numbers in parentheses represent the percentage of mediated disputes and mediation
attempts

States
States constitute the central group of actors in the current international system,
despite the increasing power of IGOs and NGOs in world politics. As one might expect
for such a central actor, states play a large role as third parties in mediation. From 1946

to 1992, states mediated in approximately 52% of all mediated disputes, comprising 43%
of all mediation attempts and averaging about 1.9 attempts per dispute (see table 2-13).
Currently, the state system is composed of 191 states. Despite their legal equal
standing with respect to sovereignty and international law, there is a great deal of
variation among states that might affect their roles as third party mediators or potential
mediators. Foremost among these variables are capability and regime-type. Capability
or power refers simply to the strength of a country mostly in terms of its military and
economic might. The international conflict and mediation literature has consistently
stressed the importance of power in interstate interactions as a significant factor in
driving state behavior (Morgenthau 1948; Mansfield 1994; Doyle 1997; Zartman and
Rubin 2000; Bercovitch 2002). Regime-type, the continuous scale between democratic
and non-democratic states, has also received much attention in the literature with regard
to state behavior (Levy 1988; Maoz and Russett 1993; Dixon 1994; Ray 1998). These
concepts and their effects 1 return to in much greater detail in subsequent chapters. For
now, I seek to provide a brief description of how these factors are distributed throughout
the domain of mediated militarized disputes since they represent important variables that
I consider throughout the dissertation.
Table 2-14 presents the frequencies for disputes and overall mediation attempts
by third party states according to power status. Major power states are identified based
on the Correlates of War classifications throughout the 1946 to 1992 time period. While
minor powers have attempted more mediation efforts in addition to mediating in more
disputes compared to the major powers, the numbers do not appear to be overwhelmingly

so given the small number of major powers in the system respective to their minor power
counterparts. Regardless, the frequencies do illustrate that the possession of power is far
from being a prerequisite to intervene as a third party mediator. How the capability of
potential third parties might impact the likelihood of initiating mediation is one of the
questions I address in chapter four.

Table 2-14. Power ol • third party states and coalitions in mediated disputes
Number of
Third party type
Number of disputes mediation attempts
Attempts/dispute
48
Major powers
33
1.5
63
110
Minor powers
1.8

The next table, table 2-15 displays the frequencies for disputes and overall
mediation attempts by third party states according to their being democratic or nondemocratic. The democracy measure is taken from the Polity III dataset (Jaggers and
Gurr 1995). Following conventional practice in the definitions of democracy, the scaled
measure of democracy is derived by subtracting the autocracy score from the democracy
score, providing a scale of-10 (least democratic) to 10 (most democratic). A
dichotomous measure of democracy is then calculated coding all states scoring six or
higher on the scaled democracy measure as democratic and all states scoring a five or
lower as non-democratic (Jaggers et al 1990).

Table 2-15. Regime ty pe of third party states and coalitions in mediated disputes

Third party type
Democracies
Non-democracies

Number of
disputes
45
41

Number of
mediation attempts
76
69

Attempts/dispute
1.69
1.68
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The numbers presented suggest a slightly higher predominance of democratic
third parties attempting to intervene as mediators over their non-democratic counterparts.
This is true with regard to both the total number of disputes in which democracies make
an effort to intervene along with the number of attempts within these disputes.
Explaining this discrepancy among regime types will be another topic for chapter four.
Specifically, I will be assessing the impact of third party regime type on the likelihood of
initiating mediation.
Power and regime type gives us a glimpse of unilateral state characteristics.
States, however, might not act independently as a third party in mediating disputes but
instead opt to join with other states to share the burden, forming a coalition. Coalitions
obviously share characteristics similar to the states that comprise them but allow for the
pooling of resources that might bring to bear greater influence in terms of conducting a
successful mediation effort. In many cases coalitions increase the capability of potential
third parties that might otherwise act unilaterally or not at all.
The multilateral dimension that exists with coalitions compared to unilateral state
intervention might increase the leverage a third party has in mediating a dispute. This
increase in leverage may be present simply because coalitions increase the capability of a
third party but perhaps multilateral interventions create a stronger sense of legitimacy on
behalf of the third party as perceived by the disputants.
While not shown here, the presence of coalition mediation in militarized interstate
disputes is particularly low compared to state and IGO mediation. Totaling only 23
disputes and 28 attempts (7% of all attempts), coalition intervention does not seem to

play a major role in the third party mediation of interstate disputes. Given this finding,
the discussion of coalitions as intermediaries will be limited, focusing instead on their
individual state members when appropriate.
Two other characteristics of third party states important to this study are the
presence of trade and alliance tics to the dyads in which they attempt to intervene. Both
trade and alliance ties to disputants might have significant implications in the decisions
by third party states to initiate mediation efforts in disputes. Specifically, as I shall
discuss in greater detail in subsequent chapters, the presence of strong trade ties and
alliance commitments may motivate third parties to become in involved in mediation.

Table 2-16. Alliances of third party states in mediated disputes

Alliance presence
No alliance
Alliance w/one or
both disputants

Niraiber of
disputes
96

Number of
mediation attempts
52

Attempts/dispute
1.85

43

67

1.56

Table 2-16 provides a breakdown of alliance ties in mediated disputes. As
indicated here, there is a decrease in the number of attempts per dispute by third parties
who have alliances with one or both of the disputing parties compared to third parties
with no alliance ties. The alliance type observed here are defense pacts, which represent
the only type of commitment that should impact third party decisions to intervene. In
chaptcr four, I explore the role of alliances further, hypothesizing that contrary to current
theory, alliances actually can play a positive role in conflict management.
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Table 2-17. Trade ties of third party states in mediated disputes
Number of
Strength of trade
Number of disputes mediation attempts
Attempts/dispute
Weak ties
61
104
1.71
Strong ties
37
58
1.57

Table 2-17 presents the composition of mediated disputes based on the strength of
trade ties between the third party and the disputing states. Weak ties are characterized as
those being less than the average volume of global trade between a third party and two
disputants in a dyad (about 61%). As the table demonstrates, third parties with strong
trade ties attempt mediation slightly less than those with weaker ties. In chapter four 1
discuss the impact of trade in greater detail, hypothesizing that increased trade ties should
increase the likelihood of mediation initiation unlike what these initial numbers suggest.
The last independent variable regarding state characteristics I consider in chapter
four is the contiguity between a potential third party and the dispute. As one might
hypothesize, the presence of a dispute on or near a potential third party state's borders
might create enough incentive for a state to become involved in mediating the conflict.

Table 2-18. Contiguity of third party states in mediated disputes

Contiguity status
No contiguity
Contiguous

Number of
disputes
26
59

Number of
mediation attempts
51
111

Attempts/dispute
1.96
1.88

As table 2-18 illustrates, there ratio of mediation attempts per dispute is actually higher
among third parties that are not contiguous to either one of the disputants. Contiguity in
these cases is measured on the basis of direct land contact or separation by less than 12
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miles of water. While these numbers seem surprising, one should consider that the non
contiguous mediation attempts are being driven by major power interventions. The
statistical models I present in chapter four will help to parse out their individual effects to
provide a better sense of the role of contiguity in third party initiation.

IGOs
If one looks again at table 2-13 it becomes clear that states are not the only
significant actors in third party mediation. IGOs have attempted to mediate in 114 out of
164 mediated militarized interstate disputes and account for 57 % of all efforts to manage
these interstate conflicts via mediation. The ratio of attempts per dispute is roughly equal
to those of states at 1.9. These numbers identify IGOs then as equal if not predominant
third parties in interstate disputes.
According to Singer and Wallace (1970: 245-7) IGOs can be defined based on the
following criteria. First an IGO must have two members of the international system
(states) as members of the organization. Second, the IGO must be created by a formal
agreement between governments. Third, the IGO must have regular sessions with
intervals in between sessions no longer than ten years. Fourth, the IGO should have a
permanent secretariat and headquarters to perform its tasks. These criteria separate out
IGOs from NGOs in the larger category of international organizations (Archer 1992).
With regard to acting as third parties in interstate disputes, IGOs are much more relevant
to discuss than their NGO counterparts. From 1946 to 1992, IGOs mediated roughly
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57% (N=l 14) of all mediated disputes, surpassing the percentage mediated by states
during the same period. NGOs accounted for no more than 3%.
In this dissertation, I do not take on the task of exploring the effects of IGO
characteristics on mediation. I do attempt, however, to explain third party initiated
mediation from theoretical perspectives encompassing both states and IGOs in chapter
four. It is in this way that 1 am able to provide a more generalizable set of results from
the empirical analyses regarding mediation and third party initiation.
To summarize, there are three categories of actors that serve as third party
intermediaries: states, intergovernmental organizations and non-governmental
organizations. The remainder of the dissertation focuses on states and intergovernmental
organizations as intermediaries, given their dominant role in third party mediation. In the
subsequent chapters we will observe how the context of the dispute and the nature of the
disputants significantly affect the likelihood of these actors initiating mediation.
At this point, I have explored the intervention data in a very general sense. I have
discussed the collection and categorization of intermediary interventions and the types of
disputes intervened in along with the types of third parties that intervene. Additionally, I
have identified the composition of mediation activity in the context of the key
independent variables 1 w ill be analyzing throughout the remainder of this dissertation,
focusing on three dimensions: severity, power and regime type. With this background, 1
now turn my attention to the two dependent variables presented in this dissertation: third
party and disputant initiated mediation.
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Mediation initiation

Figure 2-3. Mediation attempts according to initiator,
1946-1992

@ One disputant
• Both disputants
• Third parties

72%

• Unknown

Figure 2-3 shows the percentage of mediation attempts based on the initiator.
A total of 365 attempts were classified, with 14 cases of unknown origin. As we might
expect, third parties initiate most cases of mediation, totaling 72% (N=272). Next in size
are those cases where one disputant initiates the mediation effort, totaling 19% (N=70).
This statistic too is what we would anticipate in comparison to the number of cases where
both disputants call on a third party for assistance in managing a dispute (6%, N=23),
particularly since the initiator of the dispute is unlikely to seek assistance at the beginning
of its military challenge.

69

Table 2-19. Third party and disputant initiation and dispute severity

Third party

One disputant

Both
disputants

Total

4-18

16
(88.9)

2
(11.1)

0
(0)

18
(100)

52-72

63
(75.0)

15
(17.9)

6
(7.1)

84
(100)

96-100

56
(70.0)

14
(17.5)

10
(12.5)

80
(100)

122-136

31
(57.4)

22
(40.7)

1
(1.9)

54
(100)

145-152

39
(78.0)

9
(18.0)

2
(4.0)

50
(100)

200

67
(84.8)

8
(10.1)

4
(5.1)

79
(100)

Severity scale

272
70
23
365
(74.5)
(6.3)
(100)
(19.2)
Total
29.77; df(10); p-0.001
Note: Cell entries represent mediation attempts with row percentages in parentheses.

Table 2-19 presents the severity measures of mediation attempts based on the
interval severity scale. The effects of severity are at best unclear with regard to
mediation origin. As the severity scale increases, the ratio of disputant and third party
initiation decreases. Table 2-20 displays the decreased amounts in measures of attempts
per dispute. The ratio is the closest in those disputes between 122 and 136. As the
severity level increases past this point, the ratio begins to increase again, with the largest
difference between the two types of initiation occurring at the 200 level.
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Table 2-20. Third party and disputant initiation according to severity*
Third parties

Disputants

Difference

4-18

1.8

.22

1.6

52-72

1.3

.43

.87

96-100

1.3

.56

.74

122-136

1.2

.85

.35

145-152

2.1

.58

1.5

Severity scale

3.9
.71
200
3.2
* Entries represent the number of attempts per dispute in all mediated disputes

Focusing on third party initiation, the number of attempts per dispute begins at 1.8
and decreases continuously until the severity reaches the 145-152 level. At this severity
and beyond, the number of attempts per dispute increases, with the rate doubling to 3.9 at
the 200 level. The medium range severity disputes are relatively constant at 1.3 attempts
per dispute. These numbers suggest that third parties initiate mediation more often at the
extremes of the severity scale. Given the literature on mediation ripeness, these data
indicate that perhaps third parties perceive opportune moments for intervention more
among those disputes where hostilities have not reached the point of intractable or among
those disputes where there has been a great deal of suffering by the disputants. We shall
return to this assessment in chapter three. Specifically, I argue that there is a curvilinear
relationship between severity and third party initiated mediation.
When we examine the disputant initiated mediation efforts coupled with severity,
a different picture develops. The number of attempts per dispute consistently increases

with a sharp increase in disputes with severity in the 122-136 range. These data suggest
that disputants begin to seek third party assistance as the conflict between them becomes
increasingly costly in terms of hostility and loss of life. This is particularly evident in
terms of fatalities as the table demonstrates a sharp increase in attempts per dispute
between the highest non-fatal level and the lowest fatal category relative to the others.
These observations lead me to hypothesize in chapter five that increased fatalities will
increase the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation.

Table 2-21. Third party and disputant initiation according to issue*
Third parties

Disputants

Difference

Nonapplicable

1.4

.55

.85

Territory

1.6

.48

1.1

Policy

1.5

.63

.87

Regime

2.1

.76

1.3

Issue

2.7
.67
2.0
Other
* Entries represent the number of attempts per dispute in all mediated disputes

Table 2-21 lists the differences between third party and disputant initiated
mediation according to issue type. We discussed earlier the importance of territorial
issues in the context of MID characteristics. Disputes over regime and other issues
actually experience more mediation attempts per dispute than those in which the dispute
is over territory. Among third party initiations, these preliminary data are somewhat

ambiguous about the relationship between third party initiation and territory. Among
disputants, however, the data reflect some of the arguments on territorial conflict.
Disputants are the least likely to request the assistance of third parties in these types of
disputes. Given the suggested importance of territory both materially and symbolically,
this is exactly what we would anticipate in terms of the number of attempts per dispute.
As such I argue that the presence of territorial disputes will increase the likelihood of
third party initiated mediation in chapter three, while decreasing the likelihood of
disputant initiated mediation in chapter five.

Table 2-22. Third party and disputant initiation according to participant number*
Participant
number
Bilateral

Third parties

Disputants

Difference

1.9

1.26

.64

Multilateral
2.76
2.09
.67
*Entries represent the number of attempts per dispute in all mediated disputes

Table 2-22 identifies third party and disputant mediation attempts based on the
number of participants in the dispute. As illustrated, both third parties and disputants
attempt mediation more often in multilateral than bilateral disputes. Highlighting my
brief discussion earlier regarding multilateral conflicts and severity these numbers are
consistent with the notion of multilateralism as one dimension of dispute severity. These
observations help to support arguments for positive effects on both third party and
disputant initiated mediation in chapters three and five.
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Table 2-23. Third party and disputant initiation according to rivalry status*
Rivalrytype
Nonrivals

Third parties

Disputants

Difference

2.31

1.49

.82

Enduring
1.84
1.43
.41
rivals
*Entries represent the number of attempts per dispute in all mediated disputes

Table 2-23 compares mediation initiation among non-rivals and enduring rivals.
Among cases of disputant initiated mediation, there is only a small drop in the number of
attempts per dispute suggesting that rivalry presence is not much of a factor for disputants
in considering whether or not to seek mediation. Among third party initiated cases,
however, there is a much larger decrease in the number of attempts per dispute. Overall
it appears that enduring rival disputes are less likely to attract mediation efforts. While
this observation is not consistent with arguments linking enduring rivalry and severity,
there is reason to believe that mediation among enduring rivals simply happens more
often outside of the militarized dispute and thus leads to observations of less mediation
than is actually occurring. I explore this idea further in chapters three and five,
maintaining my arguments that the presence of enduring rivalry should lead to an
increased likelihood of both third party and disputant initiated mediation.
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Table 2-24. Third party and disputant initiation according to dyad power status*
Dyad
power

Third parties

Disputants

Difference

Minorminor

2.13

1.28

.85

Mixed

2.23

1.83

.40

Majormajor
1.75
-.25
2
* Entries represent the number of attempts per dispute in all mediated disputes

The presence of one major power in a dispute seems to increase the mediation
efforts of both third parties and disputants in militarized interstate disputes. Among
disputants, I argue that this should not be too surprising; what is likely to be happening is
that the weaker, non-major power is seeking mediation to counter the capability of the
major power. Indeed, in terms of power asymmetry in general, I hypothesize that
asymmetric conditions will increase the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation in
chapter five.
As power pertains to third party initiated mediation, however, I propose different
hypotheses in chapter three. Namely I argue that third parties will be more likely to
initiate mediation in disputes with less asymmetry, unless a major power is involved.
Linking power and severity, I discuss the possibility that power parity is perceived to lead
to more severe disputes while at the same time disputes involving major powers are
perceivcd to be more severe. Consequently I hypothesize that the presence of either of

these conditions will lead to an increase in the likelihood of initiation. Consideration of
table 2-24 suggests these hypotheses are in the correct direction.

Table 2-25. Third party and disputant initiation according to dyad regime type*
Regime
type

rhird parties

Disputants

Difference

Nondemocratic

2.48

.55

1.93

Mixed

1.94

.48

1.46

1.40
1.00
Democratic
.40
* Entries represent the number of attempts per dispute in all mediated disputes

Table 2-25 presents rather interesting data regarding the effects of regime type on
mediation initiation. Among cases of third party initiated mediation, there is a consistent
decrease in attempts per dispute as the democracy level of the dyad increases. This
finding is consistent with my hypothesis in chapter three that increased democracy leads
to a decreased likelihood of third party initiated efforts. Among disputants, however,
there is a U-shaped pattern in the ratio of mediation attempts per dispute as the
democracy level of the dyad increases. In chapter five I argue that increased democracy
should lead to a decrease in the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation, contrary to
what is illustrated in table 2-25. As I shall discuss in greater length in chapter five, given
the fact that there are a small number of cases of disputant initiated mediation in
democratic disputes, there is reason to argue that a non-democratic dispute might be a
necessary condition for disputant initiated mediation.
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Conclusion
Now that we have a broad overview of the data and data collection process, I turn
my attention to the task at hand, explaining mediation initiation. In this chapter I have
highlighted the independent variables and their effects on the two dependent variables I
examine in the remainder of this dissertation: third party and disputant initiated
mediation.
The next chapter, chapter three, focuses on the occurrence of third party initiated
mediation in militarized interstate disputes. As has been suggested throughout this
descriptive chapter, three dimensions of the dispute are argued to play a .salient role in
predicting when one can expect to observe a third party initiated attempt: severity, power
and dyad regime type. In chapter three I discuss each of these in turn, elaborating on the
brief theoretical explanations put forth in this chapter. Additionally, I formally restate the
hypotheses on third party initiated mediation mentioned above, testing them in a
multivariate model from which I can better analyze their independent effects in the
context of the other independent variables.
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3. THE IMPACT OF THE MILITARIZED INTERSTATE DISPUTE ON
MEDIATION: ANALYZING THE EFFECTS OF DISPUTE SEVERITY, POWER
DISTRIBUTION AND DYAD REGIME TYPE ON PATTERNS OF THIRD
PARTY INITIATION.
Abstract: Severity, power and dyad regime type in militarized disputes have been
postulated to influence both mediation opportunity and mediation success. The difficulty
with these postulates, however, is that scholars have been divided in determining the
directions of these influences. In this chapter 1 assess the impact of these three
dimensions on third party initiated mediation in the context of competing theories
regarding mediation opportunity. In terms of severity, 1 find that high fatality levels and
enduring rival disputes do not impact the likelihood of initiation while multilateral
disputes and conflicts over territory increase the likelihood of third party initiation.
Regarding power, increased capability asymmetry does not affect the likelihood of
initiation nor does the presence of a mixed dyad. Finally, considerations of dyad regime
type do not seem to influence the likelihood of third party initiated mediation.

This chapter focuses on three characteristics of the militarized dispute that have
consistently been argued as salient variables in both conflict and mediation literature:
severity, power distribution and dyad regime type. In the following sections. I evaluate
competing theories regarding how factors that comprise these three characteristics
influence mediation opportunity in light of empirical evidence. From these initial
evaluations, I propose hypotheses regarding the directions in which these factors
influence mediation initiation. Lastly, I assess their impacts in a multivariate model,
discussing the relevance of the findings for current and future mediation research.
Three years prior to its independence from the Soviet Union in August 1991,
Azerbaijan began disputing the status of the Nagorno-Karabakh region with Armenia,
leading to several militarized interstate disputes between the two countries after 1991. In
September of that year, Russia and Kazakhstan mediated an agreement between the two
countries in an effort to reduce tensions in the region. The agreement lasted until January

1992, when Azerbaijan launched a new military offensive against Armenian troops. In
February 1992, UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali sent Cyrus Vance to both
countries to conduct another mediation effort. That same month, the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) established a ten-member conciliation
commission called the Minsk Group to begin conflict management initiatives as well.
Despite these efforts, over 1,000 individuals were killed in fighting throughout the
month of February, leading to an additional mediation attempt at the end of the month by
Foreign Minister Ali Akbar Velayati of Iran. This endeavor led to a ceasefire agreement
signed in Tehran on March 15, 1992. The ceasefire was maintained until March 29, 1992
when Azeri troops began a new offensive on the town of Stepanakert. Iran again
attempted to mediate a new ceasefire agreement, resulting in a successful signing on May
8,1992.
The signing did not, however, cease hostilities, leading to further mediation
efforts by Kazakhstan and Russia in August and September of the same year. Additional
military operations by Armenia began in March 1993, prompting mediation by the OSCE
in April, followed by Russia and Iran in June. Over the last decade, the dispute between
Armenia and Azerbaijan has continued in the wake of several additional mediation
initiatives began by the OSCE, Russia and Iran.
At first glance, explaining third party initiated mediation seems simple; third
parties try to start the mediation process in an effort to stop conflict. Stating the obvious,
however, does not lead to a very good explanation of why some conflicts and not others?
Why, for example, has the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute between Azerbaijan and Armenia

received so many efforts at mediation while other disputes such as the border conflicts
between India and Bangladesh have not? Clearly states and IGOs do not seek to stop or
intervene in all conflicts, only certain types.
Many mediation scholars point to mediation being most likely to occur when third
parties think it will be successful (Bercovitch 1997; Greig 2002). While logical, this
rationale does not really address the motives behind mediation occurring. After all, there
are circumstances that would dictate third parties go beyond considerations of success or
failure. Consider, for example, conflicts that threaten to spill over into a third state. The
third state might take on the burden of mediation in an effort to prevent the dispute from
spreading, even though the possibility of success might be small. Additionally, various
dispute conditions that are absent or present might alter a potential third party's belief as
to the potential success of a mediation effort. Some third parties for instance might seek
mediation in disputes whose issue is over territory because they view territorial disputes
as being easier to manage due to their tangible nature. Still other third parties might seek
to initiate for other reasons, outside of the context of success or failure. In sum then, it is
the presence or absence of other factors beyond perceptions of success or failure that
merit study in understanding the third party initiated mediation effort.
One might suspect, for example, that the types of conflict most likely to receive
the attention of third parties are those that are the most severe. After all, why would third
parties bother with intervening in disputes that are not particularly violent? While the
descriptive statistics in chapter two suggest that there exists some validity to the
importance of severity, there remain many non-severe disputes that lead to mediation

attempts by third parties. Given these attempts in non-severe disputes, there must be
other factors that lead to third party initiated mediation efforts.
This chapter seeks to move beyond simple concepts of severity to examine howcharacteristics of the dispute affect the likelihood of a third party actually becoming
interested enough in a conflict to initiate the mediation process. As I will demonstrate, a
single dimension of severity does not necessarily serve as a good indicator of those
disputes third parties are interested in. Instead, it appears that there are many different
indicators derived from the characteristics mentioned above that motivate third parties to
initiate the mediation process.
Also prominent and indeed integral to any study of conflict is the concept of
power. Power relations among disputants in the international system serve as the core
component of realist explanations of state behavior and continue to be a primary
independent variable in international conflict research. The degree to which a state can
exert its power in a militarized dispute depends on its capabilities relative to its
adversary's. States therefore constantly behave in ways that secure additional power vis
a-vis other states in the international system (Morgenthau 1972). In the context of a
militarized dispute, power relations are often linked with severity as states with greater
capabilities often engage in more severe disputes (Bremer 1980).
Lastly, the regime type of the disputants has increased in importance in
international conflict studies regarding state behavior. Largely due to the strong findings
concerning the democratic peace, democracies in the international system have been
argued to act differently than their non-democratic counterparts. This behavior is mostly
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tied to democracies' utilization of peaceful norms of conflict resolution, particularly in
relations with each other (Ray 1995; Russet and Oneal 2001; Dixon and Senese 2002).
Given the natural link between the use of peaceful norms of conflict resolution and
conflict management, the importance of examining of the role of regime type influences
on mediation initiation seems readily apparent.
The remainder of this chapter will examine these three aspects of the militarized
dispute in greater detail. I begin with an assessment of severity, arguing that this concept
is multidimensional and thus requires further description of those variables that illustrate
these different dimensions. Next I explore the implications behind power distribution in
the dispute dyad. Finally I discuss the role of the dyad's regime type in the context of
third party initiation.

Effects of severity on third party initiated mediation
The characteristics of a dispute can cover a wide range of variables. The
Correlates of War project, for example, includes such factors as the number of fatalities,
hostility level, reciprocation, number of participants, and issue type as all being parts of a
dispute. As Diehl and Goertz (2000) and Frazier and Goertz (2002) suggest, these
variables seem to point to an overall concept of dispute severity. Indeed, in most of the
conflict literature the most prominent dispute characteristic mentioned is some notion of
severity with regard to the likelihood of conflict (Barringer 1972; Bueno de Mesquita and
Singer 1973; Friedman 1970; Vasquez 1993; Hensel 1996).

Given this finding in the literature, part of chapter two focused on incorporating a
uniform, interval severity measure to describe disputes based on Goertz and Diehl's
(2000) methodology. While this measure is useful in examining the patterns of
interventions with regard to mediation in general, it only partly helps to explain
mediation origin. Part of the reason for this is that third parties must look for factors that
indicate the potential for severity and not necessarily severity itself. Thus, would-be
interveners seek to mediate a conflict by evaluating multiple dimensions that suggest a
dispute could be a serious or severe one. One of these dimensions of course would be
indicated by severity as defined using the uni-dimensional interval scale. This is
particularly true of the right side of the scale that measures fatal dispute severity. In this
chapter, however, I focus my efforts on identifying various indicators of potential
severity in a dispute; indicators that move beyond a uni-dimensional measure as the main
characteristics of a dispute that affect third party efforts to initiate mediation.

Fatality
As stated in chapter two, the most commonly used indicator to measure
impending severity is the number of fatalities associated with a particular dispute. When
potential third parties are considering intervening in conflicts that have experienced
fatalities, this indicator would clearly merit consideration.
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Figure 3-1. Third party initiation and dispute severity (fatality), 1946-1992

® Mediation attempts
IINumber of disputes

No fatalities
(1.8 attempts/dispute)

1-100
(.52 attempts/dispute)

101+
(3.5 attempts/dispute)

Fatality level

Figure 3-1 illustrates dispute severity in cases of third party initiated mediation
efforts. In these cases, third parties intervened most often when there were no fatalities
or when fatality levels reached over 100 (53% and 41% respectively). This is in
comparison to those disputes whose fatality numbers ranged from 1-100 deaths. In terms
of fatalities then, third parties seem to try to get involved when blood has yet to be shed
or when significant numbers of lives have been lost. If we examine a bit more closely,
however and look at the number of mediation attempts per dispute in each category, then
the conclusion is altered. In terms of attempts per dispute, the no fatality category

averages about 1.8, the 1-100 category is about .52 and the +100 category is 3.5. Thus it
appears that third parties try much more to initiate mediation efforts in the most
dangerous conflicts.
While some mediation scholars have argued that mediation is less successful in
more intense conflicts (Burton 1968; Kressel and Pruitt 1989; Bercovitch et al 1991), it
appears that efforts persist just the same, irregardless of the possibility of failure. This is
a somewhat important finding given that these most severe disputes are the ones most in
need of conflict management.
Given that any loss of life often represents a marked change in the severity of a
dispute, however, we should expect a linear and positive correlation in figure 3-1. While
the most severe conflicts receive the attention one would expect from third parties the
middle-range category receives much less attention than the non-fatal category,
indicating a curvilinear pattern to dispute severity. Certainly we are led to speculation as
to why this is the case.
Perhaps the best explanation lies in a discussion of the militarized dispute from
the interests of the potential third party. As I mentioned earlier, third parties are
motivated to intervene as intermediaries in disputes that may positively or negatively
affect their political interests. Two possible interests include limiting the spread of
conflict and being a successful mediator. Initiating mediation to limit the spread of a
conflict logically would tend to take place in disputes that have become rather severe; in
terms of fatalities, those disputes with over 100 deaths. Being a successful mediator, the
second possible interest, might dictate that third parties initiate mediation when the
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pcrceived chance of success is greater. This increased likelihood of success would seem
to exist in conflicts where there has been no loss of life and thus no marked escalation in
hostilities between the two disputants. Indeed, research linking timing to mediation
success has shown that success does tend to occur in the least intense disputes (i.e. those
with the least amount of fatalities) (Frei 1976; Bercovitch and Langley 1993).
Combining the theoretical literature discussed in chapter two with these
descriptive statistics leads to the following hypotheses about the effects of fatality on
third party initiated mediation;

HI; High levels of fatalities will increase the likelihood of third party initiated
mediation compared to low levels of fatalities.
H2; Mid range levels of fatalities will decrease the likelihood of third party
initiated mediation.

Multilateral disputes
Multilateral disputes have been argued to have several positively correlated
effects on dispute severity and thus are likely to impact the occurrence of third party
mediation efforts. First, multilateral disputes often become more intractable and are more
likely to lead to violent conflict than bilateral ones, as developing a solution to the
conflict to which all parties are amenable is more difficult. Second, given increased
resources to create and maintain war operations, multilateral conflicts are arguably more
likely to be severe compared to bilateral disputes. Third, if multilateralism is in the
context of alliance commitments, there is an increased likelihood of disputes escalating to
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war and/or disputes lengthening in duration (Bueno de Mesquita and Singer 1973; Holsti
1972; Maoz 1982).
In terms of conflict management then, given their increased severity, multilateral
disputes should motivate third party efforts to resolve these disputes more so than
bilateral conflicts. This argument particularly should be strengthened in light of findings
that indicate multilateral disputes are no more difficult an environment to negotiate
settlements than bilateral disputes (Frazier and Goertz 2002; Dixon and Scnese 2002).
Thus, potential third parties should not be deterred by any decreased likelihood of
mediation success in multilateral conflicts vis-a-vis bilateral ones.

Figure 3-2. Third party initiation and dispute severity (participant number),
1946-1992
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Figure 3-2 shows a plot of the ratio of mediation attempts per dispute for bilateral
and multilateral conflicts. The ratio of attempts per dispute begins at 1.9 in the bilateral
category, dropping to 1.4 in disputes with three participants, only to rise to about 1.8 in
four participant disputes. In the disputes with five and six or more participants, the ratio
rises significantly to over 3.1 attempts per dispute.
This pattern suggests initial support for a positive correlation between multilateral
disputes and third party mediation initiation. While there is a slight decline in the ratio in
the three-disputant category, the overall trend clearly rises as the number of participants
increase. If we collapse the data, for instance, the ratio of attempts per dispute in the
multilateral category is 2.1 compared to 1.9 in the bilateral category. Given this insight, I
propose the following hypothesis with regard to multilateral disputes and third party
initiated mediation:
H3: Third parties are more likely to initiate mediation in multilateral disputes
than in bilateral disputes.

Dispute issue
Another characteristic of the dispute to consider in the context of severity is the
issue over which it is being fought. Most salient in terms of issues and the focus of this
section is that of territorial claims. Disputes over territory have been argued to lead to
more severe conflicts than other issues due to the symbolic and political importance of
territory (Leng 1983; Vasquez 1993; Hensel 1996,2001). This is logical given that the
recognition of territorial sovereignty in large part defines the composition of the
international state system. Additionally, as Hensel (2001: 85) claims, territory is perhaps

the one issue that takes on important value both in terms of tangible attributes (resource
and economic dimensions) as well as intangible attributes (prestige and symbolism).
What does this mean for potential third parties? If disputes over territory do
provide fuel for the most severe disputes, then one would expect that third parties would
also seek to initiate mediation efforts in those conflicts where territorial claims are
unresolved, compared to other disputes that primarily involve such issues related to
policy, ideology, and identity. One other motivation for third party involvement with
regard to territory goes beyond simple calculations of severity; potential mediators may
also believe that unlike ideology, policy or other non-tangible issues, territorial claims are
easier to mediate because of the possibility of bargaining and trading territory (Vasquez
1983; Diehl 1992; Morgan 1994). Given these arguments, 1 propose the following
hypothesis:
H4: Third parties will initiate mediation more often in disputes over territory than
in other disputes.

89

Figure 3-3. Third party initiation and dispute severity (issue), 1946-1992
143
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Figure 3-3 displays the number of mediation attempts in disputes over territory
compared to disputes over all other categories. As the table makes clear, there are more
attempts in non-territorial di.sputes than territorial ones. The ratio of attempts per dispute,
however, is rather close between the two categories (2.3 for non-territorial and 2.2 for
territorial). This initial glimpse at the data therefore is rather ambiguous about the impact
of territory on third party initiated mediation. The preliminary data notwithstanding, the
arguments for increased mediation efforts in territorial disputes certainly merit evaluation
in a more rigorous empirical analysis.
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Rivalry
The rivalry approach to international conflict provides us with another perspective
from which to view third party efforts to initiate mediation in the context of severity. As
Goertz and Diehl (2000: 4) state, the concept of rivalry is the relationship of two states
that regularly use military threats, force and terminology to formulate their foreign policy
toward each other. This notion of rivalry has been consistently used in international
conflict as the basis for hypothesis testing and theory development because rivalries
provide an empirical domain of cases to study. In this chapter, however, I move beyond
the use of rivalry as a case selection method to the impact of rivalry on mediation origin.
Rivalries are classified according to three types: isolated, proto and enduring. The
three types vary with respect to their duration and the number of militarized disputes that
occur during that duration. My focus in this chapter is on enduring rivalries; these occur
among states with at least six disputes where the rivalry lasts for at least 20 years.
I focus on the enduring rivalry since these relationships present the most difficulty
in terms of mediation initiation. This difficulty presents itself in two ways. First,
enduring rivalries by definition involve those disputes of an intractable nature, along with
disputants who seem to be unable to adequately manage or resolve a conflict on their
own. Because of these attributes, the presence of a dispute within an enduring rivalry
brings the possibility, indeed likelihood, that additional militarized disputes will occur,
leading to the conclusion that these disputes are potentially more severe than isolated
disputes among non-enduring rivalries. Second, however, is that there is a lack of
conflict management success within enduring rivalry conflict. Thus, potential third
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parties may view disputes that occur in this context as unworthy ventures on which to
expend resources.

Figure 3-4. Third party initiation and dispute severity (rivalries), 1946-1992
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Figure 3-4 provides an illustration comparing the ratio of third party initiation in
non-rival disputes to enduring rival disputes. Non-rival disputes average about .5 more
attempts than those conflicts among enduring rivals. As a preliminary assessment, it
appears that enduring rivalries deter potential third parties from initiating mediation
efforts to resolve the current dispute. Three possibilities then merit mentioning. First as I

mentioned earlier, given the poor track record of successful mediation in enduring
rivalries, potential third parties tend to be hesitant in attempting to conduct mediation.
Second, and certainly related to the first possibility, is that given the relative stability of
enduring rivalries, they are viewed by potential third parties as not being any more
potentially severe in a given dispute than non-rivalries. Consequently, mediation efforts
in enduring rivalries will take no special priority over non-rivalries. Third and perhaps
most interesting is that third parties might be initiating mediation in enduring rivalries
when there is no ongoing dispute. The decreased severity during these time periods
might provide a better opportunity for successful mediation; potential third parties,
therefore, can simultaneously manage the most severe dyads while increasing the
likelihood for mediation success.
Taking into account the arguments and preliminary data, 1 hypothesize the
following:
H5: The presence of an enduring rivalry associated with a militarized interstate
dispute will decrease the likelihood of third party initiated mediation.

Effects of power on third party initiated mediation
Capability asymmetry
As mentioned previously, third parties must consider other indicators beyond
fatality in order to decide whether or not an intervention merits a mediation attempt. If
third parties consider disputes that have the potential to become severe as good targets for
conflict management, they must seek to identify those characteristics of the dispute that
might suggest such potential. Power as an indicator of potential severity has received
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much attention in conflict literature dating back to Thucydides. In contrast to fatality
levels which are a result of conflict, power dynamics are often seen as being the cause.
As an indicator then, observations of power dynamics among disputing states would
seem to provide an earlier signal to third parties as to when conflict management efforts
might be worthwhile.
A discussion of the relationship between power and severity and consequently
power and mediation brings us to an examination of both war and mediation literature.
International conflict scholars have long focused on the strong relationship between the
distribution of power and the onset of war. This is particularly true for those advocates of
realism whose main contention is that the quest for power serves as the causal mechanism
of all political action (Morgenthau 1948).
The war literature suggests that power symmetry or asymmetry might lead to
different outcomes with regard to conflict (Waltz 1979; Organski 1968; Gilpin 1981). If
states are driven by a quest for power in an anarchic environment as realists assume, then
instability that leads to conflict may result as neighboring states consistently face a
security dilemma brought about by a state attempting to increase its own relative
capability. Power asymmetry among neighboring states then might likely lead to
militarized conflict. For would be third parties, however, power asymmetry might also
preclude intervention efforts as these disputes might be viewed as being potentially less
severe than disputes where power is roughly equal.
Power symmetry, in contrast, presents a different set of calculations for third
parties to consider. First, with regard to potential dispute severity, it has been argued that
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power balance is more likely to lead to increased severity in conflicts because both sides
believe they can win and will continue to fight instead of terminating conflict (Organski
and Kugler 1980; Gilpin 1981). With regard to mediation then, power symmetry may be
more likely to lead to severe conflict and thus merit intervention efforts by third parties.

Figure 3-5. Third party initiation and power (capability asymmetry), 1946-1992
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Figure 3-5 demonstrates the differences in third party mediation attempts in the
most asymmetric and most symmetric militarized disputes. This dichotomous
categorization is based on the mean of capability ratios in a dyad, with those asymmetric
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ratios above the mean classified as being the most asymmetric while those below the
mean are classified as being the most symmetric. While this categorization is certainly
only a rough division, it at least provides an initial assessment of the extent to which
capability ratios within a dyad impact the occurrence of third party mediation initiation.
As the war literature suggests, disputes where there is greater parity tend to attract more
third party mediation efforts (2.3 attempts per dispute) compared to disputes that are
more asymmetric (2.0 attempts per dispute). While these findings do not demonstrate a
large difference between the two categories, they do lead to the consideration of the
following hypothesis regarding capability asymmetry and third party initiation;
H6; Increasing capability asymmetry will decrease the likelihood of third party
initiated mediation.

Major power presence
Much of the research on power and dispute severity seems to indicate that those
states with greater capabilities conduct more severe conflicts (Bremer 1980; Geller 1988;
Geller 2000). This is a logical conclusion given that states are likely to increase their
military capability as their overall power increases. Additionally, states with greater
resources can commit to carrying out longer conflicts in hope of a military victory. In
terms of mediation, the identification of greater capabilities among disputants naturally
lends itself to a consideration of the effects of major power presence in militarized
interstate disputes.
If we consider for a moment the disputes between the United States and the Soviet
Union throughout the Cold War period, we can immediately get a sense of how major

power presence matters. With 53 militarized disputes in the period from 1946-1992,
there arc no documented cases of third parties initiating mediation efforts between them.'
This includes the Cuban Missile Crisis, which perhaps was the most potentially severe
dispute in the 20"' century. During the two weeks of October 1962 in which the crisis
occurred, the United Nations was the only third party to involve itself in an intermediary
capacity. Even then, it was at the behest of the Soviet Union, who agreed to remove
missiles from Cuba under UN supervision. Other third parties intervened only in support
of one side or the other.
With the bipolar nature of the international system during this period, perhaps it
should not be surprising that there was a lack of third party efforts to initiate mediation
between the two superpowers. Often, the superpowers resorted to bilateral negotiations
to resolve their disputes, or multilateral ones in cases where the direct interests of other
nations were involved. Such was the case in the Berlin crisis of 1948 when
representatives of East and West Gennany, France and Great Britain frequently joined in
negotiations over both the blockade and territorial incursions.
Considering the lack of success of many of these negotiations, however, along
with the potential consequences of unresolved disputes between the United States and the
Soviet Union, it seems rather alarming that no third party took on the challenge of
starting the mediation process. This is more surprising considering the popular nonaligned movement led by India during the Cold War. Such non-aligned powers it seems

' There were of course many attempts made in support of bilateral negotiations between the two countries
but these efforts obviously do not count as mediation attempts in the data.

would have been in a very opportune position to attempt mediation to avoid exacerbated
conflict between the US and USSR.
So the question remains, why is there no mediation in disputes involving the two
superpowers? If we examine mediation from a more realist perspective, the answer is not
so elusive. In a bipolar system, mediation becomes an extension of a state's foreign
policy goals. With the United States and the Soviet Union forcing other states to take a
position on behalf of one side or the other, there would be little incentive for potential
third party states to get involved in an ongoing dispute. In fact, the decision to attempt an
intervention could be perceived by the US or USSR as a partial defection from the
support of one pole. In the final analysis, a potential third party state in making an
attempt to intervene would probably have more to lose than it would to gain.
How far does the presence of significant power matter in deterring mediation
initiation then? If we consider the cases of disputes between other major powers
(excluding the US and USSR), such as the UK and China, or we consider strong regional
powers such as India and Pakistan, we may develop a better appreciation for the role of
power. In the 11 disputes between the UK and China after 1946 (with at least three
lasting more than one year), there were no third party mediated efforts. By contrast, in
the 40 disputes between India and Pakistan, there have been over 32 attempts at
mediation by a wide range of states and IGOs from 1946 to 1992. While far from any
systematic evidence, these examples suggest that third parties do not tend to get involved
in conflicts among the most powerful disputants.
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I discuss major power status among disputants because it is a special subset of
power symmetric or asymmetric conditions. Obviously, many militarized disputes that
are either symmetric or asymmetric do not include a major power. Those that do include
one, however, are worthwhile to explain given the importance of major powers in the
international system and in international conflict specifically.
Symmetric or asymmetric disputes with major powers may operate differently
than other disputes in terms of attracting or deterring potential third party initiators.
First, the recognition of major power states in dispute might lead to a greater likelihood
of intervention by third parties. If third parties identify conflicts among powerful states
to be more likely to lead to more severe disputes, then one would expect to witness more
interventions initiated by third parties in these types of conflicts. This expectation seems
particularly valid if the dispute involves two major powers as adversaries. Conversely,
however, third parties may be disinclined to seek the role of mediator in a dispute
involving a major power. Two reasons exist for this possibility. First, potential third
parties might assume that major powers will simply decline initiatives from third parties
in helping to resolve its dispute. In a major-minor dispute, for example, the major power
may likely view mediation efforts as unnecessary since it can employ its own capabilities
to win the dispute without making concessions to the weaker adversary. Second,
potential third parties may resist initiating mediation as they may consider themselves
unable to bring any significant amount of leverage to the mediation table that they can
use to influence the major power.

99

Figure 3-6. Third party Initiation and power (major power presence), 1946-1992
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Figure 3-6 presents the data on mediation origin with regard to the power status of
the disputants in the dyad. Most of the disputes in which third party initiation occurs are
those between minor powers (79% of all third party initiated efforts). If we consider
attempts per dispute, the findings change slightly. Minor-minor disputes average 2.1
attempts per dispute, with 2.2 and 1.0 for mixed dyads and major-major dyads
respectively.
These preliminary findings are rather interesting. In a mixed dyad setting it
appears that third party initiations actually increase compared to the minor-minor and
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major-major category. This finding is also different than the earlier results regarding
capability asymmetry in general where the most asymmetric disputes received less
attempts per dispute than the most symmetric disputes. Thus, initially there seems to be
some support that major power presence alters the context for potential third parties.
Specifically, mixed dyads increase the likelihood of initiation while major-major dyads
receive practically no mediation attempts. The latter observation suggests that a necessary
condition for initiation is that the disputants not both be major powers.
Given my earlier arguments along with these findings, I propose the following
hypothesis regarding major power presence in militarized disputes:

H7: Third parties will be more likely to initiate mediation in mixed dyads.

Effects of regime type on third party initiated mediation
While the characteristics of the dispute in terms of severity and power are clearly
important as to whether or not mediation is initiated, they are not the only factors that
affect potential third party decisions. The disputants themselves seem to matter to some
extent in potential third party calculations. As Bercovitch and Houston (2000) correctly
point out, most of the literature regarding mediation and disputing parties have focused
on cognitive-psychological factors. Scholars thus have been more concerned with how
well both sides can appreciate the conflict from the others' perspective relative to their
own and consequently how their behavior reflects this appreciation. Mediation is argued
to be more likely to originate and succeed when the appreciation level is high (Carnevale
and Pruitt 1992). While interesting, the consideration of such factors are beyond the
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reach of a large-N study, leaving one to search for other possible attributes related to the
disputants whose impact can be measured and evaluated. One characteristic that stands
out and that has gained much attention in the international conflict literature is that of
regime type.
The regime type(s) of the disputing parties may matter to potential third parties in
two ways. First, a third party might be more inclined to initiate mediation among types
of polities that are more likely to be receptive to such efforts. In this instance, perhaps
democratic dyads might receive more initiated efforts as they are often perceived as being
more familiar and respectful of norms of conflict resolution. This notion that regime type
matters in international politics is largely derived from what is often referred to as the
democratic peace.
The basic premise behind the democratic peace is that democratic states over time
develop both interdependence and confidence with regard to each other's behavior. This
interdependence and confidence creates an expectation that states of a liberal-democratic
mold will behave in predictable ways and thus decrea.se suspicion and the likelihood of
warfare brought about through mutual distrust and the seemingly ever-present security
dilemma. Consequently, non-democratic dyads while not inclined to be the most
receptive to conflict management, might be more likely to experience third party
mediation efforts as third parties might be more concerned that conflicts in these dyads
have a greater potential to lead to the most serious disputes, including war. Given my
focus on potential severity, my interest lies in support of this argument, leading to the
following hypothesis:
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H8: Third parties are more likely to attempt mediation in non-democratic dyads
than in democratic dyads.

Figure 3-7. Third party initiation and regime type, 1946-1992
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Figure 3-7 shows the categorization of third party initiated attempts according to
the regime type of the dyad. Consistent with my proposed hypothesis, there is a marked
decrease in the number of attempts per dispute as the dyads move from non-democratic to
democratic. Thus it appears initially that potential third party decisions might be affected
by regime type influences in militarized interstate disputes.
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Table 3-1 presents a summary of the severity, power and regime type hypotheses I
consider in explaining third party initiated mediation. In the next section I explain the
research design of the paper. This is followed by a discussion and analysis of the results.

Table 3-1. Severity, power and regime type hypotheses on third party initiation
Severity based hypotheses
HI: High levels of fatalities will increase the likelihood of third party
initiated mediation compared to low levels of fatalities.
H2: Mid range levels of fatalities will decrease the likelihood of third party
initiated mediation.
H3: Third parties are more likely to initiate mediation in multilateral disputes
than in bilateral disputes.
114: Third parties will initiate mediation more often in disputes over territory
than in other disputes.
H5; The presence of an enduring rivalry associated with a militarized
interstate dispute will decrease the likelihood of third party initiated
mediation.
Power based hypotheses
H6: Increasing capability asymmetry will decrease the likelihood of third
party initiated mediation.
H7: Third parties will be more likely to initiate mediation in mixed dyads.
Regime type hypothesis
H8; Third parties are more likely to attempt mediation in non-democratic
dyads than in democratic dyads.
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Research design
Now that we've explored the theoretical underpinnings of the types of disputes
that might promote the occurrence of third party initiated mediation, how do the proposed
hypotheses with regard to severity, power and regime type actually stand against the full
range of empirical data? To test these hypotheses, I observe the 1,137 cases of
militarized disputes from 1946 to 1992 which includes 164 disputes in which there is an
actual mediation attempt. The unit of analysis then is the militarized dispute which allows
for the comparison of disputes with and without mediation. Since 1 am concerned only
about whether or not conditions are sufficient enough to produce at least one mediation
attempt, I do not include multiple mediations in disputes.^ The dependent variable is
simply the presence or absence of a third party initiated mediation attempt and thus is
dichotomous, with outcomes coded as "1" for a third party initiated mediation in a
militarized dispute and "0" for a lack thereof Since the dependent variable is
dichotomous, I employ a logit model to assess the impact of the independent variables on
the presence or absence of a third party initiated mediation attempt.^
To begin, 1 observe the behavior of four independent variables that represent the
severity or potential severity of the dispute based on my earlier contentions. All of these
variables are taken directly from the MID dataset. The first is the fatality level of the
^ Estimation techniques such as count models can incorporate these multiple mediations which occur in
slightly less than half of all mediated disputes (N=78) but require assumptions that do not fit the data. A
Poisson regression, for example, requires the critical assumption that all observations are independent
which certainly does not apply in this case. One other possibility is the use of a negative binomial
regression which I leave for future research.
^ It should be clarified that the MID dataset includes the observation of multiple dyad pairs for conflicts
w ith more than two disputants. I include each additional dyad in my analysis since the characteristics of
the disputants vary based on the dyad and offer separate opportunities for initiation. There are
approximately 86 of these disputes included. Because of their obvious non-independence, I report the logit
estimates with robust standard errors clustered on the dispute.

dispute. There are eight categories coded: missing, none, 1-25, 26-100, 101-250, 251500, 501-999 and 1,000 or more (Jones et al 1996). For this analysis, I have collapsed
the data into three categories, 0 deaths, 0-100 and +100 deaths, to capture those disputes
covering zero, midrange and high levels of fatality. I have also included a squared
fatality variable to test for the curvilinear function hypothesized in the previous section.
The second variable addresses the multilateral argument and identifies the number
of participants in a conflict. This variable is coded as a dummy, with "0" indicating
bilateral disputes and "1"indicating multilateral disputes. The third variable covers the
issue of the dispute. This is also a dummy variable coded "1" for territorial issues and
"0" for all other issues. The fourth variable regarding severity measures the presence of
an enduring rivalry as part of the dispute. Enduring rivalries are coded on the basis of
previous disputes in a dyad and are coded "1" indicating the presence of an enduring
rivalry when a dyad has experienced at least six disputes over a 20 year period. Prior to
reaching these criteria, a given dyad is coded as "0". The rivalry data is taken from the
Diehl and Goertz rivalry dataset (Diehl and Goertz 2000). '*
With regard to power related factors, two variables are used: power asymmetry
and major power presence. The first variable is an interval variable that indicates the
degree of power asymmetry in a dyad. The value is determined by calculating the ratio
of capability scores of the stronger state compared to the weaker state. Because the
effects of power are likely to decline as cases of asymmetry increase at the far end of the

* While the argument has been made that these factors represent severity, they certainly seem to do so on
different dimensions. Correlations among the four indicators are low, with the highest being between
fatality and participant number at .36.
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scale, I use the natural log of the ratio. Higher values of this ratio then represent
increased asymmetry. For the second factor, 1 include a dichotomous variable coded "1"
if the dyad is a mixed power dyad and "0" if the dyad is a minor-minor one. Given that
earlier I showed that major-major regimes do not experience mediation, I drop them out
of the equation as a necessary condition for initiation is that a dyad not be composed of
only major powers.
Regime type, the last factor under consideration, is determined using a measure of
democracy derived from the Polity IV dataset (Marshall and Jaggers 2003). Following
conventional practice, I utilize the combined polity score, which subtracts the 10-point
autocracy rating from the 10-point democracy rating, providing a scale from "-10" (the
most autocratic regime) to "10" (the most democratic regime). To assess the impact of
the democracy of the dyad, I use the democracy score of the less democratic country as
an indicator of the level of democracy for the dyad. This approach, known as the weakest
link principle, takes into account the likelihood that the utilization of norms of peaceful
conflict resolution are likely to be a function of the least democratic party in a dispute
(Dixon 1993, 1994; Dixon and Senese 2002). The democracy values for each dyad then
are calculated on a continuous scale from -10 to 10.

Results and analysis
Table 3-2 presents the logit results for three models I employed to test my eight
hypotheses. Models 1 and 2 are distinguished from each other by the inclusion of non
linear fatality in the latter. While theory and initial analyses suggested the presence of
these patterns, it is clear that the squared fatality term does not improve the overall fit and
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incorrcctly specifies the model. Thus. 1 focus my analysis on the estimates from the
linear model.

Table 3-2. Dispute and disputant factors affecting third party initiated mediation
Independent Variable

Model 1
(Linear)

Model 2
(Non-linear)

.167
(.227)

-1.149
(.893)

Severity factors
Fatality

Fatality^

.708
(.452)

Participant number

1.139***
(.378)

1.139***
(.382)

Territorial issue

3.879***
(.362)

3.894***
(.361)

Enduring rivalry

.034
(.330)

.071
(.336)

Dyad asymmetry

-.165
(.118)

-.167
(.117)

Mixed dyad

.174
(.353)

.148
(.347)

.005
(.032)

.007
(.031)

-3.146***
(.301)

-3.075***
(.302)

Power factors

Regime type factor
Min. democracy

Constant

141.38
141.64
LRx'
-229.452
-227.861
Log-Likelihood
.27
.27
Pseudo R^
.000
.000
Prob>x*
1147
1147
Number of observations
Entries are one-tailed logistic regression coefficients. Robust standard errors are in parenthesis.
* p< .10 •• p .< .05 ***p<.01
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Severity effects
First, we observe in both that both fatality variables do not have a statistically
significant impact on the occurrence of third party initiated mediation. Clearly this
finding is rather surprising. As I suggested earlier, high levels of fatalities could be
expected to attract conflict managers given the possibility of the conflict spreading across
borders. Fatalities of less than 100, however, would only serve to impede possible
attempts by third parties as disputes in this category are likely to be more difficult in
terms of success while simultaneously being small enough to eliminate fears of potential
widening. How then, can these results be explained? Two possibilities seem
immediately plausible.
One possibility is that third parties are neither attracted to nor deterred away from
initiating mediation in high fatality conflicts vis-a-vis low level disputes. Perhaps what
we are observing based on these findings is the outcome of a two-dimensional calculus
by the third parties. The first part of the calculus may be driven by the intensity of the
dispute in terms of potential for spreading, while the second consideration may be driven
by the desire of third parties to be successful in mediating a dispute. Thus, third parties
are simultaneously attracted to non-fatal and fatal disputes. This link between outcome
and initiation then would be consistent with the literature on dispute ripeness that argues
high intensity disputes are most unlikely to experience successful mediation (Kressel and
Pruitt 1989) along with other literature that advocates early mediation efforts in disputes
before the intensity increases (Edmead 1971). Such findings certainly have implications
for future research, a subject to which I will return in the conclusion.
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The other possibility regarding the fatality findings is that of possible endogeneity
with one or more of the other independent variables. One might suspect, for example, that
territorial issues or multilateral disputes affect the fatality level within a dispute.
Consequently, fatality estimates from the logit model might be biased downward. As a
first test of this endogeneity, I considered the models without each of the territorial or
multilateral variables. While not shown here, if either of these variables are removed, the
squared fatality term is positive and significant at the .10 level. This suggests some
support for the curvilinear pattern hypothesized earlier in this chapter. Further statistical
methods such as the Durbin-Wu-I lausman test, however, confirmed that such a link
exists only between the fatality and territorial issue variable.^
This finding regarding the link between territory and fatality should not be too
surprising. As Vasquez (1993) points out, territorial disputes are particularly prone to
violence and more likely to lead to war than other disputes. Consequently, the presence
of a territorial issue in a dispute would directly affect the fatality level of that dispute.
One has only to informally consider the number of wars after 1946 whose primary issue
was over territory to be convinced of these direct effects.
Earlier in this chapter I focused on the individual impact of territorial disputes on
third party initiation outside of the endogeneity link to fatality. This focus was primarily
due to the fact that territorial disputes have been argued to be the most likely to escalate
into severe conflicts. As table 3-2 demonstrates, territorial issues positively affect the
' The Durbin-Wu-Hausman (DHW) test was used in conjunction with a Smith Blundell test of the
exogeneity of the fatality variable. Rejection of exogeneity was confirmed at the .001 level using either
participant number or territory as an instrument for fatality in a subsequent independent variable regression.
The DWH test, however, seemed to indicate that only the territorial variable was statistically significant in
downward biasing the fatality coefficient.

110

likelihood of third party initiated mediation as predicted. Indeed, the impact is rather
large, with territorial disputes 48 times more likely to attract third party efforts than nonterritorial conflicts.
Again, the considerations of both severity and success can be argued to be taken
into account regarding territory. Since disputes over territory are important sources of
conflict and lead to war more often than disputes over other issues (Vasquez 1993;
Hensel 1996) third parties may consider them as disputes meriting a mediation attempt.
In terms of success, there is some degree of uncertainty in the literature regarding the
impact of territory. Some scholars such as Lall (1966) have argued that territorial claims
limit the effectiveness of conflict management. Others have found that such claims are
rather amenable to management efforts and indeed result in high rates of successful
negotiation and/or settlement (Hensel 1996; Frazier and Goertz 2002). The one aspect of
territorial disputes is that they do allow for third parties to mediate the bargaining and
trading of territory and thus at the very least may represent a mid-range level case for
potential success by third parties considering initiation.
Moving to the effect of multilateral disputes on third party initiation, table 3-2
shows a positive and statistically significant coefficient. If we consider the logit
coefficient as most easily interpreted as an odds ratio, the likelihood of third party
initiated mediation is 3.1 times greater in multilateral disputes than bilateral disputes.
This is finding is consistent with the conflict and mediation literature and supports my
third hypothesis. Multilateral disputes then seem to represent another dimension of
severity apart from fatality level and perhaps lends further credibility to my earlier
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suggestion that third parties consider both the implications for potential spread of a
conflict (as multilateral disputes would certainly seem to imply) along with the
possibilities of successfully mediating the dispute.
The final severity variable, enduring rivalry, failed to demonstrate any statistically
significant results. The coefficient is positive, suggesting that enduring rivalries actually
increase the likelihood of initiation. This direction runs counter to the predicted
hypothesis but perhaps should not be too unexpected. A militarized dispute in the
context of an enduring rivalry represents an increase in the short term severity of the
rivalry and thus may promote added initiatives by third parties to return the rivalry to its
pre-dispute severity level. On the other hand, one would not expect third parties to view
these long standing adversarial relationships as ones that would lend themselves to be
successfully mediated.

Power effects
Moving down the table, we see that dyad asymmetry has a negative impact on
third party initiation. The direction of this finding is consistent with the notion that third
parties consider asymmetric disputes as unlikely candidates for mediation simply because
the stronger state will probably be reluctant to enter into negotiations since it does not
need to. Additionally, tying power effects to severity, these disputes might be viewed as
less severe than disputes where there is greater power parity. Since it lacks statistical
significance, however, the finding fails to lend much support for my hypothesis that third
parties are less likely to initiate mediation in disputes that are more asymmetric than

112

symmetric. If we consider major power effects as a special case of asymmetric
conditions, the findings are opposite of those found among mixed dyad conflicts. As
with the asymmetry estimate though, the mixed dyad term is also not statistically
significant.

Regime type effects
Finally, we examine the regime type effects on third party initiated mediation.
Unfortunately, the results in table 3-2 are not encouraging. While the coefficient is in the
correct direction, it is not statistically significant. While this result only leads to the
conclusion that regime type does not seem to matter, the direction points to the possibility
that potential third parties might actually seek to manage disputes that are more
democratic. If this is true then it seems that the most likely reason would be that these
disputes are much more likely to end as a result of successful conflict management. This
explanation is consistent with research by Dixon and Senese (2002) that demonstrates the
positive effects of democracy on achieving negotiated settlements.
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Table 3-3. Third party initiated mediation hypotheses and results
Hypothesis

Result

Odds ratio

p-value

Unsupported

1.182

.461

H2: Mid range levels of fatalities will
decrease the likelihood of third party
initiated mediation.

Unsupported

2.029

.118

H3; Third parties are more likely to
initiate mediation in multilateral
disputes than in bilateral disputes.

Supported

3.124

.003

H4: Third parties will initiate
mediation more often in disputes over
territory than in other disputes.

Supported

48.390

.000

H5: The presence of an enduring
rivalry associated with a militarized
interstate dispute will decrease the
likelihood of third party initiated
mediation.

Unsupported

1.034

.919

Unsupported

.848

.165

Unsupported

1.191

.621

Unsupported

1.005

.872

Severity based hypotheses
H1; High levels of fatalities will
increase the likelihood of third party
initiated mediation compared to low
levels of fatalities.

Power based hypotheses
H6: Increasing capability asymmetry
will decrease the likelihood of third
party initiated mediation.
H7: Third parties will be more likely
to initiate mediation in mixed dyads.
Regime type hypothesis
H8: Third parties are more likely to
attempt mediation in non-democratic
dyads than in democratic dyads.

Conclusion
Table 3-3 presents a summary of the proposed hypotheses in this chapter along
with the results of my analyses. The three dimensions of the militarized interstate dispute
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explored in this chapter point to different aspects as influential factors in explaining third
party initiated mediation. Using a new dataset on third party conflict management, I
estimated the effects of severity, power and regime type on the likelihood of third party
initiated mediation in militarized interstate disputes. The first finding of interest in this
study is the lacking impact of increasing fatalities as a significant factor in explaining the
onset of third party mediation efforts. Simply stated, mid-range and high fatality
conflicts do not significantly affect the likelihood of third party mediated initiation.
These findings, however, must be viewed in the context of fatality as being endogenous
to territorial issues, which seem to be altering the model's results. Also of interest are the
positive effects of multilateral and territorial disputes on third party initiated mediation.
The presence of both factors dramatically increases the likelihood of third parties getting
involved in a dispute.
Turning to the implications of power, the two findings discussed suggest that
power dimensions have less of a role to play in the mediation initiation setting than in
more traditional conflict areas. The caveat of course remains major-major disputes which
do not experience mediation attempts. These disputes notwithstanding, the data here
indicate that third party considerations are not calculated on the basis of the capabilities
of the actors involved. Third parties seem to be willing to initiate mediation efforts
regardless of the strength of the disputants, basing decisions to intervene on other factors
such as severity concerns.
While these results shed light on the origins of the mediation process, they
certainly do not illuminate all aspects of this process. Having explored many of the
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theoretical arguments regarding international conflict and conflict management, 1 am no
doubt certain to have left unincorporated some aspects of these approaches in ways that
might be useful. One example that readily comes to attention is the implications and
impact of Cold War politics on the evaluated data. Certainly the bipolar system from
which the data I test my hypotheses are derived, might be significantly biasing my results
and consequently my interpretations of what actually drives the onset of third party
initiated mediation. Future research will have to contend with such dilemmas as the data
becomes available to address this problem.
Also, important to consider is the impact of incorporating multiple mediation
attempts into the model. Estimating counts of mediation attempts by third parties will
better identify the types of disputes third parties find attractive. The findings I have
discussed here may be understated given that I treat every dispute with third party
initiation the same. While my goal in this chapter has been simply to identify which
conditions are sufficient to produce an initiation attempt, a more rigorous approach
employing count models might better specify the extent to which some disputes
particularly prone to numerous mediation attempts. The use of these models, however, is
not without their own limitations and difficulties, making them a challenging prospect for
future research.
Setting limitations such as these aside, this chapter does begin to unravel the
origins of mediation in interstate conflicts. In particular, it does seem as if third party
origins are driven by both potential severity and potential success. This is an implication
that needs to be expanded upon in future research. Given the limited quantitative research
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in mediation studies in general, however, my attempt to explain third party mediation
initiation in militarized interstate disputes provides a rare and much clearer picture of this
origin. Of significant importance is that this clearer picture is presented in the context of
those disputes most often studied in the international system.
While the focus here has been on those factors of the dispute that influence third
party initiated efforts, we must now look to the third parties themselves. Only by
considering the characteristics of third parties along with the factors of the dispute can we
attain a better understanding of what conditions promote third party interest in mediating
international conflict. It is to an assessment of these characteristics that I now turn.
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4. THE INFLUENCE OF THIRD PARTY CHARACTERISTICS AND THIRD
PARTY-DISPUTANT LINKAGES ON PATTERNS OF THIRD PARTY
INITIATED MEDIATION
Abstract: This chapter examines how the characteristics of third party states affect the
likelihood of their initiating mediation in militarized interstate disputes. My findings
suggest that alliance ties, major power status, and regional proximity all increase the
likelihood of third party initiation. Third party regime type and strong trade ties do not
seem to affect the likelihood of third party initiation.

In this chapter 1 discuss how the characteristics of potential third parties affect the
likelihood of their initiating mediation in a militarized interstate dispute. Similarly, I
assess how third party linkages to the disputants may also influence the decision to
attempt mediation. I begin by discussing third party motivations in general, followed by
a more concentrated focus on five factors that are brought out in the literature as
prominent third party traits or links to disputants. These factors include: capability,
regime type, proximity and both alliance and trade ties. Considerations of these factors
lead to the proposition of several hypotheses regarding the directions in which they
influence mediation initiation. To test these hypotheses, I assess the impacts of these five
factors in a multivariate model, discussing the relevance of the findings for current and
future mediation research.

Third party motivation
Why should third parties ever want to get involved in the militarized disputes of
other sovereign states? Even as intermediaries, where there is a much smaller cost to
participate in the mediation process, there remains a price in terms of resources and
prestige to involve one's state or organization in conflict management. Bercovitch
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(1992) notes three reasons as to why potential third parties might initiate mediation.
First, the potential third party might have an explicit mandate for intervention. Second,
potential third parties might want to resolve a dispute that may negatively affect their
own political interests. Third, they might desire to extend or increase their influence with
regard to the disputants. Overall, Bercovitch contends that mediators attempt to intervene
because they expect to acquire some benefit from the intervention. In this chapter I move
beyond these generalizations and focus on specific aspects of the potential third parties
that facilitate the initiation of mediation.
As a logical starting point, it seems reasonable to suggest that potential third
parties might want to resolve a dispute that either negatively or positively affects their
political interests. This would then include the desire to increase or extend political
influence while also including the desire to limit such maladies as the severity or
contagion effects of a dispute that might disrupt trade or lead to a widespread militarized
conflict. The interest in third party motivation then, lies in the exploration of these
interests that might affect the likelihood of third party mediation initiation.
While an assessment of the impacts of the dispute as provided in chapter three
presents a clearer picture of the mediation initiation process from the third party
perspective, it only clearly defines half of the picture. Perhaps most important to the
process, certainly as important in any case, is the nature of the third parties themselves.
As one might suspect, a third party's characteristics directly affect its behavior in the
international system. Examples of such effects, of course, are evident throughout the
international conflict literature. Major power states tend to interact globally because their
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capabilities lead to the development of global interests. Democratic states tend to
negotiate with other democratic states in lieu of pursuing militarized conflict. These are
but two of many general patterns of behavior observed in the international system that are
grounded in the characteristics of third parties.
As I suggested in chapter three, a potential third party might want to resolve a
dispute that positively or negatively affects its political interests. Such interests include
the desire to increase or extend political influence, limit severity or reduce contagion
effects. We might expect then that simply eliminating conflict between two states
represents only a part of the motivation behind third parties initiating mediation. This
motivation is particularly true of state actors, the focus of this chapter.
1 focus on the characteristics of states as potential third parties for two reasons.
First, only states possess sovereign status in the international system. This status allows
them to act independently in the mediation arena unlike international governmental
organizations (IGOs) whose actions largely depend upon the approval of its membership.
Second, states do not exist as organizations with the specific function of facilitating
cooperation among other states. This task of facilitating cooperation is the designated
task of all IGOs and in this way makes the IGO by definition an actor seeking to reduce
conflict and increase cooperation. Two of the most significant differences among IGOs
are in their memberships, either regional or global and scope. Consideration of both
factors immediately identify the types of militarized disputes in which IGO
characteristics would be expected to matter in predicting the likelihood of an IGO
initiating mediation (i.e. those covered by membership or the scope of the IGO). Thus,
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we would not expect to observe the Organization of American States (OAS) mediating
disputes between Sudan and Ethiopia given that disputes between the two would be
outside of the membership and scope of the OAS.
The interests and motivations driving potential third party states to initiate
mediation are both more complex and theoretically interesting, as they reflect both the
effects of the dispute and potential third party characteristics. What characteristics then
might influence third party states to initiate mediation? The remainder of this chapter
seeks to answer this question. In doing so I again assess both international conflict and
mediation literature to formulate and test hypotheses regarding the impacts of third party
characteristics. Given their prominence and hypothesized importance in both conflict and
mediation studies, I specifically examine five factors and their impacts on third party
initiated mediation; alliances, capability, proximity, regime type and trade ties. Each of
these I now discuss in turn.

Alliances
The presence of a military agreement between a potential third party and a state in
a militarized dispute almost undoubtedly provides a strong motivation for a third party to
initiate mediation in an effort to end the dispute. Singer and Small (1968) identify three
types of alliances based on the commitment level between the member states. The first is
a mutual defense pact, which guarantees that all members will come to the aid of another
member under attack. The second type of alliance is a neutrality pact, which guarantees
that member states will remain neutral in the disputes of the other members. The last
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type is a non-aggression pact, which stipulates that members will not initiate any military
actions that intrude upon the sovereign status of the other members.
The presence of a mutual defense pact between a potential third party and either
of the disputing states is the type of alliance I consider in this chapter. The rationale for
this focus is easily explained; it is only with this type of an agreement that a potential
third party is obligated to become involved in a militarized conflict as an active
participant. Consequently, the presence of such an agreement in comparison to the others
or no agreement at all would seem to strongly influence a potential third party's behavior.
Given the possibility of having to fight alongside an alliance member, the third party
might choose a less costly mediation effort in order to quell a dispute before it becomes a
party to it. Examples in this context include Turkish mediation between Afghanistan and
Pakistan in March 1956 over Pakhtunistan (Turkey-Pakistan pact) and Kazakh mediation
between Armenia and Azerbaijan over Nargorno-Karabakh in August 1992 (KazakhstanArmenia pact).
Another reason that third party alliances matter in terms of mediation initiation is
that disputes involving alliance members may serve to weaken the alliance. Touval
(1992) points to this possibility as the impetus for the United States initiating mediation
efforts in disputes between Greece and Turkey. The calculus in these attempts was
simple: mediate in order to preserve the integrity of the alliance. Although in this case
the third party maintained an alliance with both disputants, the presence of an alliance
with one disputant should still be subject to the same logic. An ally in a dispute must

122

commit resources to that dispute and thus limit the potential resources available to assist
other members of the alliance should they require them.
Taking these arguments into account, while the primary role of an alliance might
be the deterrence of an attack on its members, there seems to be theoretical justification
for alliances also serving a function in potentially managing a conflict. In this way then,
alliances may not necessarily fail if the deterrence function does not work; serving as a
mediator in a dispute may still eliminate and/or reduce the level of conflict an alliance
member will experience. Such an outcome would be consistent with alliance literature
that demonstrates negative relationships between alliance formation and conflict
escalation (Bremer 1992; Maoz and Russett 1993; Maoz 1996) while contributing to a
better understanding of alliance behavior in the conflict context.
The consideration of alliances among potential third parties and disputants then,
leads to the following hypothesis:
HI: The presence of a defense pact between a third party and a disputant
increases the likelihood of a third party initiating a mediation effort.

Capability
Devout realist theory advocates opine that power is first and foremost and indeed
perhaps all that matters in international politics. Liberal theorists and others have often
responded critically to such claims, arguing that the role of power has been too overstated
by such folk. Regardless of which side of the debate one is on, there is no doubt that
when it comes to militarized disputes, power matters and it often matters decisively.

What then can one claim about power with respect to mediation initiation? Mediation
and conflict theory offer a bit of insight to this question.

Global power politics
There should be little doubt among conflict and mediation scholars that major
powers are potentially the most likely to intervene in interstate conflict. First and
foremost, with the largest concentration of capability in the system, these states can easily
gain the attention of disputants and provide incentives in terms of carrots and/or sticks to
get disputants to the negotiating table. This is due largely to the fact that these major
power states have the ability to project their resources throughout the international
system, particularly in an intermediary capacity. Finally, in terms of importance, major
power states may have more incentives to get involved in resolving conflicts as their
interests may likely be affected more than smaller, less powerful states in the system.
This is most true with regard to location. Major power states have interests that go
beyond their home regions, whereas smaller states most likely do not. Overall then, we
would expect the following hypothesis to be validated by empirical findings:
H2: Major power states are more likely to initiate mediation than their minor
power coimterparts.

Regional power politics and proximity
Beyond major power considerations, potential third parties would seemingly be
more likely to initiate mediation efforts if a dispute is occurring in the same region as the
third party. First, in terms of resources, it is much easier for states to mediate disputes

that are nearby. Second, these potential third parties are more likely to have greater
knowledge of the dispute and its history, thus placing them in a better position to offer
solutions to solve the conflict. Third (and perhaps most important for the potential third
party), they are more likely to have a direct or indirect interest in participating in the
management of the conflict.
Mediation is certainly more than an altruistic exercise in conflict management.
Often, potential third parties view mediation efforts as an opportunity to maintain or
increase their influence among disputing countries. This is particularly true in regional
politics, where the number of states that can vie for leadership increases appreciably
compared to the small number of great power states that dominate the international
system as a whole. Leadership in the regional context may indeed be less a result of
tangible military capability and more the product of consistent regional activity and its
consequent prestige. In terms of conflict management, regular attempts to resolve
conflicts among disputing parties can lead to an increased dependence upon the third
party in future disputes, improving the status of the third party while additionally
protecting its foreign policy interests (Bercovitch 1997).
Algerian and Kuwaiti mediation serve as good examples. Algeria, for instance,
has taken steps to portray itself as a conflict manager in the Middle East and North
Africa, initiating mediation in disputes between Iran and Iraq and Mauritania and Senegal
in the 1980s and 1990s after successfully conducting mediation between the United
States and Iran in 1980. Kuwait stands out even more, with several mediation initiation
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efforts dating from 1966 in a dispute between Egypt and Saudi Arabia to the mediation of
a border dispute between Qatar and Saudi Arabia in 1992.
These two examples exist of course among many of the mediation efforts initiated
by larger regional actors whose political interests are more apparent, going beyond
simple prestige and influence. The cases of Egyptian and Iranian mediation in the
Middle East for example, help to demonstrate this point. Both countries in terms of
capabilities are clearly regional powers, suggesting mediation initiation efforts are more
than just attempts to gain prestige and influence and probably also serve as a means in
which to promote stability and prevent contagion.
If one considers the possibility of contagion and war diffusion as an additional
rationale for attracting third parties, the occurrence of mediation initiation by regional
neighbors makes even greater sense. Scholars such as Siverson and Starr (1990) have
demonstrated the increased likelihood of contiguous states in joining a war, illustrating
the positive effects of war diffusion on regional neighbors if conflict is not managed.
Given these positive correlations between contiguity and war diffusion, one might expect
third party neighbors to attempt mediation before they are forced to participate.
Considering these different rationales, it seems clear that regional considerations
are important to note with regard to third party mediation initiation. Thus, 1 can make the
following general hypothesis:
H3: Regional proximity of a third party to a dispute increases the likelihood of a
third party initiating mediation.
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Norms of conflict resolution
While the measurement and identification of norms in any systematic manner is a
difficult process, the discussion of norms of peaceful conflict management merit
consideration in any study seeking to explain third party behavior in militarized disputes.
Raymond and Kegley (1985) discuss the rise of norms that support mediation in the
international system, briefly highlighting on two schools of thought that expound upon
the idea of norm formation. The first is that norms develop during stable periods in a
balance of power system. Equilibrium in the system creates unstable conditions that
foster cooperation and conciliation with respect to conflict. The second is that norms
develop due to high levels of capability concentration brought about by the presence of a
hegemonic actor in the international system. Both Keohane (1980) and Gilpin (1981)
also contend that such systems are highly conducive to norm formation.
I seek to observe the role of mediation norms in the examination of the regime
types of third party states and the democratic peace. Given the literature on normative
arguments for the democratic peace, there seems to be a place for a logical extension of
the arguments that lend themselves to the inspection of democracies and nondemocracies as potential third parties.
The theory of the democratic peace has brought to the forefront of international
relations research important differences in the behavior of states based on regime type. It
is clear that states with democratic systems of government are reluctant to enter into
militarized conflict with other democratic states (Chan 1984; Maoz and Abdolali 1989;
Ray 1993). While there is agreement that democratic states do not fight one another, there

is considerable debate about why this is the case. While many emphasize the role of
shared norms and values, others argue that the origins of the democratic peace are largely
institutional. I focus here on the role of shared norms and values, making the argument
that, if norms truly are involved, they should carry over and be recognized in other forms
of state behavior in the international system, particularly mediation initiation.
Simply stated, democracies are believed to have strong norms that dictate the use
of conflict resolution mechanisms in lieu of war. These norms are based on systems of
government that resolve political conflict through compromise. In non-democratic
governments, these norms are not as likely to exist. Political conflict in these cases is
more likely to result in outcomes that empower one candidate at the complete expense of
the other. As Maoz and Russett (1993) state, winning a conflict in a democracy does not
require the elimination of the opponent, and the opponent can always try again. In a nondemocratic state, the opponent is likely not to have an opportunity to try again. Given the
possible lack of another opportunity, political competitors in non-democratic systems of
government are more likely to resort to violence and coercion in order to win. The
political environment becomes one of violence, fear and instability.
This political environment stands in stark contrast to the one that exists in a
democracy where there is a considerably smaller likelihood of violence, fear and
instability with regard to political competition. Dixon (1994) promotes the idea that
democratic states have a norm of "bounded competition" that delineates acceptable
actions within a democracy and thus constrains the behavior of political opponents. Due
to this norm of "bounded competition" political battles among opponents in democracies

are rarely reduccd to violence or coercion because of uniform agreement among all
citizens that resorting to such actions is outside of acceptable behavior.'
An important aspect about these norms is that they can become internalized (Scott
1971). Axelrod (1986) argues that the more people that internalize a norm, the more
stable the norm will be in a given society. The fact that democracies tend to be stable
with regard to their lack of violence and coercion among political competitors suggests
that citizens in these states have internalized these democratic norms. Given this logic,
we would expect that in democratizing states the internalization of these democratic
norms would increase as a state becomes more democratic.
Maoz and Russett (1993) contend that the internalized norms at the domestic level
also can be expressed at the international level. There is a caveat, however. This
expression only occurs when two democracies are engaged in a dispute with each other.
Maoz and Russett argue that in a dispute between a democratic state and a nondemocratic state, the democratic state might be forced to conform to the norms of the
non-democratic state or face the possibility of being exploited. Since exploitation is
undesirable, the likelihood of a democracy expressing its democratic norms in the face of
a non-democratic opponent is considerably smaller than the likelihood of expression
given a democratic opponent. Dixon (1998) concurs with this assessment of democratic
state behavior. He posits that since democracies inherently develop norms of peaceful
conflict resolution, when conflicts arise between democracies both states will search for
peaceful alternative dispute resolutions with the security of knowing that its opponent
' Dixon (1998) refers to Schmitter and Karl's (1991) idea of contingent consent as this agreement among
citizens about the rules and limits of political competition.
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will do so as well. In a conflict between a democracy and a non-democracy or two nondemocracies then, one would expect there to be a decreased likelihood that this reciprocal
behavior would exist. Indeed this is what the literature demonstrates. Democratic states,
while they do not fight one another, are just as likely to engage in war as their nondemocratic counterparts (Small and Singer 1976; Chan 1984; Maoz and Abdolali 1989).
Thus, it appears that it is because of their reciprocated democratic norms that democratic
states rarely engage in military conflict with each other.
The challenge then is to externalize the democratic norms of conflict resolution to
mediation tendencies in ways similar to those that scholars have used for conflict
participant behavior. Goertz and Diehl (1992) list the behavioral regularity corresponding
with a particular norm as the first element for conceptualizing norms. This regularity
suggests a logical extension for the normative basis of the democratic peace to similar
behavioral patterns in the conflict management process. McLaughlin Mitchell (2002)
provides a similar extension by examining the spread of democratic norms at the
international system level.
Assuming that democratic norms are responsible for non-violent conflict
management and resolution, democracies would tend to have better dispute resolution
mechanisms than non-democratic states. These better dispute resolution mechanisms
may be more likely to have a positive effect in conflict intervention and influence a
democratic state's willingness to become involved in interstate disputes, particularly in
initiating efforts to mediate a dispute. The following hypothesis then is presented with
regard to democracy and mediation initiation;
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H4: Democracies are more likely than non-democracies to initiate mediation.

Trade ties
Perhaps it is possible that the interdependence between two states due to trade
influences a potential third party to initiate mediation and thereby create peaceful
alternatives to war. A Kantian elimination of conflict as described by Russett and Oneal
(1999) includes the notion of interdependent trade as an ingredient for a perpetual peace.
Simply stated, states are less likely to choose militarized conflict with states in which
they possess a significant degree of trade ties because of the economic and political
consequences of reduced trade brought about by the existence of war. Russett and
Oneal's study of economically important trade among dyads indicates the benefits of
trade ties in reducing conflict. Otlier research has also confirmed such findings (Polachek
1978; Gasiorowski and Polachek 1982; Gasiorowski 1986).
Given its importance within disputing dyads, trade ties between a disputing state
and a potential third party may be a sufficient condition for that party to initiate
mediation as further militarized conflict may disrupt trade for the third party state. One
possible example includes Peruvian president Belaunde Terry's attempt to mediate in the
Falkland's dispute between Argentina and the United Kingdom from April 12 to May 20,
1982, both to which Peru maintained significant trade ties. Another example is perhaps
illustrated by Burkina Faso's mediation between Mauritania and Senegal in September
1989. With all three being members of the Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS), there exists the possibility that trade ties influenced the decision by
President Blaise Compaore to intervene as an intermediary.
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Given the possibility of trade affecting the likelihood of mediation efforts, I
present the following hypothesis with regard to trade ties:
H5: High trade volumes between a third party and a disputant increase the
likelihood of a third party initiating mediation.

Table 4-1. Third party characteristics and third party initiated mediation
Hypotheses
HI: The presence of a defense pact between a third party and a disputant
increases the likelihood of a third party initiating a mediation effort.
H2: Major power states are more likely to initiate mediation than their minor
power counterparts.
H3: Regional proximity of a third party to a dispute increases the likelihood
of a third party initiating mediation.
H4: Democracies are more likely than non-democracies to initiate mediation.
H5: High trade volumes between a third party and a disputant increase the
likelihood of a third party initiating mediation.

For the sake of clarity, table 4-1 lists the hypotheses presented in this chapter
according to the nature of the independent variables, while table 4-2 summarizes the
rationale for the various factors that I contend impact the likelihood of third party
mediation initiation in militarized interstate disputes. I now turn to an empirical
assessment of these hypotheses.
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Table 4-2. Explaining third party mediation initiation
Context
Determinants
Rationale
Third parties

1. Alliance to disputant(s)

Mediation reduces likelihood
of having to honor alliance

2. Power

Powerful states mediate
disputes because they have the
resources to do so successfully

3. Regional proximity to
dispute

Mediation as an effort to stop
possible contagion of conflict

4. Regime type

Democracies extend norms of
conflict resolution to manage
disputes in the international
system

5. Trade ties to
disputant(s)

Mediation as an effort to
prevent reduction of trade flow
due to conflict

Research design
There are five variables used to account for third party characteristics that
influence mediation initiation. The first is the presence or absence of an alliance with one
or both of the disputing parties. This variable is taken from the COW alliance data and is
coded "1" if there is a defense pact and "0" if there is not. The second variable
operationalizes the major power characteristic. This variable, also taken from the COW
dataset, is also dichotonious with a state coded "1" if is a major power and "0" if it is not.
The third variable measuring regional proximity is categorized dichotomously and coded
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a "1" if the third party is in the same region as the disputants and "0"if not. This data is
taken from the MID 3.0 dataset.
The fourth variable is the third party's regime type and is categorized exactly as
the measure for the disputants based on the Polity IV data (Marshall and Jaggers 2003).
Following conventional practice, I utilize the combined polity score, which subtracts the
10-point autocracy rating from the 10-point democracy rating, providing a scale from
10" (the most autocratic regime) to "10" (the most democratic regime). Both a
dichotomous and interval level measure of democracy for the potential third party is used.
The dichotomous measure which I use in the univariate analysis is coded as "1" if the
democracy score of the third party is equal to or greater than a 6, and "0" if the score is
less than 6.
The fifth variable indicates the level of trade between the potential third party and
disputants as a measure of trade ties. The level of trade is defined as the percentage of
total third party global trade and is derived by dividing the sum of trade volume between
the potential third party and the disputants by the total volume of third party trade in the
international system. This data is taken from Gleditsch's global trade data (Gleditsch
2002).
While these variables are of primary importance in the following analyses, I must
take into account the various factors of the dispute that in chapter three were argued to
affect the likelihood of third party initiated mediation. These "control" variables include:
dispute fatality level, dispute issue, dyad capability asymmetry, dyad power status and
dyad democracy level. Fatality level is coded into three categories, 0 deaths, 0-100 and
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+100 deaths, to capture those disputes covering zero, midrange and high levels of fatality.
The issue of the dispute is a dummy variable coded "1" for territorial issues and "0" for
all other issues.
With regard to power related factors, two variables are used: power asymmetry
and the presence of a mixed dyad. The first variable is an interval variable that indicates
the degree of power asymmetry in a dyad. The value is determined by calculating the
ratio of capability scores of the stronger state compared to the weaker state. Because the
effects of power are likely to decline as cases of asymmetry increase at the far end of the
scale, I use the natural log of the ratio. Higher values of this ratio then represent
increased asymmetry. For the second factor, I include a variable that codes two
categories. The first is coded "0" if the dyad does not include a major power. The
second is coded "1" if the dyad is mixed (minor-major). As I demonstrated in chapter
three, there appears to be a neccssary condition that disputants both not be major powers
in order for third party initiation to occur. Consequently I have dropped major-major
dyads from the analysis.
To assess the impact of the democracy of the dyad, I use the democracy score of
the less democratic country as an indicator of the level of democracy for the dyad. This
approach, known as the weakest link principle, takes into account the likelihood that the
utilization of norms of peaceful conflict resolution are likely to be a function of the least
democratic party in a dispute (Dixon 1993, 1994; Dixon and Scnese 2002). The
democracy values for each dyad then are calculated on a continuous scale from -10 to 10.

Finally I also include a variable that controls for the presence of previous
interventions by the third party in a given dispute. The rationale for this variable is that if
a state has demonstrated previous interest in a disputing dyad in the form of an
intermediary intervention, we might anticipate that this would increase the likelihood of
subsequent intermediary interventions, relative to those states that have not intervened in
the dyad. Previous research on third party behavior suggests support for this logic
(Frazier et al 2004). The previous intervention variable is coded dichotomously with "1"
indicating the presence of a previous intermediary intervention and "0" indicating no
such intervention. This variable is taken from the Dixon dataset.

Results and analysis
To further familiarize the reader with the data and to clarify any confusion
regarding the proposed hypotheses, I begin with an initial set of univariate analyses. For
each category of the five independent variables I examine the ratio of third party
mediation attempts per dispute. While the conclusions one can draw from these ratios are
limited, they do present a set of reference points from which we can better assess the
variables' effects in a multivariate setting.
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Table 4-3. Third party alliances and mediation initiation

Alliance presence
No alliance
Alliance w/one
disputant
Alliance w/both
disputants

Number of
mediation attempts
74

Number of
disputes
40

Mediation
attempts/dispute
1.9

28

19

1.5

24

18

1.3

Table 4-3 presents a comparison between third parties allied and not allied with
either of the disputants. For those third parties with no alliance to either of the disputants,
the ratio of attempts per dispute averages 1.9. This average is higher than those disputes
mediated by third parties with an alliance to one of the disputes or both of the disputants
where the ratio is about 1.5 and 1.3 mediation attempts per dispute, respectively.
While these numbers do not offer initial support for my alliance hypothesis, the
slight differences do not seem strong enough to discount the theoretical logic behind their
role. The expectation of a decreased number of attempts in those cases where the third
party is allied to only one of the disputants perhaps should not be too surprising.
Potential third parties might consider that their involvement in an alliance is likely to
decrease their likelihood of success in managing a dispute since the non-aligned disputant
is unlikely to view the third party's efforts as impartial. The decreased number of
attempts per dispute in cases where the third party is allied to both disputants, however, is
surprising. Considering the implications for the potential third party in terms of
commitments and alliance integrity, it would seem that intervening as an impartial third
party in a dyad to which the state maintains amicable relations with both parties might
represent the most effective way to reduce the impact of the conflict.
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Table 4-4. Third party power status and mediation initiation

Power status
Non-major powers

Number of
mediation attempts
90

Number of
disputes
53

Mediation
attempts/dispute
1.7

Major powers

36

27

1.3

A glance at table 4-4 shows that non-major powers actually initiate mediation at a
slightly higher rate than major power countries (1.7 compared to 1.3 attempts per
dispute). Given the previous discussion on the supposed impacts of major power
resources and interests, this finding is somewhat unexpected. Is it true that increased
capability does not impact a potential mediator's behavior with regard to initiation?
Unfortunately, the small difference between the two ratios does not provide much of a
definitive answer.
If. however, major powers do not initiate mediation more often than non-major
powers, how might one explain this result? One reason worth considering is that major
powers focus their efforts toward those conflicts that are viewed as more salient to
international security. If we consider that most militarized interstate disputes are not
particularly threatening in terms of global peace and security, then we might not expect
the most powerful states in the system to involve themselves in conflicts that perhaps are
best left to regional actors. This pattern of behavior would be consistent with the logic
that a major power's numerous commitments and interests in the international system
limit the amount of resources it can spend on any particular conflict. Since the effects of
major powers are unclear, we will return to this discussion after consideration of a more
rigorous empirical assessment.
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Table 4-5. Third parity regional proximity and mediation initiation

Proximity
Outside of region

Number of
mediation attempts
55

Number of
disputes
36

Mediation
attempts/dispute
1.5

Regional

71

44

1.6

Table 4-5 presents a summary of the ratio of third party initiations for disputes
both outside and inside of the third party's home region. Similar to the major power
table, the difference between the ratios is rather small, although in this case the difference
favors the proposed hypothesis. As expected, third parties appear more likely to initiate
mediation efforts in disputes that are occurring nearby.
Perhaps what is most interesting about this table is that the ratio of initiations by
third parties that are outside of the region is rather high with respect to the regional
category. This can certainly be attributed to major power mediation. While not shown
here, if we take into account both major power and regional proximity, we observe a
slightly higher ratio of mediation attempts per dispute by minor power third parties
compared to major powers in conflicts that are within the region of the minor power but
outside of the major power's region (1.6 vs. 1.2, respectively). Conversely, we also
observe a higher ratio of major power initiation compared to minor power initiation when
the dispute is outside of the region of both third party types (1.6 to 1.5, respectively).
These numbers are consistent with my earlier explanation of why major powers might
actually be observed to initiate mediation less than minor powers. Again, these
differences are slight and the conclusions drawn from them remain tenuous at best.
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Table 4-6. Third parity democracy and mediation initiation

Regime type
Non-democracies

Number of
Number of
mediation attempts disputes
64
40

Mediation
attempts/dispute
1.6

Democracies

62

1.6

38

Moving to an initial assessment of regime type, the numbers are even more
ambiguous. As table 4-6 shows, the ratio is equal between non-dcmocratic and
democratic third parties. Certainly surprising is how active non-democratic states are in
attempting to mediate. These numbers may suggest that the norms of conflict resolution
we attribute to democracies may indeed be foimd in non-democratic states. One reason
for this is the possible adoption of these norms from democratic states. Research by
Mitchell (2002) for instance, has found support for the idea that democratic norms of
conflict resolution are actually becoming more international norms as the proportion of
democracies increase in the international system. While she only discusses these norms
in the context of dyads being amenable to conflict management, it seems logical to
assume consistency regarding third party behavior as well. In sum then, democracy and
the norms of conflict resolution can still be argued to be a significant factor in third party
initiated mediation.

Table 4-7. Third party trade and mediation initiation

Strength of trade
Weak trade ties

Number of
mediation attempts
90

Number of
disputes
56

Mediation
attempts/dispute
1.6

Strong trade ties

36

25

1.4
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The last summary statistics table, table 4-7, presents the data concerning third
party trade ties to the disputants. As an initial test, the trade variable is dichotomized into
weak and strong tie categories. Weak trade ties arc considered to be any volume of trade
less than the global average among the potential third party and the disputants. This
global average totals about 6% of a potential third party's total international trade.
Strong trade ties are considered to be any volume above this global average.
A comparison of ratios of the two categories suggests that stronger trade ties
actually decrease third party initiation attempts per dispute (1.6 to 1.4, respectively).
Again, the difference is rather slight. If this finding holds in a multivariate setting, then
perhaps this pattern of third party behavior is indicative of states' desire to remain
uninvolved and thus be viewed as impartial to both disputants. As mentioned earlier,
considering the fact that most disputes are not particularly severe, the likelihood of trade
relations being jeopardized is probably low. Initiating mediation may serv e to simply
curry disfavor among one or both disputants if the mediation is unsuccessful and thus
threaten the relationship between the third party and one or both of the disputants. While
not shown here, if we place trade ties in the context of severity as measured by fatality
levels, the ratio of initiated mediation in severe disputes by third parties with strong trade
ties is about 1.8 to 1, while the ratio for non-fatal disputes is about 1 to 1. Thus, there is
some initial evidence that these dynamics are taking place.
Now that we have both a sense of what the individual variable data look like and
an initial glimpse of their effects on third party initiation, how do the variables perform in
a more complete setting? To answer this question, I estimate the effects of each of the
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independent variables on the likelihood of third party initiated mediation using a set of
logistic regression models. The logit model is appropriate given the binary nature of the
dependent variable (Long 1997). In order to best capture the effects of these variables on
third party initiation, I use the dispute triad as my unit of analysis. A triad consists of the
two disputants and a third party state intermediary for 1137 militarized disputes in the
1946 to 1992 period. The triad design allows for the interpretation of the effects of the
relationships between a potential third party state and the disputing parties. I mention
potential third party to designate the tact that in each dispute there are multiple states that
can serve as a third party intermediary. Thus in order to capture this possibility, the triad
design is created for every potential third party state separately matched to the dispute
'y

dyad, creating a total of 135,921 observations.

Theoretically, there should be some skepticism as to whether all states in the
system are truly potential third party states to all disputes. If we consider, for example,
that there is a particularly small likelihood that Mongolia would ever serve as a third
party to a dispute between Guatemala and El Salvador, there would seem to be a need to
better identify potential intermediary interveners. Certainly, given that mediation is much
less resource intensive than other third party actions it is possible that one could observe
such a triadic relationship, although it is doubtful. To provide for a more robust set of
findings, I estimate two models. The first includes every state as a potential third party.
The second includes only those third party states with major power status or regional

^ Potential intermediaries are removed from the dataset after they have intervened in a dispute. Multilateral
interventions are not included unless there is a clear leader of the intervention. In this case it is coded as an
intervention by the state leader.

proximity. This coding rule reduces the number of observations to 37,708 and thus
provides a definite set of potential third parties, albeit at the expense of perhaps a small
number of observations where the third party cannot be defined by either set of criteria.
All the models presented include robust standard errors clustered on the militarized
dispute itself to account for the non-independence of observations among each triad in a
given dispute.

Table 4-8. Third party characteristics and third party initiated mediation
Model 1
(All potential third party states)

Model 2
(Major powers and regional states)

Alliance

I.llO***
(.316)

1.093***
(.297)

Major power

1.435***
(.299)

.626
(.505)

Regional proximity

1 109***
(.279)

-.264
(.546)

,001
(.015)

-.004
(.017)

Trade ties

-.026**
(.012)

-.027**
(.013)

Previous intervention

.826***
(.232)

.576**
(.264)

-8.359***
(.220)

-6.720***
(.580)

Independent Variable
Third Party Characteristics

Regime type

Constant

38.45
206.08
Wald
-677.423
-470.214
Log pseudo-lilcelihood
.09
.04
Pseudo
.000
.000
Prob>x^
37708
135921
Number of observations
Entries are one-tailed logistic regression coelficients with robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01

Table 4-8 presents the results of the first two models which take into account the
characteristics of potential third party states on the likelihood of whether or not they will
initiate a mediation attempt. Model 1, which includes the coefficients in the left hand
column, includes all states in the international system, while model 2 (those in the right
hand column) only takes into account states that are major powers or that are located in
the region of the dispute. Overall, both models predict similarly which suggests that the
inclusion of all third party states as potential interveners can produce robust results.
Given the robustness of the estimates across the all inclusive model. I will limit my
discussion to the.se results. In sum, they suggest mixed support for my hypotheses on the
effects of third party attributes on third party initiated mediation.
First, alliance presence, major power status and regional proximity all show
positive and statistically significant effects on third party initiation in support of the three
hypotheses regarding their suspected influence. For substantive assessment, we can
easily interpret logit estimates as the natural log of an odds ratio. These are presented in
table 4-9. Considering these ratios, the odds of a third party initiating mediation given a
defense pact are 3 to 1. The odds of a third party initiating mediation are 4 times greater
if the third party is a major power than if it is not. Finally, the odds of a third party
initiating mediation given that it is regionally located are about 3 to 1.
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Table 4-9. Third party characteristics and third party initiated mediation -odds ratios
Model 1
( All potential third party states)

Model 2
(Major powers and regional states)

Alliance

3.()?4*»*
(.958)

2.984***
(.886)

Major power

4.200***
(1.257)

1.870
(.944)

Regional proximity

3.032***
(.845)

.768
(.419)

Regime type

1.001
(.015)

.996
(.017)

Trade ties

975**
(.012)

973**
(.012)

2.283***
(.529)

1.779**
(.469)

206.08
Wald
-677.423
Log pseudo-likelihood
.09
Pseudo R^
.000
Prob>x^
135921
Number of observations
Entries are odds-ratios with robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01

38.45
-470.214
.04
.000
37708

Independent Variable
Third Party Characteristics

Previous intervention

Second, regime type and trade ties either have no statistical significance or are in
the wrong direction. The large standard error relative to the logit estimate for potential
third parties' democracy scores seems to indicate that they are not any more apt to initiate
mediation than their less-democratic counterparts. The trade tie variable, however, is
statistically significant at the .05 level but not in the predicted direction. Given the logit
estimate and its corresponding odds ratio, increasing percentages of trade volume
between a potential third party and the dyad decreases the likelihood of third party
initiation. Substantively, however, the change is .small and represents a decrease of only
2%.

Before discussing the implications of these findings, it only seems appropriate to
consider the variables in the context of a more complete setting. As I discussed in
chapter three and as should be readily apparent, the characteristics of the dispute itself are
certain to alter the effects of third party factors and as such must be considered.
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Table 4-10. Third party effects on third party initiation with dispute characteristic controls
Model 3
(All potential third party states)

Model 4
(Major powers and regional states)

Alliance

1.150***
(.312)

1.226***
(.313)

Major power

1.543***
(.299)

.770
(.510)

Regional proximity

1.244***
(.269)

.012
(.568)

.010
(.015)

.012
(.017)

Independent Variable

Third Party Characteristics

Regime type

Trade ties

-.006

-.010

(.011)

(.012)

.976***
(.227)

.642**
(.269)

1.182***
(.194)

9i4*»»
(.227)

Multilateral dispute

.817**
(.341)

1.118***
(.385)

Territorial issue

-.229
(.289)

-.298
(.358)

Capability asymmetry

-.090
(.114)

-.038
(.125)

Enduring rivalry

-.446
(.381)

-.279
(.358)

Mixed dyad

-.396
(.456)

-.656
(..528)

-.045**
(.018)

-.045**
(.020)

-8.966***
(.313)

-7.432***
(.649)

Previous intervention

Dispute Characteristics
Fatality

Minimum democracy

Constant

Wald
345.50
104.43
Log pseudo-likelihood
-574.223
-402.625
PseudoR^
-17
.12
Prob>x'
000
000
Number of observations
^107542
29213
Entries are one-tailed logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses.
• p< .10 ** p < .05 •** p < .01

Table 4-10 presents two additional models that better completes the full triadic
setting observed in third party interventions in militarized interstate disputes. Similar to
the first two models, model three includes all potential third party states while model four
accounts for only major powers and regional states as potential third parties. Also similar
is that the results hold across the category of all potential intermediaries and only major
powers or regional states. Consequently, I will focus the remainder of the analysis on
model 3.
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Table 4-11. Third party effects on third party initiation with dispute characteristic controls - odds ratios

Model 3
(All potential third party states)

Model 4
(Major powers and regional states)

Alliance

3.157***
(.986)

3.408***
(1.068)

Major power

4.677***
(1.340)

2.159
(1.101)

Regional proximity

3.469***
(.932)

1.012
(.575)

Regime type

1.010
(.015)

1.012
(.017)

Trade ties

.994
(.011)

.990
(.012)

2.654***
(.604)

1.900**
(.512)

Fatality

3.262***
(.632)

2.493***
(.566)

Multilateral dispute

2.263**
(.772)

3.057***
(1.177)

Territorial issue

.795
(.230)

.743
(.266)

Capability asymmetry

.914
(.104)

.962
(.120)

Enduring rivalry

.640
(.244)

.756
(.308)

Mixed dyad

.673
(307)

,519
(.274)

.956**
(.017)

.956**
(.019)

Independent Variable
Third Party Characteristics

Previous intervention

Dispute Characteristics

Minimum democracy

345.50
Wald
-574.223
Log pseudo-likelihood
.17
Pseudo
.000
Prob>x^
107542
Number of observations
Entries are odds ratios with robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01

104.43
-402.625
.12
.000
29213
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Table 4-11 presents the odds ratios for models 3 and 4. Remaining consistent
with the findings in model 1, alliance presence, major power status and regional
proximity are all positive and statistically significant at the .01 level. Substantively the
presence of a defense pact increases the odds of third party initiation by a factor of 3.2.
This impact is actually increased somewhat in comparison to model 1 which lacked
controls for the dispute characteristics. As for major power presence, the impact is
somewhat increased. The odds of initiation if the potential third party is a major power
are about 5 times greater than if the potential third party is not. This is contrasted with
the earlier finding of about 4. Similar to the other two variables, regional proximity
increases in strength with the odds of initiation being about 3.5 times greater when the
potential third party is in the region of the dispute than when it is not. This is contrasted
to model one where the odds were about 3 times greater. Both regime type and trade ties
were not statistically significant in model 3. The trade variable did remain in the wrong
direction as well, suggesting a negative impact on trade and the likelihood of third party
initiated mediation. Finally as expected, the presence of a previous intermediary effort
by the third party proved to be a positive and statistically significant factor in predicting a
third party's initiation.
With regard to dispute characteristics from the perspective of third party states,
we observe statistically significant results with regard to the fatality variable, the
presence of a multilateral dispute, and minimum democracy. Of interest is the effect of
the dyad's regime type on third party initiated mediation. An increase in the level of
minimum democracy in a dyad slightly reduces the odds of initiation by about 4%. It
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seems then that third party states are attracted to those conflicts that are the most severe
but will be the most difficult with regard to achieving successful mediation.
Additionally, they also seem to be staying away from conflicts where the disputants have
conflict management norms that will likely eliminate the most serious militarized conflict
between them.^

Table 4-12. Third party initiated mediation hypotheses and results
Hypothesis
Result
Odds ratio

p-value

The presence of a defense pact
between a third party and a disputant
increases the likelihood of a third party
initiating a mediation effort.

Supported

3.157

.000

Major power states are more likely to
initiate mediation than their minor
power counterparts.

Supported

4.677

.000

Regional proximity of a third party to a
dispute increases the likelihood of a
third party initiating mediation.

Supported

3.469

.000

Democracies are more likely than nondemocracies to initiate mediation.

Unsupported

1.010

.511

Unsupported
(Opposite effect)

.994

.566

High trade volumes between a third
party and a disputant increase the
likelihood of a third party initiating
mediation.

^ Also considered was the possibility of an interaction effect between the democracy levels of the potential
third parties and the dyad. Subsequent tests for significance of this interaction proved insignificant.
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Conclusion
In this chapter then, I have empirically evaluated the many contentions put forth
or derived from international conflict and mediation literature regarding the onset of third
party initiated mediation in disputes between states. Using a new dataset on third party
mediation, I estimated the effects of third party dispute characteristics on the likelihood
of third party initiated mediation occurring in militarized interstate disputes. Consistently
demonstrated in this study are the positive effects of alliances, third party major power
status and regional proximity on the likelihood of third party initiated mediation.
As I hypothesized at the beginning of the chapter, the presence of a defense pact
between a potential third party and one or both disputants provides a strong motive for a
third party involving itself in the management of a militarized dispute. Mediation is
much less costly than fulfilling the commitments of an alliance and thus merits an
attempt, even if the possibility of success is small. This finding highlights a unique
aspect of defense agreements in terms of mitigating conflict. While I earlier referred to
alliance literature that has demonstrated an increased likelihood of conflict among
members, the results shown here do at least point to the possibility of pacifying effccts as
well. This aspect certainly lends itself to future research linking alliances and mediation.
Time and time again, power dynamics in interstate relations always prove to be
significant factors in predicting state behavior. Regarding third party initiation of
mediation efforts, the significance of power presence remains a highly influential factor
in observing third party initiation. Given their increased capabilities coupled with
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widespread interests, major powers actively seek to control conflict that might negatively
alter the international environment and consequently the benefits they derive from it.
While power does matter, smaller states still play active roles in initiating the
management of militarized disputes. The strength of the regional proximity variable
points to this degree of activity. While this finding is most logical in that we would
expect states close to a dispute to be the ones trying to manage it, it does suggest an
increasing need for regional integration if these attempts are to be successful. Future
research examining the correlation between regional proximity, integration and success
would thus prove useful for increasing our understanding of how best to promote longterm successful management and/or resolution of interstate disputes.
Certainly of interest is the lack of significance in the analysis of the democracy
and trade variables. As two parts of the Kantian peace, it is somewhat unexpected that
these two factors would not have any effect on the likelihood of third party initiated
mediation. In terms of democracy, it is possible that its effects are mitigated due to the
adoption of conflict management norms by non-democratic states, particularly in the
context of third party behavior as compared to domestic norms. Future research in terms
of norm evolution among non-democratic states might help to determine this possibility.
Could it be that non-democratic states adopt norms in a top-down fashion, employing
behavior in the international context that has yet to be embedded domestically?
Regarding trade, the question remains as to why this is unimportant.
While these results shed light on the origins of the mediation process, they
certainly do not illuminate all aspects of this process. Indeed I have explored various
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theoretical frameworks with regard to international conflict and conflict management, but
I am certain to have left unincorporated some aspects of these approaches in ways that
might be useful. One example that readily comes to attention is the implications and
impact of Cold War politics on the evaluated data. Certainly the bipolar system from
which the data I test my hypotheses are derived, might be significantly biasing my results
and consequently my interpretations of what actually drives the onset of third party
initiated mediation. Future research will have to contend with such dilemmas as the data
becomes available to address this problem.
Setting such limitations aside, this chapter along with chapter three provides a
much needed beginning in the quest to unravel the origins of mediation in interstate
conflicts. Given the limited quantitative research in mediation studies in general, my
attempt to explain third party mediation initiation in militarized interstate disputes
provides a rare and much clearer picture of this origin. Of significant importance is that
this clearer picture is presented in the context of those disputes most often studied in the
international system while at the same time addressing the three sides of a managed
dispute.
While the focus here has been on those factors that influence third party initiated
efforts we must now look to the other possible origin of mediation and that is from the
disputants themselves. Many of the dispute factors I have discussed in this and other
previous chapters may have different implications when we evaluate them from the
perspective of the disputants. It is to this perspective that I now turn.
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5. EXPLAINING DISPUTANT INITIATED MEDIATION
Abstract: Severity, power and dyad regime type in militarized disputes have been
postulated to influence both mediation opportunity and mediation success. The difficulty
with these postulates, however, is that scholars have been divided in determining the
directions of these influences. In this chapter I assess the impact of these three
dimensions on disputant initiated mediation in the context of competing theories
regarding mediation opportunity. First, I find that severity with regard to fatality appears
to be curvilinear in pattern. Second, territorial disputes increase the likelihood of
disputant initiated mediation. Third, increasing capability asymmetry increases the
likelihood of initiation. Finally, increasing dyadic democracy decreases the likelihood of
disputant initiated mediation.

The central thesis of this dissertation is that third party intermediaries and
disputants seek mediation efforts under different conditions. These conditions are
determined by characteristics of the dispute, the disputants and third parties themselves.
This chapter therefore examines mediation origin from the perspective of the disputants
to juxtapose the way in which these characteristics influence the likelihood of disputants
initiating mediation compared to third parties initiating the process.
Like third parties, disputants are motivated by the presence or absence of certain
characteristics surrounding the militarized conflict of which they are a part. Similar to
potential third party intermediaries, disputants must look for indicators that suggest the
need for intervention. Unlike third parties, however, the decision on when intervention is
necessary and thus when they are likely to seek mediation might be remarkably different.
This is due in part to the pursuit of different goals by disputants compared to potential
third parties.
First, disputants are initially less interested in conflict management than would-be
third parties. The choice of employing militarized conflict over other forms of dispute
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resolution clearly demonstrates this lack of interest. There are many instances, of course,
in which one state is not given the opportunity to pursue peaceful conflict resolution
given the need to immediately provide for its self defense. These cases notwithstanding,
there is often at least one disputant who initially dccides it can win a dispute using
military force, making the other disputant less likely to seek peaceful conflict
management as well since it might perceive these efforts as futile, a show of weakness,
and/or a guarantee of future power asymmetry between itself and the other disputant (Lai!
1966; Haas 1991).
Second, disputing parties are seeking to resolve the dispute in favor of their
claims while third party intermediaries are seeking to halt militarized conflict and foster a
compromise among the disputants. Thus disputants must decide whether or not the price
of continuing a conflict and realizing its claims is less costly than the price of negotiating
tlirough a third party. Since third parties seek to promote compromise, thus reducing the
likelihood of states resolving the dispute in their favor, disputants may be inclined to
continue fighting in lieu of mediation. Moore (1996) notes that those in conflict will
often be reluctant to seek mediation as it might damage their chances of a satisfactory
outcome. It is only when the disputants perceive the costs of continued militarized
conflict and realizing their claims as being too high compared to third party intervention
that a disputant will consider mediation as a possible way to resolve the dispute (Susskind
and Babbitt 1992).
Even if disputing parties consider mediation as a possible way to settle a conflict,
there is no guarantee that one or both of the disputants will seek out third parties and
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initiate the mediation process. Bercovitch (1992), however, identifies five reasons that
disputants might want to initiate mediation efforts. First, mediation is low-risk and
flexible. Second, disputants may seek mediation in the hopes that a third party can
influence the other disputant. Third, seeking mediation creates the public perception of
resolving a dispute peacefully. Fourth, it allows the disputants to blame an outsider for
the failure of negotiations. Fillh, it provides for the possibility of a third party in
monitoring or verifying any future agreement.
While these reasons are helpful to begin unraveling the disputant initiated
mediation process, they do not address the underlying question: under what conditions
might these reasons be considered? Pruitt (2002) suggests that disputant motivation to
settle a dispute and seek mediation will occur when victory in the dispute seems unlikely
and further escalation appears possible and likely to increase already high costs and/or
risks. Therefore, under these types of conditions, we might expect disputing states to
consider the benefits of mediation as stated by Bercovitch and thus seek out a third party
to assist in managing and/or resolving their dispute.
Pruitt's suggestions encompass two dimensions I consider in this chapter as being
relevant to explaining disputant initiated mediation, power and severity. Power relations
among disputants such as asymmetry among them can often lead to predictions of victory
or defeat in a dispute. Severity is clearly indicated by a rise in costs and/or risks
associated with continued militarized conflict. These costs are often defined in terms of
lives lost, while risks often involve the potential loss of territory.
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Bearing in mind these conditions along with the conflicting goals that disputants
have vis-a-vis potential third parties, the characteristics of the dispute and of the
disputants will affect decisions by disputants to seek out mediation. These decisions will
be based on considerations of severity, power and regime type among the disputants and
consequently within the dispute. Again we look to the literature on both conflict and
mediation from which to base hypotheses about disputant behavior and mediation origin.

Effects of severity on disputant initiated mediation
Zartman's (1989) notion of a mutually hurting stalemate (MHS) between
disputants provides a good starting point from which to assess the effects of severity on
the likelihood of disputants initiating mediation. As stated in chapter one, a mutually
hurting stalemate is a condition where both disputants in a conflict are unable to
unilaterally end the dispute by achieving its goals and/or winning the dispute. Zartman
contends that the MHS occurs in those conflicts that are high in severity.
Such high severity disputes in international conllict seem readily verifiable.
Similar to chapters three and four, we would expect that conflict severity would run
across various dimensions akin to those observed by potential third party mediators. As
seen in chapter two, however, the perceptions of conflict severity by disputants appear to
be different than by potential third parties. Therefore, our observations of disputant
initiated mediation occurrence will be under different conditions as well.
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Fatality
Increasing casualties in conflict are often the first predictor of dispute severity.
Seemingly, there are at least two thresholds with regard to fatalities in a dispute. First is
the occurrence of a small number of fatalities by one or both sides. Often times the onset
of death in a militarized conflict is enough of a motivator for one or both disputants to
recognize that the dispute is on the verge of escalation beyond what they are willing to
sacrifice for continuation of the conflict. Two examples readily demonstrate this
possibility. In January and February 1958, French troops attacked two Tunisian villages
in southwest Tunisia, killing 71 people. The attacks were in retaliation for the downing
of a French military aircraft by Tunisia. These two incidents immediately led both
countries to seek UN mediation. In April 1977, a dispute between Sudan and Ethiopia
concerning Sudan's alleged support of rebels in Ethiopia led to a series of border
skirmishes, the latter in which three Sudanese troops were killed. The troop killings
while low in number, led to further accusations and increasing intensity along the border
between the two countries. Subsequently, Sudan requested mediation of the dispute by
the OAU four days later.
The second threshold occurs when the number of fatalities has reached
particularly high levels, indicating the onset of full scale war. In these cases, conflicts
that were once seemingly manageable have instead progressed to states preparing for
nationwide mobilization at best or the initiation of military campaigns at worse. In a
border dispute over the Ogaden region in the 1960s, for example, Somalia and Ethiopia
engaged in a series of militarized disputes until 1964 with relatively low levels of

159
fatalities. During this period there were no efforts to seek third party assistance to resolve
the dispute. In February 1964, however, a border clash led to the deaths of over 300
Somali and Ethiopian soldiers, leading to an Ethiopian declaration of a state-ofemergency and a request for mediation by the OAU. Somalia similarly responded with
an appeal to the UN for assistance.
Frei (1976) finds that with increasing fatalities, disputants are more eager to find a
solution to the dispute through negotiation and mediation. Burton (1968) even suggests
that some degree of casualties is necessary to help disputants realize their increased costs
and make them ready for mediation. Zartman explains this eagerness and realization as
fostering a condition that makes a dispute "ripe" for termination and therefore susceptible
to conflict management and resolution efforts. Ripeness is most broadly defined as some
precise moment in time when conditions are highly conducive to bringing about conflict
resolution (Modelski 1964; Zartman 1985; Rubin 1991). Zartman (1986, 2000) describes
ripeness as a necessary but not sufficient condition for negotiation between two parties to
end or de-escalate a conflict and identifies four factors that suggest the presence of
ripeness: a mutually hurting stalemate (MHS), the presence of or an impending
catastrophe, legitimate representatives and a reasonable way out of the conflict. One can
assume that high levels of fatalities then might represent the presence of a mutually
hurting stalemate or catastrophic conditions, creating the opportunity for disputants to ask
for assistance to help end the conflict.
Counter to these claims is the argument that increasing levels of fatalities make
disputes intractable. Hurtwitz (1991) suggests that this intractable nature of a dispute
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arises due to the fact that increased fatality levels add stress on leaders and impair their
ability to realize the escalating costs of continuing the conflict. Thus, leaders convince
themselves that there is no alternative to continuing to fight. Brockner and Rubin (1985)
also contend that an increase in losses may motivate leaders to continue conflict instead
of terminating it. In this context, disputants may view escalating numbers of fatalities as
an inopportune or "unripe" time to seek the end of a dispute through avenues of
negotiation and mediation. Indeed, if we examine many severe conflicts in the
international system from 1946 to 1992, there seems to be evidence that disputants are
unlikely to seek third party assistance, even though it may often be solicited by third
parties themselves.

Figure 5-1. Disputant initiated mediation and dispute
severity (fatality), 1946-1992
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Figure 5-1 illustrates the severity of those disputes where disputant initiated
mediation took place. If we consider the number of attempts per dispute, we observe that
disputant initiated mediation occurs most often in those conflicts with high levels of
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fatalities. This is consistent with Frei and Burton's arguments, along with Zartman's
contention of a mutually hurting stalemate. Increasing fatalities seem to create an
incentive for disputants to seek third party mediation.
What figure 5-1 also demonstrates is that those disputes with no fatalities receive
more attempts per dispute than those with 1-100 deaths (1.5 to 1.3 attempts/dispute).
While this difference is not large, it does lead me to suggest two conclusions. First, it
appears that disputes with small numbers of deaths make it difficult for states to decide if
there is a need for a third party conflict manager. This is problematic given that these
disputes should be managed before they escalate into high fatality conflicts. Second,
there are certainly one or more factors that must contribute to the significant level of
disputant initiated mediation in disputes with no fatalities. As I argued in the previous
chapter, it would seem that disputants, similar to potential third parties take into account
other dimensions of severity to determine the need for a third party mediator. Overall,
figure 5-1 indicates the presence of a convex or U-shaped, curvilinear relationship
regarding fatality levels and disputant initiated mediation, with relatively low intensity
conflicts and relatively high intensity conflicts receiving more attention than those
disputes in the mid-range category.
What if we disaggregate the two types of disputant initiated mediation and
examine the differences between when one party initiates (unilateral disputant initiated
mediation) compared to when both parties do (bilateral disputant initiated mediation)?
Table 5-1 below provides a disaggregated view of disputant initiated mediation efforts
based on these two types. As we might suspect, the number of disputes in which both
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parties solicit the assistance of a third party is much lower than those cases where one
party does so (68 disputes compared to 30).
If we observe the patterns with regard to fatality level there are a few
characteristics of interest that also stand out. First, the U-shaped pattern disappears in the
unilateral category, with an actual slight increase between non-fatality disputes and the
mid-range 1-100 fatality disputes. This is followed by a larger rise in initiations at the
high fatality level from about 1.3 attempts per dispute to 2 attempts. Second, this
increase in mediation attempts is reversed in the bilateral category. In these cases where
the two parties in a dispute seek mediation there is actually an overall decrease in efforts
as the fatality level increases. Again, the U-shaped relationship returns, although
attempts are still slightly higher in disputes with no fatalities compared to those with high
levels. Finally, if we compare the two categories in each level of fatality, we observe that
disputes with no fatalities actually receive more attempts per dispute in the bilateral
category compared to the unilateral category, unlike in the other two levels of fatality.

Table 5-1. Ratio of disputant initiated mediation attempts according to fatality level

Fatality level

Unilateral

Bilateral

1.21 : 1
(39 disputes)

1.53 : 1
(19 disputes)

1-100 fatalities

1.29 : 1
(7 disputes)

1: 1
(1 dispute)

101 + fatalities

2;1
(22 disputes)

1.4 : 1
(10 disputes)

0 fatalities
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While far from conclusive evidence, these numbers lead to a few comments on
perceptions and ripeness with regard to disputants in conflict. First, it seems readily
apparent that different considerations lead to unilateral mediation initiation compared to
bilateral. Increasing levels of fatalities appear more likely to lead to one disputant
initiating mediation efforts and less likely to lead to both disputants doing so. Even more
interesting is that we are more likely to witness both parties soliciting a third party
mediator in disputes that have yet to result in death on either side than solely one party to
do so under these circumstances. While it is clear that one or both parties are more
detemiined to seek mediation at the higher fatality level compared to the mid-range level,
it is not the case with mid-range fatality cases compared to non-fatality cases, where
instances of unilateral disputant initiated mediation rise, while instances of bilateral
disputant initiated mediation decrease.
Combining the theoretical literature with these descriptive statistics leads to the
following hypotheses about the effects of fatality on disputant initiated mediation:
111: Increasing levels of fatalities will increase the likelihood of disputant
initiated mediation.
H2: Non fatal disputes and high fatality disputes will increase the likelihood of
disputant initiated mediation compared to mid-range levels.
H3: Increasing levels of fatalities will decrease the likelihood of bilateral
disputant initiated mediation compared to unilateral disputant initiated mediation.

Bilateral vs. multilateral disputes
As demonstrated in previous chapters, dispute severity can also be discussed in
terms of the number of participants involved, with multilateral disputes representing more
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severe or potentially more severe conflicts than bilateral disputes. While this rationale
was employed to explain third party mediation initiation, leading to the hypothesis that
third parties are more likely to initiate mediation when disputes are multilateral, I expect
that the reverse logic would hold true for disputants initiating mediation. Disputants are
probably more likely to seek third party efforts when the disputes are bilateral in nature
due to two reasons. First, disputants are more likely to believe they can achieve their
goals when additional parties are involved due to a sense of security that another state
will aid in its efforts to win the dispute. Second, the addition of other states to the dispute
creates an atmosphere of pessimism in the chances of developing a solution to the dispute
that all sides will find amenable.

Figure 5-2. Disputant initiated mediation and dispute severity (participant number),
1946-1992
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The data in figure 5-2 provides information regarding the behavior of disputants
in the context of the number of participants in a conflict. The number of participants
ranges from 2 to 7 with 7 representing those disputes where the number of participants
actually equals or exceeds 7. Obviously of interest is the spike in the ratio in the 4
disputant category where the number of attempts per dispute rises from 1.2 to 3.5. This
spike reflects disputant initiated mediation in four disputes, two non-fatai cases involving
the Soviet Union with France and the United Kingdom and two high level fatality cases
involving Indonesia with the United Kingdom and Malaysia and perhaps is an anomaly.
If we discount these results, there is an overall trend that seems to suggest increasing
efforts to seek mediation in multilateral disputes as opposed to resisting such efforts.
Even if the data is collapsed to represent only bilateral and multilateral disputes, the
result is the same, with the ratio for bilateral at 1.3 attempts per dispute and the ratio for
multilateral at 1.4 attempts per dispute.
While these numbers are rather inconclusive, they do necessitate further
consideration of the two reasons put forth suggesting that disputants will initiate
mediation more often in bilateral disputes. Instead of gaining further security by
additional partners in conflict, perhaps disputants similar to third parties view the
additional disputants as perhaps causing an escalation that neither side is really willing to
endure. Thus, while increased pessimism about the chance of resolving a conflict might
persist, disputants may become more willing to ask for mediation assistance by a third
party to stifle what might otherwise lead to a much more costly conflict.
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Again, does it matter whether there is only one disputant initiating the mediation
compared to two? It appears that in this case it does not matter. Both unilateral disputant
initiated and bilateral disputant initiated mediation attempts rise from bilateral to
multilateral disputes, with unilateral attempts rising from 1.2 to 1.4 per dispute, while the
bilateral attempts increase from 1.4 to 1.6 attempts per dispute.
Given this insight, 1 propose the following hypothesis with regard to multilateral
disputes and disputant initiated mediation:
H4: Disputants are more likely to initiate mediation in multilateral disputes than
in bilateral disputes.

Dispute issue
Another characteristic of a dispute we consider in terms of severity is the issue
over which it is being fought. This is important to discuss because the dispute issue has
often been argued in the literature to be an indicator of potential severity as well. Most
salient in terms of issues and the focus of this section is that of territorial claims.
Disputes over territory are argued to lead to more severe conflicts than other issues due to
the symbolic and political importance of territory (Leng 1983; Vasquez 1993; Hensel
1996, 2001). This is logical given that the recognition of territorial sovereignty serves as
the cornerstone of the international state system structure. Additionally, as Hensel (2001:
85) claims, territory is perhaps the one issue that takes on important values both in terms
of tangible attributes (resource and economic dimensions) as well as intangible attributes
(prestige and symbolism).

With regard to disputants then, one might expect that the presence of both
tangible and intangible attributes will make states less willing to seek third party
assistance to resolve disputes over territory. Adding to these attributes is the contention
put forth by scholars such as Lall (1966) that at the very least, the party in possession of
the disputed territory is likely to resist third party involvement. Thus we might expect to
observe that when a conflict is fought over territory, the likelihood of both disputants
initiating mediation efforts will be further reduced.

Figure 5-3. Disputant initiated mediation and territorial disputes,
1946-1992
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Figure 5-3 illustrates the difference in disputant initiated mediation efforts
between territorial and non-territorial disputes. While there are 11 more disputes in the
non-territorial category, there are 21 more mediation attempts with an average of about
1.6 attempts by disputants per dispute.. These numbers are slightly higher than the
territorial disputes that average roughly 1.4 attempts per dispute.
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Figure 5-4. Disputant initiated mediation and territorial disputes,
1946-1992
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If we observe the disaggregated results based on whether the attempt was made
unilaterally or bilaterally as shown in figure 5-4, it is clear that the numbers sharply
decrease in the bilateral category compared to the unilateral disputant initiated efforts. In
this comparison, the average number of attempts per dispute for those conflicts where
initiation is unilateral is 1.3, while the average for bilaterally initiating mediation is .72.
These numbers correlate well with our expectation that territorial claims will be less
likely to foster mediation initiatives by disputants, particularly both disputants together.
Taking these preliminary findings into account, I propose the following two
hypotheses regarding territorial disputes on disputant initiated mediation:
H6: Territorial disputes will decrease the likelihood of disputants initiating
mediation efforts.
H7; Territorial disputes will decrease the likelihood of bilateral disputant initiated
mediation compared to unilateral disputant initiated mediation.
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Rivalry
The final characteristic of dispute severity we examine is the effect of rivalry
presence in a dispute. The rivalry approach to international conflict provides us with
another perspective from which to view disputant efforts to initiate mediation. As Goertz
and Diehl (2000: 4) state, the concept of rivalry is the relationship of two states that
regularly use military threats, force and tenninology to formulate their foreign policy
toward each other. This notion of rivalry has been consistently used in international
conflict as the basis for hypothesis testing and theory development because rivalries
provide an empirical domain of cases to study. In this chapter, however, I move beyond
the use of rivalry as a case selection method to theoretical explanations as to the impact
of rivalry on mediation origin.
Rivalries are classified according to three types: isolated, proto and enduring. The
three types vary with respect to their duration and the number of militarized disputes that
occur during that duration. My focus in this chapter is on enduring rivalries; these occur
among states with at least six disputes where the rivalry lasts for at least 20 years.
I focus on the enduring rivalry since these relationships represent the most
difficult with regard to conflict management. Goertz and Diehl (2000: 21) suggest that
they exist long enough so that they allow for "national security decisions that are not
transitory and are conditioned by the competition." Among these decisions they include
such items as alliance formation, weapons acquisition and troop deployment. Given our
current context, 1 argue that we can and should add conflict management to the list as
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well; the decisions to seek and/or accept the process of conflict management certainly
will be in part dictated by the level of competition between the rivals.
This level of competition directly connects the inclusion of rivalry, enduring
rivalry specifically, into the discussion of dispute severity. The presence of enduring
rivalry among disputants in a dispute represents a greater likelihood that the dispute will
lead to further conflict, including an escalation to war. Enduring rivalries by definition
involve those disputes of an intractable nature, along with disputants who seem to be
unable to adequately manage or resolve a conflict on their own. The combination of
these various characteristics thus makes enduring rivalries the most war prone and
consequently the disputes among them the most dangerous in the international system.
What sort of behavior would one expect of enduring rivals in a dispute then with
regard to mediation initiation? There are two readily discemable and opposing
theoretical perspectives from which to hypothesize. First, given the increased
competitiveness and intractability in conflicts of which enduring rivals are a part, it seems
unlikely that the disputing parties would seek mediation to manage their disputes.
Disputants would refrain from initiating because of fears that the other side might view
their efforts as a sign of weakness or imminent defeat. Additionally, given some of the
literature on the effects of general severity on mediation outcome (Brockner and Rubin
1985; Hurwitz 1991), one might expect that these disputes are the least likely to be
perceived as having a chance at being successful, further limiting the probability that
disputants will take the time to initiate such endeavors. These expectations are different
than those I discussed with regard to third party initiation where the increased likelihood
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of war represented by the presence of an enduring rivalry was argued as serving to
motivate the initiation of mediation.
On the other hand, there is the contention that disputes among enduring rivals are
the most likely candidates for disputants to seek mediation efforts. Greig (2002) argues
that among enduring rivals, a dispute functions to facilitate the search for a mediator by
disputants as the dispute represents an even higher level of severity than the status quo
severity normally present in an enduring rivalry. In other words, since these rivalries can
exist with years between disputes, a dispute represents a particularly high level of
severity which increases the likelihood of war; a conflict of which neither side wants to
take part. This argument is consistent with other literature that suggests correlations
between increased severity and success (Frei 1976; Bercovitch et al 1991), along with my
earlier contention that increased severity leads to increased third party mediation
initiation.

Table 5-2. Ratio of disputant initiated mediation attempts/dispute by rivalry type

Rivalry status

Total

Unilateral

Bilateral

Non-rivalries

1.61 : 1
(80 disputes)

1.45 : 1
(64 disputes)

1.39 : 1
(26 disputes)

Enduring rivalries

1.67 : 1
(9 disputes)

1.17 ; 1
(6 disputes)

2:1
(4 disputes)

Table 5-2 presents the ratio of disputant initiated mediation among rivals and nonrivals in the dataset. If we consider the first column that does not differentiate between
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unilateral and bilateral initiation, we observe a very slight increase in the number of
attempts per dispute in the enduring rival category. These numbers suggest some initial
support for Greig's contention that rivals are more willing to get help in a dispute than
non-rivals as their dispute may suffer more severe consequences such as war if not
managed. If we take into consideration the second and third columns as well, where the
categories are separated, it appears that this recognition occurs more often among both
disputants, leading to more attempts by both rivals to seek mediation in a dispute
compared to one of them or one of their non-rival counterparts. These results lead to the
following hypotheses regarding rivalries:

H8: Enduring rivals are more likely to initiate mediation than non-rivals in a
militarized dispute.
H9: Enduring rivalries will increase the likelihood of bilateral disputant initiated
mediation compared to unilateral disputant initiated mediation.

Effects of power on disputant initiated mediation

Power
In chapter four I explored how power matters with regard to promoting third party
initiated mediation. In short, powerful third party states (major powers) are more likely
to initiate mediation efforts then their weaker counterparts. Third parties as a whole are
less likely, however, to initiate mediation in conflicts where at least one disputant is a
major power. The questions we seek to answer with regard to power in this chapter focus
on its role in promoting disputing parties to seek mediation. There are two questions that
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merit consideration. First, does power asymmetry lead to disputant initiated mediation?
Second, does the presence of a major power or major powers in militarized disputes
decrease the likelihood that adversaries will seek mediation from third parties?

Capability asymmetry
What are the consequences of power symmetry or asymmetry on the genesis of
disputant initiated mediation? Disputes where power symmetry exists are those where
the power relations of the two disputants are roughly equal. States with rather equal
capabilities can be particularly resistant to diplomatic initiatives because both sides
believe they can win a militarized conflict and will continue to fight instead of trying to
terminate the dispute (Organski and Kugler 1980; Gilpin 1981). With regard to
mediation then, it has been argued that this confidence in eventually being victorious
leads to a rejection of conflict management efforts as disputing parties are convinced
better days lay ahead (Legg and Morrison 1971). For disputants then, power symmetry
would seem to create conditions that would make it unlikely for either party to seek
mediation.
In conditions of asynametry, the outlook for disputant initiated mediation would
not seem to improve. Lack of power parity in a dispute has been argued to keep both
sides from seeking mediation as the more powerful state has no need to compromise,
while the less powerful state refuses to compromise for fear of future asymmetry (Lall
1966; Haas 1991). While the arguments supporting the actions of the more powerful
state in a dispute and of potential third parties appear well grounded, the notion that
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weaker states will not negotiate for fear of guaranteeing a future asymmetry can be
criticized on two accounts.
First, for the weaker state, seeking and attaining a compromise from a stronger
party does not inherently lead to future asymmetry. The most obvious reason is that the
two states will most likely remain in an asymmetric power status regardless of the
outcome of the dispute. If one assumes that the stronger state will win the conflict if no
compromise is reached, the weaker state cannot possibly change the power ratio through
its refusing to compromise so that it is stronger than or equal to its adversary. Second,
the weaker state always has the option of seeking a third party that can help to alleviate
concerns of future asymmetry problems by seeking an intermediary powerful enough to
address the power discrepancy between itself and the stronger state. One does not need
to look any further than mediation requests to the United States by many weaker states in
dispute as evidence of this option.
What about unilateral compared to bilateral initiation in asymmetric disputes? As
the power parity argument dictates, one would expect that increasingly asymmetric
disputes would lead to a decrease in the likelihood of both parties initiating mediation
compared to only one party (presumably the weaker one).
Considering these arguments and preliminary data, I propose the following
hypotheses:
HIO: Increasing asymmetry will increase the likelihood of disputant initiated
mediation.
HI 1: Increasing asymmetry will decrease the likelihood of bilateral disputant
initiated mediation compared to unilateral disputant initiated mediation.
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Major power presence
A discussion of power in the context of disputant initiated mediation would not be
complete without mentioning the effects of major power presence in militarized conflict.
While similar in many ways to arguments concerning power symmetry, I discuss major
power status among disputants because it is a special subset of power symmetric or
asymmetric conditions. Obviously, many militarized disputes that are either symmetric
or asymmetric do not include a major power. Those that do include one, however, are
worthwhile to explain given the importance of major powers in the international system
and in international conflict specifically. Symmetric or asymmetric disputes with major
powers may operate differently than other disputes. Power symmetry in the cases of
major powers, by definition, will only entail a dispute with another major power. Power
asymmetry will involve a major power and a minor power. In terms of seeking conflict
management in these disputes then, there may be different rationales for both disputants
than in minor power conflicts.
Although the contention presented in the discussion of minor power symmetric
disputes led to the conclusion that both sides will resist diplomatic initiatives, disputes
with two major powers may not necessarily entail both sides being resistant to mediation
efforts. They may be instead inclined to seek a third party in an effort to reduce tensions
that may lead to catastrophic conflict and potential widespread contagion. In other
words, major powers in conflict with one another might not perceive increased and
continued conflict as one they can eventually win. This is particularly true if we consider
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the role of nuclear weapons as well, which serves to heighten the perception that winning
a conflict might not be possible or worth the cost.
On the other hand despite these different considerations, major powers may still
be resistant to mediation and certainly will not be willing to seek a third parties'
assistance. One argument that must be put forth is that major powers are more likely to
attempt managing their own disputes in a bilateral fashion than to seek outside assistance.
While mediation is a non-sovereignty encroaching method of conflict management,
major power states in a dispute may likely perceive a third party as being unable to
successfully promote their own interests while simultaneously unable to guarantee the
other side will honor their part of any bargain. Precisely because mediation lacks binding
authority, major powers may tend to resist efforts to seek third parties since they are less
credible in negotiating than the major powers themselves, whose negotiations always
exist in the context of the possible use of force. For major powers then, mediation may
not occur because they think they are capable of winning but because they think they are
capable of achieving better negotiated results.
Asymmetric disputes with a major power may work differently than non-major
asymmetric disputes as well. In these cases, the minor power will not be inhibited in
seeking a third party by concerns of guaranteeing future asymmetry as argued by Lall
(1966) and Haas (1991). Indeed, the minor power will be certain that future asymmetry
will continue to exist, given the large degree of asymmetry that is likely to exist between
the two states in dispute. Thus, we would expect that disputant initiated mediation will
be more likely in asymmetric disputes with a major-power than in those without a major
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power. Additionally, we would expect disputant initiated mediation will be more likely
in this context than in major-major disputes.

Total

Unilateral

Bilateral

Minor - minor

1.53 : 1
(64 disputes)

1.43 ; 1
(47 disputes)

1.55 : 1
(20 disputes)

Mixed

1.91 : 1
(21 disputes)

1.47 : 1
(19 disputes)

1.33 : 1
(9 disputes)

Major - major

1.50 : 1
(4 disputes)

1.25 ; 1
(4 disputes)

1.00 ; 1
(1 dispute)

Power status

Table 5-3 presents data to address these arguments. Focusing on the first column
that describes disputant initiated mediation as a whole, we observe that the ratio for
initiation efforts per dispute rises quite high in the mixed dyad category compared to
either the minor-minor or major-major disputes (1.91 to 1, 1.53 to 1 and 1.50 to 1,
respectively). This concave curvilinear function is exactly what we would expect given
that minor powers in these disputes will not be concerned with future asymmetry
considerations and rather are concerned with getting assistance that might help it gain
concessions from its major power opponent.
Taking the other two columns into consideration, we gather an even more
descriptive picture. Supporting the earlier claim, those disputes where only one disputant
initiates mediation has a higher ratio in the mixed category compared to the other two
categories. In the last column the categories including at least one major power have
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significant reductions in the amount of initiated mediations per dispute. Again, these
results lend further support to the ideas that the one minor power in a dispute will be the
only one to initiate mediation in a dispute with a major power and that major powers will
not be inclined to seek mediation in any cases. Indeed as I demonstrated in chapter three
regarding third party initiation, a necessary condition for disputant initiation is that both
disputants not be major powers.
Based on these preliminary results and the arguments in favor of them, I present
the following hypothesis regarding major power presence;
HI 2: Mixed dyads will increase the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation.

Effects of regime type on disputant initiated mediation
Similar to the previous chapters, one final factor to consider regarding disputant
initiated mediation is the role of disputant regime type. Specifically, the concern is with
highlighting the differences among the different levels of democracy present in disputing
dyads. In chapters three and four, I discussed the relevance of the democratic peace for
potential third parties, extending normative arguments into the realm of intermediary
interventions. In this chapter, the goal is a little less ambitious. Simply stated, the
democratic peace should have direct implications for disputants seeking mediation in
militarized disputes.
The theory of the democratic peace has brought to the forefront of international
relations research important differences in the behavior of states based on regime type. It
is clear that states with democratic systems of government are reluctant to enter into
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militarized conflict with other democratic states (Chan 1984; Maoz and Abdolali 1989;
Ray 1993). While there is agreement that democratic states do not fight one another, there
is considerable debate about why this is the case. While many emphasize the role of
shared norms and values, others argue that the origins of the democratic peace are largely
institutional. I focus here on the role of shared norms and values, making the argument
that, if norms truly arc involved, they should carry over and be recognized in other forms
of state behavior in the international system, particularly disputant mediation initiation.
Simply stated, democracies are believed to have strong norms that dictate the use
of conflict resolution mechanisms in lieu of war. These norms are based on systems of
government that resolve political conflict through compromise. In non-democratic
governments, these norms are not as likely to exist. Political conflict in these cases is
more likely to result in outcomes that empower one candidate at the complete expense of
the other. As Maoz and Russett (1993) state, winning a conflict in a democracy does not
require the elimination of the opponent, and the opponent can always try again. In a nondemocratic state, the opponent is likely not to have an opportunity to try again. Given the
possible lack of another opportunity, political competitors in non-democratic systems of
government are more likely to resort to violence and coercion in order to win. The
political environment becomes one of violence, fear and instability.
This political environment stands in stark contrast to the one that exists in a
democracy where there is a considerably smaller likelihood of violence, fear and
instability with regard to political competition. Dixon (1994) promotes the idea that
democratic states have a norm of "bounded competition" that delineates acceptable
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actions within a democracy and thus constrains the behavior of political opponents. Due
to this norm of "bounded competition" political battles among opponents in democracies
are rarely reduced to violence or coercion because of uniform agreement among all
citizens that resorting to such actions is outside of acceptable behavior.'
An iinportant aspect about these norms is that they can become internalized (Scott
1971). Axelrod (1986) argues that the more people that internalize a norm, the more
stable the norm will be in a given society. The fact that democracies tend to be stable
with regard to their lack of violence and coercion among political competitors suggests
that citizens in these states have internalized these democratic norms. Given this logic,
we would expect that in democratizing states the internalization of these democratic
norms would increase as a state becomes more democratic.
Maoz and Russett (1993) contend that the internalized norms at the domestic level
also can be expressed at the international level. There is a caveat, however. This
expression only occurs when two democracies are engaged in a dispute with each other.
Maoz and Russett argue that in a dispute between a democratic state and a nondemocratic state, the democratic state might be forced to conform to the norms of the
non-democratic state or face the possibility of being exploited. Since exploitation is
undesirable, the likelihood of a democracy expressing its democratic norms in the face of
a non-democratic opponent is considerably smaller than the likelihood of expression
given a democratic opponent. Dixon (1998) concurs with this assessment of democratic
state behavior. He posits that since democracies inherently develop norms of peaceful
' Dixon (1998) refers to Schmitter and Karl's (1991) idea of contingent consent as this agreement among
citizens about the rules and limits of political competition.
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conflict resolution, when conflicts arise between democracies both states will search for
peaceful alternative dispute resolutions with the security of knowing that its opponent
will do so as well. In a conflict between a democracy and a non-democracy or two nondemocracies then, one would expect there to be a decreased likelihood that this reciprocal
behavior would exist. Indeed this is what the literature demonstrates. Democratic states,
while they do not fight one another, are just as likely to engage in war as their nondemocratic counterparts (Small and Singer 1976; Chan 1984; Maoz and Abdolali 1989).
Thus, it appears that it is because of their reciprocated democratic norms that democratic
states rarely engage in military conflict with each other.
What happens, however, when the democratic peace begins to breakdown and
militarized conflict between democracies does occur? In these cases do both democracies
still search for peaceful conflict management alternatives while also believing that their
democratic counterpart will also? Two possibilities seem readily apparent. First, once
militarized conflict occurs between democracies, they simply act similar to nondemocracies and respond in the same fashion, employing more force and threats of force
which escalates the intensity of the conflict. In this case, typical realist concerns
regarding security and uncertainty prevail. Second, once militarized conflict occurs
between democracies, they continue to pursue peaceful means of resolution
simultaneously while limiting the level of violence brought on by an initial use of force.
I contend that since the norms that comprise the democratic pcace still exist in
democracies despite the onset of militarized conflict, these norms will be employed to
seek a peaceful solution to the dispute that will replace the militarized option. If norms
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are internalized then this expectation should not be particularly surprising. Namely, we
should expcct democracies in dispute to be more likely to initiate mediation efforts than
non-democracies in dispute as they are still concerned with trying to finding a peaceful
resolution to the dispute. Normally, bilateral negotiations might be enough for
democracies to manage their conflict. The outbreak of militarized conflict between them,
however, suggests that bilateral solutions might not be enough and thus third party
alternatives are warranted.

Table 5-4. Ratio of disputant Initiated mediation attempts/dispute by regime type
Dyad regime type

Total

Unilateral

Bilateral

Non-democratic

1.87 : 1
(31 disputes)

1.95 : 1
(19 disputes)

1.75 : 1
(12 disputes)

Mixed

1.59 : 1
(37 disputes)

1.25 ; 1
(32 disputes)

1.36 : 1
(14 disputes)

Democratic

1.29; 1
(7 disputes)

1.40 : 1
(5 disputes)

1.00 : 1
(2 disputes)

Based on a few preliminary results as demonstrated in table 5-4, there is reason to
believe that the argument I put forth concerning the continued pursuit of peaceful conflict
management initiatives is incorrect. In total, disputant initiated mediation decreases from
non-democratic to democratic disputes, from 1.87 per dispute in non-democratic dyads to
less than 1.3 per dispute in democratic dyads. Taking the third column into account,
there is an even further drop in initiations by both disputants in a democratic dyad.

compared to non-democratic and mixed dyads (1 to 1 compared to 1.75 and 1.36 to 1,
respectively).
How can one explain this behavior? Given the low ratio compared to the nondemocratic dyads, it seems unlikely that democracies in dispute behave similarly to their
non-democratic counterparts. A more likely possibility is that democracies in dispute,
still utilizing their norms of peaceful conflict management, pursue their conflict
management with bilateral strategies. Thus, democracies may be continuing to resolve
the dispute by themselves certain that their democratic opponents will continue to work
toward a peaceful solution as well.
With these insights, 1 propose the following hypotheses:
HI 3: More democratic dyads decrease the likelihood of disputant initiated
mediation.
H14: More democratic dyads will decrease the likelihood of bilateral disputant
initiated mediation compared to unilateral disputant initiated mediation.

Research design
Now that we have examined the theoretical arguments as to why disputants might
initiate mediation along with the conditions under which they might do so. how do the
proposed hypotheses measure against the full range of empirical data? To test these
hypotheses, I observe the outcome of two dependent variables over 1,137 cases of
militarized disputes from 1946 to 1992 which include 164 disputes in which there is an
actual mediation attempt. The unit of analysis then is the militarized dispute.^ The first

' It should be clarified that the MID dataset includes the observation of multiple dyad pairs for conflicts
with more than two disputants. I include each additional dyad in my analysis since the characteristics of
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dependent variable is simply the presence or absence of a disputant initiated mediation
attempt and thus is dichotomous, with outcomes coded as "1" for a disputant initiated
mediation in a militarized dispute and "0" for a lack thereof. The second dependent
variable observed in this study is the type of disputant initiated mediation. This
dependent variable is coded into three categories: "0" represents no disputant initiated
mediation, "1" indicates unilateral disputant initiated mediation and "2" indicates
bilateral disputant initiated mediation.
To begin, I observe the behavior of four independent variables that represent the
severity or potential severity of the dispute based on my earlier contentions. All of these
variables are taken directly from the MID dataset. The first is the fatality level of the
dispute. There are eight categories coded: missing, none, 1-25, 26-100, 101-250, 251500, 501-999 and 1,000 or more (Jones et al 1996). For this analysis, I have collapsed
the data into three categories, 0 deaths, 0-100 and +100 deaths, to capture those disputes
covering zero, midrange and high levels of fatality. I have also included a squared
fatality variable to test for the curvilinear function hypothesized in the previous section.
The second variable addresses the multilateral argument and identifies the number
of participants in a conflict. This variable is coded as a dummy, with "0" indicating
bilateral disputes and " 1 "indicating multilateral disputes. The third variable covers the
issue of the dispute. This is also a dummy variable coded "1" for territorial issues and
"0" for all other issues. The fourth variable regarding severity measures the presence of
the disputants vary based on the dyad and offer separate opportunities for initiation. There are
approximately 86 of these disputes included. Because of their obvious non-independence, I report the logit
estimates with robust standard errors clustered on the dispute. Multiple initiations in the same dispute are
not included.

an enduring rivalry as part of the dispute. Enduring rivalries are coded on the basis of
previous disputes in a dyad and are coded "1" indicating the presence of an enduring
rivalry when a dyad has experienced at least six disputes over a 20 year period. Prior to
reaching these criteria, a given dyad is coded as "0". The rivalry data is taken from the
Diehl and Goertz rivalry dataset (Diehl and Goertz 2000). ^
With regard to power related factors, two variables are used: power asymmetry
and major power presence. The first variable is an interval variable that indicates the
degree of power asymmetry in a dyad. The value is determined by calculating the ratio
of capability scores of the stronger state compared to the weaker state. Because the
effects of power are likely to decline as cases of asymmetry increase at the far end of the
scale, 1 use the natural log of the ratio. Higher values of this ratio then represent
increased asymmetry. For the second factor, I include a variable that codes two
categories. The first is coded "0" if the dyad does not include a major power. The
second is coded "1" if the dyad is mixed (minor-major).
Regime type, the last factor under consideration, is determined using a measure of
democracy derived from the Polity IV dataset (Marshall and Jaggers 2003). Following
conventional practice, I utilize the combined polity score, which subtracts the 10-point
autocracy rating from the 10-point democracy rating, providing a scale from "-10" (the
most autocratic regime) to "10" (the most democratic regime). To assess the impact of
the democracy of the dyad, I use the democracy score of the less democratic country as

' While the argument has been made that these factors represent severity, they certainly seem to do so on
different dimensions. Correlations among the four indicators are low, with the highest being between
fatality and participant number at .36.
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an indicator of the level of democracy for the dyad. This approach, known as the weakest
link principle, takes into account the likelihood that the utilization of norms of peaceful
conflict resolution are likely to be a function of the least democratic party in a dispute
(Dixon 1993, 1994: Dixon and Senese 2002). The democracy values for each dyad then
are calculated on a continuous scale from -10 to 10.
Finally, I include two control variables to account for previous mediation activity
among the dyad. The first accounts for the outcome of the previous dispute on the
likelihood of disputant initiation. The logic in using this variable is that if the previous
dispute resulted in a stalemate, disputants might begin to search for third parties to
change the conflict dynamics. The variable is dichotomously coded as "1" if the previous
dispute was a stalemate and "0" if not. The second variable controls for previous
mediation among the dyad. As one might expect, if there has been a history of mediation
in the dispute then this might foster additional mediation attempts. This is also
dichotomous with a "1" for the presence of prior mediation and "0" for none.
The hypotheses derived in the earlier sections call for the specification of at least
two models in which to test them. The first model should test those hypotheses that
attempt to explain disputant initiated mediation in general, the first dependent variable.
The second model should account for the other hypotheses that explain the type of
disputant initiated mediation; this is the second dependent variable that compares
unilateral and bilateral initiated mediation. 1 start with examining incidents of disputant
initiated mediation in general.
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Results and analysis
Disputant initiated mediation
Table 5-5 presents the results for three models using logistic regression as the
method of analysis. The first model assumes linear patterns in the data, while the second
includes tests for non-linearity with the inclusion of two squared terms hypothesized
earlier to be curvilinear. The second model is the model that seems to provide the best
fit, taking into account the presence of the curvilinear pattern in the fatality variable.
Additionally, in this model I have added a dichotomous variable to test the hypothesis
regarding mixed dyads. This third model serves as the basis for the following discussion
except when specified otherwise.
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Table 5-5. Severity, power and regime type effects on disputant initiated mediation
Variable
Fatality

Model 1
(Linear assumption)

Model 2
(Non-linearity)

.159
(.288)

2.179*
(1.170)
-1.117*
(.641)

Fatality^

Territorial issue

3.020***
(.478)

3,102***
(.460)

Enduring rivalry

-.944
(.796)

-.896
(.767)

Capability asymmetry

.210*
(.119)

.224*
(.124)

Mixed dyad

.015
(.465)

-.013
(.476)

Minimum democracy

-.072
(.046)

Previous dispute outcome

Previous mediation

Constant

*

.440
(.528)

1
b

.397
(.502)

Multilateral dispute

(.044)

-,902»*
(.430)

-1.002**
(.447)

.134
(.469)

.131
(.471)

-4,426***
(.547)

-4.570***
(.593)

73.85
81.26
Wald -i
-132.545
-129.635
Log-likelihood
.19
.21
Pseudo
.000
.000
Prob>x^
1147
1147
Number of observations
Entries are one-tailed logistic regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
* p< .10 ** p < .05 *** p < .01

First with regard to fatality, both the fatality and the non-squared fatality variable
that test for the effects of increasing levels of severity on disputant initiated mediation are
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both statistically significant. This suggests that increasing levels of fatalities do impact
the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation, thus supporting my first hypothesis.
Recall, however, the contention put forth tliat the effects of fatality are perhaps
cur\'ilinear and thus merit including a squared fatality to term to test for this pattern. The
negative and statistically significant squared fatality term suggests that this curvilinear
pattern exists; however it is concave instead of convex. Thus it seems that increasing
levels of fatalities increase the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation but only to a
point; once the dispute becomes more severe (+100 deaths) the likelihood of disputant
initiated mediation begins to decline. Substantively, if we take into account that the logit
coefficients represent the log of the odds, the likelihood of a disputant initiated mediation
attempt in a mid-range fatality dispute is about 9 times more than compared to severely
fatal cases. This finding is exactly opposite of what was expected.
How can one explain this pattern of behavior? As Hurwitz (1991) and Brockner
and Rubin (1985) suggest, disputes with high levels of fatalities create intractable
conditions that preclude adversaries from accepting mediation. As the table illustrates
and as we might expect, disputants do not seek mediation either under these conditions.
The mid-range fatal disputes, however, seem to present a window of opportunity for
mediation at the request of the disputing parties. These disputes have yet to reach the
intractable stage but yet are serious enough to gain attention compared to the non-fatal
disputes. This pattern was observed in the France/Tunisia and Sudan/Ethiopia disputes
referred to at the beginning of the chapter.
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Turning to the impact of multilateral disputes on disputant initiated mediation, the
model suggests that there is no statistically significant impact regarding disputant
initiated attempts in multilateral disputes. The direction of the sign is positive and thus in
the predicted direction, highlighting the earlier suggestion that disputants engaged in
multilateral disputes might actually increase the likelihood of disputant initiated
mediation due to the increased severity dimension that other parties would add by joining
a dispute. Strong evidence, however, remains lacking.
Given the literature about the nature of territory and conflict, I reasoned that
territorial disputes would be less likely to lead to disputant initiated efforts than other
types of disputes, even though they are argued to be more severe. The results in table 5-5
certainly suggest otherwise. The coefficient for the territorial variable is positive and
statistically significant, indicating that territorial disputes actually increase the likelihood
of disputant initiated mediation attempts. Substantively, territorial issues are about 22
times more likely to gamer disputant initiated mediation attempts than non-territorial
disputes.
Perhaps what we are witnessing in these results are perceptions by the disputing
parties that given the nature of the issue, the dispute is likely to be more severe. This
increased severity would in turn make bilateral solutions less likely. In an effort to
resolve the issue then, disputants look to a third party that might pave the way for easier
negotiation in lieu of conflict. In addition, it might also be easier politically for a leader
to make concessions through a third party then directly with an adversary. On the other
hand, territory often times represents both tangible and intangible qualities that might
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make it difficult for a given leader to bargain over at all (consequently increasing the
severity). Bringing in a third party, however, allows the blame for not resolving the
conflict to be shifted to an intermediary and the opponent. What appears certain
regardless of reason is that territorial issues do lend themselves to multilateral approaches
to conflict management over bilateral ones.
The final indicator of severity taken into consideration is the impact of an
enduring rivalry on the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation occurring. The
argument put forth was that militarized disputes among enduring rivalries were more
likely to be recognized as being severe and possibly leading to war than non-enduring
rivalry disputes. Consequently, enduring rivals in dispute would be more likely to seek
third parties to manage a conflict than their non-rival counterparts. The logit results in
table 5-5 demonstrate otherwise. Although not statistically significant, the coefficient is
negative which suggests enduring rivals are less likely to initiate mediation efforts vis-a
vis their non-rival counterparts in dispute.
Explaining this finding may require little further examination than looking at the
concept of an enduring rivalry itself Considering that enduring rivalries encompass at
least six disputes over a 20 year period, they (by definition) consist of disputants who
have been unable to resolve their disputes peacefully. This includes bilateral along with
multilateral attempts to do so. Diehl and Goertz (2000), for example, find little evidence
of mediation success in enduring rivalries. Given the fact that disputants are
disenchanted with the possibilities of mediation success in an enduring rivalry context, it
should be hardly surprising that they might be less likely to seek mediation themselves to
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resolve their dispute. The findings presented here then are more consistent with the
characteristics of enduring rivalries and less demonstrative of severity effects in
militarized disputes.
Turning our attention to the power variables in the model, table 5-5 shows the
capability asymmetry variable is positively signed suggesting that as dyads become more
asymmetric, the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation increases. This finding
supports my earlier contention regarding the effect of power asymmetry. In substantive
terms, increases in power asymmetry increase the odds of disputant initiated mediation
by a factor of 1.3. While we might not expect the stronger state to seek a third party, it
seems that in asymmetric conditions, the weaker party does attempt to do so.
The second power variable tests for the effects of a mixed dyad dispute. The
argument regarding major powers was that their presence would increase the likelihood
of disputant initiated mediation, but only in a mixed dyad setting, where one state was a
minor power. This argument was consistent with my earlier contention regarding power
asymmetry but with the added notion that a minor power would not be inhibited by
considerations of guaranteeing future asymmetry (as they would be certain regardless of
the outcome of the dispute given that the adversary is a major power). The coefficient in
the model offers no support for this interpretation as it has a negative and non-statistically
significant coefficient. Unlike asymmetric conditions without a major power, it seems
that weaker states are reluctant to seek assistance in an effort to mitigate the strength of a
major power.
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The final variable under consideration is the regime type of the dyad. I argued
earlier that democratic dyads will experience less disputant initiated mediation. The
contention was that democratic disputes will be less severe and will allow the disputants
to rely on norms of conflict management to resolve their dispute. Democratic disputants
then could thus pursue bilateral negotiations more often without having to seek out a third
party. The coefficient for the democratic dyad variable is negative and significant,
indicating support for this argument. As the democracy of the less democratic member in
a dyad increases the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation decreases. This decrease
is substantively small, however, only accounting for slightly more than a 7% decrease in
the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation. Regardless, the finding suggests that the
presence of democratic norms lead to a decreased need for third party mediation as part
of the conflict management process.
With regard to the two control variables, the presence of a stalemate actually
decreases the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation while previous mediation in the
dyad has no effect. Perhaps stalemates then lead to further efforts by the disputants to
gain a victory of some sort instead of leading them to the negotiation table. Indeed this
decrease is rather substantial, accounting for a 63% drop in the likelihood of disputant
initiated mediation.

Unilateral vs. bilateral disputant initiated mediation
The same variables argued to affect the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation
in general also affect the probability of a dispute being in one of three specific categories;
disputes that experience no disputant initiated mediation, disputes that experience

unilateral disputant initiated mediation and disputes that experience bilateral disputant
initiated mediation. To uncover the effects of severity, power and dyad regime type on
these specific categories in relation to each other, I estimate a multinomial logit model
that compares the three outcomes. The use of the multinomial logit model accounts for
both the multinomial distribution of the data and concerns regarding the non-ordinal
nature of the dependent variable (Agresti 1996; Long 1997). The dependent variable then
is the disputant mediation initiation type. Table 5-6 presents the results of the model.
Since the interpretation of the multinomial logit model can be ratlier extensive given the
large numbers of parameters and my second group of hypotheses concerns only the
differences between unilateral and bilateral disputant initiated mediation, I will limit my
discussion to the effects of the independent variables on those two outcomes with respect
to each other.

195

Table 5-6. Severity, power and regime type effects on disputant mediation outcome
Category

Variable

Estimate

Standard error

No disputant initiation
Fatality

-2.623*»

1.189

Fatality"

1.201**

.621

Territorial issue

-2.547***

.561

Enduring rivalry

1.343

1.018

Capability asymmetry

-.222*

.133

Mixed dyad

-.034

.539

Minimum democracy

.085

.058

Previous dispute outcome

.810*

.492

Previous mediation

.366

.588

Constant

4.762***

.643

Fatality

-3.355

2.318

Fatality^

1.257

1.236

Territorial issue

2.352**

1.190

Enduring rivalry

1.111

1.396

Capability asymmetry

-.136

.324

Mixed dyad

.377

1.061

Minimum democracy

.070

.077

Previous dispute outcome

-1.513**

.717

Previous mediation

2.616***

.874

-1.612

1.527

Bilateral initiation

Constant

150.39
Wald y}
-141.910
Log-likelihood
.22
Pseudo R~
.000
Prob>x^
1147
N
Estimates are one-tailed multinomial logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors.
The comparison category is unilateral disputant initiated mediation. * p< .10 ** p < .05 *•* p < .01
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The first hypothesis comparing bilateral and unilateral disputant initiated
mediation was that increasing levels of fatalities would decrease the likelihood of
bilateral efforts. In table 5-6, we see that the fatality variable coefficient is negative but
not statistically significant, suggesting a lack of support for this hypothesis. Taking into
account the squared fatality term it also seems clear that there is no curvilinear pattern in
bilateral initiation compared to unilateral initiation.
The ne.xt hypothesis was that the presence of territorial disputes will decrea.se the
likelihood of bilateral disputant initiated mediation. The logit results offer no support for
this contention. In fact, the coefficient for territorial issue is actually positive and
statistically significant, indicating that territorial issues increase the likelihood of bilateral
compared to unilateral initiation. The logic underpinning the hypothesis on territory and
bilateral initiation was simply that the one party to the dispute that actually possessed the
territory would be unlikely to seek conflict management strategies that might actually
threaten their control over the territory.
Given these results along with the earlier ones that demonstrate territorial issues
increase the likelihood of disputant initiated mediation in general, perhaps the disputing
party with territorial control is amenable to conflict management as a way to legitimize
its holding of the territory. A mediated settlement to the territorial dispute for this party
then would reduce the amount of resources spent in defense of the territory. This
assumes, of course, that the mediated settlement would lead to recognition of territorial
ownership. Given the nonbinding nature of mediation, it seems reasonable to expect that
this type of settlement would be the only one to which a party in possession of the
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territory would agree. While unsuccessful. British appeals to the UN and Argentine
appeals to the OAS in 1982 to help resolve the Falkland/Malvinas conflict attest to this
possibility. In both instances, each side possessed disputed territory and sought
international recognition of their sovereignty over the territory.
The next hypothesis concerning enduring rivalries was that their presence would
increase the likelihood of bilateral disputant initiated mediation. The enduring rivalry
coefficient in the multinomial logit model is positively signed but not statistically
significant, indicating a lack of support for this premise. As I suggested earlier, these
disputes represent the most potentially severe conflicts. Consequently, both disputants
may be searching for a third party to either facilitate negotiations or to directly broker a
peace between the two long-term disputants. Taken into consideration with the earlier
finding that demonstrated enduring rivals are less likely to seek mediation, however, it
appears that the rivalry relationship creates conditions that make it particularly difficult
for rivals to seek management of their conflicts.
Turning from the severity variables, the next factor of interest is capability
asymmetry and its effects on bilateral disputant initiated mediation compared to unilateral
initiated mediation. The premise discussed above was that increasing asymmetry will
likely decrease the likelihood of bilateral disputant initiated mediation compared to
unilateral mediation. The rationale centered on the idea that among asymmetric dyads,
only the weaker party is likely to seek third party assistance. Therefore in comparing
bilateral to unilateral initiation, the effects of power asymmetry would surely impact the
likelihood of bilateral initiation significantly more than unilateral initiation. The
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coefficient from the model points in the correct direction but is not statistically
significant.
The findings regarding the presence of major powers in a militarized dispute do
not support the hypothesis that their presence decreases the likelihood of bilateral
initiation. Although the coefficient in table 5-6 is not significant, the positive sign
indicates an increase in bilateral initiated mediation by disputants. Clearly these results
are somewhat surprising. Why would major power states seek mediation at the same
time as their weaker adversaries? One possible explanation offered by Sens (1997) and
Maoz (1983) is that the effects of power asymmetry might be diminished by the amount
of attention that the stronger party can give to the dispute. Less capable states have less
involvement in other affairs and can thus concentrate their resources on a specific dispute
more than can a major power involved in more numerous affairs. Consequently, the
more resolve put forth by a weaker country, the more likely that a major power disputant
will seek a third party to offset its lack of resources available for a specific conflict.
The final variable of consideration is the regime type of the dyad. The argument
concerning regime type was that increases in the democracy of a dyad will decrease the
likelihood of bilateral disputant initiated mediation. Given that democracies share norms
of conflict resolution, I argued that bilateral negotiations compared to third party
mediation would represent the mostly likely avenue of conflict management chosen by
states with more internalized democratic norms. The logit coefficient in the model is in
the correct direction but is not significant.
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Regarding the control variables, both were statistically significant. The previous
dispute outcome variable as one might expect is negative, indicating a decreased
likelihood of bilateral disputant initiation compared to unilateral. This is certainly
consistent with the stalemate explanation and the desire by disputant to want to continue
a dispute without third party mediation assistance. The previous mediation variable,
however, is positive and thus suggests that previous mediation does increase the
likelihood of bilateral initiation over unilateral. This finding should not be too surprising
either. If mediation activity is a part of the dyad's history then botli sides will be more
committed to seeking further assistance in a new dispute.

Conclusion
Tables 5-7 and 5-8 provide a summary of the two sets of hypotheses along with
their corresponding odds ratios and p values. What can we conclude about these findings
regarding disputant initiated mediation? A few points merit mention. If we consider
disputant initiated mediation in general, some interesting findings stand out. An
assessment of dispute severity across different dimensions leads to different conclusions.
Increasing fatality levels, for instance, seems to increase the chances that disputants will
seek third party mediation. This increased likelihood is only to a point, however. Once
the fatality levels reach high levels, there is a noticeable decline in the probability of
disputant initiation. Disputes over territory, however, increase the likelihood of disputant
initiated mediation. In an overall assessment then, there seems to be little consistency in
severity patterns measured over different dimensions.
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Table 5-7. Disputant initiated mediation hypotheses and results
Hypothesis
Result
Odds ratio

p-value

Increasing levels of fatalities will
increase the likelihood of disputant
initiated mediation

Supported

8.834

.063

Non fatal and high fatality disputes
will increase the likelihood of
disputant initiated mediation
(Curvilinear pattern)

Unsupported
(Opposite effect)

.327

.081

Disputants are more likely to initiate
mediation in multilateral disputes

Unsupported

1.552

.403

Territorial disputes will decrease
likelihood of disputants initiating
mediation

Unsupported
(Opposite effect)

22.246

.000

Enduring rivalries are more likely to
initiate mediation than non-rivals

Unsupported

.408

.243

Increasing asymmetry will increase the
likelihood of disputant initiated
mediation

Supported

1.251

.072

Mixed dyads will increase the
likelihood of disputant initiated
mediation

Unsupported

.988

.979

More democratic dyads will decrease
the likelihood of disputant initiated
mediation

Supported

.930

.104

In terms of power, asymmetric conflicts increase the chances that disputants will
seek third party mediation. Measured simply in terms of capability ratios, the less parity
among a dyad, the more willing the two disputants become to ask for third party
mediation assistance. When examined in the context of major power presence, however,
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the increased likelihood of disputant initiation disappears suggesting that major power
presence in a dispute really alters the dynamics of mediation initiation from the
perspective of at least the minor power if not of both disputants.
What if we consider whether or not disputant initiated mediation is unilateral or
bilateral in nature? First, there is no curvilinear pattern of fatality levels. In fact, fatality
does not seem to matter in the comparison of the two categories. Second, territorial
disputes actually increase the likelihood of bilateral initiation. This finding merits further
discussion as it runs contradictory to much of the literature regarding territorial conflicts
from the perspective of the disputants.
Most often disputing parties have been portrayed as being particularly resistant to
conflict management efforts regarding territory given its mixed tangible and intangible
qualities. While third parties often seek to manage these kinds of disputes with the
confidence that territory can be divided and bargained over (Morgan 1994), disputants
are often viewed as unwilling to do so. These results suggest that disputants may also
view territory as more tangible than intangible and thus are willing to find a third party
that can foster a bargain amenable to both sides. If one places this finding in the context
of other research that suggests territorial issues in militarized disputes have higher rates
of negotiated settlements than other issues, then there appears consistency among
disputants regarding territory and mediation (Frazier and Goertz 2002).
Among enduring rivalries, there does not appear to be any differences bilaterally
compared to unilaterally. Given that enduring rival disputes are more likely to lead to
war than other disputes, the findings on severity would suggest that they would be much
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less likely to seek mediation themselves. With a long history of conflict between them,
however, enduring rivals may find themselves to be in a position of a mutually hurting
stalemate in which both sides seek mediation as a reprieve from conflict. While certainly
only conjecture, the findings indicate that the mutually hurting stalemate is particularly
difficult to establish if we are to view bilateral disputant initiated mediation as evidence
of this stalemate."^

Table 5-8. Unilateral vs. bilaterally initiated mediation hypotheses and results
Hypothesis
Result
Odds ratio
p-value
Increasing levels of fatalities will
decrease the likelihood of bilaterally
initiated mediation

Unsupported

.035

.148

Territorial disputes will decrease
likelihood of bilaterally initiated
mediation

Unsupported
(Opposite effect)

10.507

.048

Enduring rivalries will increase the
likelihood of bilaterally initiated
mediation

Unsupported

3.037

.426

Increasing asymmetry will decrease
the likelihood of bilaterally initiated
mediation

Unsupported

.873

.674

The presence of a mixed dyad will
decrease the likelihood of bilaterally
initiated mediation

Unsupported

1.457

.723

Democratic dyads will decrease the
likelihood of bilaterally initiated
mediation

Unsupported

2.028

.365

" Greig (2003) has examined disputant initiated mediation among enduring rivals, assessing the impacts of
various rivalry characteristics on mediation onset. He does not, however, differentiate between unilateral
and bilateral efforts.
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The effects of power on bilateral versus unilateral disputant initiated mediation
also do not seem to vary significantly. These results are somewhat surprising and
certainly merit further attention in terms of future research.
In sum, conflicts that display an increased likelihood for disputant initialed
mediation might be targeted as being "ripe" for third party efforts. If disputants
themselves are seeking mediation in a conflict then there would seem to be no better time
for third parties to assist disputants in achieving a negotiated settlement. Thus, ripeness
seems to be most existent in less severe disputes, disputes over territory and disputes that
are asymmetric. While third parties certainly should not abstain from attempting
mediation in other types of conflicts it would appear that they should certainly make
consistent attempts to do so in these types of conflicts. As for the disputants themselves,
conflicts would seem to offer opportunities for mediation sooner rather than later when
leaders lose the ability to compromise due to increased losses or the misconception that
his or her state can unilaterally win.
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6. CONCLUSION
Overview
Like all research, I started this study in an effort to fill a gap in the current
literature. Specifically, I sought to focus on the differences between third party and
disputant initiated mediation. It is in this context that mediation initiation appears to be
of greatest importance in the development of a comprehensive theory. Prior to this
research, there had been no thorough studies assessing the differences between third party
and disputant initiated mediation." This gap in the literature is quite odd given what
appears to be a seemingly genuine set of differences in the two types of origins.
Considering this gap, I have been led to ask three related questions. First what are the
differences between the two types? Second, why are they different? Third, what are the
implications of these differences?
Theoretically, it made sense to actually begin with the latter question. Despite its
being the most utilized form of conflict management in interstate disputes, mediation
research is still in its infancy in terms of the development of a comprehensive theory. As
I argue in the first chapter, one of the major reasons for this lack of development has been
the focus by scholars on mediation outcome instead of origin. Practically all mediation
research is limited in its consideration of mediation origin as being an important factor in
the mediation process. With such a considerable amount of interest being given solely to
mediation outcome, there remains little chance that mediation theory will fully develop
into anything close to comprehensive. Logically, it seems to follow that our complete
' One exception is Greig (2004). His research, however, is in the context of rivalries and does not focus on
mediation in individual disputes.
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understanding of mediation will continue to suffer as a result. This is particularly true of
mediation outcome even though it is the one area of mediation that has been thoroughly
studied. If we know little about the initiation part of the mediation process, how can we
be confident the knowledge we draw from our results concerning mediation outcomes are
valid and generalizable? One needs no better example than a brief discussion of the term
"ripeness" to demonstrate such a point. Does it not follow that the definition of ripeness
might be altered simply on the basis of who initiates a mediation effort? One might
suspect, for instance, that third party initiated mediation might be "ripe"' under different
conditions (i.e. lead to mediation success) compared to disputant initiated mediation. 1
suspect that the omission of such a distinction in the mediation literature can only be
detrimental to the validity of our current findings. This omission would certainly help to
explain contradictory results regarding mediation success in the literature.^
The contribution of this dissertation then in its most general sense has been to
highlight the initiation process; without a better understanding of the conditions that
prompt mediation onset, we limit our ability to understand mediation in its entirety
including fully comprehending the context of the conditions that will lead to successful
outcomes. In this dissertation 1 have sought to uncover how the characteristics of the
dispute, disputants and third party actors influence mediation initiation in militarized
interstate disputes. The scope of this dissertation is most admittedly a modest one. In
limiting the focus of this research to only initiation I do not empirically demonstrate the
importance of linking initiation to outcome. It is only in establishing this link that
^ For a thorough description of these many contradictory findings that cover a range of independent
variables, see Kleiboer (1996).
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mediation scholarship can complete the task of developing a comprehensive theory.^
Nonetheless, the task I took on in simply examining the initiation process itself was a
necessary and important first step in this greater research agenda. This final chapter
provides a brief synopsis of the results uncovered during this research along with a
discussion of how these results compare with one another and their implications for
mediation research overall.
I begin with a discussion of the importance of chapter two. In this chapter I

sought to provide a basic description of the mediation data and set out four tasks in order
to do so. First, 1 presented a description of the types of intermediary interventions,
highlighting the importance of mediation among the many different kinds of conflict
management. Second I described the militarized interstate dispute, focusing on three
dimensions associated with the dispute that relate to the occurrence of mediation:
severity, power and dyad regime type. Third I discussed the types of third parties
involved in mediation, stressing state characteristics that I considered in subsequent
chapters to test hypotheses regarding third party state behavior. Finally, I shifted my
focus to a description of the dependent variables studied in the remainder of the
dissertation: the presence or absence of third party and disputant initiated mediation.
While this dissertation is unique in many ways, one of the major contributions to
the mediation field this research provided was the introduction of a new dataset on third
party intennediary interventions. Unlike other conflict management datasets, William

^ There has been some research such as that done by Bercovitch and Langley (1993) and Regan and Stam
(2000) that explores the links between mediation timing and mediation outcome which has helped to begin
establishing this link.

Dixon's third party intermediary data systematically identify conflict management efforts
in the context of the militarized interstate dispute (MID).'* MIDs characterize the most
dangeroiis conflicts between states in the international system, with the MID dataset
serving as the cornerstone for most research on interstate conflict over the last two
decades. The importance of having a set of conflict management data directly linked to
these disputes then should be readily apparent. With this direct connection, theory testing
is immediately able to be integrated into both mediation and conflict literature, thus
providing a key indefinite contribution to peace and war studies research.
The data analyzed in this chapter and the remainder of the dissertation covered the
post World War II period, starting from 1946 to 1992. During this period there were
1137 interstate disputes, with 379 mediation attempts by third party actors. States and
IGOs accounted for about 98% of all attempts, with a roughly equal distribution between
the two types of actors. Focusing on state characteristics, I began to link findings in the
data witli hypotheses regarding state behavior to both mediation and conflict literature.
For example, the data in chapter two indicated that minor powers mediate with slightly
more frequency than major powers, leading to challenges regarding the conventional
wisdom of the effects of power on behavior in the international system. From a realist
perspective, major power capability would have been expected to lead to increased
activity vis-a-vis minor powers. This initial finding then set up one of many hypotheses
regarding third party behavior in chapter four. Similar to this example, the remainder of

Bercovitch and Diehl's (1997) data on conflict management in enduring rivalries does this somewhat but
still does not allow for an exact match of conflict management efforts with individual disputes. Instead,
they match efforts within a specified time frame in the rivalry to assess the impact of these elTorts on
subsequent disputes.
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chapter two led to the development of various hypotheses that are tested empirically in
chapters three through five.
In chapter three, I focused on the context of the dispute and how these factors
influenced third party initiated mediation attempts. Maintaining my emphasis on
severity, power and regime type, I found that territorial and multilateral disputes both
were found to affect the likelihood of third party initiation. While the presence of both
increased the likelihood of third parties attempting to intervene, territorial disputes stand
out as being particularly attractive to third parties, increasing the odds of initiation by a
factor of 48. Conversely, fatality, enduring rivalry, power and regime type seemed to
have no statistically significant effects on third party initiation. Two qualifications of
these findings are in order, however. First, further tests indicated a possible endogeneity
problem with the fatality and territorial dispute variable, suggesting that fatality does
matter but its effects arc masked by the territorial variable by which it is itself affected.
Second, regarding power, descriptive statistics demonstrated that major-major disputes
rarely experience mediation initiation, leading to the assumption that a necessary
condition for third party initiation is that a militarized dispute not be a major-major one.
In chapter four I shifted my focus to how the characteristics of the third parties
themselves may affect the likelihood of initiation. To empirically assess these effects, I
designed a triadic model to capture the interplay between potential third parties, the
disputants and the dispute itself. This triadic model is rather unutilized in the
international conflict and mediation literature and as such, represents a somewhat novel
approach to explaining mediation behavior. Given that my findings demonstrated
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substantive implications regarding the effects of third party characteristics, it seems that
such approaches should be considered more often in future research. This is especially
true for mediation studies where third party characteristics are particularly salient to
explaining the mediation process.
In this chapter I focused on five factors arising out of the conflict literature that
seemed to be logical candidates for affecting third party behavior: alliance and trade ties,
capability, proximity, and regime type. I found that potential third parties, who were
major powers, tied to disputants by an alliance or in the same region as the two disputants
were more likely to initiate mediation. Conversely, high trade volumes seemed to
possibly decrease the likelihood of initiation. Regime type had no affect on third party
initiation.
In chapter five, I turned my attention toward patterns of disputant initiated
mediation. As in chapter tliree. I concentrated on dispute severity, power and regime
type. Additionally, I further disaggregated disputant initiated mediation to determine if
the conditions that lead to unilateral disputant initiation are any different that those that
led to bilateral initiation. Regarding disputant initiated mediation in general, 1 found that
fatality is curvilinear in pattern, with mid-range disputes more likely to witness disputant
initiated mediation than low fatality or high fatality disputes. Territorial and asymmetric
disputes also increase the likelihood of initiation. Finally, as the democracy level
increases among a dyad, the likelihood of disputant initiation decreases. In exploring the
differences between bilateral and unilateral disputant initiation, only territorial disputes
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were significantly different, with bilateral initiation more likely than unilateral given the
presence of a territorial claim.

Comparing patterns of mediation initiation by third parties and disputants
So much effort has been required to simply lay out the context for third party and
disputant initiated mediation that only now can I bring the two types of initiation together
in a manner that would have been too confusing to do at any other point in this
dissertation. From the beginning of chapter one I have put forth the idea that the patterns
of mediation by third parties and disputants begin under different conditions.
Understanding these conditions and subsequently being able to describe them are
important to making any sense of the mediation process in its entirety. How then, do the
conditions attracting third party initiation compare to those prompting disputant initiated
mediation? As I have done throughout this dissertation, I focus on the effects of severity,
power and regime type.

Severity
In terms of severity, there are a few comparisons worth discussion. First, fatality
creates different effects. The results from chapter three suggest that fatality does not
seem to matter for third party initiation. Although the endogeneity findings might
demonstrate otherwise, if there is any effect of fatality it is definitely linear in pattern.
This is contrasted with the curvilinear fatality pattern present in disputant initiated
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mediation. Fatalities then seem to perhaps attract third parties while disputants are most
often seeking mediation in disputes with relatively low levels of fatalities.
Third parties seem to be attracted to disputes that are "worthy" of mediation in
terms of the disputes being significantly disruptive. As I mentioned in chapter three,
third parties are motivated to intervene as intermediaries in disputes that may positively
or negatively affect their political interests. If one assumes that severity is a good
indicator of disputes that are disruptive and consequently more likely to affect third party
interest, then it becomes rather clear that these types of disputes are the ones that will
experience mediation attempts.
For disputants, however, increased severity is not considered employing the same
calculus. Disputants' interests are already being affected, thus they want to consider
actions that will further those interests in lieu of those that might endanger them.
Disputants therefore must decide whether or not the price of continuing a conflict and
realizing its claims is less costly than the price of negotiating through a third party.
Since third parties seek to promote compromise, thus reducing the likelihood of states
resolving the dispute in their favor, disputants may be inclined to continue fighting in lieu
of mediation.
How then does one explain the curvilinear pattern of fatality among disputants?
In the mid-range fatality cases, disputants may realize that the price of escalation is not
worth the cost and thus seek management alternatives while there is still an opportunity.
Pruitt (2002) .suggests, for example, that disputant motivation to settle a dispute and seek
mediation will occur when victory in the dispute seems unlikely and further escalation
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appears possible and likely to increase already high costs and/or risks. Once the fatality
level increases beyond the mid-range into the high end. however, leaders may then face
the psychological pressures that increased fatality levels force upon leaders. This namely
results in actions that will see a dispute through to achieve victory instead of defeat.
Thus, leaders convince themselves that there is no alternative to continuing to tight.
Second and similar to fatality, multilateral di.sputes attract third parties while they
do not promote disputant initiation. Again for third parties, multilateral disputes
represent significant disruption and increased severity. Consequently, third parties
behave much like they do regarding fatality levels and disputes. For disputants, however,
multilateral disputes seem much more ambiguous. First, disputants may believe they can
achieve their goals when additional parties are involved due to a sense of security that
another state will aid in its efforts to win the dispute. Second, the addition of other states
to the dispute may create an atmosphere of pessimism in the chances of developing a
solution to the dispute that all sides will find amenable, thus leading to disputants'
disinclination to seek mediation.
Third, territorial disputes receive similar reactions by both third parties and
disputants in that they prompt both types of initiation. This finding seems somewhat
surprising; territorial issues simultaneously represent both high severity for potential third
parties and a high degree of salience for disputants. Consequently, I expected to uncover
opposite effects on initiation with an increase in third party initiation and a decrease in
disputant initiation. Thus, I am left to explain why disputants seek mediation in territorial
disputes similar to third parties? As I suggested in chapter five, there are three
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possibilities that merit consideration. First, given the nature of the issue, the dispute is
likely to be more severe. This increased severity might make bilateral solutions less
likely for disputants. Consequently, disputants might be looking for a third party to pave
the way for easier negotiation in lieu of conflict. Second, it might also be easier
politically for a leader to make concessions through a third party then directly with an
adversary. Third, bringing in a third party allows the blame for not resolving the conflict
to be shifted to an intermediary and the opponent.

Power
In terms of power, there seems to be one major point of di fference and that is in
the context of capability asymmetry. Third parties do not behave any differently in
initiating mediation in asymmetric or symmetric disputes. Disputants, on the other hand,
seek mediation in asymmetric disputes more often. In the latter cases, what seems to be
happening is that the weaker party is seeking assistance as an effort to mitigate the power
of the stronger.

Regime type
Finally, regarding regime type, third parties are not any more attracted to nondemocratic disputes than democratic disputes while disputants are less likely to seek
mediation as the democracy level among them rises. These two findings unlike the
others are less in contrast with each other. The observation that disputants are less likely
to seek mediation as the democracy level of the dyad increases, however, provides further
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support for dyadic democratic effects as consistently found in the democratic peace
literature. The difference though is that democracy seems to lead to disputants not
needing a third party to assist in managing their disputes since they are rather confident
that their opponent will pursue conflict management strategies peacefully, regardless as
to whether they are bilateral negotiations or multilateral ones.

Implications
Success or failure of subsequent mediation may be largely attributed to the fact
that what attracts third parties to start the mediation process may not be what attracts
disputants to seek mediation. Thus, a significant portion of mediation offers that are
accepted may be doomed to failure as third parties' and disputants' perceptions,
capabilities and willingness in resolving the dispute are not complimentary to each other.
If this is true then it hardly should be surprising that mediation is difficult to successfully
accomplish.
Do third parties, in deciding to initiate mediation, have significantly different
perceptions of a dispute with respect to the disputing parties? Given the comparisons
discussed above, it does appear that the context of the dispute di ffers between potential
third parties and disputants. As such, one might expect that mediation attempts made by
third parties when disputants are less interested are more likely to fail than in those cases
where disputants' interests are more attuned to mediation as an option.
How do these findings then factor into a concept of ripeness? While it would be
simple to suggest that ripeness is present when conditions are more likely to lead to
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disputant initiated mediation, such a blanket statement would undoubtedly not be
observed consistently in the real world. There are two reasons for this. First, even if
disputants are ready for a negotiated settlement, if the wrong third party is involved in
trying to broker that settlement, the end result might lead to unsuccessful mediation, in
spite of the fact that the dispute seemed "ripe". Second, if we consider that disputant
initiated mediation is more likely in cases of asymmetry, there is little reason to believe
that both disputants are willing and ready to accept mediation, leading to the
determination that the dispute is not ripe. In general then, observing cases where
disputant initiated mediation is more likely does not exclude the distinct possibility that
disputes in these categories are not ready for successful mediation.
The only consistent factor leading to the onset of mediation regardless of type is
the presence of a territorial issue. Even in comparing bilateral and unilateral disputant
initiated mediation, territory increases the likelihood that a mediation effort will be made.
Does this mean then that territorial disputes are inherently ripe for mediation? Any
cursory glance at the many current disputes around the globe will demonstrate that this
cannot be true to any great extent. Disputes over territory have been the most intractable
and severe conflicts throughout human history. What is more likely to be the case is that
both third parties and disputants consistently seek to manage these disputes to prevent
them from leading to war and /or spreading to nearby states. In spite of these efforts,
territorial disputes are still more likely to lead to war than other disputes. Mediation then
may only serve to slow down or limit the destructiveness of these types of disputes as
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negotiations over territory are consistently agreed upon only to be broken after a
relatively short period of peace.
Ripeness, in short, seems to have little empirical meaning based on the findings in
this research. Third parties are initiating mediation under conditions when disputants are
not requesting it and when both are actually interested, it is in the context of the most
intractable and difficult to manage type of disputes. I argue this claim reservedly,
however, as more research is required to bear this out.
Finally, how do the results found support neo-realist and/or neo-liberal
explanations of behavior? In the mediation arena power seems to matter to as much as it
does in other settings. Major powers continue to play a significant role in terms of their
increased likelihood to intervene vis-a-vis smaller powers. Additionally, the presence of
a major power seems to deter third party involvement both in attracting them and in
seeking them out. This is especially true regarding major-major dyads where there is
practically no third party or disputant initiated mediation. Consistent with neo-realist
claims, major powers tend to handle their disputes in a bilateral fashion rather than rely
on weaker powers to negotiate for them. Regarding alliances, neo-realists have often
linked alliances together with war; demonstrated in this research is that alliance ties also
can foster mediation. This finding has interesting implications in the alliance and war
literature as there are little or no studies focused on the pacifying effects of alliances
through conflict management.
In terms of neo-liberal explanations, trade and democracy seem to have little
impact on mediation initiation outside of the finding that more democratic dyads are less
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likely to seek mediation. These two factors obviously would be expected to positively
affect the likelihood of mediation given the theoretical connections between liberal
variables and peace, particularly in a dyadic setting.

Future research
This dissertation provides an empirical link between when initiation actually
occurs and hypotheses as to when it should occur. Alas, this is but a start itself into fully
understanding mediation initiation and the mediation process in its entirety. As such, 1
have set out to uncover patterns of mediation initiation based on the synthesis of current
conflict and mediation literature. In so doing, I have uncovered many possibilities for
fiiture research.
First and foremost is the need to link these patterns of initiation to mediation
outcome. Studies that generally describe these patterns and their consequent outcomes
and/or studies that develop in greater detail one or two related factors would provide a
missing link to the current mediation literature. Indeed, with such studies scholars
probably could definitively address the concept of ripeness and its usefulness in
mediation research.
Second is to simply explore further the links between these factors and mediation
onset individually and in greater detail. Of obvious value are continued studies on
territory, democracy and alliances. Of the three, alliance as a subject for mediation
research is the least developed and certainly as likely to produce interesting results that
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will contribute greatly to at least three groups of literature. Specifically, one could assess
how the structure of alliances might alter the effects of mediation behavior.
Third, these findings can be used to strengthen and develop a more
comprehensive theory of mediation. As I argued in chapter one, the lack of a more
clearly developed theory has served to impede the progress of mediation research. In
using these findings one could begin to theoretically piece together the beginning of the
mediation process, again linking the begimiing to those pieces already in place, namely
mediation outcome.
In sum, this research has opened a new line of mediation scholarship worth
attention from both scholars and practitioners. Hopefully, others will build upon the
work begun here and subsequently derive theory and testable hypotheses from which the
mediation process can be understood in a more complete context.
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371
900
305
300
373
031
692
771
053
370
211

080
434
760
145
346
571
140
835
355
439
516
811

471
020
402
482
483
155
710
100

581
484
490
094
344
040
316
315
390
522
054
042
130

Afghanistan
Albania
Algeria
Andorra
Angola
Antigua & Barbuda
Argentina
Armenia
Australia
Austria
Austria-Hungary Empire
Azerbaijan
Bahamas
Bahrain
Bangladesh (East Pakistan)
Barbados
Belarus (Byelorussia)
Belgium
Belize (British Honduras)
Benin (Dahomey)
Bhutan
Bolivia
Bosnia
Botswana (Bechuanaland)
Brazil
Brunei
Bulgaria
Burkina Faso (Upper Volta)
Burundi (Urundi)
Cambodia (Kampuchea)
Cameroon (French Cameroon)
Canada
Cape Verde Islands
Central African Republic
Chad
Chile
China (People's Republic of China)
Columbia
Comoros
Congo-Brazzaville (French Congo)
Congo-Kinshasa (Belgian Congo)
Costa Rica
Croatia
Cuba
Czech Republic
Czechoslovakia
Denmark
Djibouti (French Somaiiland)
Dominica
Dominican Republic
Ecuador

651
092
411
531
366
530
950
375
220
481
372
255
265
260
452
350
055
090
438
404
110
041
091
310
395
750
850
630
645
205
666
325
437
051
740
663
705
501
732
731
730
690
703
812
367
660
570
450
620
223
368

Egypt
El Salvador
Equatorial Guinea (Spanish Guinea)
Eritrea
Estonia
Ethiopia (Abyssinia)
Fiji
Finland
France
Gabon
Georgia
Germany (Prussia)
Germany (East)
Germany (West)
Ghana (British Gold Coast)
Greece
Grenada
Guatemala
Guinea (French Guinea)
Guinea-Bissau (Port, Guinea
Guyana (British Guiana)
Haiti
Honduras
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia (Dutch East Indies)
Iran (Persia)
Iraq
Ireland (Eire)
Israel
Italy
Ivory Coast (Cote d'lvoire)
Jamaica
Japan
Jordan (Transjordan)
Kazakhstan
Kenya (British East Africa)
Korea (South)
Korea (North)
Korea
Kuwait
Kyrgyzstan
Laos
Latvia
Lebanon
Lesotho (Basutoloand)
Liberia
Libya
Liechtenstein
Lithuania

220

APPENDIX A: LIST OF STATES - CONTINUED
212

343
580
553
820
781
432
338
435
590
070
987
359
221

712

600
541
775
565
790
210
920
093
436
475
385
698
564
770
095
910
150
135
840
290
235
694
360
365
517
056
331
403
670
433
591
451
830
317

Luxembourg
Macedonia
Madagascar (Malagasy)
Malawi (British Nyasaland)
Malaysia (Malaya Federation)
Maldives
Mali (French Sudan)
Malta
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mexico
Micronesia
Moldova
Monaco
Mongolia
Morocco
Mozambique
Myanmar (Burma)
Namibia (Southwest Africa)
Nepal
Netherlands
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Norway
Oman (Muscat & Oman)
Orange Free State
Pakistan (West Pakistan)
Panama
Papua New Guinea
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Poland
Portugal
Qatar
Romania
Russia (Soviet Union)
Rwanda (Ruanda)
Saint Lucia
San Marino
Sao Tome & Principe
Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Singapore
Slovakia
Slovenia
Solomon Islands
Somalia (Italian Somaliland)

560
230
780
060
625
115
572
380
225
652
702
713
510
800
461
052
616
640
351
352
701
500
369
200
696
002
165
704
935
328
101
815
816
817
609
990
679
680
678
345
348
551
511
552

South Africa
Spain
Sri Lanka (Ceylon)
St. Kitts & Nevis
Sudan (Anglo-Egyptian Sudan)
Suriname (Dutch Guiana)
Swaziland
Sweden
Switzerland
Syria
Tajikistan
Taiwan (Republic of China)
Tanzania (Tanganyika-German East Afnca)
Thailand (Siam)
Togo (French Togoland)
Trinidad & Tobago
Tunisia
Turkey (Ottoman Empire)
Turkish Cyprus
Cyprus
Turkmenistan
Uganda
Ukraine
United Kingdom
United Arab Emirates
United States of America
Uruguay
Uzbekistan
Vanuatu (New Hebrides)
Vatican City
Venezuela
Vietnam (North & South Vietnam)
Vietnam (North)
Vietnam (South)
Westem Sahara (Spanish Sahara)
Westem Samoa
Yemen Republic (North & South Yemen)
Yemen Democratic Republic (South
Yemen)
Yemen Arab Republic (North Yemen)
Yugoslavia (Serbia)
Yugoslavia (Montenegro)
Zambia (Northem Rhodesia)
Zanzibar
Zimbabwe (Southern Rhodesia)
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Africa Contemporary Record, New York: Africana Publishing Company, 1968-1990.
Africa Diary, Delhi, India: Africa Publications (India), 196 1-1985.
Africa Report. New York: African-American Institute, 1960-1995.
Africa Research Bulletin, Exeter, England: Africa Research, Ltd., 1965-1985.
Agence France-Presse (AFP).
Allock, John B, et al. 1992. Border and Territorial Disputes, 3d ed. London: Longman
Group.
American Journal of International Law, Washington DC; American Society of
International Law, 1907-present.
Associated Press (AP).
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London; Oxford University Press.
Bercovitch, Jacob, editor. 1992. Mediation in International Relations: Multiple
Approaches to Conflict Management. New York; St. Martin's Press.
Bercovitch, Jacob. 1997. International Conflict: A Chronological Encyclopedia of
Conilicts and Management,1945-1995.
Bhutani, Surendra. 1977. The United Nations and the Arab-Israeli Conflict. The
Academic Press.
Brecher, Michael and Jonathan Wilkenfeld. 1997. A Study of Crisis. Ann Arbor, MI;
University of Michigan Press.
Brogan, Patrick. 1992. World Conflicts: Why and Where They Are Happening. London;
Bloomsbury Publishing.
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London: C. Hurst & Company.
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1945-19 74. Pittsburgh, PA; University of Pittsburgh Press.
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Casualty and Other Figures, 1618-1991. Jefferson, North Carolina and London:
McFarland & Company, Inc.
Christian Science Monitor (CSM).
Deutsche Presse Agentur (DPA).
Donelan, M. D. and M. J. Grieve. 1973. International Disputes: Case Histories 19451970. New York: St. Martin's Press.
Dupuy, R. Ernest and Trevor N. Dupuy. 1977. The Encyclopedia of Military History from
3500 B.C. to the Present. New York: Harper & Row, Publishers.
El-Ayouty, Yassin and I. William Zartman, editors. 1984. The OAU After Twenty Years.
New York; Praeger Publishers.
El-Ayouty, Yassin, editor. 1994. The OAU After Thirty Years. New York: Praeger
Publishers.
Facts on File, New York: Facts on File, Inc., 1940-present.
Far Eastern Economic Review, Hong Kong: Review Publications Company, Ltd.,
1960-present.
Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Washington DC: Foreign Broadcast Information
Service, 1977-1996.
Foreign Relations of the United States, Washington DC: US Department of State,
1900-1999.
Hassouna, Hussein A. 1975. The League of Arab States and Regional Disputes. Dobbs
Feriy, NY: Oceana Publications, Inc.
Hispanic American Report, Stanford, CA: Stanford University, Hispanic American
Studies, 1948-1964.
International Organization, Cambridge. MA: Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Press, 1947-1970.
James, Alan. 1990. Peacekeeping in International Politics. London: MacMillan
Publishing.

223

APPENDIX B: LIST OF HISTORICAL SOURCES - CONTINUED
Jessup, John E. 1989. A Chronology of Conflict and Resolution, 1945-1 985. New York:
Greenwood Press.
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Middle East Journal, Washington DC: Middle East Institute, 1947-present.
New York Times (NYT), 1900-1993.
Organization ofAmerican States (OAS), Annual Report of the Secretary-General,
Washington DC: General Secretariat of the Organization of American States,
1949-present.
Pan african News Agency (PANA).
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (RFE/RL).
Randolph, Lillian L. 1973. Third Party Settlement of Disputes in Theory and Practice.
Dobbs Ferry, NY: Oceana Publications, Inc.
Record of the Arab World (Documents, Events, and Political Opinions). Beruit, Lebanon:
Research and Publications House, 1969-1972.
Reuters. London: Reuters, Ltd.
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Ferry, NY; Oceana Publications, Inc.
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Nijhoff Publishers.
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Tillema, Herbert K. 1991. International Armed Conflict Since 1945: A Bibliographic
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Times (London), 1900-1999.
United Nations. 1990. The Blue Helmets: A Review of United Nations Peacekeeping, 2d
ed. New York; United Nations Department of Public Information.
United Nations Chronicle, New York: United Nations Department of Public Information,
1975-present.
United Nations Review. New York; United Nations Department of Public Information,
1954-1964.
Wainhouse, David W. 1966. International Peace Observation: A History and Forecast.
Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press.
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MD: The Johns Hopkins University Ness.
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APPENDIX C: INTERMEDIARY INTERVENTION CODE SHEET
1. Identification Number:
2. Starting Day of Intervention
3. Starting Month of Intervention
4. Starting Year of Intervention
5. Ending Day of Intervention
6. Ending Month of Intervention
7. Ending Year of Intervention
8. General Type of Third Party:
I. Individiial(s) Representing a State
2. Individual(s) Representing a Coalition of States
3. Individual(s) Representing an IGO
4. Individual(s) Representing an NGO
9. Specific Type of Third Party:
1. Head-of-state or Government
2. Government Minister
3. Representative of Head-of-Statc, Government or Minister
4. Head of IGO Secretariat
5. Representative of Head of IGO Secretariat
6. IGO Council or President of IGO Council
7. IGO Assembly or President/Chair of Assembly
8. IGO Summit Meeting of Heads-of-state
9. IGO Summit Meeting of Foreign Ministers
10. IGO Ad Hoc Committee or Commission
11. IGO Adjudication Body
12. Head of NGO or Representative
13. Representative(s) of a Coalition of States
14. Ad Hoc Commission or Committee
10. Third party Identification [Code]
11. Disputant A [Country Code]
12. Disputant B [Country Code]
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13. Third Party Primary Intervention Technique [1]:
1.1 Ceasefire Appeal or Demand
__4.3 Pebliscite/Election
1.2 Negotiations Appeal or Demand
Supervision/Monitoring
1.3 Troop Withdrawal Appeal or
_4.4 Boundary
Demand
Delimitation/Demarcation
1.4 Offer to Facilitate Negotiations
__4.5 Disannament
1.5 Offer to Mediate Negotiations
Verification/Inspection
2.1 Inquiry/Fact Finding
4.6 Repatriation Assistance
2.2 Good Offices
5.1 Military Observation
5.2 Preventive Peacekeeping
2.3 Mediation
5.3 Interpositionary Peacekeeping
2.4 Conciliation
5.4 Humanitarian Protection
3.1 Arbitration
__5.5 Demobilization
3.2 Judicial Settlement
3.3 War Crimes Tribunal
Monitoring/Verification
_5.6 Mine-clearing/sweeping
4.1 Temporary Administration
4.2 Humanitarian Assistance
14. rhird party intervention technique [2]
15. Third party intervention technique [3]
16. Phases of the primary intervention technique
1. Pre-crisis management
2. Crisis management
3. Conflict management
4. Post-conflict management
5. Post-crisis management
6. Post-dispute resolution
17. Initiator of third party intervention:
1. Request by one party to the dispute
2. Request by both parties to the dispute
3. Initiated by third party without request from disputants
4. Unknown
18. Number of Third Party Personnel:
19. Number of Third Party States:
20. Leading Third Party [Country Code]
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21. Third Party Personnel Fatalities:
None
0.
1-25
1.
26-100
2.
101-250
3.
251-500
4.
5. _501-599
6. _ More than 999
Missing
7.
22. Third Party Intervention (Short Term) Outcome:
1. Successful Result
2. Inconclusive Result
3. Unsuccessful Result
^4. Don't Know
23. Third Party Intervention (Long Term) Outcome
1. Successful Result
2. Inconclusive Result
3. Unsuccessful Result
4. Don't Know
24. Precipitating MID Number:
25. Subsequent MID Number:
26. Precipitating Crisis Number:
27. Subsequent Crisis Number:
28. Diehl Rivalry Number:

228

APPENDIX C: THIRD PARTY INTERMEDIARY INTERVENTION
CODESHEET - CONTINUED
Case Description.

Narrative Reference Number [Interstate Dispute Case Number]:
Name of Coder:
Date of Coding;

NOTES:
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