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Abstract
Why do disputants select a weak mediator? Why does the strong mediator select a
weak mediation strategy? Why do disputants reappoint a failed mediator? These are
arguments from existing research, based on the standard expected utility theory, under
a macro-level view: all these selections are suboptimal when choosing mediation as
the technique to make peace. The purpose of this dissertation is to explain these sub-
optimal choices in mediation, from a meso-level view. By assuming the more relaxed
assumption that both the disputants and the mediator are not necessarily devoted to
the success of mediation, I will apply the conditioned expected utility theory to explain
the selection issues involved. Based on the standard expected utility theory, the con-
ditioned expected utility theory considers the preference factor of the decision-makers
(i.e. the disputants and mediator) , as a means to calculate the expected utilities of op-
tions over a selection issue. It is the preference factor, which differentiates the expected
utilities between the options, that indicates the optimal and the suboptimal choices
within a selection issue. Applying the conditioned expected utility theory to the analy-
sis, reveals that the choices made by the decision-makers are influenced by their strat-
egy to maximize their expected utilities of mediation, rather than a commitment to a
successful outcome. In this dissertation, I contribute not only to the studies of medi-
ation, but also to well-established literature on the decision-making of the disputants
and the mediator during the mediation process.

This dissertation develops three empirical chapters to individually explore these
three selection paradoxes. The first part explains why disputants select a weak media-
tor who is less likely to bring peace to a dispute. I argue that this decision is conditioned
by the disputants’ strategy in maintaining the comparative advantage of uncertainty
over their opponents, during the mediation process. This strategy forms the preference
factor in the analysis and I argue that disputants prefer a weak mediator when they
intend to obtain their advantage of uncertainty through increasing the opponents’ un-
certainty regarding the disputants’ resolve to continue fighting rather than decreasing
the disputants’ uncertainty regarding the opponents’ resolve to continue fighting. To
measure this strategic preference, I apply three components: (a) the mediation experi-
ence of the dispute, (b) the hostility level of the dispute, and (c) the power disparity
between the disputants. The empirical analysis reveals that mediation by a weak me-
diator is more likely when disputants submit to mediation in the dispute for the first
time, and when the level of hostility in the dispute is low. Moreover, a large power
disparity between the disputants also makes the selection of a weak mediator more
likely.



ii

In the second part, I address why a strong mediator selects a weak mediation strat-
egy as its main approach, which is less beneficial to both the mediator and the dis-
putants. I propose that this decision is influenced by how motivated a strong media-
tor is towards its attempt. By employing the concept of "reluctant mediation", as the
preference factor to understand the expected utility evaluation process of the strong
mediator, I argue that a strong mediator chooses a light involvement strategy when it
is less motivated to solve the dispute. In the measuring of reluctant mediation, I apply
four components to the analysis: (a) the experience of the mediator to the dispute, (b)
the relationship between the mediator and the disputants, (c) the recurrence of the dis-
pute, and (d) the intensity of the dispute. Through empirical analysis, I discover that a
strong mediator’s selection of a weak strategy is more likely when it lacks tight politi-
cal/security relationships with the disputants, and when the dispute has the potential
for recurrence. Furthermore, a low intensity of dispute will also lead to the selection of
a weak strategy.

In the third part, I explore why a failed mediator is reappointed to a subsequent
mediation, a seemingly disadvantageous choice in resolving the dispute. I argue that
a failed mediator receives more chances of being reappointed if it remains sufficiently
credible to the disputants. Here, the credibility of the failed mediator is the preference
factor in the disputants’ calculation of their expected utility of mediation. To measure
the credibility of a failed mediator, I applied four components to the analysis: (a) the
mediator’s strategy used in the attempt, (b) the strength of the mediator, (c) the number
of the mediation attempts given by the mediator over the course of the dispute, and (d)
the size of the candidate mediators pool. The results of the empirical analysis show
that the credibility evaluation process proposed clearly explains the disputants’ reap-
pointment of failed mediators. A failed mediator is more likely to be re-selected if it is
strong and if they apply a stronger strategy in the existing attempt at mediation. Also,
this selection is more likely with an increased number of attempts, made by the failed
mediator over the course of the dispute, and when the size of the candidate mediators
pool is small.
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Zusammenfassung
Warum wählen Disputanten einen schwachen Mediator? Warum wählt ein starker Me-
diator eine schwache Vermittlungsstrategie? Warum wählen Disputanten erneut einen
Mediator, der in der Vergangenheit nicht erfolgreich war? Hierbei handelt es sich um
Argumente aus der wissenschaftlichen Literatur, die auf der standard expected utility
theory basieren, und eine Makro-Perspektive einnehmen. All diese Auswahlmöglichkeiten
sind suboptimal, wenn Mediation eine Frieden bringende Strategie sein soll. Das Ziel
der vorliegenden Dissertation ist es, diese suboptimalen Mediationsentscheidungen
aus einer Meso-Perspektive zu analysieren. Unter der schwächeren Annahme,dass
sowohl die Disputanten als auch der Mediator nicht notwendigerweise das Ziel eines
Mediationserfolges verfolgen, werde ich die conditioned expected utility theory an-
wenden, um die Zielkonflikte der beteiligten Parteilen hervorzuheben. Zusätzlich zu
den Annahmen der standard expected utility theory berücksichtigt die conditioned
expected utility theory die Präferenzen der Entscheider (hier der Disputanten und
des Mediators), welche den Erwartungsnutzen der jeweiligen Alternativen im Vermit-
tlungsprozess bestimmen. Da die Präferenzen der Entscheider den erwarteten Nutzen
der Alternativen definieren, sind sie somit ausschlaggebend hinsichtlich optimaler oder
suboptimaler Entscheidungen innerhalb des Vermittlungsverfahrens. Angewendet auf
die hier diskutierte Problemstellung zeigt die conditioned expected utility theory, dass
die Entscheidungen primär davon beeinflusst werden, den eigenen erwarteten Nutzen
der Mediation zu maximieren, anstatt sich dem Erfolg der Mediation zu verschreiben.
Mit dieser Dissertation trage ich nicht nur zu Studien im Bereich Mediation bei, son-
dern auch zu einer etablierten Literatur im Bereich Entscheidungen von Disputanten
und Mediatoren in einem Mediationsprozess.

Die vorliegende Dissertation gliedert sich in drei empirische Kapitel, um unter-
schiedliche Entscheidungsparadoxe zu untersuchen. Der erste Teil erklärt, warum Dis-
putanten einen schwachen Mediator wählen, obgleich dieser mit geringerer Wahrschein-
lichkeit zu Frieden führt. Ich argumentiere, dass diese Entscheidung durch die Strate-
gie der Disputanten bestimmt wird, einen komparativen Vorteil im Mediationsprozess
zu erzielen, der durch die damit einhergehende Unsicherheit entsteht. Diese Strategie
bestimmt die Präferenzen der Akteure in der Analyse. Ich argumentiere, dass Dis-
putanten einen schwachen Mediator bevorzugen, wenn sie ihren Vorteil durch Un-
sicherheit beibehalten möchten. Sie tun dies, indem sie ihre eigene Unsicherheit einer
Lösung des Konflikts erhöhen, anstatt die Ungewissheit des Gegners bezüglich einer
Lösung des Konflikts zu verringern. Um diese strategische Präferenz zu messen, nutze
ich drei Komponenten: (a) die Mediationserfahrung der Disputanten, (b) das Feind-
schaftsausmaß der Disputen und (c) der Machtunterschied zwischen den Disputan-
ten. Die empirischen Ergebnisse zeigen, dass eine Mediation durch einen schwachen
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Mediator wahrscheinlicher ist, wenn die Disputanten das erste Mal einen Mediation-
sprozess einleiten und das Ausmaß der Feindschaft gering ist. Zudem macht ein großer
Machtunterschied zwischen den Disputanten die Auswahl eines schwachen Mediators
wahrscheinlicher.

Im zweiten Teil der Arbeit widme ich mich der Frage warum ein starker Medi-
ator eine schwache Mediationsstrategie als vorrangigen Ansatz wählt, welche einen
geringeren Nutzen für beide Parteien -den Mediator und die Disputanten- hat. Ich ar-
gumentiere, dass diese Entscheidung davon beeinflusst wird, wie motiviert der starke
Mediator im Mediationsversuch ist. Unter Anwendung des Konzeptes der reluctant
mediation als Präferenzfaktor, um den Evaluationsprozess des erwarteten Nutzens des
starken Mediators zu verstehen, argumentiere ich, dass ein starker Mediator die Strate-
gie einer geringen Involvierung wählt, wenn er weniger motiviert ist, den Disput zu
lösen. Zurückhaltende Mediation (reluctant mediation) wird hier durch vier Kompo-
nenten gemessen: (a) die Erfahrung des Mediators mit dem vorliegenden Disput, (b)
die Beziehungen zwischen dem Mediator und der Disputanten, (c) das Wiederkehren
des Disputs, und (d) die Intensität des Disputs. Die empirische Analyse zeigt, dass die
Wahl einer schwachen Mediationsstrategie eines starken Mediators wahrscheinlicher
ist, wenn starke Politische-/Absicherungsbeziehungen mit den Disputanten fehlen und
wenn der Disput zum wiederholten Male eingetreten ist. Zudem führt eine geringe
Disputintensität zur Wahl einer schwachen Strategie.

Im dritten Teil der Arbeit untersuche ich, warum ein gescheiterter Mediator für eine
darauffolgende Mediation wieder ernannt wird, obwohl dies als unvorteilhafte Wahl
erscheint, um den Disput zu lösen. Ich argumentiere, dass ein gescheiterter Media-
tor mehrere Chancen zur Wiederwahl bekommt, wenn dies ausreichend glaubwürdig
für die Disputanten ist. Die Glaubwürdigkeit des gescheiterten Mediators ist hier der
Präferenzfaktor der Disputanten in der Kalkulation des erwarteten Nutzens aus der
Mediation. Um die Glaubwürdigkeit eines gescheiterten Mediators zu operational-
isieren, wende ich in der Analyse vier Komponenten an: (a) die gewählte Strategie des
Mediators im vorherigen Versuch, (b) die Stärke des Mediators, (c) die Anzahl von Me-
diationsversuchen des Mediators im Verlauf des Disputs und (d) die Größe des Kandi-
datenpools potentieller Mediatoren. Die Ergebnisse der empirischen Analyse zeigen,
dass der vorgeschlagene Evaluationsprozess der Glaubwürdigkeit die Wiederwahl des
gescheiterten Mediators durch die Disputanten erklärt. Ein gescheiterter Mediator hat
eine höhere Wahrscheinlichkeit wieder beauftragt zu werden, wenn dieser stark ist
und in der Vergangenheit eine starke Strategie im Mediationsversuch anwendet hat.
Außerdem wird eine Auswahl wahrscheinlicher mit steigender Anzahl an Versuchen
seitens des gescheiterten Mediators im Disputverlauf sowie wenn der Pool potentieller
Mediatoren klein ist.
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Chapter 1

Introduction
Revisiting Mediation Paradoxes: A
Theory to Re-Map the Selection
Issues in Mediation

According to Bercovitch (1992b), mediation is “a process of conflict management, re-

lated to but distinct from the parties’ own efforts, whereby the disputing parties or

their representatives seek the assistance, or accept an offer of help from an individual,

group, state or organization to change, affect or influence their perceptions or behav-

ior, without resorting to physical force, or invoking the authority of the law” (p.7). As

shown in Figure 1.1, which is based on the International Conflict Management (ICM)

dataset from 1945 to 2003, mediation is the most popular method to resolve a dispute

in a peaceful way.1 Out of 5,066 peaceful dispute management attempts, 3,005 of them

are mediation attempts, accounting for around 59.3% of the total.

However, mediation’s rate of success is relatively low. In the ICM dataset, among

3,005 mediation attempts, only 41.8% of them exert some degree of positive effect to

the dispute resolutions.2 Furthermore, out of 3,005 attempts, only 190 achieved a fully

peaceful settlement to the dispute. The facts provide a piece of telling evidence that

even though mediation is a popular approach by which to resolve disputes, it can

hardly be defined as a consistently effective technique for assisting the disputants to

turn back to peace.

1The uses of “conflict”, “crisis”, and “dispute” are interchangeable in this dissertation.
2The corresponding rate in the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) dataset is even lower, being 34.2%.
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The imbalance between the high prevalence of mediation and its low effectiveness

motivates the dissertation to deal with the problem of how to improve the effective-

ness. Unlike other studies, this dissertation makes two endeavors in the discussion on

the promotion of the effectiveness of mediation. First, I try to evaluate the effectiveness

of mediation through concentration on some critical but under-researched selection is-

sues in mediation other than providing an overarching view from the macro-level, with

the intention of including all the factors that potentially influence the mediation’s out-

come. Second, the effectiveness of mediation which this dissertation sheds light on

is not limited to a successful outcome of the mediation but accounts for the benefits

obtained during mediation even if the attempt fails finally. These two points will be

explained further in the rest part of this chapter and the following chapters. As a mu-

tually interactive process, the effectiveness of a mediation attempt is causally linked

to an entire process of mediation, which additionally contains the occurrence of me-

diation as well as the procedure of mediation, rather than the factors that are directly

influential to the outcome of mediation. For instance, as shown in Figure 1.2, and the

disputants’ selection of a mediator, the mediator’s selection of a mediation strategy,

etc. exerts indispensable impacts on the procedure and the outcome of the mediation.

However, there has seldom been research that has presented a systematic and specific

view of the selection decisions in mediation, which further prompts the motivation of

this dissertation.

In essence, this dissertation deals with three seemingly irrational but critical selec-

tion issues in mediation. The first selection issue is about the disputants’ acceptance of

a weak mediator in the dispute management process. Here, the weak mediator is de-

fined as a third party who is limited in material strength and resources, which thereby

constrains the variety of leverage available and the opportunity for using it in the medi-

ation process. While the mainstream arguments claim that the strong mediator is more

capable of bringing about a peaceful outcome to the dispute (Favretto, 2009; Greig,

2001, also see Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000, p.149, 153, Gelpi, 1999), the prevalence

of weak mediators in recent mediation attempts in the real world should be given more

attention. The second selection issue concentrates on the strong mediator’s choice of
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Figure 1.2: Core Selection Issues in the Process of Mediation.

a weak mediation strategy during the mediation procedure. Here, the weak media-

tion strategy is a strategy that does not contain the use of the “carrots and sticks” or

the substantial input of the resources of the mediator. Compared to the weak media-

tor, the strong mediator is always expected to exert larger impacts on mediation with

heavy leverage (Bercovitch, 1992b, pp.1-29, also see Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000),

and they are most likely to gain their reputation through the deep involvement into

mediation. However, we can see that a large number of attempts given by strong me-

diators are mainly conducted by weak strategies. The third selection issue concerns the

disputants’ selection of a failed mediator in the same dispute. In conventional wisdom,

a mediator who failed previously is less credible, which decreases its probability of be-

ing reselected in the same dispute (e.g., Regan and Stam, 2000; Greig and Regan, 2008,

successful attempts of the same mediator prompts the probability of reselection).3 The

3In the selection issues of the disputants, namely the disputants’ selection of a weak/strong mediator,
or a failed/new mediator, the selection decision refers to whether they accept the mediation offer from
the potential mediators or request mediation from the potential mediators. Both of these processes are
termed the selection processes and the rest of the dissertation applies the “selection” to indicate these
two processes. According to the research of Bercovitch and Schneider (2000), Bercovitch and Houston
(2000a), Danneman (2013), Greig and Regan (2008), and Melin and Svensson (2009), the disputants always
have a sufficient list of potential mediators to accept/request if they are devoted to having an attempt at
mediation.
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rationales of analyzing these selection issues are twofold. First, they are seemingly sub-

optimal choices from the standard cost-benefit evaluations, which serves as the main

approach in mediation studies. Second, these selection issues have critical influences

on the effectiveness of mediation.

The remaining parts of the introduction are organized as below. ‘“Paradoxical se-

lections” in mediation’ introduces more about the puzzles and presents the basic argu-

ment correspondingly. ‘Contribution of research’ highlights how the answers to these

puzzles can fill up the existing research gap. ‘Structure of the dissertation’ provides the

road-map.

1.1 “Paradoxical selections” in mediation

Theoretically, a decision to have mediation results from mutual consent between the

disputants and the potential mediator, which is an interactive process.4 When media-

tion occurs, both the disputants and the mediator are confronted with several selection

decisions, which may exert great impacts on the outcome of the mediation. In particu-

lar, treating mediation as a dynamic procedure between the disputants and mediator,

the dissertation raises its research puzzles of three critical and seemingly paradoxical

selection issues. As presented by Figure 1.3, the following selection issues are discussed

in the order of the progression of mediation.

The first selection issue, which appears at the stage of the occurrence of media-

tion, is the disputants’ decision to select a strong or a weak mediator in the mediation

process. The dissertation concentrates on the selection of a weak mediator by the dis-

putants. The second selection issue, which turns to analyze the decision of the medi-

ator, is about the strong mediator’s choice to conduct the mediation attempt mainly

with a strong or a weak strategy. In this dissertation, I focus on an explanation of the

weak strategy application by a strong mediator. The third selection issue, which occurs

at the stage when a mediation attempt ends, is the disputants’ selection of whether to

restart the mediation and use the same mediator again. The interest of research at this

stage is to look at why a failed mediator could remain acceptable to the disputants.

4When there is a group of third parties, the potential mediator refers to a mediation group.
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Figure 1.3: Paradoxical Decisions of the Core Selection Issues in the Pro-
cess of Mediation.

With the research puzzles raised above, it is clear that the core of the dissertation

is to address these seemingly suboptimal choices in mediation. Regarding the typolo-

gies discussed in the dissertation, together with the classic discussions of mediation

research, a weak mediator, a weak mediation strategy and a failed mediator are al-

ways deemed to be the less prevalent and less effective choices in making a mediation

attempt fruitful and beneficiary to both the disputants and the mediator. However,

taking a look with the practices of the real world, there are always cases where a weak

mediator is involved in the dispute management process, or a weak strategy is applied

by a strong mediator, or a mediator who has failed in the most recent attempt is rese-

lected for a further mediation attempt.

From the aspect of the standard application of the expected utility theory, which is

most widely used in the mediation studies, the selection decisions mentioned above

are inferior decisions compared to other options. Therefore, it seems arguable to ap-

ply the expected utility theory to explain these “paradoxical” selection issues. The

expected utility theory is based on the cost-benefit evaluations of the decision-makers

with the assumption of bounded rationality. Decisions to select a weak mediator, a

weak mediation strategy or a failed mediator can hardly be fitted into the arguments
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of the expected utility theory as they are supposed to be less capable of bringing about

a beneficial mediation than is the case with the alternative options. To find a solution

to these paradoxical selection decisions under the framework of the expected utility ar-

gument, instead of assuming a fixed probability between the different options in each

of these selection issues, this dissertation prefers to analyze these seemingly paradoxi-

cal and inferior choices without holding the traditional probability assumptions on the

differences between the weak/strong mediator, weak/strong mediation strategy, and

failed/new mediator to the effectiveness of mediation.5

In this dissertation, the general argument raised is that the disputants’ selection

of a weak mediator, the strong mediator’s selection of a weak mediation strategy as

its primary strategy, and the disputants’ reselection of a newly failed mediator are all

based on the expected utility of the success/failure of mediation of certain selections.

Here, to be coherent with the assumption of the dissertation that the decision-makers

(disputants/mediator) are not always committed to having a successful mediation at-

tempt, the expected utilities of both the probable success and failure of an option within

a selection issue are calculated.6 Furthermore, rather than the standard way of calcu-

lating and comparing the expected utilities between different options by assuming the

probability of success of every option and linking these options to different results of

mediation, I apply the conditioned expected utility, which argues that the exact ben-

efits of different options in a selection issue are influenced by the specific preference

of decision-makers over these options. Here, the preference factor refers to a strategy

of the decision-makers on how to maximize their benefits and minimize their costs in

a mediation attempt. This strategy is in accordance to the decision-makers’ subjective

assessment of the environment of mediation and the situation they are in the face of

which includes but not limited to the nature of the dispute, the characteristics of the

disputants and the characteristics of the potential third parties.

The preference factor of the decision-makers over available options customizes and

distinguishes the expected utilities between different options, which thereby makes
5The preliminary tests in Chapter 3 also support that there is no difference between the selection of a

weak/strong mediator, a weak/strong mediation strategy, and a failed/new mediator to the outcome of
mediation.

6In some cases, the failure of mediation is simply because the disputants fail to reach an agreement; in
other cases, the failure of mediation is out of the purpose of the disputants/mediator if the failure is more
beneficial than the success of mediation (Beardsley, 2009; Richmond, 1998).
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a certain option be an optimal choice to the decision-makers. Concerning the three

selection issues mentioned in the dissertation, three different preference factors are ap-

plied to explain these “suboptimal” decisions, respectively, as well. Moreover, these

three preference factors are about the decision-makers’ subjective willingness on how

to make a mediation attempt more beneficial to them, regardless of whether the attempt

succeeds or not. For different selection issues of the dissertation, the content of these

preference factors are dynamic, and are shaped by a series of different components;

they thereby contribute to the decision-makers’ selections of a weak/strong mediator,

a weak/strong mediation strategy, and a failed/new mediator.


E1[U(b1 − c1)] = P ∗ [β1 ∗ U(bs1 − cs1)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β1) ∗ U(bf1 − cf1 )]

E2[U(b2 − c2)] = P ∗ [β2 ∗ U(bs2 − cs2)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β2) ∗ U(bf2 − cf2 )],

where 0 ≤ β1, β2 ≤ 1, and β1 + β2 = 1

(1.1)

To present the conditioned expected utility in a more detailed way, I will give an ex-

planation on the function form of the concept. As presented in functions (1.1), function

E1 and E2 models the expected utilities of two different options of a selection issue.

Within these two functions, some analytical expressions are given below. First, I as-

sume there is no difference, or at least no distinguishable difference, of the probabilities

P/1−P of having a successful/failed mediation attempt betweenOption1 andOption2

within a selection issue. Second, I assume that the expected utility of the effectiveness

of mediation is not fixed to a simplified 1 if the attempt is successful, and 0 if the at-

tempt is failed. It is more reasonable to have a form of cost-benefit expression such

as b − c, which is more representative of the real world. However, the corresponding

expected utility of success and failure between the different options basically remains

the same. Third, and most importantly, a preference factor, β1/β2, which serves as the

moderator, is added into each function as the multiplier to the expected utility. Here,

β1/β2, where β1 + β2 = 1 and 0 ≤ β1, β2 ≤ 1, is the decision-makers’ preference over

Option1/Option2 for obtaining a successful result of mediation, and (1 − β1)/(1 − β2)
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is the decision-makers’ preference over Option1/Option2 if mediation fails. The pref-

erence factor of each option modifies the expected utility further and thereby differ-

entiates the corresponding expected utilities between the different options. The three

points above transform the traditional discussions of “Which kind of mediator/which

kind of mediation strategy is more conducive to the effectiveness of mediation?” into

discussions of “Under what conditions a certain kind of mediator/mediation strategy

is expected to bring more utilities to the decision-makers?”

How does the preference factor influence the decision-makers’ choice between dif-

ferent options of a selection issue? According to functions (1.1), the decision pertains

to two scenarios. In the first scenario, when the decision-makers find that the success

of mediation brings more payoffs than the failure of mediation, then if β1 > β2, it has

E1 > E2, and Option1 is, therefore, the optimal option. Otherwise, Option2 is the op-

timal option. In the second scenario, when the decision-makers find that the failure of

mediation brings more payoffs than the success of mediation, then if (1−β1) > (1−β2),

it has E1 > E2, and Option1 is, therefore, the optimal option. Otherwise, Option2 is the

optimal option.

With the analysis above, I argue that it is the preference of the disputants or the

mediator that reshapes the expected utility of different options within a selection is-

sue and thereby leads to the seemingly paradoxical choices of the decision-makers.

Here, to be specific, in these three selection issues, the preference factor pertains to

the different variations from issue to issue. In the first selection issue, which is about

the disputants’ selection of a weak mediator, the preference refers to the disputants’

strategy in gaining the comparative advantage of uncertainty from their opponents.

This preference factor is inspired by the discussion of Beardsley (2009) on the insincere

motives of the disputants in choosing a weak mediator for the mediation and is built

upon the uncertainty mechanism in international relations (Bas, 2012; Bas, McLean,

and Whang, 2017; Bas and Schub, 2017). From the view of the uncertainty mechanism,

mediation is a process of reducing the disputants’ uncertainty on the resolve to con-

tinue fighting. During the uncertainty reduction process, each disputing side aims to

maintain an advantage of uncertainty where it reduces its uncertainty regarding the op-

ponent’s resolve to continue fighting more than the other way around of its opponent,
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which I term the comparative advantage of uncertainty. By obtaining the comparative

advantage of uncertainty, the disputants are more likely to evaluate their opponents’

baseline of bargaining while preserving their own baseline of bargaining towards the

opponents. Thereby, a satisfactory deal is most likely to be made in this case. With

the concept of the comparative advantage of uncertainty, I argue that the selection of a

weak or a strong mediator is out of the disputants’ strategy on how to gain a compar-

ative advantage during mediation. So the disputants prefer to have a weak mediator

when they aim to gain the comparative advantage of uncertainty through maintaining

their opponents’ uncertainty rather than minimizing their own uncertainty.

In the second selection issue, which is about a strong mediator’s selection of a weak

mediation strategy, the preference factor is to what extent the mediator commits itself

to the dispute management. The concept of “reluctant mediation” is created here for

the discussion. Through applying the resolve mechanism in combination with the na-

ture of the dispute to the analysis, I argue that the degree of involvement of a strong

mediator in a dispute management process is decided by how motivated they are to

the dispute. This motivation could be both interests-driven and responsibility-driven.

On the basis of “reluctant mediation”, I argue that the strong mediator is more likely

to select a weak mediation strategy when it is not fully motivated towards a peaceful

settlement to the dispute.

In the third selection issue, which is about the disputants’ selection of a newly failed

mediator for a further mediation attempt, the preference factor is the re-evaluation on

the failed mediator’s credibility to the disputants. I argue that the failed mediator is

still the choice of disputants in case that it remains credible to the disputants. Unlike

the traditional way of assessing the credibility of a mediator with regard to the outcome

of its effort, I posit and present that there are still alternative ways for the disputants to

evaluate how credible a mediator is other than exclusively concentrating on the result

of the last mediation attempt.

In summary, regardless of the variations among the contents of the preference fac-

tors in these three selection issues, the general argument holds that all three seemingly

paradoxical selection decisions are the optimal choices of the decision-makers, being
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based on their comparative evaluations of the expected utilities between different op-

tions. By raising this overarching argument, the remaining part of this dissertation

gives a detailed inference procedure of this argument and discusses these three selec-

tion puzzles individually and extensively.

1.2 Contribution of research

The contribution of the dissertation is both theoretically and empirically motivated.

From the theoretical perspective, the contributions are two-fold. First, it highlights

the importance of selection issues to the effectiveness of mediation and also fills up

the research gap of explaining some seemingly suboptimal selection decisions under

the model of the standard cost-benefit analysis. Even though existing research renders

some spontaneous effort in the study of some selection issues such as the selection of

mediation and the selection of strategy, it fails to offer an overarching and systematic

view of how a series of selections at the different phases of mediation finally influence

the mediation’s effectiveness. Furthermore, as the traditional macro-level discussion

on the selection issues of mediation pays little attention to the emotional concerns of

the decision-makers, this dissertation’s concentration on these mediation paradoxes

improves the understanding of mediation procedure as an interaction between dis-

putants and mediator from a psychological meso-level view.

Second, it applies some critical but rarely used mechanisms to the mediation stud-

ies. In current studies, the cost-benefit evaluation is the most widely used argument in

the analysis of mediation, such as the initiation of mediation and the outcome of me-

diation. However, the standard cost-benefit evaluation needs to be adjusted to fit into

the meso-level discussions of mediation with a better approach. Another frequently

cited mechanism is the bargaining theory, which treats the mediation as a bargaining

procedure between disputants. Added to these two mainstream mechanisms, this dis-

sertation tries to apply some more concepts, which concern the psychological discus-

sions on the decision-making process, such as the uncertainty, the motivation and the

credibility to explain the puzzles in a more practical and precise way. As both the dis-

putants and the mediator are actors who behave rationally to maximize their interests,

we should make a further investigation of their decision-making processes instead of
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treating them as a black box. Compared to the standard cost-benefit evaluation and

the bargaining theory, the conditioned expected utility theory that is applied in the dis-

sertation offers more chances of scrutinizing how the emotional factors influence the

decision-making process of both the disputants and the mediator during mediation.

From the perspective of the empirical test, the contributions are also twofold. First,

the dissertation improves datasets based on the existing framework. Basically, the dis-

sertation utilizes the ICM dataset and the ICB dataset for the analysis. To improve the

results of the estimation, I compile the data with new variables based on the existing

datasets, which could be utilized for further relevant studies. Second, the disserta-

tion also applies versatile empirical methods to support the theory of the dissertation.

Other than the application of censored regressions and matching procedures to cor-

rect the potential selection effects and biased estimations, I also include some machine

learning methods such as the Random Forest classifier to check the prediction perfor-

mance of some key arguments in the third puzzle, which renders extra support to the

policy implications.

1.3 Structure of dissertation

In the following chapters, I present the arguments in the existing research that have

important links with the research in this dissertation, and I propose my theory sub-

sequently. In addition, I discuss the data and the estimation strategy as well as the

strategy to deal with the potential challenges. The rest of the dissertation is organized

as below. Chapter 2 lays out the theoretical backbone. Chapter 3 elaborates the data and

the core variables that are used in the empirical chapters. This chapter provides a de-

tailed analysis of the data collection procedure, and the rationales to use the ICM and

the ICB datasets as the main sources of data.

Chapter 4 deals with the puzzle of why disputants select a weak mediator. This

chapter starts with a statement that even though the material strength of a mediator

exerts indispensable impacts on the effectiveness of mediation, studies rarely conduct

a comprehensive and specific investigation into why a weak mediator is always the

choice of disputants in a large number of disputes. To solve the puzzle, I apply the

concept of the comparative advantage of uncertainty as the preference factor into the



Chapter 1. Introduction 13

expected utility analysis. I argue that the selection of a weak mediator is more likely

when the disputants intend to maximize their opponents’ uncertainty rather than min-

imize their own uncertainty. To measure this strategic preference for obtaining the

comparative advantage of uncertainty, I raise three factors: (a) the previous mediation

in the dispute; (b) the hostility level of the dispute; and (c) the power disparity between

disputants to the analysis. The results of the empirical analysis support the argument

of the chapter.

Chapter 5 tries to answer the question of why a strong mediator selects a weak medi-

ation strategy. Different from a weak mediator who selects a weak mediation strategy,

when a strong mediator selects a weak mediation strategy, it is highly probable that this

will make the disputants disappointed in the mediator as the most important reason

for them to invite a more costly, strong third party in is to receive heavy mediation by

that third party. I utilize the concept of “reluctant mediation” to address the puzzle.

I argue that the strong mediator is more likely to conduct a light intervention when

they are less motivated about mediating in the dispute. To capture the degree of mo-

tivation, I propose four factors for the measurement: (a) the mediator’s experience of

mediation with the disputant(s); (b) the relationship between the mediator and the dis-

putant(s); (c) the recurrence history of the dispute; and (d) the intensity level of the

dispute. Through the empirical analysis, I provide the evidence of how the degree of

motivation shapes the strong mediator’s decision in becoming involved in the media-

tion.

Chapter 6 concentrates on solving the puzzle of why a failed mediator is reappointed

by the disputants. Unlike existing studies, I argue that the failed mediator could re-

main credible to the disputants even if it is unsuccessful in its last effort. Moreover,

this credibility evaluation process is not solely based on the results of the last attempt

but also other alternative factors: (a) the strategy used in the failed attempt; (b) the

strength of the mediator; (c) the number of previous attempts devoted by the mediator

over the course of the dispute; and (d) the availability of a sufficient candidate pool of

mediators, which decides the probability of the disputants finding a satisfactory substi-

tute. The results of the empirical analysis render strong support for this theory raised.
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The further ex ante forecasting analysis gives inspirations on the policy-making of dis-

putants in reappointing a failed mediator.

Chapter 7 is a concluding chapter, which, on the one hand, recaps the key theoretical

arguments and the empirical findings and, on the other hand, provides an extensive

discussion on policy implications of the dissertation as well as the outlook for further

research in the relevant fields.
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Chapter 2

Theory Base and Literature Review

Occurrence, Procedure, and

Outcome of Mediation

With the topics of interests, this chapter takes a closer look at three strings of relevant

studies of mediation, as detailed below. First, I review the research on the selection

issues of mediation and raise the concept of the conditioned expected utility as the the-

ory base, which the detailed arguments of the subsequent three empirical applications

will follow. Second, I review the existing discussions on three selection puzzles in-

dividually. To arrange these discussions following the progression of mediation, I first

discuss the occurrence of mediation. I summarize the factors and mechanisms that con-

tribute to the explanation of why mediation is initiated. In the second selection puzzle,

I focus on the procedure of mediation, especially on how the mediator conducts their

attempt. I intend to present the existing explanations on the mediator’s different de-

grees of intervention in the dispute. Regarding the third topic, which is the outcome of

mediation, much of the effort aims to clarify the core reasons for the success or failure

of mediation.
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2.1 Conditioned expected utility: A theoretical base to conduct

mediation

2.1.1 Three arguments in explaining decision-making in mediation

This dissertation’s research starts with an overarching discussion on the logic of se-

lection decisions in mediation. This general logic should lay out a foundation for the

further analysis of every selection puzzle raised in this dissertation. Furthermore, as

the puzzles of interest pertain to the different phases of mediation, as well as the differ-

ent sides in the mediation process, I therefore try to arrange all these variations within

a unified theoretical framework. In this section, I review the existing literature on ex-

plaining the fundamental motives that drive either the disputants or the mediator to

some options in their selection process. In general, three explanations are shortlisted

for the theory base of the dissertation.

First, some early research of mediation points out that mediation is a kind of responsibility-

driven behavior to promote a durable peace. Taking the international system as the

international community, which assumes peace as the basis for the evolution of the

world (e.g., Fortna, 2004; Keohane, 2002; Williams, 2001), some liberal arguments (e.g.,

Beitz, 1999; Ikenberry, 2004) propose that it is obligatory for state and non-state actors

in the international community to save disputants from destructive fighting. Therefore,

throughout the whole process of mediation, the cardinal motive for different selection

decisions in mediation is the responsibility for peace. This motive is especially the case

when we discuss negotiations mediated by the non-state actors. As there is no concern

for any third-party national interest, which is always the case with state actors, peace

talks brokered by non-state actors such as the United Nations (UN) are less likely to

be treated as behavior resulting from motives to fulfill self-interest. Skjelsbaek (1991),

Boutros-Ghali (1992), and Neack (1995) argue that the UN is always responsibility-

driven in its decisions to mediate disputes.

Second, some research (e.g., Holmes, 1970; Jones, 2000, pp.648-649) also highlights

that the maintenance of international order is another angle to explore the rationales
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of decision-making in mediation. Even though there is some overlap between the sta-

bility of the international community and the maintenance of international order, the

latter is rooted in realist discussions that hold the belief that international order is more

about considerations to promote the decision-maker’s own interests rather than pro-

vide philanthropic support to peace. For instance, in the view of Etzioni (1995), as one

of the most frequent mediators, as well as the most powerful state in the international

system, the mediation attempts undertaken by the US government after the Cold War

have always been driven by its ambition of becoming a unique world leader. This ar-

gument is supported by Huntington (1999), Kegley (1992), and Mearsheimer and Walt

(2016) as well.

The two discussions above present some liberal and the mixed liberal-realist thoughts

on the foundations that shape the selection decisions in mediation. However, these

two strings of discussions have two hurdles to overcome in explaining the selection

puzzles of this dissertation. First, these two discussions concentrate more on the prin-

ciples of the supply side, which guide the third party’s decision-making process, while

rarely covering the thoughts of the demand side. Second, these two discussions make

an overly optimistic assumption about the motives of both the mediators and the dis-

putants to mediation, which contradicts with the practice of the real world to some

extent. Following the guidelines of these two arguments, we should conclude that me-

diation attempts can always be seen in dispute, especially the highly intensive dispute.

However, this conclusion is not true, as we can hardly capture a series of intensive me-

diation efforts in the Rwanda Genocide and some other cases of large-scale violence.

The insufficiency of the discussions above makes this dissertation turn to the third

and also the most essential thought, which guides the behaviors of both the disputants

and the mediator in the mediation process. It is the expected utility arguments in inter-

national relations. Rooted in the realist thoughts that all the actors in the international

system are self-motivated, the expected utility theory assumes that the decision-makers

are always motivated by their self-interest, which is also the assumption of the disser-

tation with regard to the disputants and the mediator. In the discussions of Melin

(2011), Melin, Gartner, and Bercovitch (2013), Ruhe (2015), and Terris and Maoz (2005),

the larger expected utilities of mediation/negotiation than the fighting is the cardinal
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rationale for the disputants to accept a mediation attempt. As a strategic player (Reza-

eeDaryakenari and Thies, 2018), the third party is also more likely to offer mediation

and be active in conducting the mediation attempt when the expected utility of joining

mediation is larger than the expected utility of not joining.

E[U(X)] = P1 ∗ U(x1) + P2 ∗ U(x2) + ...+ Pn ∗ U(xn),

where 0 ≤ Pi ≤ 1 and
∑n

i=1 Pi = 1

(2.1)

From the aspect of the expected utility theory, this dissertation argues that the ex-

pected effectiveness of mediation is the fundamental factor that influences a series of

selection decisions of both the disputants and the mediator throughout the mediation.

As shown in function (2.1), the standard expected utility of a selection issue (X) is

the sum of the expected utilities of all available options (xi) times the corresponding

perceived probabilities (Pi). The larger the expected utility, the more important the

selection issue is to the decision-maker, which thereby increases the preference of the

decision-maker to this selection issue. The customized expected utilities that could be

applied to the three applications are discussed in the following sections.

2.1.2 Insincere motives: An alternative explanation of the expected utility

argument?

Regarding the application of the expected utility theory as the basic argument of this

dissertation, the most persuasive counter-argument is not from liberal thoughts but

realist thoughts on the insincere motives of both the disputants and the mediator in

the dispute management process. For the disputants, Beardsley (2009) and Richmond

(1998) propose a strong argument that in many cases, the mediation is the decision

based on the self-interest evaluation of the disputants but not necessarily following the

comparison of the expected utility calculations between the continued dispute and a

successful mediation attempt. Both the disputing sides, as pointed out by Beardsley

(2009) and Richmond (1998), could use the mediation as a temporary pause to recharge

their capacity for fighting, which makes them prepared to be back to the battlefield later

on. In this case, the success of mediation is no longer in the interests of the disputants,

and they care more about the duration the mediation could provide for their period of
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re-armament. Therefore, with this argument in mind, the expected utility of mediation

is the suboptimal point to inspire and shape the disputants’ decisions throughout the

mediation.

In a similar way to the disputants, the mediator could also be less motivated by

the expected utility of mediation and thereby try to be less involved in the mediation

process. In the discussion by Rauchhaus (2006), the target of mediation is not consistent

to the resolution of the dispute but could be merely the prevention of the escalation of

the dispute(also see Beardsley et al., 2006), which acts as a less active choice than the

former. Therefore, the mediator could also follow a light involvement strategy during

mediation, which would undermine the effectiveness of mediation.

Therefore, considering the potential insincere motives of both the disputants and

the mediator, it seems that the expected utility theory can hardly be held as a general

argument that decision-makers in the mediation process always aim to maximize their

expected utility through focusing on promoting the success of mediation. This is espe-

cially the case when taking account for the expected utility arguments raised by Melin

(2011) and Ruhe (2015).

However, in this dissertation, I argue that the insincere motives argument is not

only in line with the expected utility argument but also serves as a perfect example

of how the participants of mediation make decisions through balancing the expected

utilities between mediation and fighting. The corresponding analysis is based on a

revision of the existing function forms of the expected utilities of fighting and media-

tion. First, I argue that the function forms given by Melin (2011) and Ruhe (2015) are

partial expected utility functions which can hardly address the problem of insincere

motives. Correspondingly, as shown in the research of Melin (2011) and Ruhe (2015),

the expected utility functions are expressed as the probability of winning a battle or un-

dertaking a successful mediation attempt ( a successful dispute management attempt in

Melin’s case), times the expected utility (in the cost-benefit form) of winning the fight or

making a successful mediation attempt (or a successful dispute management attempt).

For these two functions, it is apparent that the assumption of choosing mediation (or

a dispute management attempt) is that both the demand side and the supply side are

devoted to reaching an agreement as they only care about the utilities of the successful
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outcome of the mediation (or the dispute management attempt). The insincere motives

argument can thereby falsify this assumption.

This counterargument could be solved by presenting the full function forms of ex-

pected utility, which further includes the probability of losing the fighting or making a

failed mediation attempt. As shown in functions (2.2), with the considerations of both

the utilities of winning (U(xsf )) and losing (U(xff )) a fighting or having a successful

(U(xsm)) and a failed (U(xfm)) mediation attempt, times perceived probability (P is for

the perceived probability of success, while 1 − P is for the perceived probability of failure) cor-

respondingly, the functions relaxing their assumption from being that the disputants

and the mediator are only interested in winning the fighting or carrying out a success-

ful mediation attempt to being that these decision-makers care about both the utilities

of success and failure of mediation and fighting. In other words, the decision-makers

do not hold any commitment or fixed preference to any of the outcomes of fighting or

mediation, but do so only if the expected utility of one option surpasses the expected

utility of the other option.


Ef [U(Xf )] = P ∗ [U(xsf )] + (1− P ) ∗ [U(xff )]

Em[U(Xm)] = P ∗ [U(xsm)] + (1− P ) ∗ [U(xfm)]

where 0 ≤ P ≤ 1

(2.2)

With the full function forms taken into account, I argue that the insincere motives

of either the disputants or the mediator are all out of their comparative evaluations

between fighting and mediation. For the disputants, they prefer to have mediation as

the temporary pause when Ef ≈ Em, indicates that the expected utility of mediation is

roughly equivalent to or a little bit smaller/larger than the expected utility of fighting.

The difficulty in differentiating an optimal and a suboptimal option means that a peace

agreement is acceptable if it could be reached, while the disputants are also acceptable

to use the mediation as a temporary pause for the continued fighting. This point is also

confirmed by Beardsley (2009, p.280) in his analysis. Similarly, for the mediators, re-

gardless of the outcome of mediation, they prefer to conduct a light mediation attempt

if the profile of light mediation surpasses the profile of making a heavy mediation at-

tempt. Hence, from both the demand side and the supply side, this dissertation proves
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that the insincere motives of mediation could be perfectly explained with the expected

utility theory.

2.1.3 Why apply the conditioned expected utility?

The standard expected utility argument in mediation research stems from the macro-

level discussions of the choice between mediation and fighting, and it provides a gen-

eral explanation of the occurrence of mediation. However, when the mediation is put

on the schedule, this standard expected utility argument is no longer appropriate to

explore the sublevel selections within the context of mediation. In this dissertation,

when taking a detailed and further look at how the disputants or the mediator makes

the decision between different options within a certain selection issue of mediation, a

conditioned expected utility is introduced to capture these variations.


E1[U(X1)] = P1 ∗ [U(xs)] + (1− P1) ∗ [U(xf )]

E2[U(X2)] = P2 ∗ [U(xs)] + (1− P2) ∗ [U(xf )],

where 0 ≤ P1, P2 ≤ 1, and P1 + P2 = 1

(2.3)

First of all, as the selection puzzles in this dissertation are all dichotomous choices, I

thereby create two functions of the expected utility of mediation, which are E1[U(X1)]

and E2[U(X2)], to model the payoffs of two options of a selection issue. As shown in

functions (2.3), in the standard way of modeling the expected utilities of these two op-

tions, the factor that differentiates the expected utilities between Option1 and Option2

is the different perceived probability (P1 and P2) of the certain situation between the

different options.1 The perceived probabilities lead to the discounted expected utilities

regarding the different options. In the existing literature, researchers from the macro-

level of mediation studies prefer to make some assumptions to distribute and fix the

probabilities between different options based on the difference of the nature of the op-

tions (e.g., Beardsley et al., 2006; Beardsley, 2009; Bercovitch and Elgström, 2001; Kydd,

2004, 2003; Rauchhaus, 2006; Reid, 2017; Savun, 2009; Svensson, 2013; Terris and Maoz,
1Comparing to the perceived probability, most research (e.g., Beardsley, 2008; Danneman, 2013; Melin,

2011; Terris and Maoz, 2005; Ruhe, 2015) pays less attention to identifying the expected utility of success
(U(xs)) and failure (U(xf ) or simplifies it to 1 for the success of mediation, and 0 for the failure of medi-
ation. Here, by holding the assumption of decision-makers’s indifference between the success and failure
of mediation of different options, this dissertation assumes a no distinguishable difference in the expected
utilities between Option1 and Option2.
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2005). These assumptions are either theory-based or fact-based. The different prob-

abilities reshape the evaluations of the expected utilities and thereby differentiate the

optimal and suboptimal options in a selection issue. For the three selection puzzles in

this dissertation, the assumptions of the probabilities of different options are ordered

as below.

P
w
1 < Pw

2 ,

where 0 ≤ Pw
1 , P

w
2 ≤ 1, and Pw

1 + Pw
2 = 1

(2.4)

In functions (2.4), Pw
1 is the probability of a weak mediator to carry out a successful

mediation attempt, and Pw
2 is the probability of a strong mediator to carry out a suc-

cessful mediation attempt. Existing research supports the argument that the strong me-

diator is more capable of doing mediation successfully than the weak mediator (Beard-

sley, 2009; Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000; Favretto, 2009; Greig, 2001; Gelpi, 1999; cf.

Wallensteen and Svensson, 2014).

P
s
1 < P s

2 ,

where 0 ≤ P s
1 , P

s
2 ≤ 1, and P s

1 + P s
2 = 1

(2.5)

In functions (2.5), P s
1 is the probability of a successful mediation attempt by ap-

plying a weak mediation strategy, and P s
2 is the probability of a successful mediation

attempt by applying a strong mediation strategy. The mainstream argument finds that

the strong mediation strategy is more conducive to an effective mediation attempt (e.g.,

negotiated agreement) than the weak mediation strategy (e.g., Beardsley et al., 2006;

Bercovitch, 1992a; Bergmann and Niemann, 2015).

P
f
1 < P f

2 ,

where 0 ≤ P f
1 , P

f
2 ≤ 1, and P f

1 + P f
2 = 1

(2.6)

In functions (2.6), P f
1 is the probability of a successful mediation attempt given by

the newly failed mediator, and P f
2 is the probability of a successful mediation attempt

conducted by a new mediator. In the credibility evaluation of a potential mediator,

which is important to the selection of a mediator (Maoz and Terris, 2006), a failed me-

diator seems to be a suboptimal option compared to a new mediator if the disputants

want to make the further attempt successful.
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For these probability distributions with the standard assumptions, I find three prob-

lems. First, even if these orders are applicable to a majority of cases, they fail to cover

all cases, which undermines the explanatory power of the further analysis that is based

on these assumptions. Second, all these orders are endowed with a more overarching

assumption that the probability of success is the core concern in these selection issues.

However, as I have discussed in the previous section, the decision-makers (the dis-

putants/mediator) are not only interested in the potential benefits of success but also

care about the potential loss of failure. Third, all these assumptions of probabilities

are based on the empirical observations from the perspective of researchers instead of

the decision-makers per se. This perspective ignores the subjective assessment from the

decision-maker, which is critical to explain a selection decision and thereby undermines

the validity of the standard expected utility in explaining the puzzles of the disserta-

tion further. Hence, it is unreasonable to differentiate the expected utilities between

different options through the distribution of probabilities.2

To update these functions and identify another more applicable and realistic way

to differentiate the order of priority of different options, I propose a meso-level way

of adding up the decision-makers’ preference over different options in the evaluation

of the expected utilities of options within a selection issue. As in the practice of me-

diation in the real world, the disputants/mediator cannot conduct their cost-benefit

evaluations with perfect rationality, and most literature (see Aduda, 2018; Terris and

Maoz, 2005, for details) suggests the bounded rationality of the disputants/mediator,

which accounts for the uncertainty in the decision-making process. Here, I term this

uncertainty the subjective preference of the disputants/mediator.

The preference of the disputants/mediator reflects the strategy of the decision-

makers on how to maximize their benefits and minimize their costs in a mediation

attempt. This strategy is shaped in accordance to the decision-makers’ subjective as-

sessment of the environment of mediation and the situation they are in which includes

but not limited to the nature of the dispute, the characteristics of the disputants and the

characteristics of the potential third parties. I suppose that the decision-making process

2Other than the critique of the causal linkage of these assumptions, in some preliminary statistics
in Chapter 3, I further show that a weak/strong mediator, a weak/strong mediation strategy and a
failed/new mediator are not consistently connected to a failed/successful outcome of mediation.
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of the disputants/mediator is very likely to be exposed to this ex-ante preference, and

this preference factor further influences their cost-benefit calculation process, which

jointly reshapes the final expected utilities of different options within a selection issue.

In this dissertation, I define the expected utility evaluation process that is influenced

by the preference factor as the conditioned expected utility.


E1[U(b1 − c1)] = P ∗ [β1 ∗ U(bs1 − cs1)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β1) ∗ U(bf1 − cf1 )]

E2[U(b2 − c2)] = P ∗ [β2 ∗ U(bs2 − cs2)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β2) ∗ U(bf2 − cf2 )],

where 0 ≤ β1, β2 ≤ 1, and β1 + β2 = 1

(2.7)

With the points above held, I create a pair of updated function forms that are ap-

plicable to the three empirical applications of the dissertation. As shown in functions

(2.7), three changes are made in the conditioned expected utility functions compared

to the standard expected utility functions in the existing mediation literature. First,

as a certain option (Option1 and Option2) is not always linked to the success/failure

of mediation, I assume there is no difference or at least no distinguishable difference

between the perceived probabilities (P for success and 1 − P for failure) of having an

effective mediation attempt through different options within a selection issue. Second,

I assume that the expected utility of mediation is not fixed to a simplified 1 if the at-

tempt is successful, and 0 if the attempt is failed. It is more reasonable to have a form

of cost-benefit expression that accounts for situations in the real world in a more real-

istic way. In Option1, U(bs1 − cs1) is the payoff of success and U(bf1 − cf1) is the payoff

of failure. In Option2, U(bs2 − cs2) is the payoff of success and U(bf2 − cf2) is the payoff

of failure. In the functions, the corresponding expected utility of success and failure

between the different options basically remains the same.3 Also, the payoffs of fail-

ure is changed from a pure costly case, which is cf1/c
f
2 , to a potentially beneficial case,

which is bf1 − cf1/b
f
2 − cf2 . This expression means that the failure of mediation might

bring with more payoffs than the success of mediation in some cases. Third and most

importantly, a preference factor, β1/β2, which serves as the moderator, is added into
3For instance, to the disputants, when deciding to have a weak (Option1)/strong (Option2) mediator,

while the strong mediator brings with a potentially larger benefit (e.g., more information, greater commit-
ment to post-dispute peacekeeping), which is bs2 > bs1 or bf2 > bf1 ; it also incurs with a potentially larger
cost (e.g., larger risk of intervention of mediator’s interest), which is cs2 > cs1 or cf2 > cf1 . Hence in the
cost-benefit calculation, the payoffs between having a weak and a strong mediator are roughly the same.
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each function as the multiplier to the expected utility. Here, β1/β2, where β1 + β2 = 1

and 0 ≤ β1, β2 ≤ 1, is the decision-makers’ preference over Option1/Option2 for ob-

taining a successful result of mediation, and (1 − β1)/(1 − β2) is the decision-makers’

preference over Option1/Option2 if mediation fails. The preference factor of each op-

tion modifies the expected utility further and thereby differentiates the corresponding

expected utilities between the different options. The three points above transform the

traditional discussions of “Which kind of mediator/which kind of mediation strategy

is more conducive to the effectiveness of mediation?” into discussions of “Under what

conditions are a certain kind of mediator/a certain kind of mediation strategy expected

to bring more utilities to the decision-makers?”

How does the preference factor influence the decision-makers’ choice between dif-

ferent options of a selection issue? According to functions (2.7), the decision pertains

to two scenarios. In the first scenario, when the decision-makers find that the success

of mediation brings more payoffs than the failure of mediation, which is termed the

success-dominated scenario, then if β1 > β2, it has E1 > E2, and Option1 is, there-

fore, the optimal option. Otherwise, Option2 is the optimal option. In the second sce-

nario, when the decision-makers find that the failure of mediation brings more payoffs

than the success of mediation, which is termed the failure-dominated scenario, then

if (1 − β1) > (1 − β2), it has E1 > E2, and Option1 is, therefore, the optimal option.

Otherwise, Option2 is the optimal option.

When applied to the three applications respectively, the functions are customized

as below. a. Weak/strong mediator selection by the disputants:


E1w[U(b1 − c1)] = P ∗ [β1w ∗ U(bs1 − cs1)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β1w) ∗ U(bf1 − cf1 )]

E2w[U(b2 − c2)] = P ∗ [β2w ∗ U(bs2 − cs2)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β2w) ∗ U(bf2 − cf2 )],

where 0 ≤ β1w, β2w ≤ 1, and β1w + β2w = 1

(2.8)

In functions (2.8), β1w/β2w refers to the disputants’ preference in choosing a weak/strong

mediator and the corresponding expected utility isE1w/E2w. In the success-dominated

scenario, when β1w > β2w, we have E1w > E2w, and the disputants choose a weak me-

diator. Otherwise, the disputants choose a strong mediator. In the failure-dominated

scenario, when (1− β1w) > (1− β2w), we have E1w > E2w, and the disputants choose
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a weak mediator. Otherwise, the disputants choose a strong mediator.

b. Weak/strong mediation strategy selection by the strong mediator:


E1s[U(b1 − c1)] = P ∗ [β1s ∗ U(bs1 − cs1)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β1s) ∗ U(bf1 − cf1 )]

E2s[U(b2 − c2)] = P ∗ [β2s ∗ U(bs2 − cs2)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β2s) ∗ U(bf2 − cf2 )],

where 0 ≤ β1s, β2s ≤ 1, and β1s + β2s = 1

(2.9)

In functions (2.9), β1s/β2s refers to the strong mediator’s preference in choosing

a weak/strong strategy and the corresponding expected utility is E1s/E2s. In the

success-dominated scenario, when β1s > β2s, we have E1s > E2s, and the strong me-

diator prefers a weak strategy. Otherwise, a strong strategy turns out to be a more

appropriate option. In the failure-dominated scenario, when (1− β1s) > (1− β2s), we

have E1s > E2s, and the strong mediator prefers a weak strategy. Otherwise, a strong

strategy turns out to be a more appropriate option.

c. Failed/new mediator selection by the disputants:


E1f [U(b1 − c1)] = P ∗ [β1f ∗ U(bs1 − cs1)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β1f ) ∗ U(bf1 − cf1 )]

E2f [U(b2 − c2)] = P ∗ [β2f ∗ U(bs2 − cs2)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β2f ) ∗ U(bf2 − cf2 )],

where 0 ≤ β1f , β2f ≤ 1, and β1f + β2f = 1

(2.10)

In functions (2.10), β1f/β2f refers to the disputants’ preference in choosing a failed/new

mediator and the corresponding expected utility is E1f/E2f . In the success-dominated

scenario, when β1f > β2f , we have E1f > E2f , and the disputants are more likely to

select the failed mediator. Otherwise, a new mediator turns out to be the better option.

In the failure-dominated scenario, when (1−β1f ) > (1−β2f ), we have E1f > E2f , and

the disputants are more likely to select the failed mediator. Otherwise, a new mediator

turns out to be the better option.

The analysis above finds that for the three puzzles this dissertation aims to deal

with, the standard expected utility function fails to give a coherent explanation of why

the suboptimal options are chosen by the decision-makers. To fill this research gap,
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this dissertation initiates a meso-level analysis and uses the preference as the alterna-

tive moderator to condition the decision-makers’ expected utility evaluation process.

The detailed application of the concept of the conditioned expected utility and its exact

function form to the three puzzles are presented in the discussions above. Before an-

alyzing the detailed content of the preference factor in each of the selection issues, in

the following section, I review the relevant existing research and give a comprehensive

evaluation of the current arguments. With the progression of the mediation attempt, I

first review the literature on the occurrence of mediation, which sheds light on the se-

lection of a weak/strong mediator. Then, I summarize the research on the procedure of

mediation, which inspires the discussion on the selection of a weak/strong mediation

strategy later on. Lastly, I discuss existing arguments on the outcome of mediation,

which gives a foundation for analyzing the selection of a failed/new mediator.

2.2 Occurrence of mediation

2.2.1 Three main explanations

The occurrence of mediation is not a coincidental result between the disputants and

the mediator, even though it is a fully voluntary process without binding ties between

the third party and the disputants. A number of studies make efforts to discover why

the disputants choose to have a mediation attempt, and three strings of them serve

as the main explanations for this question. The first and most important argument is

the ripeness theory of mediation. The theory is straightforward and claims that the

disputants accept mediation because the fighting cannot be continued. The theory is

initially developed by Zartman (1989, 1997, 2000) and Pruitt (2005) summarizes two

conditions that are necessary, though not sufficient, for rational decision-makers to be

receptive to mediation:

(1) A mutually hurting stalemate. Both sides realize they are in a costly

deadlock that they cannot escape by escalating the conflict. Such a stalemate

is especially motivating if augmented by a recent or impending catastrophe.
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(2) A mutually perceived way out. Both sides foresee that “a negotiated

solution is possible” (Zartman, 2000, p.228), that a formula can be found

that is just and satisfactory to both parties.

To fit his theory to actual cases, Zartman (1997) applies the achievement of the Oslo

Accord to illustrate how both Israeli and Palestinian leaders realized that they were

in a hurting stalemate and also needed communication and compromise to resolve the

dispute. The approach of Zartman draws a detailed investigation of the interactions be-

tween the circumstances of the dispute and the psychological states of decision-makers

that opens up a way to conduct a micro-level discussion of mediation.

Based on the ripeness theory, Pruitt (2005) develops Zartman’s argument further

and raises the readiness theory, which conducts a separate analysis of each disputant’s

motivation to end the dispute rather than the joint discussion of the mutual hurting

stalemate. In the readiness theory, Pruitt (2005) argues that the occurrence of media-

tion is motivated by not only the disputants’ motivation to have the mediation to get

rid of the hurting stalemate but also an optimistic evaluation of the effectiveness of

mediation.

Second, in addition to the ripeness theory, the view from the standard rational actor

perspective also offers an important explanation to the occurrence of mediation from

the cost-benefit evaluation. From the research of Beardsley (2010, p.398), Dixon (1996)

and Greig (2005), and Quinn et al. (2006), in the cost-benefit evaluation between the

peaceful resolution of the dispute and the decisive fighting the disputants are prone

to the former when the expected payoffs of mediation are larger than the expected

payoffs of continued fighting. Moreover, compared to other kinds of dispute manage-

ment techniques, the selection of mediation other than negotiation or arbitration is also

driven by the higher expectation of payoffs from mediation.

Also, to the mediators, the cost-benefit calculation maintain a great explanatory

power for their preference to join mediation. Frazier (2006) makes an empirical anal-

ysis and points out that the national interests, as well as the alliance ties are the pri-

mary concerns for a third party to intervene (also see Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000;

Wilkenfeld et al., 2003; Greig and Diehl, 2006). There are some other research supports

for the view that a third party’s motive to join mediation could also be partially from
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the geographical proximity between the third party and the disputants (e.g., Melin and

Svensson, 2009; Raymond, 1994; Greig and Regan, 2008).

Third, some research reviews the motives of the disputants to join mediation and

proposes the idea of the “devious object” of the disputants to join mediation. Richmond

(1998) argues that from the disputants’ perspective, mediation is not always necessarily

a tool of peaceful settlement, but could also include “time to regroup and reorganize;

internationalization; the search for an ally; empowerment; legitimization of their ne-

gotiation positions and current status; face saving; and avoiding costly concession by

prolonging the process itself” (Richmond, 1998, p.707). Therefore, from the view of

disputants who are not motivated by the peaceful resolution of the dispute, mediation

is more about a choice of an attitude to justify their standing point in the dispute and a

cover to assist them to maximize their interests by other means.

Building upon the argument of Richmond (1998), Beardsley (2009) develops an ar-

gument on the prevalence of mediation without leverage in the dispute management

process. He analyzes that mediation without leverage is the result of the “insincere mo-

tives” of the disputants to use mediation as a temporary pause to continued fighting.

Furthermore, Beardsley (2009) and Höglund and Svensson (2009) use the Norwegian

mediation in Sri Lankan civil war as the case to elaborate the how the “devious object”

of the disputants contributes to the occurrence of mediation.

2.2.2 Further studies on the occurrence of mediation

The three explanations above offer an underlying view on the occurrence of mediation

by treating mediation as a joint action from both the supply side and the demand side.

Some other research focuses on analyzing the initiation of mediation from the supply

side or the demand side separately.

Danneman (2013), Greig and Regan (2008), and Melin and Svensson (2009) classify

the initiation of a mediation attempt into two stages, which are the supply side’s offer

of mediation in the first place and the demand side’s acceptance of mediation in the

second stage. By the categorization of two stages in the occurrence of mediation, a

more comprehensive and dynamic picture of how mediation happens is provided.
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Why does the supply side agree to offer mediation? The general argument is pro-

posed in two aspects. The first aspect is based on the cost-benefit calculation of the

potential mediator. Different from the investigation of the direct links between the po-

tential mediator and the dispute/disputants in the general cost-benefit evaluation per-

spective, the calculation from the supply side find more indirect but causal links that

drive the third party to join the dispute management process. For instance, Danneman

(2013) argues that the historic tie between the potential mediator and the disputants is

an important indicator for the intentions to intervene. This argument is supported by

Melin and Svensson (2009), and they even go further and find that military alliance,

which is a kind of formal relationship between the potential mediator and the dis-

putants, supports the third party’s involvement in the dispute management of civil

war. The second aspect is more about abstract considerations such as cultural, ideolog-

ical, and religious factors. Inman et al. (2014) raise the cultural argument of mediation

occurrence and find that closer cultural distance prompts the chance of mediation.

Why is the demand side willing to accept the mediation offer? The conventional

research assumes that the disputants have a sufficient pool of candidate mediators

(Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000), and they could pick up the most suitable mediator

by a comparative evaluation of all the candidate mediators. Which factors, then, will

be included when the disputants assess the appropriateness of the involvement of the

candidate mediator? First, like the considerations of the mediator, the disputants will

also think about their historic ties with the candidate mediator (e.g., Greig and Regan,

2008; Melin and Svensson, 2009). A strong historic tie between the disputants and the

third party makes the acceptance of the candidate mediator more likely in interstate

disputes. However, the influence is opposite in intrastate disputes. Second, the pre-

vious experience of the candidate mediator is another factor for the assessment of the

disputants. Greig and Diehl (2006, pp.365, 372-377) develop a “promise” argument,

which posits that the existence of the experience of mediation, especially the successful

experience of mediation of a given third party, would promote a favorable impression

of the third party to the disputants and thereby increase the likelihood of the disputants

accepting the offer from the potential mediator (or initiating mediation actively).
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2.2.3 Critique on the study of the occurrence of mediation

For the research on the occurrence of mediation, there has already been a substan-

tial study on the rationales for both the disputants and the mediator to accept and

offer the mediation. The ripeness theory, the standard cost-benefit evaluation, and the

motivation-based approach provide an overarching view on when and why mediation

is initiated. However, all these analyses are based on the macro-level aspect, which in-

tends to cover all kinds of mediation attempts under various situations. Even though

the macro-level research gives a general picture of the conditions of the initiation of

mediation, none of them concentrate on the puzzle raised in the dissertation. To up-

date the explanation, some meso-level investigation that pertains to the combination

of the rationality of the actor and the specific emotional concern is plausible. With

this consideration in mind, the dissertation discusses the relevant puzzle on the oc-

currence of mediation with the following strategy. First, the rationality of the actor,

which highlights the cost-benefit evaluation, is revised to the bounded rationality. This

point of update makes room for the inclusion of some psychological concerns during

the decision-making process. Second, the emotional preference factor about the occur-

rence of mediation is introduced when deliberating the motivation of some seemingly

suboptimal decisions regarding the initiation of mediation.

2.3 Procedure of mediation

The procedure of mediation is an interaction process between the mediator and the

disputants, which exerts direct impacts on the outcome of mediation. As stated pre-

viously, this interaction process could be terminated by either the supply side or the

demand side whenever any one of them becomes unsatisfied with the mediation. Fur-

thermore, as the mediation procedure is mainly conducted by the mediator rather than

the disputants – with the latter merely required to share private information on their

baseline of bargaining and whether or not they would accept the deal raised by their
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opponents (Meirowitz et al., 2019) – the core point of interest at this stage is how the me-

diator does its mediation work.4 Therefore, the analysis of the procedure of mediation

is basically about the mediation behavior of the mediator. Accordingly, the subsequent

discussion starts from the typology of the strategy of the mediator during mediation

and its influence on the effectiveness of the mediation.

2.3.1 Typology of mediation behavior

As there is a great diversity of mediation behavior – from shuttle diplomacy to a high

degree of intervention with “carrots and sticks” – most research of the comparative

studies of mediation behaviors tries to categorize the different behaviors into different

levels in the first place. In general, two main strings of categorizations are frequently

used in research into the mediation behavior of mediators.

The first string is drawn by Bercovitch (1997) and developed further by the Interna-

tional Crisis Behavior (ICB) dataset, which is based on the degree of leverage applied

during the mediation process. Based on ascending order of the degree of the leverage,

Bercovitch (1997, pp.137-138) classifies 34 tactics that are frequently applied by medi-

ators. As presented in Table A.1 of Appendix A, the tactics of the mediator range from

merely “made contact with parties” or “gained the trust and confidence of the parties”,

which are at the lowest level of intervention, to “threatened punishments” and even

“threatened to withdraw mediation”, which are heavy interventions with “carrots and

sticks”. Based on this list of tactics, the ICB dataset classifies these tactics into three ma-

jor mediation styles, which are “facilitative style of mediation”, “formulative style of media-

tion” and “manipulative style of mediation”. Table 2.1 presents these three categorizations

on 34 detailed tactics.

As with the classification of the ICB dataset, in the ICM dataset, there is a similar

way to categorize the behaviors of a mediator in three main mediation strategies.5 In

ascending order of the degree of intervention, Bercovitch, who is the projector of the

4Unlike negotiation, which is an interaction between the disputants and the arbitration where the rules
and the behaviors of the third party are legally defined, the behaviors and the characteristics of the medi-
ator are endowed with great diversity.

5The mediation strategy here is equivalent to the mediation style in the ICB dataset.



Chapter 2. Theory Base and Literature Review 33

ICM dataset, attributes the mediation strategies into “communication-facilitation strat-

egy”, “procedural strategy” and “directive strategy”, which are correspondingly equiva-

lent to “facilitative style of mediation”, “formulative style of mediation” and “manipulative

style of mediation” in the ICB dataset. The classification of the ICM dataset is also pre-

sented in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Styles and Strategies in Mediation

Tactics (No.) Styles (ICB dataset) Strategies (ICM dataset)

1-10 Facilitative style of mediation Communication-facilitation strategy
11-20 Formulative style of mediation Procedural strategy
21-34 Manipulative style of mediation Directive strategy

Notes: The contents of different tactics are provided in Table A.1 of Appendix A.

The second string is given by Curran, Sebenius, and Watkins (2004) in their com-

parative analysis of the George Mitchell’s mediation in Northern Ireland in 1995 and

Richard Holbrooke’s mediation in Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1995. Based on the tar-

gets and the approaches to mediation, Curran, Sebenius, and Watkins (2004) classify the

mediation into “forcing mediation” and “fostering mediation”; this classification is also ap-

plied and used by Hoffman (2009), Jones (2013), Kulkarni (2014), and Vuković (2015).

In definition, “forcing mediation” refers to an organized schedule that contains a clear

timescale of mediation as well as a declared list of corresponding leverage that are to be

applied during mediation. The “forcing mediation” highlights the exclusive importance

of the mediator to the resolution of the dispute and assumes that the peace is essentially

made by the active actions from the mediator rather than the passive participation of

the disputants. In contrast, “fostering mediation” refers to a mediation protocol that

does not have a fixed time bar and a relatively flexible application of leverage to assist

the disputants to achieve a peaceful settlement. “Fostering mediation” emphasizes that

a successful mediation should both “begin to foster a more constructive relationship

among the parties” (Curran, Sebenius, and Watkins, 2004, p.252) and “increase their

(the disputants’) sense of respect, obligation, liking, and credibility toward him (me-

diator)” (Curran, Sebenius, and Watkins, 2004, p.252). To make a difference between

these two kinds of mediation, the “forcing mediation” merely underlines the influence

of the mediator, while the “fostering mediation” states that mediation is the dynamic
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process of cooperation between the disputants and the mediator.

2.3.2 Variations on the degree of mediator’s intervention

Regardless of the different classifications of mediation behavior, the common concern

of the classifications is to rank the different interventions for further analysis. How,

then, does existing research explain these variations of degrees of intervention of a

mediator? In conventional knowledge, the variations on the degree of a mediator’s

intervention follow two mechanisms.

The first mechanism is the standard cost-benefit evaluation. Consistent with the

research on the occurrence of mediation, which assumes that the disputants are strate-

gic players, the study on the degree of the mediator’s involvement also starts with the

assumption that the mediator is a strategic player with rationality. The cost-benefit

mechanism offers a broad view to explain the behaviors of a mediator from various

aspects. For instance, the mediator could conduct a light mediation when they find

fewer economic ties with both of the disputants, have no political treaty with either of

the disputants, are geographically remote to the disputants, or are not in need of im-

proving their reputation in the international system (see e.g., Beardsley, 2008, also see

Moore, 2014, for relevant discussions on mediation in different fields).

The second mechanism originates from discussions of the historical ties between

the mediator and the disputants. Current research argues that the existence of previous

experience of mediation in the dispute prompts the involvement of the mediator in its

current mediation effort (see Böhmelt, 2013). There are also some studies that argue that

the results of previous mediation attempts influence the involvement of the mediator in

the present mediation attempt (Greig and Diehl, 2006, also see Moore, 2014, for relevant

discussions on mediation in different fields).

2.3.3 Difficulties in the study of the procedure of mediation

In a general way, the study of the procedure of mediation is rarely conducted within

the procedure per se but is always linked with other topics of mediation. Most of the

literature discusses the procedure of mediation in conjunction with the effectiveness

of mediation (e.g., Beardsley et al., 2006; Beardsley, 2008; Bercovitch and Schneider,
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2000), and some of it (e.g., Böhmelt, 2010a; Clayton, 2013) even conducts an extensive

investigation into the linkage between the occurrence of mediation, the procedure of

mediation and the effectiveness of mediation. Even though it is meaningful to make an

effort on the systematic explanation of mediation, the interdependent analysis of the

mediation procedure with other stages of mediation fails to explain mediation behav-

ior in a concrete and clear way. Why is the procedure of mediation always discussed

with other topics in mediation? The answer lies in two difficulties in the research into

mediation procedure.

First, the complexity and versatility of mediation behaviors. Unlike the study on the

occurrence of mediation and the outcome of mediation, which has a clear and standard

point to capture if a mediation attempt initiates or succeeds, mediation behaviors are

relatively difficult to capture even if there is a classification on the different types of me-

diation behavior. For instance, it is hard to conclude that a mediator without leverage

who performs shuttle diplomacy is not as committed as a mediator with leverage who

performs a directive strategy. Moreover, with the development of technology and the

trend of globalization, the interaction between the mediator and disputants could be

conducted in a broader way, which thereby makes mediation behavior more complex

and versatile. This tendency also increases the difficulty of the study on the procedure

of mediation.

Second, the interaction process between the mediator and the disputants can hardly

be fully tracked. The study of mediation procedure is an observational research that

utterly depends on how likely and to what extent the researcher could track the process

of mediation; therefore, when taking a detailed and in-depth analysis of the mediator’s

behavior, it is hard to offer a whole picture of their steps in mediation, which would

lead to a potentially inaccurate description of the procedure of mediation.

2.3.4 Critique on the study of the procedure of mediation

In the research into the procedure of mediation, most studies treat the procedure of me-

diation as the supplementary side for the explanation of a certain result of mediation

or the occurrence of mediation by a certain mediator. To overcome the shortcomings of
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current research and highlight the procedure of mediation as an independent interac-

tive process between the disputants and the mediator, it is better to analyze the grand

strategy of the mediator in conjunction with the commitment of the mediator to provide

a more accurate view of that mediator’s involvement. With this approach in mind, the

dissertation chooses to explain some under-researched phenomena of the procedure of

mediation, which can illuminate the research on the procedure of mediation from an

independent theoretical framework. This endeavor will be further discussed in Chapter

5.

2.4 Outcome of mediation

The outcome of mediation always attracts the most analyses in the study of mediation.

To promote the effectiveness of mediation, lots of research tries to figure out the most

outstanding factor that maintains a strong and direct connection to the outcome of

mediation. Regarding the study on the outcome of mediation, two topics are widely

discussed, which will be summarized subsequently.

2.4.1 To what extent is mediation successful?

The success of mediation is not a definition that follows the unanimously agreed crite-

rion, but rather a flexible concept instead, which relies on how far the disputants and

the mediator plan to go through mediation. Existing research defines the success of

mediation into three types.

The first type of a successful mediation attempt is the avoidance of war or the avoid-

ance of the escalation of the dispute. Some research (see Andersen et al., 2001; Beards-

ley et al., 2006; Greig and Diehl, 2012, pp.146-172, also see Fisher, 2001; Karreth and Tir,

2012) implies the fact that, in some cases, the dispute is difficult to resolve within only

one mediation attempt or the mediator is merely motivated to contain the spread of

the dispute. Therefore, in this case, a successful mediation attempt is the attempt that

effectively deescalates the dispute instead of offering a thorough resolution to it. For

instance, in the Scarborough Shoal Dispute between China and the Philippines from
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April to June 2012, the US played the role as the primary mediator but merely for the

intention to pacify the dispute instead of solving it.

The second type of a successful mediation attempt is the resolution of the dis-

pute. Different from the first type of successful mediation attempt, the resolution of

the dispute indicates that the relationship between the disputants should be redefined

through peaceful means and a series of settled rules, which could finally pave the way

for a result where the dispute no longer exists. Within the target as stated, a mediation

attempt cannot be termed a successful one if it only achieves a cease-fire agreement

or other equivalent results that fail to bring a fundamental change to the disputing

relations. For instance, in the recurrent dispute between Chad and Sudan in Decem-

ber 2007, the UN, African Union (AU), and European Union (EU) conducted a joint

mediation to resolve the tensions between the two states. Through several rounds of

mediation attempts such as organizing bilateral talks and providing commitments to a

peacekeeping mission after the dispute, the disputing sides signed the side agreement

of the Dakar Accord to guarantee a peaceful environment in the disputed area, which

gives a resolution to the dispute.6

The third type of successful mediation is more demanding than the first two types,

with a long-term peace being the target of the mediation. In the discussions by Beards-

ley (2008, 2011), peace created through mediation is always maintained for a short run,

with a high probability of recurrence in two or three years . This short-term mediated

peace leads to the argument that disputants should find other techniques to resolve the

dispute (e.g., Goertz, Diehl, and Balas, 2016, for relevant discussions and implications).

In this case, a mediation attempt that is effective in resolving the dispute but incapable

of bringing about a long-term peace can barely be treated as a successful attempt. For

instance, even though it remains relatively successful in a series of consecutive efforts

in mediating the nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula, the Chinese government still

holds a negative assessment on its mediation. As for China, it views “a nuclear-free

Korean Peninsula as essential to maintaining lasting peace, security, and stability in

Northeast Asia, and it views nonproliferation as a high priority to assure an optimal

environment for its continued domestic economic development” (Qian and Wu, 2009,

6See CASE 455-Chad-Sudan IV in the ICB dataset for detailed information,
cf. http://www.icb.umd.edu/dataviewer/?crisno=455, [accessed 07.04.2019].
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p.81) Therefore, the goal of Beijing in doing mediation is to have a long-term peace on

the Korean Peninsula, which can hardly be fulfilled by the results it has achieved so far

(Qian and Wu, 2009).

2.4.2 Determinants to the success of mediation

When sorting out the discussions on what makes a mediation attempt successful, exist-

ing research concentrates on two strings of explanations, which are about the influential

factors before and during mediation. Both strings try to offer a whole picture to grab

every detail that exerts impacts on the effectiveness of mediation either directly or in-

directly. As these two strings are concerned with the occurrence and the procedure of

mediation, some degrees of overlap with the previous discussions are expected.

The first string, which is about the factors prior to the mediation, concerns the na-

ture of the dispute as well as the characteristics of the disputants. Leng and Regan

(2003) find that the increasing similarities of the social and political cultures between

the disputants promote the success of mediation. However, Inman et al. (2014) find the

cultural factors are not significant to the effectiveness of mediation (tension reduction).

Other than the focus on the non-material factors, Bercovitch (1985) concentrates on the

material factors between the disputants and argues that the equal power between the

disputants is crucial to an effective outcome of the mediation. Additionally, Elgström,

Bercovitch, and Skau (2003) and Gartner and Premack (2013) highlight that the influ-

ence of geographical distance does not only influence the occurrence of mediation but

also exerts direct impacts on the effectiveness of mediation. From their research, a

closer geographical distance is more likely to lead to a positive outcome of the media-

tion.7 Moreover, some studies further emphasize that the regime type is conducive to

a successful mediation attempt (see e.g., Hansen, McLaughlin, and Nemeth, 2008, for

relevant discussions).

The second string is about the factors during the procedure of mediation and it puts

more efforts into investigating the influence given by the mediator. Among them, one

of the most important discussions draws on the bias of the mediator. In general, there

are two contradictory arguments on how the bias of a mediator shapes the outcome

7Sometimes, geographical proximity could also lead to dispute (see Gartner and Premack, 2013).
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of mediation. On the one hand, Kydd (2003) points out that a mediator is most likely

to be successful when they are biased to one of the disputing sides instead of being

unbiased, as this obtains more chances of gaining the trust of the disputants. Svensson

(2007, 2009, 2013, 2015) also makes extensive discussions on why a biased mediator is

conducive to the negotiated outcome or durable peace in intrastate dispute from the

aspects of the motive of mediator, the bargaining process between the disputants, the

concession-making at the bargaining table, and credibility of mediator respectively. In

contrast, Rauchhaus (2006) rebuts that an unbiased mediator brings with disputants

more chance of an effective mediation attempt (also see Beber, 2012). In addition to the

debate on neutrality, some research sheds light on how different strategies influence

the outcome of the dispute. By classifying the effectiveness of mediation into achiev-

ing a formal agreement, tension reduction and crisis abatement, Beardsley et al. (2006)

conclude through their analysis that the manipulative mediation strategy is the most

efficient strategy to a formal agreement as well as the crisis abatement, while the for-

mulative and/or facilitative mediation strategy acts as the most conducive way to the

reduction of tension in the dispute.

2.4.3 Problems on the study of the outcome of mediation

Even though there are extensive discussions on how to make a mediation attempt ef-

fective, it is hard to conclude that the study of the outcome of mediation is sufficient.

Specifically, to gain a comprehensive view on the outcome of mediation, two points

need to be analyzed further with a more comprehensive inspection of mediation the-

ory, together with the problems of the practice of mediation.

First, an explanation of the failed mediation attempt is required. In most cases,

the factors that promote the effectiveness of mediation can be harmful to mediation

when they act in the opposite direction. However, the most influential factors on the

success of mediation are not necessarily the most influential factors on the failure of

mediation. For instance, some research argues that credibility is the cardinal condition

for the success of the mediation (see Maoz and Terris, 2006), however, it is not necessary

for this to be the cardinal rationale for the failure of mediation. Therefore, a separate

and systematic discussion on why mediation fails is necessary.
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Second, the investigation on why mediation is still applied after the failure of pre-

vious mediation should be given attention. As consecutive efforts of mediation are

oftentimes observed in the study of mediation (e.g., Böhmelt, 2013), it would be inter-

esting to explore if and how the outcome of the previous mediation attempt influences

the occurrence of the subsequent mediation. Furthermore, sometimes the new effort is

initiated when the last mediation attempt has failed. In this case, a mechanism on why

mediation is still applied after the failure should be introduced to explain this seem-

ingly irrational phenomenon. These are puzzling questions that existing research fails

to answer.

2.4.4 Critique on the study of the outcome of mediation

Compared to the previous two topics discussed, the outcome of mediation receives the

most extensive analysis in the research of mediation. However, based on the problems

that are pointed out in this section, some further endeavors should be made to situate

the mediation theory in a better way to explain the practice of mediation in the real

world. In this dissertation, I will analyze not only why mediation is re-initiated sharply

after the failure of the last mediation attempt, but also make a step further to discuss

why the failed mediator is reappointed after failure by adding the re-evaluation of the

credibility of the failed mediator as the preference factor to the standard cost-benefit

evaluation process.

2.5 Mediation and other dispute management techniques

Other than focusing on the characteristics and content of mediation per se, we should

also pay further attention to the relationships between mediation and other dispute

management techniques. When the disputants are searching for a peaceful solution of

the dispute, in addition to mediation, several alternatives are also available. Among

these alternative options, the most popular techniques are negotiation, arbitration and

adjudication (see Gent and Shannon, 2011b, for relevant discussions). Together with

mediation, these three dispute management techniques above serve as the four main

ways to resolve the dispute without the application of force.
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What are the differences between these four dispute management techniques? To

distinguish among these techniques, I raise two dimensions about which the disputants

care most in solving the dispute. The first dimension is the flexibility of the disputants’

decision-making under a certain technique. As correctly pointed out by existing re-

search (see e.g., Justwan, 2017, for relevant discussions from social trust perspective,

also see Allee and Huth, 2006), the disputants always consider how much discretion

power they could have after receiving a certain technique. The discretion power deter-

mines the strategic space of the disputants in the dispute resolution process, which is

directly linked to the maximization of their interests in the dispute. The second dimen-

sion is the number of interveners in the dispute management process. As there is a risk

of the intervention of the interests by the intervener, the disputants are always careful

about who the potential third party is and how many interveners there will be if they

choose a certain technique.

Table 2.2: Differences Between the Main Dispute Management Tech-
niques

Flexibility Number of Interveners

Negotiation non-binding bilateral
Mediation non-binding trilateral/multilateral
Arbitration informal-binding trilateral/multilateral
Adjudication formal-binding trilateral

Concerning the two dimensions discussed above, Table 2.2 addresses the differences

between mediation, negotiation, arbitration, and adjudication. As shown in the table,

for the first dimension, in ascending order of the controlling power to the strategic flex-

ibility of the disputants, both negotiation and mediation are non-binding techniques

that render a larger space of flexibility of the disputants. In contrast, arbitration and

adjudication are binding techniques that require the disputants to submit their control-

ling power over the final decision to the third party (Gent and Shannon, 2011b). Be-

tween these two binding techniques, while arbitration is carried out by an individual,

an organization, a state, or a group of states, adjudication is conducted by an inter-

national court. Therefore, in terms of the degree of binding by law, arbitration is an

informally binding technique, while adjudication is a formally binding technique. For
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the second dimension, while the negotiation is a bilateral bargaining process between

the disputants exclusively, all the other techniques are characterized by the intervention

of the third party. Furthermore, mediation and arbitration can also be the multilateral

dispute management process if a panel of third parties is involved.

By clarifying the differences between these techniques, I analyze further the rela-

tionships among mediation, negotiation, arbitration, and adjudication. The core point

that is supported by most research (e.g., Beardsley, 2010; Böhmelt, 2010a; Chatag-

nier, 2019; Chen, 2019; Keels and Greig, 2019; Owsiak and Mitchell, 2017; Reid, 2017;

Ruhe, 2015; RezaeeDaryakenari and Thies, 2018) is that these dispute management

techniques are not exclusive options to each other. In the practice of finding a peaceful

way to pacify and resolve a dispute, it is not realistic to make the disputants have an

exclusive decision on selecting merely one technique from mediation, negotiation, ar-

bitration and adjudication. No matter whether the disputants are sincerely motivated

to have a dispute management technique, it is reasonable for them to apply several

techniques simultaneously to maximize their interests in resolving the dispute. In the

Bosnian War between the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina and its adversaries from

1992–1995, both the disputing sides accepted mediation, negotiation, arbitration, and

adjudication simultaneously to settle the complicated and long-lasting tension between

them (Touval, 2002). Other than the Bosnian War, there is a number of cases where mul-

tiple dispute management techniques are applied jointly in the dispute resolution pro-

cess. Therefore, the logic of the disputants in deciding to accept a dispute management

technique is to treat a certain technique as an independent case rather than making an

exclusive choice based on a comparison between the techniques.

Going further with the point above, not only should we not to say that mediation,

negotiation, arbitration, and adjudication are exclusive to each other, but we should

also not even say that the fighting and the dispute management process are exclusive to

each other. Leventoğlu and Slantchev (2007), Powell (2004), and Slantchev (2003) make

a telling argument that even if peace talks are initiated, it does not necessarily indicate

that the fighting will be paused. Lots of dispute management processes are concurrent

with continued fighting, which is also perfectly reflected in the Bosnian War. Therefore,
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based on existing research, this dissertation treats the mediation attempt as a compati-

ble choice with negotiation, arbitration, adjudication, and even continued fighting. In

other words, from the perspective of the disputants, the onset of mediation results from

a dichotomous choice of whether to have mediation or not but not a multi-categorical

choice between mediation, negotiation, arbitration, adjudication, and continued fight-

ing.
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Chapter 3

Data Collection

Systematic and Individual levels of

Investigations into the Practice of

Mediation

To link the theory to the empirical investigation in the subsequent chapters, this dis-

sertation mainly applies two datasets to the analysis, which are of the systematic and

individual levels of mediation, respectively. This two-track analysis approach not only

fits into the requirements of verification of the theoretical hypotheses but is also inspir-

ing to some extent to the further study of mediation in the future. This section sheds

light on the sample selection, data compilation, and the measurements of the core vari-

ables for the subsequent empirical applications.
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3.1 Sample selection: Systematic and individual levels of anal-

ysis

For the empirical studies of mediation, several datasets are used for the analysis. In

existing research, the most frequently used datasets are the Managing Intrastate Low-

intensity Conflict (MILC) dataset (Melander, Möller, and Öberg, 2009), the Manag-

ing Intrastate Conflict (MIC) dataset (Croicu et al., 2013), the Issue Correlates of War

(ICOW) dataset (Frederick, Hensel, and Macaulay, 2017), the Civil Wars Mediation

(CWM) dataset (DeRouen Jr, Bercovitch, and Pospieszna, 2011), the International Cri-

sis Behavior (ICB) dataset (Brecher and Wilkenfeld, 2000; Brecher et al., 2017), and the

ICM dataset (Bercovitch and Fretter, 2004). In this dissertation, I apply the ICB and

the ICM datasets as the basic data for further compilation and empirical analysis. The

advantages and the rationales of the application of these two datasets will be discussed

in the sections below.

3.1.1 An investigation of mediation at the system level: The International

Crisis Behavior dataset

A systematic level analysis offers an overarching view of mediation over the course

of a dispute. In some cases, the study of the mediation behavior is not interested in a

specific attempt from the mediation process but is more interested in the entire media-

tion procedure, such as the total effectiveness of mediation to the dispute, the strongest

strategy applied during the mediation procedure, and why a particular mediator is

chosen as the primary mediator over the course of the dispute. In order to investigate

the questions as such, an analysis of mediation at the systematic level is necessary and,

correspondingly, a dataset that maintains a systematic view of mediation is required.

To fulfill the requirements above, the ICB dataset is the most suitable dataset among

the datasets available. This dataset was initially projected and established by Brecher

and Wilkenfeld (2000) in 1975 and undergoes a regular updating procedure. At present,

the dataset has been updated to Version 12, which covers the time range from 1918 to

2015 and with 476 international crises included. The dataset offers a systematic view of

the mediation process throughout the dispute. The unit of analysis is the dispute, and
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the most active mediation attempt that occurred, as well as its mediator(s), is recorded

when multiple instances of mediation are observed. For a summary of the ICB dataset,

as shown in Table 3.1, there are 149 crises that have had mediation during the disputing

process, making mediation the most frequent technique for dispute management; the

second most frequent technique applied is negotiation.1 However, the number of me-

diations is more than twice the number of negotiations, which reflects the popularity

of mediation for dispute management.

Table 3.1: Variations in Dispute Management Attempts (ICB Dataset)

Frequency Percent

Mediation 149 31.3
Negotiation 66 13.9
Others 261 54.8
Total 476 100

Source: International Crisis Behavior Dataset, Version 12

In general, the ICB dataset provides three advantages compared to other available

datasets. First, it offers a comprehensive view of mediation over the course of the dis-

pute. Instead of putting more effort into describing each attempt made during the

mediation, the ICB dataset concentrates on the entire process of mediation, as well as

the mediation given by the most active mediator. This identification approach of medi-

ation provides the opportunity for analyzing the rationales of the disputants to invite

the primary mediator into the dispute management process. For the cases of the disser-

tation, in the investigation of the rationales of the disputants to select a weak/strong

mediator, the event-level analysis – which takes every attempt given by different medi-

ators (no matter in a group or individually) over the course of the dispute – may entice

critique that a weak/strong mediator is selected because the mediator only plays a

supplementary role rather than a primary role for the entire mediation process. This

1In the original record of mediation in the ICB dataset, there are 147 disputes that have received me-
diation; CASE 331, which is the dispute between Angola and South Africa from 23 August to 30 Septem-
ber 1981, and CASE 389, which is the dispute between Nicaragua and Honduras from 9 September to
7 November 1989, are missing data. However, as the basic information required by the dissertation are
available in the crisis description part of the dataset, the corresponding information on the overview of
CASES 331 and 389 is coded according to the “Data Viewer” of the ICB website, newspaper/academic ar-
ticles on LexisNexis as well as the archives on the mediator’s official website. The results of corresponding
empirical analysis remain the same when these two observations are removed.
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critique would suggest mismatches between the data and the theory, which would par-

alyze the theoretical hypotheses of the dissertation. In contrast, an overarching view

of the entire mediation procedure of the dispute and an exclusive focus on the primary

mediator makes the data more applicable to verify a causal link whereby the selection

of a weak/strong mediator follows the logic of the dissertation. The advantages of ap-

plying the ICB dataset for the empirical analysis will be discussed in details in Chapter

4.

Second, the ICB dataset offers both interstate and internationalized intrastate ob-

servations (De Maio and Favretto, 2018). As the dissertation intends to provide a me-

diation theory, which is suitable for the analysis of either the interstate dispute or the

internationalized intrastate dispute, therefore a dataset that only covers the interstate

or intrastate does not fit into the requirements here. In this dissertation, mediation

is treated as a technique for dispute management regardless of the interstate or the

intrastate dispute, which I think is more valuable for a comprehensive and coherent

improvement of the mediation theory. Consistent with this theoretical expectation,

the ICB dataset, which records both the interstate and the internationalized intrastate

crises, is an ideal data preparation for the empirical studies.

Third, the ICB dataset contains up-to-date observations on mediation. The time

range of Version 12 of the ICB dataset is from 1918 to 2015, which is the most up to date

dataset on the subject.2 The latest version of the ICB dataset provides sufficient ev-

idence of the practice of mediation by allowing us to capture the most recent trend

in mediation, which in turn strengthens the support for the theoretical arguments.

Moreover, the time range covered by the ICB dataset reflects the evolution of the in-

ternational system from multipolarity to bipolarity and finally to unipolarity, which

is believed to have different and critical impacts to the durability of peace (e.g., Iken-

berry, Mastanduno, and Wohlforth, 2009; Lebow, 1994; Monteiro, 2012; Wagner, 1993;

Wohlforth, 1999) and hold the basic tone for the dispute management, thereby influ-

encing the occurrence of mediation.

With a further look at the basic information of the ICB dataset, I investigate two

aspects of these 476 observations. First, as shown in Figure 3.1, I plot the geographical

2The MILC dataset is from 1993-2004, the MIC is from 1993-2007, the ICOW dataset is from 1816-2001,
and the ICM dataset is from 1945-2003.
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Figure 3.1: Geographical Locations of the Disputes (ICB Dataset). Notes:
The unit of analysis is the dispute. For the x-axis, 1 = North America, 2 =
Central and South America, 3 = Africa, 4 = South and West Asia, 5 = East

Asia and the Pacific, 6 = Middle East, 7 = Europe
.



Chapter 3. Data Collection 49

121

140

115

99

no violence

minor clashes

serious clashes

war

0 50 100

number

ex
te

nt
 o

f v
io

le
nc

e

Figure 3.2: Levels of Violence of the Disputes (ICB Dataset). Notes: The
unit of analysis is the dispute

.



Chapter 3. Data Collection 50

locations of the disputes recorded. I find that North America is the most peaceful re-

gion, with 0 disputes observed, while Africa has the least peaceful environment, with

126 disputes observed. Additionally, Europe, the Middle East, East Asia and the Pa-

cific, South and West Asia, Central and South America have relatively small variations

in their records of disputes, which range from 49 to 89. Second, as presented in Figure

3.2, there are descriptive statistics about the extent of violence used in the dispute. In

general, clashes are the most common type of violence, and minor clashes such as the

Kanchazu Island incident, which occurred in late June 1937 between the Soviet Union

and Japan, are more prevalent than serious clashes such as the first Taiwan Strait Crisis

between China and Taiwan from 1954–1955.3 Moreover, full-scale war is endowed with

the smallest number (99) even if its difference from serious clashes (140) is not so great.

3.1.2 An investigation of mediation at the event level: The International

Conflict Management dataset

Different from the empirical analysis at the systematic level, the analysis from the indi-

vidual level concentrates on the detailed content of each attempt of mediation, which

includes the time and duration of the attempt, the strategy or strategies applied for

the attempt, and the outcome of the attempt. In order to make a precise and coherent

estimation, the data for the individual mediation attempt should be as far as possi-

ble comprehensive and elaborated. With the considerations above, the ICM dataset is

applied as the original dataset for the further compilation and the analysis in the disser-

tation. The following paragraphs offer some introduction and discussions of the ICM

dataset.

The ICM dataset was initially established by the project of International Conflict

Management, which was led by Jacob Bercovitch from the University of Canterbury,

and the first version was released in 1986 (Bercovitch, 1986). The latest version, with

updates and corrections, was released in 2014. The intention for the establishment of

the ICM dataset is stated as:
3On the detailed description of these two disputes, see CASE 55-Amur River Incident (1937) and CASE

146-Taiwan Strait Crisis One (1954) on the ICB website,
cf. http://www.icb.umd.edu/dataviewer/, [accessed 07.04.2019].
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Its (ICM dataset) aim is to both further our understanding of mediation, and

facilitate the comparative investigation of different conflict management mecha-

nisms......The project aims to answer such fundamental questions as ‘how do in-

ternational mediation, and other forms of conflict management work?’ and ‘un-

der what conditions are respective conflict management efforts most effective?’

(Bercovitch and Houston, 2000a, p.1).

At present, the ICM dataset covers 333 disputes and 5,066 dispute management

attempts, which comprise not only mediation but also negotiation, arbitration, adjudi-

cation, no dispute management attempt, and so on. The time range of the ICM dataset

is from 1945 to 2003 (Bercovitch and Fretter, 2004). With a first look at the ICM dataset,

which is shown in Table 3.2, there are 3,005 mediation attempts over 5,066 dispute man-

agement attempts. Moreover, there are 1,631 negotiation attempts, which equates to

merely half of the mediation attempts in the dataset. Additionally, there are 430 dispute

management attempts, which include arbitration, adjudication, and other techniques.

This distribution of dispute management attempts further reveals the prevalence and

importance of mediation in the dispute management process.

Table 3.2: Variations in Dispute Management Attempts (ICM Dataset)

Frequency Percent

Mediation 3,005 59.3
Negotiation 1,631 32.2
Others 430 8.5
Total 5,066 100

Source: International Conflict Management Dataset

The rationales of applying the ICM dataset for the individual-level analysis is three-

fold. First, the ICM dataset makes an extensive description of each mediation attempt,

which renders strong support to the detailed scrutiny of the mediation attempt. Com-

pared to other datasets available, the ICM dataset is the most detailed and compre-

hensive for the empirical analysis. In the ICM dataset, there are 238 variables in total,

and 80 of them are specifically for the descriptions of mediation. An abundance of

variables in mediation is conducive to promoting the efficiency of a closer look at the

mediation procedure and the interaction between the mediator and the disputants. For
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instance, the ICM dataset specifies the environment and the initiator of the mediation

attempt while other datasets do not. The identification of the mediation environment

and the initiator of mediation not only contribute to the evaluation of the effectiveness

of mediation but also reflect the attitude of both the disputants and the mediator to the

mediation attempt, which is beneficial when discussing the psychological aspects of

decision-makers in mediation.

Furthermore, compared to other datasets available, the coding rules of the variables

in the ICM dataset are more elaborate and appropriate for the analysis. For instance,

as the material strength of the mediator (weak/strong mediator) is the core interest

of the dissertation, it should be careful to carry out the definition and classification

of the mediator with regard to their strength. In the classic approach of defining the

weak and the strong mediator, the classification is based on either the state level for the

state actor or the institution level for the non-state actor. However, the judgment of the

strength, which is based on the state or institution, is not a sufficient reference point.

To go a step further, the position of the specific person who mediates should be taken

into account as the power a person is endowed with is changed in accordance with

his/her position in the state/institution (Bercovitch and Houston, 2000a, pp.190-191).

Moreover, as it is apparent that for the non-state actor such as the inter-governmental

organization, whose structure of institution is less coherent than the state actor, the

position of the specific person who mediates the dispute is more flexible than that of a

person representing a state to the resources available for mediation. Therefore, when it

comes to the classification of the strength of a non-state institution, the specific person

and his/her level in the institution needs to be considered. This classification, which is

based on the position of the exact mediator, is available in the ICM dataset.

Third, the ICM dataset records more disputes between 1945 and 2003 than other

datasets because of its case selection criteria (Böhmelt, 2011, p.24). To most datasets,

a dispute can only be recorded when it has certain fatalities; a dispute that does not

have fatalities is excluded. This selection criterion incurs selection bias in conflict and

peace studies, which is always the potential threat to an accurate estimation. Differ-

ent from this selection criterion, in the ICM dataset, “no minimum threshold is now
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placed on the number of fatalities needed to qualify as a legitimate conflict. This ap-

proach includes a broad scope of conflicts that pose a grave threat to international peace

and security and had political effects and ramifications equal to that of full warfare”

(Bercovitch and Houston, 2000a, p.2). Moreover, in the ICM dataset, “‘Conflict’ may

entail a variety of criteria and meanings from political quarrels and struggles, economic

differences, large scale wars with fatality criteria, to small wars and skirmishes, etc.”

(Bercovitch and Houston, 2000a, p.2). This definition of the conflict suggests a rela-

tively full list of all kinds of disputes in political science, which is more versatile than

the ICOW dataset, while the latter also sets no bounds in terms of fatalities for the case

selection.4

With a further look at the basic information of the ICM dataset, I also investigate

two aspects that are the same as the ICB dataset. Because the records in the ICM dataset

are framed as event-level data, I thereby present the relevant information with the dis-

pute - dispute management attempt as the unit of the analysis. First, as shown in Figure

3.3, I plot the variations of the geographical locations of these attempts. I find that there

are 1,634 dispute management attempts observed in Africa, which is the region with the

largest number of attempts. Furthermore, Europe, the Middle East, East Asia and the

Pacific have 893, 911 and 707 attempts, respectively. Compared to the regions above,

South and West Asia and Central and South America have relatively small numbers

of attempts, being 447 and 474, respectively. No dispute management attempt takes

place in North America. Second, as presented in Figure 3.4, there are descriptive statis-

tics about the hostility level of the dispute, which give an overview of the background

of the attempts. With a sharp comparison, 4,360 dispute management attempts are

observed under the background of war, while the other four categories together are

recorded with 706 attempts. Five hundred-and-thirty-four attempts are initiated when

the highest hostility level of the dispute is the use of force, and 153 attempts are ob-

served when the disputes are characterized with the display of force. When there is

only a militarized threat during the dispute, 18 attempts happen correspondingly. One

attempt is recorded when the dispute is not even endowed with the militarized threat.

According to the description of the ICM dataset, this attempt is the negotiation between

4The ICOW dataset mainly records territorial, maritime and river disputes.



Chapter 3. Data Collection 54

0

447

1634

474

707

911
893

0

500

1000

1500

1 2 6 73 4 5 
geographical location

nu
m

be
r

Figure 3.3: Geographical Locations of the Dispute Management At-
tempts (ICM Dataset). Notes: The unit of analysis is the dispute - dispute
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the Communist Party of Nepal and the Nepalese Government on September 18, 1998,

under the background of the regime crisis of Nepal in 1998 (Bercovitch and Fretter,

2004, p.225). The figure presents a clear tendency that the higher the hostility level of

the dispute, the more likely the dispute management attempt occurs. This tendency

is in line with the extensive discussions in the existing literature (e.g., Beardsley, 2010;

Böhmelt, 2015, 2016, also see Zartman, 1989, 1997 for more case studies).

3.2 Core variables

On the basis of the introduction of the ICB and the ICM datasets, the measurements

of dependent variables from three puzzles, namely the weak/strong mediator, the

weak/strong mediation strategy and the failed/new mediator will be provided in this

section. These dependent variables are the core variables of the analysis in subsequent

chapters.

3.2.1 Weak and strong mediator

The dependent variable of the first puzzle is mediation by a weak mediator, and in the

empirical analysis, this variable is created from the ICB dataset. According to the ICB

dataset, among 476 disputes, 149 of them have the experience of mediation, which is

the research interest of the dissertation. The measurement of the variable is modified

by the measurement of Beardsley (2009). State actors acting as weak mediators are

states other than the five permanent members (P5) of the UNSC and G-7 members.5

Non-state actors acting as weak mediators are IGOs but not global organizations such

as the UN and the League of Nations (LN); regional organizations, where the leaders

of organizations (e.g., summit which includes the president of the organization) are not

involved; private individuals; and NGOs.6

5Due to its relatively unstable membership and its concentration on economic issues, the G-7 is less
influential than the UNSC in the field of politics. Therefore, the G-7 members will only be taken into
account since the day of the G-7’s establishment, while the UNSC members are consistently recorded as
strong mediators, even before the establishment of the UNSC.

6The strong/weak mediator here denotes the comparison between the ultimately chosen mediator and
other potential mediators in the selection pool. Moreover, I assume that the universe of state actors and
non-state actors comprise the potential mediators, which is theoretically coherent with the arguments in
the dissertation and is consistent with the empirical test in the subsequent chapters. This measurement
approach is in line with the relevant studies on mediation (e.g., Corbetta, 2015; Danneman, 2013; Greig
and Regan, 2008; Savun, 2008).



Chapter 3. Data Collection 57

87

62

0

25

50

75

−0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
strong/weak

co
un

ts

(a) Definition 1

96

53

0

25

50

75

100

−0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
strong/weak

co
un

ts

(b) Definition 2

Figure 3.5: Comparison between Weak and Strong Mediators. Notes: The
variable is compiled from the ICB dataset, and the total data points are 149. (a)
Definition 1: The definition of the dissertation; (b) Definition 2: The definition

of Beardsley.

As the ICB dataset does not identify whether or not a mediator is weak, I create

the variable using the following steps. In the ICB dataset, the variable “MEDWHO”

specifies the type of primary mediator in a dispute.7 However, there is no indication

of who exactly this primary mediator is. To specify the name of the specific primary

mediator, I check the crisis summary offered by the website of the ICB dataset and

the guidebook (Brecher and Wilkenfeld, 2000) of the dataset. In combination with the

“MEDWHO” variable and its precise date of mediation, I determine the name and the

type of primary mediator in the mediation.8 In some cases, a primary mediator is a

group of mediators. Once the specific primary mediator is identified, I code whether

the third party is a weak mediator or not according to the concept of the weak mediator

provided before. When there is a group of mediators, the highest position and rank of

a mediator in the group is coded. The mediation by a weak mediator is a dummy

variable, with 1 denoting mediation by a weak mediator and 0 indicating mediation by

a strong mediator.

Moreover, to perform a robust analysis, I create an extra measurement of weak me-

diator, which is strictly in line with Beardsley (2009). As opposed to the measurement

used in this dissertation, Beardsley classifies all the regional organizations as weak

7Here, the primary mediator refers to the most active mediator in the dispute, where this primary
mediator can include a group of third parties.

8The identification of the primary mediator is listed in Appendix B.
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mediators and all the group mediators as strong mediators, which I think should be

revisited. First, for the regional organizations such as the European Union, which is

the most influential organization in Europe, when its leader, the president of the Euro-

pean Commission, is involved in a mediation attempt, it indicates a potentially large

influence from the European Union as a whole rather than a sub-level influence from

a specific department of the organization. Therefore, the regional organization as the

mediator is more reasonably defined as a strong mediator if its leader is involved; oth-

erwise, it is a weak mediator. Second, for the group mediator, which includes a number

of third parties, this could also be a weak mediator. For instance, in the dispute between

Chad and Sudan from 26 December 2007 to 1 August 2008, the primary mediator was

a group of states comprising Libya, Eritrea and Gabon. With none of these states la-

beled as a strong mediator, their mediation coalition can hardly be qualified as a strong

mediation group either, especially when none of them can serve as the leader of this

group, which makes the mediation coalition less coherent and powerless. 9 Therefore,

even if the primary mediator is a group of states, it is necessary to check if the highest

ranking of these states is a strong mediator, which can serve as a qualified leader of the

group. If there is not strong mediator included, the mediation group is more appro-

priate to be treated as a weak mediator rather than a strong one. Based on the differ-

ences between the definitions given by this dissertation and Beardsley (2009), among

149 mediation cases, 62 weak mediators are identified according to this dissertation’s

measurement (Definition 1), while Beardsley’s (2009) measurement identifies 53 weak

mediators (Definition 2). This comparison is presented in Figure 3.5.

With the new variable created, Figure 3.6 presents a pre-estimation analysis of the

relationships between the type of mediator and the outcome of the mediation. Panel

(a) shows that strong mediators outperform weak mediators in mediation; however,

this advantage is slight. Panel (b) further indicates that a strong mediator does not

necessarily lead to a more effective outcome than a weak mediator. These results render

strong support to the idea that the disputants’ selection of a weak or a strong mediator

is more about how they plan to obtain a comparative advantage regarding uncertainty

9On the detailed description of the dispute and the mediation, see CASE 453-Chad-Sudan III (2007) in
the ICB website,

cf. http://www.icb.umd.edu/dataviewer/, [accessed 07.04.2019].
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Figure 3.6: Type of Mediator and Its Influence to the Mediation Out-
come. Notes: The variables are compiled from the ICB dataset. (a) Type of
mediator, red bar represents the failed attempts, blue bar represents the success-
ful attempts; (b) Marginal effects of different types of mediator to the outcome
of mediation. The x-axis is the weak (rugs on the left)/strong (rugs on the right)

mediator, the y-axis presents their effects to the outcome of mediation.

rather than the extent to which they want to make an attempt effective.

3.2.2 Weak and strong mediation strategy

The main dependent variable of interest of the second puzzle is the selection of a weak

mediation strategy by the strong mediator as its primary strategy, and the ICM dataset

is utilized to capture this variable. In this dissertation, consistent with the measure-

ment of the strength of mediator above, I argue that the classification of a mediator

is based on its comprehensive capability instead of the strategy it applies. In general,

there are two methods of defining a strong/weak mediator. The first method is to clas-

sify the capability of a mediator by the capability of the disputants. The second method

is to classify the capability of a mediator in comparison to the capability of other po-

tential mediators. Here, the second measurement method is applied for two reasons.

Firstly, the first method can hardly be fitted into the context of intrastate disputes where

there is always a non-state rebellion part in the dispute. Normally the third party is al-

ways more capable and influential compared to the rebellion, as the former has already

gained certain legitimized status and military power in the international system. Sec-

ondly, the second method is more intuitive and clearer when defining the capability of

a third party with the comparison to its counterparts but not its “clients”. Hence, the
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strong/weak mediator here denotes the comparison between the finally chosen medi-

ator and other potential mediators in the selection pools.10

In this dissertation, the strength of the mediator as the state actor follows the Cox-

Jacobson Scale Ratings for State Size and its modified version, which are used in the ICM

dataset, and the strong mediator as the state actor is the state that is labeled as a “large”

or “super” power in the Cox-Jacobson Scale Ratings, which are generally the P5 of the

UNSC and G-7 members. Except for India, this list of strong mediators remains con-

sistent to the list of strong mediators of the ICB dataset. The strong mediator as the

non-state actor consists of international organizations, as well as regional organizations

where the leader of the organization is involved in the mediation. If it is a group me-

diation, the highest ranking of the mediators will be taken into account. Here, among

3,005 mediation cases, 1,820 of them are conducted by strong mediators.

Table 3.3: Variations in Mediation and other Attempts (ICM Dataset)

Frequency Percent

Mediation by strong mediator 1,820 34.0
Mediation by weak mediator 1,176 23.3
Others 2,061 40.7
Total* 5,057 100

*: 9 mediation attempts are removed from calculation
because of the unspecified mediator(s)

On the classification of mediation strategies, it follows the CM6 Strategies-Primary

variable in the ICM dataset. There are three strategies that a mediator can select from

the variable. These are the “Communicative-Facilitative (strategy)”, the “Procedural (strat-

egy)”, and the “Directive (strategy)”, in ascending order of the mediator’s controlling

power in the mediation.11 To a strong mediator, the strategy that is not a directive one

is classified as a weak strategy as there is no direct application of its “muscle” in the
10Furthermore, for the classifications of strong/weak mediators, which is the comparison between the

potential mediators and finally chosen mediator, all state and non-state actors are included in the pool of
potential mediators. Even though political, security or economic cooperation is an important indicator to
evaluate the probability of the selection of a mediator, this does not mean that a state or non-state actor
without the relationships stated has no probability of being chosen for a mediation attempt. Relevant
argument can be found in the works of Corbetta (2015) and Greig and Regan (2008).

11In the original coding of the “Strategies-Primary”, there is an extra value “offered only”, which means
that the mediation attempt is initiated but the mediator does not contribute to the mediation where there
is no use of the mediation strategy. As I want to test the sample where a mediation strategy is applied, the
224 cases of “offered only” are removed.
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Figure 3.7: Selection of a Weak/Strong Strategy by the Weak/Strong
Mediator and the Influence of a Weak/Strong Strategy to the Mediation
Outcome. Notes: The variables are compiled from the ICM dataset. (a) Selec-
tion of a weak/strong strategy by the weak/strong mediator, red bar represents
the variations of strategy selection by strong mediators, blue bar represents the
variations of strategy selection by weak mediators; (b) Marginal effects of a
weak/strong strategy to the outcome of mediation. The x-axis is the weak (rugs
on the right)/strong (rugs on the right) strategy, the y-axis presents their effects

to the outcome of mediation.
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other two strategies (Vuković, 2015, p.28).12 Moreover, the weak mediation strategy is

coded 1, while the strong mediation strategy is coded 0.

Table 3.3 summarizes the variation in mediation attempts. It can be seen from the

table that the selection of a strong mediator is more prevalent, contributing to 34.0%

of the total dispute management efforts, than the selection of a weak mediator, with a

percentage of 23.3% of the total dispute management attempts. The other 40.7% of the

dispute management attempts apply other techniques. Furthermore, panel (a) of Figure

3.7 provides information on the comparison of the selection of mediation strategies

between the strong and weak mediators. It is clear that a strong mediator is more likely

to apply the directive strategy (518 attempts) than a weak mediator (249 attempts),

where more than two-thirds of mediation attempts by directive strategies are done by

the strong mediator. However, what is more interesting in the figure is that both the

strong and the weak mediators prefer to apply the facilitative strategy to the mediation,

which is a typically weak mediation strategy. Moreover, for the strong mediator, after

taking the procedural strategy as the weak strategy, there are about 1,242 mediation

attempts by the strong mediators that are featured with weak strategies. This pre-

estimation analysis supports the argument that even though the strong mediator is

more likely to conduct a strong strategy during the mediation process than is the case

with a weak mediator, the strong mediator is also preferable to the weak strategy.

To go a step further, panel (b) of Figure 3.7 presents the marginal effects between the

selection of a weak/strong mediation strategy by a strong mediator to the outcome of

mediation. By using the ICM data, these marginal effects are plotted from a simple

logistic regression with the clustered standard errors around the dispute. The plot

indicates that the influences by selecting a weak/strong strategy are nearly the same as

the effectiveness of mediation. In other words, the selection of a weak/strong strategy

is not because the weak/strong strategy is less/more effective to a successful mediation

attempt. This result also renders support to the general argument of this dissertation

that we should not follow the standard expected utility theory to assume a distribution

of probabilities between the weak/strong strategy to the effectiveness of mediation.

12For further discussions on the impact of the “muscle” of mediator to the outcome mediation, see
Groeneveld-Savisaar and Vuković (2011) for the case study about the mediation of Sri Lankan civil war.
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3.2.3 Failed and new mediator

The dependent variable of interest in the third puzzle is the reappointment of a failed

mediator, and the variable is captured by the ICM dataset. On the basis of 1,750 failed

mediation attempts that are identified by the ICM dataset, I intend to check if the me-

diation is re-accepted or not in the next mediation attempt, and if the failed mediator is

reappointed or not if the mediation is re-accepted by the disputants. Here, my coding

of the reappointment of a failed mediator follows the steps below:

a. I check the technique used in the subsequent dispute management pro-

cess and keep the observations where the mediation attempts are employed.

b. I check the name(s) of the exact person (people) who mediates (mediate)

in the next mediation attempt and clarify the affiliation of the person (peo-

ple) to a state or an institution. As the unit I am interested in here is the state

or the institution that the person (people) represents (represent) instead of

the individual person (people) per se, I compare whether the mediator(s) in

the next mediation attempt is (are) from the same state or institution or not

with the currently failed mediator(s). The only exception here is when the

person (people) is (are) labeled as the private individual(s), such as Jimmy

Carter in his mediation of the first North Korean Nuclear Crisis in 1994 (Si-

gal, 1997).

c. For each observation, if the state or the institution that the mediator(s)

represents (represent) in these two consecutive mediation attempts is the

same, it is coded 1; otherwise, it is 0. For the group mediators, if at least

one of the mediators is reselected from the last failed group mediators, I

treat it as the case that the failed mediator is reselected for the subsequent

mediation attempt. Moreover, the coding procedure remains the same even

if there is an overlap of timing between the current and the next attempt.13

13The overlap of timing between the current and the next attempt with the same mediator means that
the disputants maintain a negative expectation of the outcome of the current mediation attempt and they
decide to reappoint the existing mediator to the new attempt because the disputants find the existing
mediator is sufficiently credible even if they are likely to be ineffective in the current attempt.
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Table 3.4: Difference in the Coding between Definition 1 and Definition 2

Order Technique Definition 1* Definition 2**
Attempt 1 mediation (failed)

0 1Attempt 2 negotiation
Attempt 3 arbitration
Attempt 4 adjudication
Attempt 5 mediation (same mediator with attempt 1)

*: Reappointment of the failed mediator into the next dispute management attempt.
**: Reappointment of the failed mediator into the next mediation attempt.
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Figure 3.8: Reappointment of a Failed Mediator. Notes: The variables are
compiled from the ICM dataset. (a) Definition 1: Reappointed of the failed me-
diator in the next dispute management attempt; (b) Definition 2: Reappointed

of the failed mediator in the next mediation attempt.



Chapter 3. Data Collection 65

The variable obtained through this coding procedure is labeled as the mediation by

a failed mediator1. To make a sensitive test, I relax the core concept from the reappoint-

ment of the failed mediator into the next dispute management attempt (mediation by a failed

mediator1) to the reappointment of the failed mediator into the next mediation attempt. The

differences in coding between these two definitions are expressed in Table 3.4. Com-

pared to Definition 1, which is the reappointment of the failed mediator into the next

dispute management attempt, Definition 2, which is the reappointment of the failed

mediator into the next mediation attempt, allows the inclusion of further other dispute

management attempts between the two consecutive mediation attempts and is coded

1 if the failed mediator is reselected into the new mediation attempt even if it occurs

after several rounds of other kinds of attempts. The variable gained by this alternative

coding procedure is labeled as the mediation by a failed mediator2. This alternative cod-

ing method results in more cases where the failed mediator is reappointed to the new

mediation attempt. Figure 3.8 provides the visualized accounts of the variations be-

tween the two measurements. Panel (a) describes the mediation by a failed mediator1, and

there are 615 cases where the failed mediator is reappointed in the next dispute man-

agement attempt. Panel (b) describes the mediation by a failed mediator2 and 722 cases are

the reappointments of the failed mediators in the next round of mediation attempts.

3.2.4 Applications of the core variables

By introducing the coding rules of the core variables of three puzzles respectively, I give

an overview of the nature and the coding of these variables, as well as the arrangements

of these variables in the context of subsequent chapters.

Table 3.5: Overview and Applications of the Core Variables

Variable names Coding rules Datasets Chapters

Weak/strong mediator binary, weak = 1, strong = 0 ICB, ICM dataset Chapter 4
Weak/strong strategy binary, strong = 1, weak = 0 ICM dataset Chapter 5

binary, weak = 1, strong = 0 ICM dataset Chapter 5
Failed/ binary, offered only/unsuccessful = 1 ICM dataset Chapter 6
new mediator cease fire/partial/full settlement = 0
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As shown in Table 3.5, the three variables will be utilized as the key variables from

Chapter 4 to Chapter 6. Chapter 4 deals with the question of why disputants appoint a

weak mediator, and the variable of mediation by a weak mediator is utilized as the de-

pendent variable of the analysis. With regard to the binary nature of the variable, it

is coded 1 if the mediation is conducted by a weak mediator; otherwise, it is 0. Both

the ICB dataset and the ICM dataset are used to capture this variable. The ICB dataset

covers the most active mediation attempts given by the primary mediators of the dis-

putes when there are multiple instances of mediation over the courses of the disputes.

This sample selection procedure excludes the observations where the weak mediators

are only selected as the supplementary third parties of mediation which is to deal with

the counterargument that the weak mediators are admitted because they are not of the

core interests of the disputants. The ICM dataset, which covers all observations of me-

diation, is supplied as the further robustness check of the analysis. Chapter 5 analyzes

why a strong mediator selects a weak mediation strategy, and the dependent variable is

the selection of a weak mediation strategy by the strong mediator as its primary strategy. This

variable is a dichotomous choice, and it is coded 1 if the strong mediator selects a weak

strategy as their main strategy and is coded 0 otherwise. To answer this question, every

each mediation attempt given by the strong mediator is included in the sample, and the

ICM dataset is used to capture the variable. Chapter 6 tries to answer the question of

why a failed mediator is reappointed for the mediation, and the reappointment of a failed

mediator is applied as the dependent variable of the empirical analysis. This variable

is a dummy variable where 1 stands for the reappointment of the failed mediator into

the subsequent mediation, while 0 stands for the appointment of a new mediator into

the subsequent mediation. As the sample of the analysis, the universe of unsuccessful

mediation attempts are included, and the ICM dataset is used to capture this variable.
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Chapter 4

Occurrence of Mediation

Why Appoint A Weak Mediator? A

Strategic Choice to Reduce

Uncertainty 1

4.1 Introduction

During the first North Korean Nuclear Crisis, on June 13, 1994, the North Korean gov-

ernment officially declared its intention to withdraw its membership from the Interna-

tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), a decision that was the result of long-standing

tensions between North Korea and its opponents, the US and South Korea. To pre-

vent the dispute from escalating, on June 15, both disputing sides accepted the offer

by Jimmy Carter, the former president of the US, to mediate. Acting as a private cit-

izen, Jimmy Carter was merely authorized to conduct shuttle diplomacy intended to

promote communication between Washington and Pyongyang (Sigal, 1997). Carter’s

mediation, which took place from June 15 to June 18, eased some of the tensions of the

crisis, creating a critical opening for a series of subsequent talks in Geneva between the

1This chapter is an amended version of the article published at Chinese Journal of International Politics.
Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the Ph.D. research colloquium of the Graduate School
of Decision Sciences (GSDS) in Konstanz (July 2017) and Annual Mid-West Political Science Association
(MPSA) Conference in Chicago (April 2018).
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US, South Korea, and North Korea. On October 21, 1994, the disputing sides signed the

landmark Agreed Framework, which provided a peaceful resolution to the crisis (Kim,

1995).2

In the mediation procedure, as a private citizen, Carter served as a “weak” mediator

who was limited in the variety of and opportunity for using leverage in the mediation.3

Carter’s efforts were a type of facilitative mediation that does not require substantial

leverage from mediators. Here, with respect to the aspect of material strength, the con-

cepts of strong and weak mediators are defined by the relativity of available leverage,

resources, and influence for the mediation in comparison to other potential mediators.

The limitation of leverage for mediation influences both the availability and the effec-

tiveness of the mediation strategy applied during mediation (Beardsley, 2009).

In classic discussions, a weak actor who is limited in the “carrots and sticks” it may

use is less popular among disputants (see Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000; Favretto,

2009). In contrast, a strong actor who has leverage for the full application of various

mediation strategies dominates the mediator pool because a strong actor is more likely

to pull disputants back to the bargaining table and initiate an effort to achieve a nego-

tiated outcome (see Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000; Favretto, 2009; Gelpi, 1999; Greig,

2001; cf. Wallensteen and Svensson, 2014). However, the empirical cases show another

picture. Other than Carter’s mediation in the first North Korean Nuclear Crisis, there

have been a substantial number of mediation attempts conducted by weak mediators

worldwide. According to the International Conflict Management (ICM) dataset, nearly

42% of 3,005 international mediation attempts between 1945 and 2003 were not medi-

ated by strong actors but by weak actors instead. Furthermore, as shown in Figure 4.1,

based on a comparison of mediation attempts by weak and strong mediators in differ-

ent time periods, weak mediators have become increasingly prevalent over time and

even appear more frequently than strong mediators after 2000.

The contradiction between the facts and the classic theoretical argument raises an

important but rarely studied question: Why do disputants appoint a weak mediator?
2Some (e.g., Roy, 1994) might argue that, as North Korea is not a rational actor, the North Korean

Nuclear Crisis is not a good case through which to discuss mediation. However, Smith (2000) argues that
it is the complexity of the Korean Peninsula issue that makes North Korea seem irrational. The behavior
of Pyongyang still rationally considers the trade-offs between costs and benefits.

3Bercovitch (1997) makes a classification of different types of leverage in mediation; this classification
can be found in the codebook of the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) dataset.
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Figure 4.1: Comparison of Mediation Attempts by Weak and Strong Me-
diators over Time (ICM Dataset, 1945-2003)

To bridge this research gap, Beardsley (2009) investigates the prevalence of weak me-

diators in intrastate disputes. Regarding the demand side aspect, he argues that it

is the “insincere motives” which contributes to the involvement of weak mediator(s).

Regarding the supply side aspect, Beardsley (2009) notes that mediation by a weak me-

diator might occur because a strong mediator refuses to intervene. These fundamental

arguments set a basic tone for research into the selection of a weak mediator, and their

explanatory power can be developed further by overcoming some counterarguments.

First, the precise measurement of “insincere motives” is relatively difficult because the

private information about observable factors of “insincere motives” is costly to obtain

(Fey and Ramsay, 2010, p.545). Second, the concept of “insincere motives” is less ca-

pable of ruling out some cases where weak mediators are sincerely accepted by the

disputants.4 Third, extensive discussions on why some disputants accept a weak actor

after being rejected by a strong actor are necessary. In this regard, the selection of a

4Sometimes, the disputants might invite a weak mediator into the dispute management process with
a sincere motive as well, such as the Thai government’s openness to Malaysian mediation in its Southern
Insurgency (Storey, 2007).
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weak mediator is more about how the disputants make strategic choices in the dispute

than the extent to which a potential mediator commits itself to a dispute.

In this chapter, I offer an explanation for the selection of a weak mediator from the

demand side and improve upon the existing literature in several important ways. First,

I identify alternative theoretical pathways by applying the uncertainty mechanism to

the analysis. Instead of assuming whether or not the disputants are sincere about me-

diation, I understand mediation as a procedure for reducing the uncertainty regarding

the resolve to continue fighting where both the disputing sides could benefit from no

matter if they are motivated to have an effective mediation attempt. I argue that the

selection of a weak mediator is more likely when disputants concentrate on controlling

the sharing of their information rather than expanding their opponents’ information

sharing. This argument intends to cover both scenarios in which disputants send their

mediation appeal to a weak mediator directly or accept a weak mediation offer pas-

sively after being rejected by some strong mediator. Second, I raise three critical factors

to capture the disputants’ strategic preference regarding reducing uncertainty. These

factors are the previous mediation in the dispute, the level of hostility of the dispute,

and the power disparity between the disputants. Third, I test the theory using a dataset

with an extended time span, 1918-2015, which is longer than that of other empirical

studies. The data include both interstate and internationalized intrastate disputes.

Drawing insights from the argument of obtaining the comparative advantage re-

garding uncertainty, I find that mediation by a weak mediator is more likely when it

is the first time that the disputants have submitted to mediation in the dispute and

when the level of hostility of the dispute is low. In some cases, a large power dispar-

ity between the disputing sides makes the selection of a weak mediator more likely as

well.

4.2 Conditions to select a mediator

Regardless of whether the disputants are motivated to the mediation, the application

of mediation is an attempt to find a more beneficial solution to the disputants than the

continued fighting. During the mediation attempt, as a bargaining procedure that is

focused on the division of disputing issue(s), each disputant is motivated to increase
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its own share by decreasing the share of its opponent to reach a satisfactory deal (see

e.g., Kydd, 2003).

As a cost-benefit calculation process, the disputants’ selection of a mediator is driven

by the motives to obtain a more beneficial deal than continued fighting at an accept-

able cost. With regard to existing research, three aspects are important to disputants to

achieve a satisfactory mediation attempt and thereby influence their selection of a me-

diator. The first aspect concerns the mediator’s expected mediation strategy. Bercov-

itch, Anagnoson, and Wille (1991) and Beardsley et al. (2006) argue that different strate-

gies lead to different impacts on the peace talks, and thus, the outcomes of the media-

tion differ. Furthermore, Beardsley (2009) indicates that the availability of the strategy

applied during the mediation procedure is related to the material strength of the medi-

ator. A strong mediator who is materially powerful is more capable of implementing a

strong mediation strategy than a weak mediator. Therefore, the disputants’ selection of

a mediator largely reveals the strategy and the strength they expect from the mediator.

The second aspect that disputants take into account when they select a mediator

is the cost of the mediation. As stated above, disputants choose to enter into media-

tion because the utilities of mediation are expected to be larger than those of continued

fighting. To maximize the utilities of mediation, the disputants need to bargain for a

greater share of the disputed issue(s) on the one hand and control the cost of the medi-

ation on the other hand. In general, there are two types of costs. The first type of cost is

the disputant’s commitment made to its opponent such as a larger compromise on the

disputing issues at the bargaining table (see Beardsley, 2008; Walter, 1999; Sisk, 2009;

Susskind and Babbitt, 1992; Svensson, 2007, for relevant discussions), and the second

type of cost is the potential invasion of the mediator’s interest (RezaeeDaryakenari and

Thies, 2018, also see Kydd, 2003). While the first type of cost necessitates the disputants

considering the supervision of the mediator on the post-dispute construction issue, the

second type of cost reminds the disputants to account for the relationships between

themselves and the mediator.5

5Regarding the relationship between the disputants and the mediator, the most common point of in-
terest is the bias of the mediator (e.g., Gent and Shannon, 2011a, Kydd, 2003, 2004, 2006, 2010; Rauchhaus,
2006; Savun, 2008; Svensson, 2007, 2009, 2013, 2015).
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The third aspect of disputants’ judgment in the selection of a mediator is the mes-

sage conveyed by selecting a mediator. Some research finds that the selection process

per se is a part of the signaling strategy during mediation. Bercovitch and Gartner (2009)

note that when disputants agree to submit to mediation and select a certain mediator,

the choice signals that both of the disputing sides find the fighting too challenging to

continue and are willing to reach a peaceful resolution to the dispute. This argument

is also supported by Melin, Gartner, and Bercovitch (2013). Greig (2005) argues that,

for disputants, conceding at the bargaining table often reveals their weaknesses and

their reluctance to fight. Therefore, disputants should select an appropriate mediator

to assist them in achieving a satisfactory settlement and play a face-saving role for dis-

putants as well. In this regard, Greig (2005) applies the categorization of principal medi-

ator and neutral mediator to indicate whether the mediator has an interest in the dispute,

which reflects how resolved the mediator might be to end the dispute. In turn, from the

perspective of the disputants, the selection of a mediator reveals how motivated they

are to submit to mediation.

In summary, the literature on the aspects that directly influence the progression of

mediation demonstrates that the expected strategy, the budget (cost) and the attitude

toward mediation largely shape the disputants’ selection of a mediator. While exten-

sive efforts have been made to explore how different types of mediators influence these

three aspects, few studies discuss these three aspects systematically. Moreover, as the

categorization of mediators is usually based on the bias or the interest of mediator (e.g.,

Gartner, 2014), the material strength of the mediator is rarely discussed as the center of

focus rather than a supplementary discussion to other topics in mediation studies. And

for the research on the discussion of leverage (Beardsley, 2013; Reid, 2017), its focus is

always on the mediator with leverage but pays less attention to the mediator without

leverage, despite the prevalence of weak mediators. Since the strength of a mediator

is related to the effectiveness of the mediation, which directly influences whether dis-

putants benefit from the attempt, it is important to analyze why disputants prefer a

weak mediator to a strong mediator in some cases.
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4.3 Selection of a weak mediator: Nexus between uncertainty

and mediation

To address the question of why disputants select a weak mediator, this chapter de-

velops a theoretical argument based on the uncertainty mechanism. In discussions

of peace and dispute, uncertainty serves as an indispensable factor in the analysis

(e.g., Beardsley, 2011, p.26; Debs and Monteiro, 2014; Diehl and Goertz, 2001, p.185-

240; DiLorenzo and Rooney, 2018; Meirowitz and Sartori, 2008; Singer, Bremer, and

Stuckey, 1972; Smith and Spaniel, 2018). According to current research (Bas, 2012; Bas

and Schub, 2017; Bas, McLean, and Whang, 2017; Fey and Ramsay, 2011), there are sev-

eral types of uncertainty, and the uncertainty regarding the resolve to continue fighting

or the cost of contouring to fight are the types of uncertainty that this chapter intends

to shed light on.6 As its most direct link with the peace talks, the uncertainty regarding

the resolve to continue fighting is the most important and most widely discussed type

of uncertainty in the crisis bargaining process (Bas, McLean, and Whang, 2017; Fey and

Ramsay, 2011). Given the logic of the uncertainty mechanism, a dispute occurs if the

potential disputants maintain a high degree of uncertainty regarding their resolve to

continue fighting. When the uncertainty decreases, disputants are increasingly aware

of their opponents’ resolve to continue fighting as well as their willingness to resolve

the dispute, and a peace agreement is more likely to be reached (Bas, McLean, and

Whang, 2017, also see Fearon, 1995).7 From the perspective of the uncertainty mech-

anism, the nature of mediation is an active uncertainty reduction procedure that uses

the sharing of private information to pave the way to a peaceful settlement.

From the aspect of disputants, the uncertainty regarding the resolve to continue

fighting is disaggregated into two types: (a) the opponents’ uncertainty regarding the

disputants’ resolve to continue fighting, this uncertainty is manipulated by the dis-

putants themselves; (b) the disputants’ uncertainty regarding the opponents’ resolve

6In addition to the uncertainty regarding the resolve to continue fighting, there are also some other
types of uncertainty, such as the uncertainty about the military capabilities, war outcomes and so on (Bas,
McLean, and Whang, 2017).

7The decrease of uncertainty could be achieved either by the opponent’s willingness to share its private
information actively or by the disputant’s successful information extraction about the opponent’s resolve
to continue fighting.
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to continue fighting, and this uncertainty is controlled by the opponents. When dis-

putants agree to submit to mediation, the choice reveals that they are less resolved

to continue fighting (see Poast, Hardin, and Uzonyi, 2013) and are also committed

to reducing their opponents’ uncertainty regarding their resolve to continue fighting

further even if they are not necessarily devoted to a successful outcome of media-

tion. However, to make a credible threat at the bargaining table, which is important

to make mediation more beneficial than fighting, disputants are still motivated to pre-

serve the uncertainty regarding their resolve to continue fighting. On the other hand,

disputants also intend to minimize their uncertainty regarding their opponents’ resolve

to continue fighting (Savun, 2009) because they cannot benefit from mediation without

obtaining extra information about their opponents, which cannot be collected on the

battlefield. Taking these two points into account, what the disputing sides desire dur-

ing mediation is a comparative advantage regarding the uncertainty surrounding all

the parties’ resolve to continue fighting: a subjective evaluation of the positive scale

between the volume of private information collected from their opponents and the vol-

ume of private information they shared with their opponents.8 A deal that is beneficial

to the disputants is most likely to be reached when the disputants think they have more

private information about their opponents’ resolve to continue to fight than the other

way around.

Function (4.1) presents the form of the comparative advantage of uncertainty. While

Uc is the comparative advantage of uncertainty, Uo and Ud are the opponents’ uncer-

tainty regarding the disputants’ resolve to continue fighting and the disputants’ uncer-

tainty regarding the opponents’ resolve to continue fighting, respectively. To benefit

from mediation, the disputants are always motivated to make Uc as large as possible.

And in general, there are two approaches to enlarging Uc: (a) maximizing Uo; or (b)

minimizing Ud.9

8This comparative advantage of uncertainty reflects the subjective assessment of the trade-off of the
private information sharing from the disputants themselves rather than the objective situation on the bar-
gaining table. Moreover, this comparative advantage refers to the quantity of information obtained during
mediation but not the quality of the information. Disputants are assumed to be incapable of verifying all
the information they collect during mediation.

9Here, even though the best scenario for the disputants is to minimize Ud while maximizing Uo, such a
result is much less likely to occur in mediation, as no sides would agree to an attempt in which the oppo-
nents reject sharing private information but merely intend to mine the other sides’ information instead.
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Uc = Uo − Ud (4.1)

As discussed previously, of the three aspects that disputants will take into account

when selecting a mediator, the uncertainty mechanism offers a systematic view of the

sharing of private information about the resolve to continue fighting. First, regarding

the selection of a strategy, the core concern is about the scale of the information that the

strategy could collect during mediation. To benefit from the reduction of uncertainty,

each disputant seeks to extract sufficient information from its opponent to determine

the largest compromise the opponent could make at the bargaining table (Fey and Ram-

say, 2010; Savun, 2009).10 In Function 4.1, the selection of strategy influences Ud, which

determines the extent to which the disputants’ uncertainty can be reduced.

Second, regarding the cost of mediation, as the major source of the cost, the dis-

putant, in turn, needs to prevent its opponent from extracting the disputant’s own pri-

vate information. Hence, each disputant is motivated to protect its private information

to blur the opponent’s evaluation of the disputant’s bargaining baseline (see Fey and

Ramsay, 2010; Kydd, 2003; Rauchhaus, 2006; Savun, 2009, for relevant discussions).

Also, the disputant tries to control the flow of information sharing with the mediator

in order to reduce the risk of intervention by a third party with its own interest. In

other words, the cost of mediation is the volume of the disputants’ private informa-

tion sharing. To maintain the deterrence at the bargaining table, both disputing sides

are motivated to control the cost of the mediation to some extent. In Function 4.1, the

cost of mediation influences Uo, which determines the degree to which the opponents’

uncertainty can be maintained.

Third, regarding the signaling by choosing a mediator, the core signal is to indicate

the degree of the disputants’ willingness to reduce the uncertainty, which reveals how

resolved they are to submit to mediation. As mediation is an interactive procedure be-

tween the disputants, the volume and the quality of the information sharing is largely

decided by the attitude of the disputants toward reaching a peaceful settlement (see

Bercovitch and Gartner, 2009, for the discussions on the willingness of disputants to

10In the mediation process, the mediator could apply various strategies to assist the disputants to reach
a settlement, and the fundamental target of these strategies is to gain information about the opponent’s
resolve to continue fighting.
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accept mediation). Therefore, with respect to the selection of a mediator, the disputants

should invite an appropriate mediator to reveal to what extent they are willing to share

private information.

Based on these three aspects, this chapter argues that the selection of a mediator

reflects the disputants’ strategy regarding how to balance the trade-off of information

sharing in mediation and therefore maintain a comparative advantage regarding un-

certainty during the mediation. In detail, the features of a weak and a strong mediator

differ with these three aspects. As illustrated in Table 4.1, by selecting a weak media-

tor, the expected information of the opponent is less likely to be mined because of the

limited leverage that a weak mediator has (Beardsley, 2009). However, because of the

limited strength of the weak mediator, the disputants face a low risk of oversharing

their private information, and the risk of interest intervention by a third party is low

as well (see Ramirez, 2018). In other words, the further uncertainty regarding the dis-

putants’ resolve to continue fighting can be maximized. Moreover, by accepting a weak

mediator, the disputants send a signal about their lower willingness to compromise at

the bargaining table, as they could leave the bargaining table with a low cost once they

are not satisfied with the proposed deal. In contrast, the selection of a strong mediator

who has various types of mediation leverage brings a higher probability of extracting

sufficient information about the opponent’s resolve to continue fighting. Hence, the

disputants’ uncertainty regarding the opponents’ resolve to continue fighting is most

likely to be minimized when a strong mediator mediates. However, the cost of inviting

a strong mediator is relatively high because the disputants bear the risk of oversharing

information and the larger risk of intervention by a third party’s interests. Simulta-

neously, with a strong mediator, the disputants send a signal that they are committed

to the peaceful resolution of the dispute and are prepared to compromise or to face

the risk of potentially unsatisfactory compromise at the bargaining table (see Ramirez,

2018, for relevant discussions). To situate the features discussed above into Function

(4.1), we can see that the selection of a weak mediator is more on the strategy of max-

imizing Uo, while the selection of a strong mediator concentrates more on the strategy

of minimizing Ud.
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Table 4.1: Different Features on Uncertainty Reduction by a
Weak/Strong Mediator (From the aspect of disputants)

Weak Mediator Strong Mediator

Strategy(Information Mining) less capable more capable
Cost(Information Controlling) less costly more costly

Signaling(Disputants’ Willingness) less willing to mediation more willing to mediation
Disputants’ preference of enlarging Uc maximizing Uo minimizing Ud

Based on the discussions set forth above, the chapter claims that the disputants’ se-

lection of a weak or a strong mediator indicates by which approach they plan to apply

to obtain the comparative advantage of uncertainty. Furthermore, the chapter assumes

that disputants are more likely to select a weak mediator when they prefer to max-

imize the opponents’ uncertainty regarding their resolve to continue fighting rather

than minimize their uncertainty regarding their opponents’ resolve to continue fight-

ing, which is a conservative mediation strategy. As the different preferences for gaining

a comparative advantage regarding uncertainty influences the disputants’ likelihood

of selecting a weak/strong mediator, the chapter will analyze which factors influence

the disputants’ choice between maximizing the opponents’ uncertainty or minimizing

their own uncertainty.

Then, which factors will shape the disputants’ strategy to gain a comparative ad-

vantage regarding uncertainty during the mediation and thereby influence the likeli-

hood of selecting a weak mediator? The chapter argues that these factors should cap-

ture two points about the reduction of uncertainty: the potential accessibility of the

opponent’s private information and the degree of the disputants’ motivation to share

information. In addition, with the uncertainty mechanism, these factors should also

reflect the level and the sources of ex ante uncertainty between the disputants when

mediation is accepted, which exert a direct impact on the potential scale of information

sharing. In the discussion of Bas and Schub (2017), Iida (1993), and Koremenos (2005),

the uncertainty has various sources, and the source about the traits of the disputants

and dispute are the most common. Hence, the subsequent section will discuss how

the traits of the disputants and the dispute influence the degree of uncertainty regard-

ing their resolve that the disputants intend to maintain and the extent to which the

disputants plan to minimize the uncertainty regarding their opponents’ resolve and
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thereby influence the chances of selecting a weak mediator.

For the traits of dispute, the experience of dispute management critically influences

the decision at the current stage (Levy, 1994). This impact pertains to the mediation

field as well (see Betts, 1985; Debs and Monteiro, 2014; Herbig, 1986, for discussions on

uncertainty between fighting and having peace). In uncertainty research, the influence

of the mediation experience receives insufficient attention, as the origins of uncertainty

and the ways to reduce it are rarely analyzed from a historical perspective. Here, re-

gardless of whether it is successful, the relevant mediation experience provides the

disputants with a clearer picture about the rules of mediation as well as some infor-

mation about the opponents’ resolve to continue fighting. With these benefits in mind,

when a subsequent attempt occurs, both the degree of the opponents’ uncertainty that

the disputants intend to preserve as well as the extent to which they plan to minimize

their uncertainty are redefined, and the disputants’ selection of a mediator will be in-

fluenced.

If there is no previous mediation experience, a weak mediator is more likely to be

chosen. When there is no mediation experience, the disputants are assumed to be less

familiar with the rules of mediation and less informed about their opponents. Hence,

the disputants are unsure about whether and how much they could benefit from medi-

ation (Bercovitch and Gartner, 2009, pp.19-42). The lack of familiarity with mediation

leads to the disputants’ cautiousness regarding mediation. Therefore, when media-

tion planned, the strategy of the disputants is more likely to be conservative. In other

words, disputants prefer to maintain a high degree of their opponents’ uncertainty

than to take greater risks to minimize their uncertainty to the opponents to gain the

comparative advantage of uncertainty. With this situation, a weak mediator is a more

appropriate choice than a strong mediator. By appointing a weak mediator, the cost of

the mediation is ideally controlled, and the information sharing will be conducted at

an acceptable cost. Furthermore, a weak mediator signals that the disputants are pre-

pared to return to the battlefield if they are dissatisfied with the proposed deal. In the

mediation of the North Korean Nuclear Crisis in 1994, there was no previous mediation

experience; even though both North Korea and the US intended to contain the escala-

tion of the dispute, they were skeptical of the effectiveness and the cost of mediation
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(Sigal, 1997). Therefore, instead of appointing senior officers from the IAEA who had

more leverage, the disputing sides invited Jimmy Carter, the former US president, to

mediate, though he was able to assist only with the provision of information.

In contrast, when a dispute has been the subject of the prior mediation, a strong

mediator serves as a more strategic choice. Regardless of the outcome, through the pre-

vious mediation, the disputants learn about the rules of mediation (see Gent and Shan-

non, 2011b, for discussions on the influence of outcome of management to subsequent

management) and even learn some of their opponents’ private information.11 Once

the disputants decide to enter into a subsequent mediation, the choice indicates that

they have more confidence that they could benefit from mediation. Hence, disputants

are more likely to behave actively during the mediation process. In other words, dis-

putants prefer to focus on obtaining a comparative advantage regarding uncertainty

by emphasizing the minimization of their uncertainty rather than preserving their op-

ponents’ uncertainty. In this case, a strong mediator fits the disputants’ intentions well.

This choice accelerates the probability of information mining with various modes of

access to information. Even though a strong mediator is costly, the greater confidence

in mediation leads disputants to be more accepting of that high cost. Furthermore,

the acceptance of a strong mediator signals to opponents that the disputants are more

committed to reaching a peaceful settlement with a compromise that also promotes the

exchange of information. Correspondingly, the hypothesis is organized as follows:

Hypothesis 4-1: If a dispute has not been the subject of previous mediation, a weak mediator

is more likely to be selected.

In addition to the discussion of mediation experience, from the aspect of traits of

dispute, the level of hostility is another factor that shapes the level of uncertainty of the

dispute as well as the potential for private information mining (Bas and Schub, 2017;

Meirowitz and Sartori, 2008) which in turn influences the decision-making process of

the disputants (see Bercovitch and Diehl, 1997; Bercovitch and Langley, 1993; Crisman-

Cox and Gibilisco, 2018; Morrow, 2017; Pospieszna and DeRouen Jr, 2017; Senese, 1997;

Senese, 1999; Sweeney, 2003, for relevant discussions). Here, after deciding to submit

11Even though existing research (e.g., Aduda, 2018; Bercovitch and Gartner, 2009) highlights that the
results of a previous mediation impacts the onset of subsequent mediation, that fact is not relevant in this
chapter. Here, the chapter emphasizes that the experience familiarizes the disputants with mediation so
that they can learn about how to behave properly in a subsequent attempt.
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to mediation, how does the level of hostility of the dispute influence the disputants’

selection of a weak mediator?

With the uncertainty argument, a weak mediator is more likely to be chosen if the

level of hostility is low when the mediation is planned. The low level of hostility, which

is characterized by a low level of aggressiveness and a low probability of severe of-

fenses, reveals that the bargaining range between disputants remains large (Fearon,

1995; Powell, 2002, 2006, also see Tarar, 2006) and that the space for information shar-

ing is abundant. These conditions weaken the difficulty of information mining and

collection, and make disputants put less effort into minimizing their uncertainty by

making a greater commitment and risking a greater probability of interest intervention

by a third party. In other words, a low level of hostility indicates that the disputants

can benefit more by focusing on maximizing their opponents’ uncertainty. With this

situation, a weak mediator is supposedly a more appropriate choice. While incurring a

low cost of mediation, which is expected to be lower than the expected cost of contin-

ued fighting, a weak mediator is qualified to collect the information that is less difficult

to collect because of the relatively loose bargaining range and abundant information

for sharing. Moreover, the selection of a weak mediator indicates that the disputants

will not adhere to the mediation if they are not satisfied with the deal. This selection

also reflects the low cost of continued fighting under conditions of low hostility. In

the discussion of the 1994 North Korean Nuclear Crisis, comparing the crisis with the

subsequently recurrent crises, the worst scenario for the 1994 crisis was a limited mil-

itary confrontation between North Korea, South Korea, and the US. Since there was

an increased probability that Pyongyang would obtain nuclear weapons, the threat of

subsequently recurrent crises escalated to mass damage between the disputants (Sigal,

1997). It is clear that the hostility level of the first crisis was lower than that of the sub-

sequently recurred crises, and therefore, the bargaining range remained larger in the

first crisis, which made the dispute easier to resolve, and hence, disputants selected

Carter rather than a third party with the leverage to mediate.

In contrast, the selection of a strong mediator is a better choice when the level of

hostility is high. With the hostility increasing, for instance, from the economic tensions

to the threats to the existence of an entity, the bargaining range between the disputants
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decreases accordingly, which also leads to a higher threshold for information sharing.

Hence, a compromise is more difficult to achieve (see Beardsley et al., 2006). To gain

the comparative advantage of uncertainty, the disputants need to make a greater effort

to collect information once they decide to mediate. Simultaneously, the cost that is tol-

erable for mediation increases accordingly, as the potential cost of continued fighting

under conditions of high hostility increases. In this case, a strong mediator is a more

conducive choice for the disputants, bringing two advantages. First, to minimize the

uncertainty regarding the opponents’ resolve to continue fighting, even if the cost of

inviting a strong mediator is potentially high, the effectiveness of information collec-

tion is promoted. Second, if the disputants enter into a mediation attempt for a dispute

with high levels of hostility, they should demonstrate a more active attitude toward ne-

gotiation if they want to collect sufficient information from their opponents. Compared

to a weak mediator, a strong mediator is more capable of signaling the disputants’ com-

mitment to the mediation. To summarize this argument, the hypothesis is organized as

follows:

Hypothesis 4-2: If the level of hostility of a dispute is low, a weak mediator is more likely to

be selected.

Other than the traits of the dispute per se, this chapter argues that the characteristics

of the disputants also lead to important impacts on their acceptance of a weak mediator.

From the perspective of the uncertainty mechanism, one of the most important factors

that influences the disputants’ decision regarding pursuing peace or continuing the

dispute is the power disparity between them (Bas, McLean, and Whang, 2017; Bas and

Schub, 2017, also see Benson, Meirowitz, and Ramsay, 2016; Geller, 1993; Morrow,

1989; Powell, 2006; Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey, 1972; Wagner, 1994). With regard

to the disputants’ selection of a mediator, the power disparity between them is also

relevant.

With a large power disparity, a weak mediator is more likely to be chosen. As

the power gap between the disputants increases, the outcome of the dispute becomes

clearer, and the stronger side obtains more opportunities to prevail (Bas, McLean, and

Whang, 2017; Greig, 2005). Therefore, even if both disputing sides submit to media-

tion, the stronger side is less motivated to reduce its own uncertainty to a large degree,
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which might incur a higher cost than continued fighting. Additionally, with the power

advantage, the stronger side itself is more likely to collect private information about the

weaker side than the other way around. For instance, for the US in the North Korean

Nuclear Crisis in 1994, its intelligence agency was capable of collecting information on

the nuclear development at Yongbyon and thereby assess the likelihood of Pyongyang

escalating the crisis. Therefore, when submitting to the mediation, Washington did

not urgently need to collect information about North Korea through the mediator. Si-

multaneously, Clinton’s government had no intention to make the mediation attempt

costly by sharing substantial private information. From the view of the US, the core of

mediation was instead a way to make North Korea agree to respect the Treaty on the

Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) rather than an attempt to share its private

information or to agree with a costly commitment to Pyongyang (Mazarr, 1995). For

the side in the relatively inferior position, even though the weaker disputant is willing

to collect the opponent’s information regarding their resolve to continue fighting, the

cardinal tactic is to control the cost of information sharing, as it is a more efficient way

to assist the weaker side in gaining a comparative advantage regarding uncertainty.12

In the nuclear crisis in 1994, as the weaker side, the North Korean government could

not pay the cost of escalating the dispute but was also afraid of further exposing its

information during the peace talks (Sigal, 1997).

In considering both disputing sides, a weak mediator offers more strategic value

than a strong mediator. First, a weak mediator can provide enough leverage to collect

information at a low cost, which fulfills the intention of prioritizing the control of the

costs of information mining of both disputing sides. Second, as stated above, when

both the stronger and the weaker disputants are not motivated to reduce their uncer-

tainty to a large degree, selecting a weak mediator can maintain the effectiveness of the

deterrence of fighting by the stronger side and signal the resolved offensive position

of the weaker side. These advantages were part of the considerations of Washington

and Pyongyang during the first North Korean Nuclear Crisis, which is why Carter was

finally selected to conduct the mediation.

12The relatively inferior position of the weaker side also indicates a potentially larger concession at the
bargaining table, which enlarges the bargaining range as well.
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In contrast, when the power disparity between the disputants is small, the dom-

inance issues become unclear (Bas, McLean, and Whang, 2017; Greig, 2005), which

means that disputants should apply the minimization of their uncertainty as the pri-

mary approach as it is more difficult for them to benefit from mediation through main-

taining a high degree of uncertainty to each other when this uncertainty is already

sufficiently high. Therefore, a strong mediator becomes a better choice to unravel this

ambiguity. With more access to various types of leverage, a strong mediator is more

capable of information mining, which assists the disputants in collecting substantial

information about their opponents’ resolve to continue fighting. Moreover, as opposed

to the disputing dyad with a large power disparity, once the disputing dyad with a

small power disparity agrees to mediation, the decision indicates that both of sides are

more committed to reducing the uncertainty through talks, as no one can dominantly

prevail on the battlefield (Greig, 2005). Compared to a weak mediator, the selection

of a strong mediator signals the disputants’ willingness to stay in mediation, which is

conducive to stimulating information sharing and thereby promotes the effectiveness

of mediation. Here, the hypothesis is stated as follows:

Hypothesis 4-3: If the power disparity between disputants is larger, a weak mediator is more

likely to be selected.

Regarding alternative explanations, ripeness theory and pure cost-benefit trade-offs

can partially offer theoretical support to these three hypotheses, but they are subopti-

mal to the uncertainty mechanism. First, ripeness theory is more applicable to the

discussion on the occurrence of mediation but exerts merely indirect impacts on the

selection of a mediator. Second, the pure cost-benefit argument can support not only

the three factors raised here but also other factors, such as the intensity of the dispute

and the economic relations between the disputants, which therefore fails to emphasize

the importance of the factors raised in this chapter. The comparative advantage of un-

certainty, which is based on cost-benefit calculation, prevails by highlighting both the

importance and the direct effects of the factors raised here. This theory also provides a

unique argument that the nature of mediation is a procedure of uncertainty reduction

for the dispute.
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4.4 Research design

4.4.1 Data and variables

In this chapter, I compile version 12 of the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) dataset

(Brecher et al., 2017) for the analysis. The time range of the dataset is from 1918 to

2015. The dataset includes 476 disputes in total, and 149 of these received mediation in

the dispute management process.13 The unit of analysis is the dispute with or without

mediation procedure. Compared to using the individual mediation attempt, disputing

dyad, or mediator as the unit of analysis, using the dispute as the unit of analysis offers

four advantages. First, in the case of multiple instances of mediation attempts within

one dispute, the information regarding the primary mediation given by the most active

mediator is recorded in the dataset. This coding method addresses the counterargu-

ment that a weak mediator is chosen because it serves as a supplementary actor rather

than as the primary actor. Second, taking the dispute as a comprehensive procedure

instead of analyzing with the disaggregated disputing dyad fits better into hypotheses

such as the power disparity between the disputing sides, especially when one or both

sides contain more than one actor. Third, with the relatively time-invariant nature of

the hypotheses and the fact that the mediation decision is an event when all or ma-

jority of the disputing actors agree, it is more reasonable to analyze the mediation at

the dispute level instead of at the dispute-year/month level. In addition, the coding

of the dispute-year/month might contribute to the omitted coding of the mediation

experience if the previous mediation attempt occurred in the same year/month as the

primary mediation. Fourth, the dispute with/without mediation provides me with the

ability to analyze the disputes without mediation, which offers an efficient way to deal

with the problem of selection bias (Böhmelt, 2015, 2016).

Table 4.2 provides the frequencies of various mediation attempts in the dataset. In

contrast to negotiation, which occurs in 66 disputes and accounts for nearly 14% of the
13In the original record of the ICB dataset, 147 disputes have received mediation; CASE 331 which is

the dispute between Angola and South Africa from 23 August to 30 September 1981 and CASE 389 which
is the dispute between Nicaragua and Honduras from 9 September to 7 November 1989 are missing data.
However, as the information required by the chapter are available in the crisis description part of the
dataset, the corresponding information on the overview of CASE 331 and CASE 389 is coded according to
the “Data Viewer” of the ICB website, newspaper/academic articles on LexisNexis as well as the archives
on the mediator’s official website. The results remain the same when these two observations are removed.
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total disputes, mediation is a far more popular technique that occurs in approximately

31% of the total disputes. The dependent variable of this chapter is the mediation by a

weak mediator, and the measurement of the variable is discussed in details in Section 3.2

of Chapter 3.

Table 4.2: Variations in Dispute Management Attempts

Frequency Percent

Mediation 149 31.3
Negotiation 66 13.9
Others 261 54.8
Total 476 100

Independent variables

Previous mediation in the dispute When discussing mediation experience, the defini-

tion of mediation can be relaxed to some extent in the system-level analysis. Because

the argument focuses on the discussion of how learning the rules of mediation rather

than the results of the mediation exerts heuristic impacts on the subsequent mediation,

the concept of “analogous mediation” is introduced into the analysis here.

In some cases, over the course of the dispute, there is no clear evidence that a spe-

cific mediation attempt is implemented by a third party or a group of third parties.

However, the dispute overall is endowed with the experience of an “analogous media-

tion” attempt. In this case, even though there is no clear and official claim of a media-

tion effort, most mediation actions are issued by various informal third parties, and the

combination of the influence of these actions contributes to a function that is similar to

a mediation attempt. Keels and Greig (2019) also have a similar argument that the rel-

evant experience of peace talks exerts a positive impact on the initiation of subsequent

mediation.

For instance, in the border dispute between Ethiopia and Eritrea between 2005 and

2006, before the formal mediation offer by the undersecretary-general of the United

Nations on December 11, 2005, there was an analogous mediation attempt conducted

by the UN, the African Union (AU) and the US individually. At the beginning of

November 2005, both the UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan and the head of the AU
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commission Konare appealed to disputing sides to halt military actions that might be

misinterpreted by the other side. Subsequently, the UNSC sent the Japanese envoy Os-

hima on a fact-finding tour to the disputed region. Simultaneously, the US Undersec-

retary of State for Political Affairs, Nicholas Burns, contacted Ethiopian Prime Minister

Zenawi and suggested that Eritrea would peacefully negotiate the border dispute with

Ethiopia.14 The impact of these combined actions is equivalent to shuttle diplomacy in

mediation. Therefore, the Ethiopia-Eritrea 2005-2006 dispute is coded as having expe-

rience with a previous mediation before the primary mediation occurred. This coding

procedure offers us a more systematic understanding of the influence of relevant expe-

rience on the subsequent occurrence of mediation, which can be conducted with only

the dispute as the unit of analysis.

In consideration of the discounting factor of time, a previous mediation in the same

dispute is restricted to mediation efforts within the past five years. If it is a recurring

dispute, mediation in a previous dispute is taken into account if the previous dispute

ended within five years of the outbreak of the current dispute. As the ICB dataset does

not have corresponding information regarding previous mediation in a dispute, I create

this variable using the crisis summary offered by both the website of the ICB dataset,

the guidebook of the dataset (Brecher and Wilkenfeld, 2000), the archives offered on

the mediator’s official website, and newspaper articles on LexisNexis. The variable is

coded using the following steps:

a. In a dispute case, I check whether any dispute management attempt(s)

has (have) been made before the mediation by the primary mediator. For

the cases in which there has been no dispute management attempt, the

“analogous mediation” of a dispute is taken into account.

b. If there has been a (have been) dispute management attempt(s), I check

whether it (they) was (were) a mediation attempt(s) with regard to the con-

cept of mediation provided by the ICB dataset. If it (they) cannot be coded

14See CASE 446-Ethiopia-Eritrea II (2005) in the ICB dataset for relevant information,
cf. http://www.icb.umd.edu/dataviewer/?crisno=446, [accessed 07.04.2019]. For more details about

the dispute, see Ewing (2008) and Schricker (2016).
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as the mediation attempt(s), the situation of “analogous mediation” is taken

into account.15

c. If the dispute has a history of recurrence, I check whether the previous

dispute that occurred within the last five years has a history of mediation

or “analogous mediation” if the current dispute has no history of mediation

or “analogous mediation”. With these three rules, if there has been at least

one previous mediation effort, the variable is coded as 1, and otherwise, it

is code as 0.

Level of hostility As opposed to the traditional measurement on the true scale of the

use of force, in this chapter, hostility is a factor indicating the potential behavior of

opponents and the potential bargaining range of an attempt. According to previous re-

search (Pospieszna and Schneider, 2017, also see Senese, 1999, for further discussions),

there are two ways to evaluate the level of hostility of a dispute: the threat level and

the number of fatalities in a dispute.

I define the most salient threat perceived by the disputing sides as the level of hos-

tility of the dispute for four reasons. First, compared to the number of fatalities, which

are mostly used to assess the dispute intensity when mediation occurs, the most salient

threat is more a predictor of the potential difficulty of the negotiation between the dis-

putants. This predictive characteristic fits into the discussion of disputants’ strategic

choice in selecting a mediator. Second, the salience of the threat allows for a more

precise assessment of the bargaining range between the disputing sides. For instance,

when a dispute is nonviolent with no fatalities, the level of the threat, such as the eco-

nomic threat or the political threat, can classify the level of hostility of the dispute,

while the number of fatalities cannot. Third, the gravity of a threat represents the core

concern of the dispute. Therefore, in some cases, even though it is perceived after the

occurrence of mediation, the most salient threat renders disputants a consistent prior

evaluation of the potential difficulty of the mediation, as it always reveals the nature

15For the concept of mediation, refer to “MEDIATE” in the ICB dataset.
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of the dispute, which sets the tone of the entire dispute process.16 Fourth, the total

number of fatalities of the dispute can contribute to an imprecise estimation of the dis-

putants’ intentions to invite a weak mediator (see Ruhe, 2015; Schricker, 2016). The

number of fatalities is more about the decision to choose between continued fighting

or submitting to mediation (see Ruhe, 2015) rather than the decision about whether to

have a weak mediator.

In the measurement of the ICB dataset, the salience of the threat is captured by

the variable the Gravity of Value Threat. The variable is classified into seven levels in

ascending order of severity from low to high. These are “economic threat,” “limited

military damage,” “political threat,” “territorial threat,” “threat to influence,” “threat of

grave damage,” and “threat to existence,” respectively. These threats are coded from 0

to 6 correspondingly. The severity here refers to a combination of a probable scale of the

use of force and the nature of disputing issue that is at risk, such as economics, politics,

social security, and territorial integrity. Although this classification might not be strictly

consistent with the true scale of the dispute, it mirrors the disputants’ evaluation of the

potential bargaining range during mediation. In the original coding of the ICB dataset,

the unspecified threat, which is coded as 7, is removed in the empirical test.

Power disparity between disputants This variable refers to the capability gap between

adversaries in a dispute, whether individual states or coalitions.17 The capability is

measured by six components: size of the population, GNP, alliance relationships vis-a-

vis major powers, territorial size, military capability, and nuclear capability. As stated

in the variable the Power Discrepancy of the ICB dataset, the extent of the power dispar-

ity in a dispute ranges from none, when all adversaries have the same level of capa-

bility (e.g., Rwanda-Burundi Crisis 1964), to a maximal discrepancy of 179, when the

principal adversaries are a superpower and a small power (e.g., the 1975 Mayaguez

Crisis between the US and Cambodia). This variable is logged because of its skewed

distribution, and 1 is added when the original value is 0.

Control variables
16For instance, in a territorial dispute, even if there is no or only a partial threat about the disputed

territory before mediation occurs, the disputants can forecast that the most salient threat would be at
least about the disputed territory or even to a greater extent. Therefore, they will evaluate the potential
difficulty of negotiating at the bargaining table in accordance with the predicted most salient threat.

17The sum of capability is calculated if there are coalitions.
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Although the chapter analyzes the selection of a weak mediator from the demand side,

the existing research primarily focuses on the selection of mediation and a mediator

from the demand and supply sides simultaneously (e.g., Beardsley, 2009; Böhmelt,

2010, 2012; Chen, 2019; DeRouen Jr, Bercovitch, and Pospieszna, 2011; Pospieszna and

Schneider, 2017). Therefore, the impacts from both sides will be controlled in the anal-

ysis.

When discussing the occurrence of mediation and the selection of a mediator, the

nature of the dispute is an indispensable aspect that is believed to be included in the

cost-benefit evaluations for both disputants and third parties. Regarding the nature of

the dispute, other than the level of hostility of the dispute, the duration of the dispute

(e.g., Maoz, 2011; Bercovitch, 1986; Huth, 1996) and the use of violence in the dispute

(Colaresi and Thompson, 2002, also see Mishali-Ram, 2006) are widely discussed in the

field of dispute management. Furthermore, as noted by Beardsley (2009), from the sup-

ply side, intervention by a weak mediator might occur because the dispute is located

at the periphery of the international system. Therefore, the system level at which a dis-

pute occurred is included in some of the analysis. Accordingly, the centrality of violence,

and the system level of the dispute as control variables in the model. The centrality of vio-

lence refers to the importance of the use of violence by the decision-makers to achieve

their goals. This variable is captured by the ICB dataset and is a categorical variable

with 1 = “No violence,” 2 = “Minor violence,” 3 = “Violence important,” 4 = “Violence pre-

eminent.” The system level of the dispute is also a categorical variable which follows the

rules of the ICB dataset. It is coded 1 = “Dispute occurs at the subsystem,” 2 = “Dispute

mainly occurs at the subsystem,” 3 = “Dispute mainly occurs at the dominant system,” and

4 = “Dispute occurs at the dominant system.” Also, I add the duration of dispute (in days),

which is from the ICB dataset, into the analysis. Due to the skewed distribution, the

duration of the dispute is logged.

Moreover, some characteristics of the disputants are believed to be important to the

progression of the dispute and therefore influence the selection of a mediator. First,

the geographical proximity between the disputants is primarily of interest when analyzing

suitable techniques for dispute management (see Robst, Polachek, and Chang, 2007,

for some relevant discussions). Hence, geographical proximity is controlled, and this
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chapter utilizes the ICB dataset to capture this three-value categorical variable, where

1 = “Disputants are contiguous,” 2 = “Disputants are near neighbours,” and 3 = “Disputants

are distant to each other.” Second, the existing research argues that the degree of sim-

ilarity between the disputants, such as the regime type and institutional or cultural

factors (e.g., Mousseau, 1998 Corbetta and Grant, 2012; Corbetta, 2010, 2015), could

influence the willingness of the disputants to invite a third party into the dispute man-

agement process.18 Hence, the heterogeneity between the disputants is controlled. In the

ICB dataset, heterogeneity is a categorical variable ranging from “1” to “5”; the ascend-

ing order denotes an increasing degree of heterogeneity.

4.4.2 Estimation strategy

Given the binary nature of the dependent variable, I apply the logistic regression model

to estimate the likelihood of disputants’ selection of a weak mediator. The universe of

the sample for the logistic regression analysis is 149 disputes with mediations. More-

over, I conduct some further estimation by taking the potential selection effects into ac-

count. The selection of a mediator can occur only when a mediation attempt is observed

which reveals both the disputants’ motivation of having mediation and the availabil-

ity of the potential mediators.19 This nature of the partial observability subjects to a

potential self-selection bias (Heckman, 1979). To address this problem, I use 476 dis-

putes with or without mediations as the universe of the sample, and I first discuss the

selection of mediation as the dispute management technique and second analyze why

a weak mediator is chosen.20 To account for the selection of mediation, a binary de-

pendent variable, the occurrence of mediation, is created, where 1 stands for the initiation

of mediation, and 0 indicates there has been no mediation throughout the dispute. As

there are two selection processes, the censored probit model meets the requirements

18Yazici (2018) also has some discussions on the impacts of ethnic, language, religion and cultural ties
between the third party and disputants to the dispute management process.

19According to existing research (e.g., Bercovitch and Fretter, 2004; Danneman, 2013; Greig and Regan,
2008), the disputants are always supposed to have a sufficient list of potential mediators to select from,
even though some potential mediators will only intervene at the specific request of the disputants.

20The selection and outcome equations here are consistent with two steps for the occurrence of media-
tion. In the first step, the selection of mediation discusses under what conditions the disputants plan to
mediate, and the second step analyzes to what extent a weak mediator is preferred by the disputants.
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here. This model utilizes a simultaneous two-step estimation strategy, and both se-

lection issues are analyzed in the selection and outcome equations, respectively. As

opposed to the original Heckman selection model, a maximum likelihood estimation

strategy is applied to estimate the censored probit model.21 This model is named the

censored probit model because both dependent variables in the two stages are binary

variables and are analyzed with probit models. The model applies ρ to indicate the es-

timation of the variance-covariance matrix, which is the correlation between the error

of the selection equation and the error of the outcome equation (see Guo and Fraser,

2015).

For the differentiation of the effects of two stages, the selection equation of the cen-

sored probit regression must include at least one variable that is not present in the

outcome equation (see Brandt and Schneider, 2007; Corbetta, 2015; Heckman, 1979). In

this chapter, I include the polarity of the international system and the number of actors in the

dispute in the first stage estimation process. The polarity of the international system recalls

the classic debate about which kind of international system is more stable and peaceful

(e.g., Ikenberry, Mastanduno, and Wohlforth, 2009; Lebow, 1994; Monteiro, 2012; Wag-

ner, 1993; Wohlforth, 1999). A stable and peaceful international system is believed to

be friendlier toward mediation, which is a peaceful intervention by a nonbinding third

party. This polarity variable is captured by the ICB dataset. With the categorical cod-

ing from 1 to 5, the polarity of the international system reflects the general procedure of

the evolution of the international system from a multipolarity system to a unipolarity

system. The number of actors in the dispute describes the potential difficulty to continue

fighting, as the more actors involved in the dispute, the more difficult to have a consis-

tent consent for all actors to continue a costly fight, which in turn means that a peaceful

negotiation is more likely.22 The ICB dataset is used to capture these two variables.

The number of actors in the dispute is log transferred here because of its skewed form. In

Appendix C, Table C.1 and Figure C.1 provide descriptive statistics and correlations ma-

trix about the variables of interest in the chapter, and there are 404 observations after

removing the missing values.

21The traditional Heckman selection model applies the probit model in the first stage estimation and
the OLS model in the second stage estimation.

22These two variables are influential on the selection of dispute management techniques on the system-
level but rarely effect the selection of a particular mediator in an attempt at the actor-level.
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4.5 Results

The results of the analytical procedure are presented in three parts. First, I discuss

the main results of the logistic regressions. Second, I further discuss the results of the

censored probit regressions. Third, I address the selection effects that are presented in

the censored probit regressions. Table 4.3 and Table 4.4 summarize the results of both the

logistic regressions and the censored probit regressions. Model 1 and Model 2 present

the results of the logistic regressions. The sample size of Models 1 and 2 are confined to

the 149 mediation cases, and it has 139 cases after removing the missing values. While

the measurement of the dependent variable in Model 1 is provided by this dissertation,

the measurement of the dependent variable in Model 2 is from Beardsley (2009). Models

3 to 7 are the results of the censored probit regressions. Model 3 is the baseline model

by controlling for a set of previous explanations from the demand side. Models 4 and

5 include the system level of the dispute as the control from the supply side argument.

Furthermore, the measurement of the dependent variable of Model 4 is developed by

the chapter, while the measurement of the dependent variable of Model 5 is defined by

Beardsley (2009). Model 6 presents the results with a focus on the independent variables

about the characteristics of the dispute, and Model 7 presents the results by including

only the independent variable about the characteristics of the disputants.

Model 1 presents the main results of the independent variables. First, the coefficient

of the previous mediation in the dispute is statistically significant (p < 0.01) but negative,

suggesting that the existence of a previous mediation attempt in the dispute reduces

the chances that a weak mediator will be chosen. Under the view of the uncertainty

mechanism, the existence of a previous mediation attempt, regardless of whether it

is a standard mediation or an analogous mediation attempt, teaches disputants about

the corresponding rules and advantages of mediation. Therefore, when mediation is

applied again as the dispute management technique, the disputants are more confident

that they will benefit from mediation, and therefore, they are more likely to be active

in the mediation process, and hence, a weak mediator is less likely to be chosen. This

result renders strong support for Hypothesis 1. Additionally, the result remains the same

in Models 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.
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Table 4.3: Disputants’ Selection of Mediation by a Weak Mediator 1

Dependent variable
logistic: Weak mediator

selection: Occurrence of mediation
outcome: Weak mediator

model 1 model 2 model 3 model 4

logistic logistic selection outcome selection outcome

“Comparative advantage” factors
Previous mediation −1.356∗∗∗−1.129∗∗∗1.631∗∗∗−1.520∗∗∗1.595∗∗∗−1.574∗∗∗

(0.440) (0.425) (0.172) (0.192) (0.174) (0.194)
Level of hostility −0.527∗∗∗−0.364∗∗ 0.032 −0.233∗∗∗ 0.049 −0.206∗∗

(0.187) (0.175) (0.052) (0.082) (0.056) (0.092)
Power disparity 0.105 0.491∗ −0.093 0.047 −0.031 0.125

(0.249) (0.264) (0.081) (0.110) (0.090) (0.135)
Control factors
Heterogeneity −0.459∗∗∗−0.442∗∗−0.135∗∗ −0.103 −0.133∗∗ −0.118

(0.171) (0.174) (0.065) (0.080) (0.065) (0.085)
Centrality of violence 0.090 0.029 0.029 −0.032 0.006 −0.056

(0.200) (0.186) (0.063) (0.091) (0.061) (0.089)
Geographical proximity −0.044 −0.189 −0.237∗∗ 0.060 −0.183 0.060

(0.474) (0.488) (0.117) (0.159) (0.114) (0.192)
Duration of dispute 0.102 0.113 0.203∗∗∗ −0.056 0.205∗∗∗ −0.059

(0.179) (0.184) (0.055) (0.081) (0.055) (0.092)
System level −0.534 −0.769∗ −0.188 −0.209

(0.447) (0.466) (0.122) (0.259)
Selection factors
Number of actors 0.305∗∗ 0.339∗∗∗

(0.126) (0.107)
Polarity 0.198 ∗∗∗ 0.158∗∗

(0.052) (0.063)
Constant 3.365∗∗∗ 2.337∗∗ −2.188∗∗∗2.614∗∗∗−2.011∗∗∗2.821∗∗∗

(1.132) (1.127) (0.388) (0.456) (0.394) (0.569)

Observations 139 139 404 404
Censored observations 265 265
Uncensored observations 139 139
Wald Chi2 27.08∗∗∗ 21.66∗∗∗ 99.39∗∗∗ 83.78∗∗∗

Log Likelihood −74.750 −75.917 −239.868 −236.941
ρ −0.943∗∗∗ −1.000

(0.048 ) (0.000)

Robust standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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To further interpret the influence of a previous mediation attempt on the disputants’

current selection of a mediator, I present the predicted probability of the variable in

Figure 4.2. Based on k simulations, I calculate the predicted effects of a previous medi-

ation attempt by letting the other variables take their true values in the observations.

This simulation approach is more robust to model misspecification (Gelman and Hill,

2006, pp.142-143; Hanmer and Ozan Kalkan, 2013, p.265). Panel (a) of Figure 4.2 shows

the predicted probability of a previous mediation attempt leading to the selection of

a weak mediator. The blue color represents the mediation experience, while the pink

color represents no mediation experience. The spaces of colors are distinct from each

other, and the pink space on the right side indicates that a lack of mediation experience

contributes to the greater likelihood of selecting a weak mediator.

In contrast, in Panel (a), the blue space on the left side reveals that mediation ex-

perience makes the selection of a strong mediator more likely. When examining the

subsequently recurring North Korean Nuclear Crisis after 1994, with the previous at-

tempt by Carter, both Washington and Pyongyang preferred to invite a stronger third

party as a mediator. For instance, in the Second Nuclear Crisis in 2002, when North

Korea broke the Agreed Framework that was signed in 1994, the US and North Korea

decided to invite Beijing to be the primary mediator because Beijing could apply var-

ious types of leverage to keep the parties at the bargaining table to reach a negotiated

settlement (Cotton, 2003; Snyder, 2007).

Second, in Model 1, the coefficient of the hostility level of the dispute is statistically

significant (p < 0.01) but negative, reflecting that the higher level of hostility of the

dispute makes intervention by a weak mediator less likely. This result provides strong

support for Hypothesis 2. Given the argument regarding the uncertainty about the re-

solve to continue fighting, a high level of hostility compresses the bargaining range of

the negotiation between the disputants. In this case, the disputants should endeavor

to collect more of their opponent’s information about their resolve to continue fighting

to reach a satisfactory deal to end the dispute. Therefore, compared to a strong medi-

ator, a weak mediator who is less capable of information collection is less likely to be

selected. The result is also supported by Models 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.



Chapter 4. Occurrence of Mediation: Weak Mediator Selection 95

Table 4.4: Disputants’ Selection of Mediation by a Weak Mediator 2

Dependent variable
selection: Occurrence of mediation

outcome: Weak mediator

model 5 model 6 model 7

selectionoutcome selection outcome selection outcome

“Comparative advantage” factors
Previous mediation 1.661∗∗∗−1.467∗∗∗1.668∗∗∗−1.433∗∗∗

(0.166) (0.166) (0.164) (0.187)
Level of hostility 0.031 −0.156∗ −0.011 −0.140∗

(0.055) (0.081) (0.048) (0.081)
Power disparity −0.020 0.268∗∗ −0.133∗ 0.054

(0.086) (0.112) (0.080) (0.104)
Control factors
Heterogeneity −0.111∗ −0.097 −0.163∗∗∗ −0.091 −0.113∗ −0.138∗

(0.061) (0.071) (0.059) (0.072) (0.058) (0.081)
Centrality of violence 0.017 −0.082 0.027 −0.034 0.029 −0.092

(0.061) (0.073) (0.059) (0.087) (0.058) (0.084)
Geographical proximity −0.189∗ −0.010 −0.308∗∗∗ 0.074 −0.258∗∗ 0.022

(0.111) (0.139) (0.109) (0.147) (0.104) (0.146)
Duration of dispute 0.194∗∗∗ −0.077 0.196∗∗∗ −0.100 0.287∗∗∗−0.194∗∗∗

(0.054) (0.063) (0.054) (0.078) (0.052) (0.072)
System level −0.177 −0.250

(0.120) (0.258)
Selection factors
Number of actors 0.255∗∗ 0.279∗∗ 0.399∗∗∗

(0.092) (0.126) (0.114)
Polarity 0.145 ∗∗ 0.217∗∗∗ 0.258∗∗∗

(0.059) (0.045) (0.053)
Constant −1.863∗∗2.454∗∗∗−2.052∗∗∗2.514∗∗∗−2.314∗∗∗2.133∗∗∗

(0.398) (0.465) (0.371) (0.437) (0.386) (0.435)

Observations 404 472 404
Censored observations 265 324 265
Uncensored observations 139 148 139
Wald Chi2 116.59∗∗∗ 92.76∗∗∗ 13.31∗∗

Log Likelihood −240.022 −267.911 −301.292
ρ −1.000 −0.939∗∗∗ −0.920∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.061 ) (0.058)

Robust standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Panel (b) of Figure 4.2 presents the predicted probability of the level of hostility lead-

ing to the selection of a weak mediator. As shown by the different colors, the selection

of a weak mediator is more likely when the level of hostility is lower. While the level

of hostility increases, the selection of a strong mediator is more likely. As Qian and Wu

(2009) observed, when the North Korean Nuclear Crisis recurred and escalated after

2002, a regional war that included the US, North Korea, South Korea, and Japan was

anticipated as the worst-case scenario. The risk of war heavily affected the stability

of Northeast Asia, and the tensions among the disputing countries escalated, which

left little space for negotiation. To ensure a peaceful solution, the Chinese government,

a strong mediator with leverage to collect and transfer information, was accepted as

the primary mediator of the dispute. The former Chinese foreign minister and vice-

premier Qian Qichen, who served as the representative, made several efforts to build

“a bridge over the quagmire by creating the environment necessary to begin peaceful

talks” (Qian and Wu, 2009, p.82).

Third, in Model 1, the coefficient of the power disparity between the disputants is sta-

tistically non-significant, indicating that the power gap between disputants does not

substantially affect the disputants’ decision to select a mediator. However, in Model

2, the power disparity between the disputants is statistically significant (p < 0.1) and

positive, which supports Hypothesis 3. Additionally, in Model 5, the power disparity is

statistically significant (p < 0.05) and positive as well. This finding supports the results

that a large power discrepancy between the disputants makes the appointment of a

weak mediator more likely. In the rest of the models, the influence of the power dis-

parity is not statistically significant. Compared to the other two independent variables,

this result of power disparity suggests that, concerning the selection of a mediator, the

characteristics of the dispute are more influential than the characteristics of the dis-

putants.

From Model 3 to Model 7, to correct the potential selection bias, the discussion on

the conditions of the occurrence of mediation is included as the first stage analysis.

For the independent variables, previous mediation in the dispute is statistically significant

(p < 0.01) and positive in all the selection functions, which means that mediation expe-

rience makes a subsequent mediation more likely. This tendency could be explained by
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Figure 4.2: Predicted probability of the selection of a weak mediator
via simulation (1,000 draws) from the coefficients of Model 1. Notes: (a)
The “previous mediation” is taking values of 0-non experienced (pink) and 1-
experienced (light blue) respectively, from right to left, while all other variables
are taking their true values in the data. (b) The “level of hostility” is tak-
ing values of 0-economics (pink), 1-military (yellow), 2-politics (olive-green),
3-territory (light blue), 4-influence (blue), 5-grave damage (lavender) and 6-
existence (purple) respectively, from right to left, while all other variables are
taking their true values in the data. Color figures are provided in the e-version.
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the uncertainty mechanism as well. Mediation experience teaches disputants about the

advantages of mediation, which reduces the disputants’ uncertainty regarding the ef-

fectiveness of mediation and promotes the likelihood of further mediation. In contrast,

both the level of hostility of the dispute and the power disparity between the disputants are

not statistically significant in general, suggesting that these two variables are not deci-

sive factors when disputants consider whether or not to mediate. Nonetheless, there

is an exception in Model 7, where the power disparity between the disputants is statisti-

cally significant (p < 0.1) but negative, revealing that when the power gap between the

disputants increases, the likelihood of mediation decreases. This result is in line with

the existing research showing that a sufficiently large power gap makes the stronger

disputing side more optimistic about a victory through fighting, and therefore, there is

a lower probability for a negotiated peace (Greig, 2005).

Moreover, from Model 3 to Model 7, both the number of actors in the dispute and

the polarity of the international system in the first stage maintain a positive and statisti-

cally significant influence on the selection of mediation, suggesting that these variables

are effective selection variables to differentiate the selection equation and the outcome

equation in the analysis. The last point of the censored probit regression models is the

interpretation of ρ, which indicates the correlations between the selection and outcome

equations. ρ in Models 3, 6, and 7 is statistically significant but negative, which means

that the selection of mediation is negatively linked to the selection of a weak mediator.

However, ρ in Models 4 and 5 is not statistically significant, reflecting the fact that the

selection bias is not a consistent concern in the analysis, which further supports the

rationale of applying a logistics regression as the baseline model of estimation.

Examining the control variables that represent the nature of the dispute, the central-

ity of violence, geographical proximity and duration of the dispute are generally statistically

non-significant. Moreover, there are changes in the signs of the coefficients of these

three control variables between the logistic regression models and the censored probit

regression models. There is an exception in Model 7, where the duration of the dispute

exerts a statistically significant but negative influence on the selection of a weak me-

diator, rendering support for the idea that the longer the duration of the dispute, the
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more likely it is that a strong mediator will be selected. The result of the heterogene-

ity between the disputants in Models 1, 2, and 7 is statistically significant but negative,

which indicates that differences in politics, economics, and culture make the selection

of a weak mediator less likely. This result is similar to the argument of Inman et al.

(2014) that larger cultural difference between disputants makes mediation less likely.

In Models 3, 4, 5, and 6, the influence of heterogeneity is not statistically significant.

The system level of the dispute, which is a factor from the discussion of the supply side,

does not have a statistically significant influence on the disputants’ selection of a weak

mediator. These results further support the argument of this chapter that, regarding

international disputes and internationalized intrastate disputes, the selection of a weak

mediator is more about the decision-making process from the demand side rather than

the supply side.

4.6 Sensitivity analysis

As a sensitivity analysis, I conduct an additional treatment effects test on the first hy-

pothesis, which is the previous mediation in the dispute, for two reasons. First, theoreti-

cally, the experience rarely receives attention in the existing uncertainty research. The

degree of uncertainty is always assessed with the characteristics at the current stage

rather than history. Hence, the explanatory power of the experience argument needs

to be analyzed further. Second, empirically, for the measurement of the previous me-

diation in the full dataset with 404 observations, a value of “0” could stand for two

scenarios: “no previous mediation,” where there has been mediation, and “no medi-

ation,” where there has been no mediation at all throughout the dispute. Therefore,

the consistency of the impact of Hypothesis 1 in these two scenarios should be recon-

firmed. As there are some confounding variables and selection bias in influencing the

disputants’ selection of mediation by a weak mediator, I adopt the propensity score

matching procedure to create an equally balanced dataset to address these problems.

The outcome variable is mediation by a weak mediator. I apply the full dataset to the anal-

ysis, and I determine whether Hypothesis 1 consistently holds when disputants consider

inviting a weak mediator with regard to other kinds of dispute management techniques
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(i.e. negotiation or arbitration) and the continued fighting. All the other independent

variables and control variables are used as covariates in the matching procedure.23
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Figure 4.3: Propensity Scores before and after Matching

After the nearest propensity score matching with 404 observations, 151 are kept in

the sample. Among them, 43 of the 404 observations are discarded because they are

outside the common support region. Figure 4.3 presents the propensity scores of the

observations before and after matching and shows that the propensity scores between

the treatment and the control groups improved greatly after the matching procedure.

In Figure 4.4, the covariates balance line after matching, which is labeled “Adjust,” is

reduced to approximately zero, which indicates that the exogenous influence of con-

founding variables is ideally controlled.

23The identification of confounding variables follows three principles: confounding variables (1) can
influence the dependent variable conditional on the treatment, (2) are correlated with the treatment vari-
ables, and (3) are causally prior to treatment (Gilligan and Sergenti, 2008, p.97).
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A t-test analysis is conducted on both the original full sample and the matched

sample to check the average treatment effects (ATE) of previous mediation on the se-

lection of a weak mediator. After the matching procedure, a t-test based on the matched

sample (Table C.3 of Appendix C) shows that the difference of the means is 0.163, and

the corresponding t-statistic is 1.968, with the p-value of 0.05. The results show that a

weak mediator is less likely to be selected if the mediation is characterized by a pre-

vious mediation. Instead, a strong mediator or other dispute management techniques

are more likely to be chosen.

In addition to the matching procedure with the full sample, I also conduct a match-

ing procedure with the mediation sample, which has 139 observations. After the match-

ing procedure with the mediation sample, I generate a matching sample with 110 ob-

servations. Through the ATE test, the result gives further support to the argument that

the selection of a weak mediator is more likely if there is no previous mediation in the

dispute. This matching procedure and the results can be found in Appendix C.
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Figure 4.5: Mediation by a Weak Mediator (ICM data). Notes: Based on
the results of Model 8, 95% Confidential Intervals are provided.

As a second step of the sensitivity analysis, I utilize the ICM dataset between 1945

and 2003 for alternative tests. The measurements of the variables are consistent with
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the definitions given in the research design.24 The logistic regression and censored pro-

bit regressions are applied to the analysis. In Table C.7 of Appendix C, Model 8 presents

the main results of the logistic regression model, and Models 9, 10, and 11 are censored

probit regression models. Figure 4.5 provides the coefficient plot of Model 8, which

is the main result of the analysis. The results indicate that a previous mediation at-

tempt in the dispute and the level of hostility of the dispute have consistent impacts

that are in line with the results above, and they are statistically significant (p < 0.05)

with regard to the disputants’ selection of a weak mediator. The only exception in the

explanatory variables is the power disparity between the disputants, where the larger the

power discrepancy between the disputants, the less likely it is that a weak mediator will

be chosen. This result is contrary to the results above. This inconsistency might result

from different measurements of power disparity. However, the result is not statistically

significant in Models 9, 10, and 11.

4.7 Conclusion

The chapter starts with an important but under-researched puzzle in the study of me-

diation: Why do disputants appoint a weak mediator? Existing research suggests that

a strong mediator with powerful leverage is more likely to bring about a negotiated

settlement to the dispute than a weak mediator. This argument questions the motives

of selecting a weak mediator who is potentially less likely to bring about a peaceful

outcome to the dispute.

By applying the uncertainty mechanism, the chapter argues that the selection of a

weak or a strong mediator is based on the specific strategy of the disputants for ob-

taining their comparative advantage regarding the uncertainty about the resolve to

continue fighting during mediation. Selecting a weak mediator indicates that the dis-

putants intend to gain a comparative advantage by putting more efforts into maximiz-

ing the opponents’ uncertainty to the disputants’ resolve to continue fighting than to

minimizing the disputants’ own uncertainty regarding their opponents’ resolve to con-

tinue fighting. Furthermore, the chapter argues that the previous mediation in the dispute

24Descriptive statistics are in Table C.6 of Appendix C.
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and the level of hostility of the dispute, which concentrate on the characteristics of the dis-

pute, and the power disparity between the disputants, which highlights the characteristics

of the disputants, are three critical factors that contribute to the disputants’ strategic

choice regarding obtaining a comparative advantage of uncertainty and thereby the se-

lection of a weak mediator. This theory addresses two scenarios in choosing a weak

mediator. First, disputants directly turn to a weak mediator when they are prepared

to receive the assistance of a third party. Second, disputants initially turn to a strong

mediator for the help but are rejected; then, disputants ask a weak third party to me-

diate. Through the empirical analysis, the chapter finds consistent support for the idea

that no record of previous mediation and a low level of hostility of the dispute lead

to the selection of a weak mediator, which is in line with the hypotheses proposed in

the chapter. A large power disparity between the disputants leads to the selection of

a weak mediator in some cases as well. These findings remain stable in the sensitivity

analysis.

The chapter clarifies a long-standing question: when disputants choose a weak me-

diator, this selection indicates that the disputants are more likely to be conservative in

the mediation process but not unwilling to have an effective mediation. This conserva-

tiveness might derive from “insincere motives”, which is indicated by Beardsley (2009),

or other rationales that need to be discussed in the future. Additionally, the results em-

phasize that it is the characteristics of the dispute more than the characteristics of the

disputants that determine the selection of a weak mediator. The present research fills

the gap between the overarching theory regarding disputants’ uncertainty in war and

the onset of mediation. This contribution has important policy implications as follows.

First, from the perspective of the supply side, the weak/strong third party could avoid

the unnecessary sunk cost of deep involvement in the dispute resolution process by

evaluating its chances of being accepted by the disputants. The evaluation procedure

can be mainly based on the referring factors proposed in this chapter. Second, from

the perspective of the demand side, a strong mediator with leverage is not always the

choice of the disputants. The disputants’ decision should be driven by their assess-

ment of how to acquire a comparative advantage regarding the uncertainty about their

resolve to continue fighting.
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As a new argument under the uncertainty mechanism, the impacts of mediation

experience could be analyzed further with some extensive topics. One of the most in-

teresting topics might be how the impacts of different types of previous mediations

contribute to the selection of a mediator. To address this issue, future research could

contribute by categorizing the mediation history into different types, such as “failed

history and successful history,” “group mediation and solo mediation,” and “medi-

ation with strong leverage and mediation with weak leverage.” Additionally, future

research could analyze how mediation history contributes to the effectiveness of a cur-

rent mediation process.
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Chapter 5

Procedure of Mediation

Why Does the Strong Mediator

Select A Weak Mediation Strategy? 1

5.1 Introduction

How important is the mediation? Since 1945, over 70% of disputes were intervened

by mediation (Ramirez, 2018, p.122). However, the rate of success of mediation is rel-

atively low. Only 35% of mediation attempts pacify disputes with ceasefires or nego-

tiated settlements (Ramirez, 2018, p.122).2 When examining the records of mediation

attempts, there is a mismatch between the disputants’ expectations of the mediator and

the mediator’s expectation of the dispute, which is an important reason for the poor ef-

fectiveness of mediation. For a mediation attempt to be successful, it is necessary for

the disputants to appoint an appropriate mediator who can fulfill their expectations of

mediation. From the viewpoint of the disputants, which is based on a standard cost-

benefit evaluation, the appointment of different types of mediators is dependent on

the different strategies (e.g., mediation with/without leverage) they expect from the

1Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the Pacific International Politics Conference of the
Peace Science Society in Kyoto (July 2016), the Annual MPSA Conference in Chicago (April 2018), and the
GSDS Ph.D. research colloquium in Konstanz (January 2018).

2For more discussions on the effectiveness of mediation, also see e.g., Bercovitch and Houston (1996),
Greig and Diehl (2012), and Melin (2013).
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mediators (see Beardsley, 2009; Bercovitch, Anagnoson, and Wille, 1991 for leverage of

mediation, also see Chatagnier, 2019; Greig and Regan, 2008, for relevant discussions).

When classifying mediators in terms of strength, the heaviness of the mediation is

the core point that disputants consider when choosing a mediator. As shown in Table

5.1, when appointing a strong mediator who is more costly, a heavy mediation with a

strong mediation strategy that is more conducive to dispute containment (e.g., nego-

tiated agreement/dispute abatement) (Beardsley et al., 2006), is expected by the dis-

putants. Alternately, when appointing a weak mediator, a light mediation with a weak

mediation strategy, such as shuttle diplomacy, is expected by the disputants. Existing

research (see e.g., Bercovitch, 1992a, for relevant discussions) finds that, compared to

a weak mediator, a strong mediator endowed with sufficient power to influence the

negotiation between the disputants is more likely to use a strong strategy during the

mediation process. However, it is possible that both strong and weak mediators may

select a mediation strategy that is incompatible with their strength and is a mismatch

with the expectations of the disputants. Among these mismatches, a weak mediator

selecting a strong strategy could be situated within the standard expected utility argu-

ment; the weak mediator could benefit from heavy mediation by increasing the prob-

ability of a successful mediation attempt. However, it seems more confusing when a

strong mediator selects a weak strategy, as this undermines the probability of provid-

ing a satisfactory mediation attempt when the disputants think a heavier mediation is

necessary, reducing the expected utility of the mediation. This negative mismatching

by the strong mediator should be investigated further to promote our understanding

of mediation.

Table 5.1: Mismatch between the Strong/Weak Mediator’s Selection of
a Strategy and the Expectation of the Disputants

Expectation of the disputants Strong mediator Weak mediator

mismatch strong strategy
match strong strategy weak strategy

mismatch weak strategy

How frequently, then, does a strong mediator select a weak strategy to conduct their

mediation? According to the ICM dataset from 1945 to 2003, out of 1,820 mediation
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attempts conducted by strong mediators, around 68% used weak strategies, meaning

the mediator had less controlling power in the mediation process. In the real world,

there are no shortage of cases where a strong mediator has selected a weak strategy. In

the first stage of the Yugoslav Wars in 1991, the European Community served as the

cardinal mediator in the conflict. As the most influential organization in the region,

the European Community could apply its great influence in the political and military

fields to pacify the crisis. However, it adopted a weak mediation strategy, focusing on

a peace-building agenda, to secure a ceasefire agreement in mid-July.3 Other than the

case in Yugoslav Wars, there is also a series of weak mediation cases given by a strong

mediator, such as the United Nations’ shuttle diplomacy in the dispute over Kashmir

between India and Pakistan from 1947 to 1949 (Das, 1950).4

Why does a strong mediator select a weak strategy as the primary strategy for its

mediation process? Compared to the weak mediator, the strong mediator risks its repu-

tation more by selecting weak strategies. To address the question raised in this chapter,

I analyze the mediator’s choice of strategy by changing the perspective from the dis-

putants to the mediator. From the position of the mediator, I argue that the strong me-

diator’s application of a weak strategy is more likely when the mediator is involved in

a “reluctant mediation“, in which the mediator is not devoted to a peaceful settlement

of the dispute. With the inclusion of a “reluctant mediation“, the standard expected

utility argument is transformed into a conditioned expected utility evaluation process,

where the comparison of the expected utilities of mediation between the application

of a weak strategy and a strong strategy is moderated by the level of the mediator’s

reluctance to be involved in the dispute management process. Furthermore, I measure

how likely the mediation attempt is to be “reluctant“ from both the supply side, us-

ing the resolve mechanism, and the demand side, based on the nature of the dispute.

Considering these two sides, four factors are applied to evaluate the strong mediator’s

preference for a weak strategy: (a) the experience of mediation between the mediator

3See DISPUTE NO.269-Yugoslav Civil War in the ICM dataset for relevant information. For more
details on how the European Community behaved in the mediation process, see “The vain attempts of the
European Community to mediate in Yugoslavia”,

cf. http://www.cvce.eu/obj/the vain attempts of the European Community to mediate in Yugoslavia
en cf4477b6-87a5-4efb-982d- fb694beac969.html, [accessed 11.09.2019].

4See DISPUTE NO.12-The First Kashmir War in the ICM dataset for detailed information on the UN’s
weak mediation over Kashmir dispute.
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and the disputants; (b) the relationship between the mediator and the disputants; (c)

the recurrence of the dispute; and (d) the intensity of the dispute. The results of the

empirical analysis find that the strong mediator will select a weak strategy when it

maintains no relationship with the disputants and when the intensity of the dispute is

low. Additionally, this selection is more likely if the dispute has the potential to recur.

The subsequent discussions are organized into five parts. First, the conventional

wisdom of the answer to the research question is provided with critique. Second, the

theory and corresponding hypotheses are raised. Third, the measurements of variables

and the empirical strategy used to test the hypotheses are discussed. Fourth, a further

analysis and sensitivity check of the results are conducted. Fifth, the conclusion sum-

marizes the above discussions and provides additional ideas for further research on the

selection of mediation strategies.

5.2 A lot of work or a piece of cake? Problems in explaining

the light involvement of a mediator

From the aspect of the strong mediator, the only rationale for a mediator to have light

involvement in the dispute is because the expected utility of the mediation is zero or

negative, which means that the costs of the mediation surpass its benefits. With regard

to this logic, there are two scenarios where the mediator prefers to conduct a light

mediation – when the dispute is too simple or too difficult to mediate. These two

scenarios are located at the extreme opposite sides of the line regarding the difficulty

of mediation.

In the scenario where the dispute is too difficult to resolve, a light mediation is more

likely to occur, as the mediator holds a pessimistic view on their efforts contributing to

a peaceful outcome. If the mediator holds low expectations of a successful mediation,

they are more likely to use a weak strategy, which is less costly.5 For instance, in the

mediation of the Russo-Georgian War in 2008, the Chinese government tried to conduct

a fact-finding effort through the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Even though it

served as an important leader in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, the Chinese

5For further discussions on the relations between the outcome of mediation and the degree of the
involvement of the mediator, see Martin (2016).
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government played a weak role in the mediation process, as it believed that it was not

competent to assist with a negotiated settlement (see Turner, 2011, for relevant discus-

sions on China’s reaction to Russo-Georgian War, also see Hill et al., 2014). Therefore,

in the Russo-Georgian War, Beijing only played a weak role and even vetoed the direct

mediation plan raised by the US, France and Great Britain at the UNSC meeting (see

Nichol, 2008).

In the scenario where a dispute is too simple to resolve, light mediation is also

expected, as the mediator tends to be optimistic about achieving a peaceful resolution

to the dispute at a low cost. In this regard, a weak strategy would be a better choice, as

the actor could spend less effort to gain more reward. In the Falklands War between the

UK and Argentina, shuttle diplomacy, which concentrated on information provision,

served as the main strategy for US mediation. As the US thought it was clear that “the

Argentines have been told what we would do if they refused this offer“ (“The US the

Falklands War (1): the US ’tilt’ towards Britain (30 Apr 1982)” 2001, para.27), shuttle

diplomacy was deemed an appropriate choice for the mediation.

From the viewpoint of conventional wisdom, the two scenarios raised above serve

as a reasonable explanation of a mediator’s application of a weak strategy during me-

diation and can surely be applied to explain the strong mediator’s selection of a weak

strategy as well. However, some problematic points still exist in these explanations.

First, if we assume that the probability of mediation success when conducting a heavy

mediation attempt is always greater than a light mediation attempt (Bercovitch and

Schneider, 2000, p.149), the strong strategy is still a more beneficial option, as it has

a greater expected utility. Second, in the explanation above, there is an underlying

assumption that the mediator is always committed to the mediation and peace. How-

ever, the mediator is also a strategic player who aims to fulfill their interests through

mediation (RezaeeDaryakenari and Thies, 2018) rather than focusing on engaging in a

successful mediation attempt. Third, there is a broad spectrum of indicators to measure

the difficulty of conducting a mediation attempt; it is hard to include all aspects of the

difficulty factors, increasing the risk of underestimating the hurdles a mediator faces.

Is the expected utility argument insufficient for providing a foundational theoretical
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framework to scrutinize the strong mediator’s choice of a weak strategy during media-

tion? Considering the problems above, this dissertation adds the “reluctant mediation“

as a subjective evaluation factor for the mediator in the standard expected utility eval-

uation, to explain a strong mediator’s selection of a weak strategy from the viewpoint

of the mediator per se.

5.3 “Reluctant mediation“ and the strong mediator’s selection

of a weak strategy

Changing the viewpoint from the disputants to the mediator, regarding the two sce-

narios discussed in the previous part, a unified explanation could be provided that the

strong mediator prefers a weak strategy when they are not fully motivated to the dis-

pute, which is a “reluctant mediation“ to the mediator. In other words, the selection

of a weak strategy is more likely if the strong mediator is not devoted to achieving a

negotiated settlement in the mediation.

Here, before discussing the strong mediator’s selection of a weak strategy, there

should be an explanation of why the strong mediator agrees to offer the mediation in

the first place if they are reluctant to manage the dispute. From the third-party per-

spective, a strong mediator is characterized by a relatively high reputation in terms of

its influence on mediation, and the mediation with leverage is more welcomed by the

disputants (Crocker, Hampson, and Aall, 2001, pp.436-438), which is also good for the

reputation of the mediator. In details, there are two kinds of reputation concerning the

intention of the mediator in an intervention. As stated at the beginning of this chap-

ter, in the international system, the strong actor cares more about its reputation than

the weak actor (Mercer, 2010, p.19), and it is also the case to the strong/weak media-

tor. Depending on the interests of the mediator, it could choose to gain a reputation

based on its appearance in the dispute management process or a reputation based on

its endeavor in assisting the disputants to reach a peaceful outcome. For the “reluctant

mediation” case, it is more likely that the strong mediator wants to improve its rep-

utation based on its participation in the mediation, rather than on the solution of the

dispute. A reluctant mediator might not be devoted to a successful mediation outcome.
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To maintain its reputation in relation to participation, the strong mediator agrees to join

the mediation but with a light involvement.

Compared to the weak mediator, the strong mediator is characterized by a greater

commitment to the mediation and more space of discretion in choosing its leverage.

While the former characteristic makes the strong mediator more popular in the can-

didate mediators pool, the latter characteristic leads to the probability that the strong

mediator will select a weak strategy. The next section provides a comprehensive the-

oretical framework for analyzing the rationales for why a strong mediator would be

reluctant to apply a strong strategy in a mediation attempt. The general framework

presents a comprehensive view of both the resolve of the mediator (supply side) and

the nature of the dispute (demand side). I argue that the degree of the mediator’s re-

luctance is a combination of both the resolve of the mediator and the nature of the

dispute.

5.3.1 Supply side: The resolve of the mediator

In the analysis of the coercion strategy and bias in major power mediation cases, Favretto

(2009) provides a novel insight regarding the impact of the mediator’s resolve on the

mediation outcome. She applies a formal model to prove that when a major power,

which has abundant military and economic capabilities, mediates with threatening

force, the disputant(s) believe that the mediator is resolute and the negotiated settle-

ment (even if the settlement is biased to one of disputing sides) is more likely to be ac-

complished. When the mediator is not resolute, it mediates without threatening force.

With the implication of Favretto (2009), the resolve of the mediator indicates how it

is to a mediation attempt (either the avoidance of war or a negotiated settlement). I

suppose that the resolve is the core reason that drives a strong mediator’s selection of

a strategy.

Based on Favretto’s mechanism on the impact of the mediator’s resolve to its selec-

tion of a strategy, this chapter initiates an investigation on the factors that contribute

to the strong mediator’s resolve in mediation. When considering the rate of success in

either avoiding continued fighting or achieving a negotiated settlement, the mediator’s

experience in mediation would largely shape its resolve for the current mediation (see
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e.g., Regan and Stam, 2000; Böhmelt, 2013, for further and extensive discussions on

consecutive mediation attempts from the same mediator). This impact is termed the

“learning mechanism” in the research of Levy (1994). Moreover, existing research (see

Powell, 2004, also see Morrow, 1989; Wolford, 2007) implies that learning can update

the resolve (belief) of the actor and, subsequently, shape its action. Therefore, I treat

experience as an important indicator of the mediator’s resolve.

As identified by Wiegand and Powell (2011), in the territorial dispute resolution

process, the third party strategically chooses between several methods of peaceful res-

olution. Its final decision is based on its past experiences with this particular selected

method. Similarly, this chapter argues that other than the territorial dispute, the selec-

tion of mediation in other kinds of dispute relies on its relevant record as well. Melin

and Svensson (2009) argues that the experience of management of the dispute (e.g., me-

diation, military/economic intervention) enhances the probability of the third party’s

next-round engagement in the dispute. Here, I narrow the conclusion of Melin and

Svensson (2009) and assume that, in the field of mediation, the impact of experience

holds for the same mediator with both the same dispute with the same disputants or

with one of the disputants in a different dispute. Hence, the experience issue could be

analyzed from two aspects. The first is whether the mediator has participated in the

same dispute previously. In the discussion of the cumulative impact of mediation in

a dispute, Böhmelt (2013) moves a step further and argues that the influence of expe-

rience would be stronger if the same actors continue to mediate over the course of a

dispute.6 The second is, in a more general sense, whether the mediator has relevant

experience in other mediations in which one of the disputants has been involved.

Correspondingly, this chapter supposes that the mediator tends to apply a weak

strategy if it is not experienced in mediation with the disputant(s). In the Nagorno-

Karabakh dispute between 1988 and 1994, Russia joined the Minsk Group, which was

an entity within the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), to

conduct a group mediation mission. Because of its absence of experience in mediat-

ing this dispute, shuttle diplomacy was used as the main strategy for its mediation.7

6Different from the discussion here, Böhmelt (2013) focuses on the relationship between the accumula-
tion of mediation and the effectiveness of mediation in the same dispute.

7See DISPUTE NO.279-Nagorno Karabakh Conflict in the ICM dataset for relevant information.
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When the conflict recurred in 2016, Russia played the role of cardinal mediator in the

mediation effort by the Minsk Group. It set the agenda of the mediation process, and

even went beyond the role of information provision in the Minsk Group to commit

to a threat of punishment for the disputing parties in its mediation process (Cornell,

2017; Giragosian, 2016; Hopmann, 2015). Moreover, this chapter also supposes that the

mediator prefers a weak strategy if it is inexperienced in mediating the other disputes

with the disputant(s). Accordingly, the hypothesis is organized as below:

Hypothesis 5-1: If it has no experience of mediation with the disputant(s), a strong mediator

is more likely to select a weak strategy.

In addition to the experience issue, the mediator would also consider its relation-

ship with the disputant(s) when deciding how resolute it should be in the mediation

process. In research on the link between trade and dispute, Morrow (1999) suggests

that a closer relationship reduces the state’s resolve for war. Corbetta (2015) sug-

gests that relationship from the political or security aspects of the third party and dis-

putant(s) would directly influence the intervention by the third party.8 Here, I narrow

Corbetta’s finding and apply it to the field of mediation, with the argument that the

relationship between the mediator and disputant(s) would also influence the media-

tor’s resolve in mediation. As the rational player, both state and non-state actors will

act to maximize their benefits in the potential mediation attempt. As the direct factor

that influences the attitude of the mediator, the political and security relationships the

mediator maintains with the disputants indicate the interests at stake in the dispute. In

a 2009 report, the United Nations claims that “in United Nations mediation, the most

effective leverage is often the mediator’s relationships with the parties” (Moon, 2009,

p.10). While a strong tie reflects that the mediator enjoys a relatively large overlap of

interest with the disputant, a weak tie means that the mediator may not be interested

in the dispute at the current time. Accordingly, once the third party accepts the medi-

ation invitation or is accepted as the mediator in the dispute, it is more likely to pour

8In security part, instead of using standard alliance ties between the third party and the disputing
sides, Corbetta (2015) applies the “structural equivalence of alliance” to estimate the relationship. For
more discussions on the impact of relationship between the third party and the disputants to the dispute
management process, see Melin (2011) and Melin (2015).
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more input in its intervention when it maintains a close tie with at least one of the dis-

putants. Oppositely, the mediator will be more reluctant to apply a directive strategy

when there is no close tie between it and the disputant(s).

Good evidence for this argument is China’s mediation effort in the 2013 South Su-

danese Civil War. The Chinese government has important political and economic inter-

est in South Sudan. China commenced oil exploration in Sudan in 1995, and its trade

volume with Sudan peaked at a historical record of 11.5 billion RMB in 2011.9 The

China National Petroleum Corporation (CNPC), which has the firm political support

of the Chinese government, developed strong political relationship with the South Su-

danese government and even established the oil industry in South Sudan (Patey, 2017).

In the South Sudanese Civil War, the Chinese government dedicated itself to mediation

between the South Sudanese government and the rebels. At the very beginning of the

mediation, having a lack of experience in mediating disputes in South Sudan, the Chi-

nese government behaved cautiously and conducted shuttle diplomacy between the

disputing sides. However, when it realized that information provision could only have

a modest effect on the dispute resolution, the Chinese government began to make a

series of efforts that seemed to be contradictory to its “no interference” foreign policy

principle (Verhoeven, 2014). Apart from actively joining the mediation agenda-setting

process, Beijing even sent 700 infantry troops to South Sudan as part of the UN mission

in South Sudan in late 2014 (see Large, 2016, for further discussions on the Chinese

peacekeeping in South Sudan).10 This political/security relationships argument is con-

sistent when analyzing the overlap of organizational membership of the disputant(s)

with the mediator, when this mediator is a non-state actor. And compared to interna-

tional organizations, the relationship might be more influential when a regional orga-

nization mediates (see Mitchell, 2014). Accordingly, the relevant hypothesis is stated as

below:

Hypothesis 5-2: If it is not in the political/security alignment or does not maintain the

relevant membership of an organization to the disputant(s), a strong mediator is more likely to

9National Data, National Bureau of Statistics of China,
cf. http://data.stats.gov.cn/workspace/index?m=hgnd, [accessed 11.01.2019].
10cf. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/dec/23/china-700-combat-troops-south-sudan-

africa-battalion-un-peacekeeping, [accessed 08.08.2019].
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select a weak strategy.

5.3.2 Demand side: The nature of the dispute

From the perspective of the cost-benefit calculation, the decision of the strong mediator

to apply a weak strategy is not only based on its evaluation of its own interests, but also

the impacts from the nature of the dispute in which the mediator intends to engage. It

is reasonable to argue that when the difficulty in mediating the dispute is expected to

be too small or too large, the third party would be less willing to put as much effort

into the mediation. However, to preserve its reputation or when obliged by relevant

rules, the third party has to intervene in the dispute. This is usually the case with a

strong actor in the international system. In assessing the nature of the dispute, two

independent dimensions should be considered. The first dimension is the longitudinal

consideration, which is the potential direction (tendency) of the dispute in the future.

The potential for recurrence of the dispute maintains a strong link to the expected du-

ration of a mediation attempt. The second dimension is the latitudinal check on the

intensity of the dispute, which indicates the difficulty of mediation at the current stage.

Even though both dimensions are reflections of the hurdles of mediation, their impacts

on the mediator’s selection of a strategy remain different.

When examining the tendency of the dispute, the most concerning point for the

mediator is if the dispute is one that is likely to recur, even if the mediation is aimed

at relieving tensions at this phase of the dispute. Quackenbush and Venteicher (2008)

argue that a recurrent dispute tends to be more severe than the previous iterations.

Beardsley (2008) finds that mediation is effective in preventing this type of dispute

from escalating, but is futile in reducing the probability of recurrence in the future.

Beardsley (2008) also argues that the process by which a previous dispute episode ends

can greatly affect the proclivity for its recurrence. More importantly, the recurrence of

a dispute that always involves large casualties and protracted rivalries forecasts a large

increase in the cost of mediation in the future (see Quinn, Mason, and Gurses, 2007,

also see Beardsley, 2011; Walter, 2002). This potential for recurrence makes the dispute

longer and more complex than a dispute without the risk of recurrence.
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Compared to the expected lengthy time span of the recurrent dispute, the duration

of a mediation attempt is relatively short. As shown by the ICM dataset, out of 3,005

mediation attempts, only 67 took longer than three months. Therefore, even if the en-

tire mediation procedure of a dispute could be a long-term endeavor, the individual

mediation attempt is always a short-term effort from a certain mediator. An unending

long-term intervention within an attempt is too costly for a mediator to carry out, even

if the mediator is a strong actor.11 Hence, when the dispute is a recurring episode of a

previous dispute or is more likely to recur in the future, a longer duration and greater

complexity of the dispute is expected, which always makes the cost of mediation un-

bearable. Therefore, in this situation, a weak mediation strategy, which is less costly,

would be preferred by the mediator.12 In contrast, for a dispute without the potential

for recurrence in the future, the expected duration of the mediation attempt is shorter

and more likely to attract a heavy mediation strategy (see Bercovitch and Houston,

2000b). The complexity of the dispute without the potential for recurrence is nega-

tively expected , which renders an optimistic assessment of the payoffs of mediation,

even with a costly heavy intervention.13 Therefore, a strong mediation strategy is more

likely. Correspondingly, the hypothesis is organized as below:

Hypothesis 5-3: When the dispute is endowed with the potential for recurrence, a strong

mediator is more likely to select a weak strategy.

Contrary to the impacts of the recurrence tendency of the dispute, the intensity of

the dispute is deemed to be positively linked to the selection of a strategy. Bercov-

itch and Houston (2000b), Bercovitch and Gartner (2009), and Pospieszna and Schnei-

der (2017) argue that the intensity of the dispute matters when the mediator considers

which strategy to use. To the disputants, the “conflicts must become heated enough

for the warring parties to feel a need to find a resolution” (Pospieszna and Schnei-

der, 2017, p.139). Applying this logic to the mediator, it is also more plausible for a

11The same mediator could conduct several mediation attempts over the course of the dispute; however,
it is less likely to have a long-term intervention in each attempt.

12By involving themselves in a dispute with the potential for recurrence, a resolved mediator could
conduct a long-term mediation over the course of the dispute with several mediation attempts. However,
each attempt could be endowed with a weak strategy (e.g., the UN’s mediation in the Kashmir dispute
between India and Pakistan since 1948).

13The mediator’s reputation is more likely to be obtained through a heavy intervention, which is an
important part of payoffs of mediation.
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Figure 5.1: Rationales for the Strong Mediator to Apply a Weak Strategy

strong mediator to choose a strong strategy when confronted with a highly intensive

dispute. Conversely, a low-intensity dispute renders the weaker strategy more likely.14

Beardsley et al. (2006) find that the stronger strategy is more conducive to producing a

negotiated settlement to the dispute. This is also beneficial to promote payoffs for the

mediator, especially when the intensity of the dispute is high. Therefore, I argue that,

while the low intensity of a dispute makes the use of a weak strategy more likely, the

high intensity of a dispute makes the application of a strong strategy more likely. The

corresponding hypothesis is organized as below:

Hypothesis 5-4: If the intensity of the dispute is low, a strong mediator is more likely to

select a weak strategy.

This chapter intends to develop a structure for investigating the rationales behind

the strong mediator’s selection of a weak strategy from both the demand and supply

sides simultaneously. The decision-making process is influenced by subjective factors

from the mediator per se, and heavily relies on the objective aspects of the dispute, such

as the nature of the dispute in which the mediator aims to intervene. Figure 5.1 con-

cludes the arguments in this section. Theoretically, the factors listed in either the supply

14In a widely accordant definition, a dispute that causes more than 1,000 battle deaths each year of the
dispute is a high-intensity dispute, namely war (see Sarkees and Schafer, 2000).
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or demand side include the concerns of the dispute from both the historical/future as-

pect and the current aspect. On the supply side, while the experience factor is related

to the historical component of the dispute, the relational factor is related to the current

considerations of the dispute. On the demand side, the recurrence factor pertains to

the future concerns and the intensity factor is attributed to the current concerns. The

typology between the historical/future and current concerns offers another angle to

discuss the impacts of supply and demand factors in the empirical analysis.

5.4 Research design

5.4.1 Data and variables

The data for the variables in this chapter are obtained from the ICM 1945–2003 dataset.

According to the dataset, there are 5,066 dispute management attempts in 333 disputes

between 1945 and 2003. Within these 5,066 attempts, as shown previously in Table 3.2

in Chapter 3, 3,005 of them are mediation attempts, which are the focus of this chapter.

After removing the attempts with unknown mediators, 2,996 data points are kept for

analysis. The unit of analysis is the dispute - dispute mediation attempt. The depen-

dent variable in this chapter is the selection of a weak mediation strategy by a strong

mediator as its primary strategy. The measurement of the dependent variable is dis-

cussed in details in Section 3.2 of Chapter 3.

Independent variables

Mediator’s experience of mediation with the disputant(s) The data could be obtained

from variables CM9 Previous Attempts by this Mediator in the Dispute and CM49 Media-

tor’s Experience with the Parties in Other Disputes in the ICM dataset. The CM9 Previous

Attempts by this Mediator in the Dispute is recreated into a dichotomous variable that

indicates whether the current mediator is experienced in the same dispute. Moreover,

the CM49 Mediator’s Experience with the Parties in Other Disputes is transformed into a

dichotomous variable as well, to show whether the current mediator has experience in

other disputes with the disputant(s). These two new variables are merged to identify
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the mediation history of the mediator and disputant(s). If the mediator has experience

with the disputant(s), in the same or another dispute, it is coded 1; otherwise, it is 0.

The relationship between the mediator and the disputant(s) The relationship between

the mediator and disputants could be assessed from several aspects. Böhmelt (2010b)

examines the relationship between trade and mediation, and Frazier (2006) uncovers

the impacts of the military alliance on mediation. There is also wide research (e.g.,

Bercovitch and Elgström, 2001; Carnevale and Choi, 2000; Leng and Regan, 2003) con-

centrating on the tie between culture and mediation.

As per the variable here, for a comprehensive and more direct evaluation on the

background of the dispute management, it takes political/security relationships into

account. By classifying the mediators as state and non-state actors, the evaluation rule

is settled accordingly. For the state actor as the mediator, the military alliance and

the political blocs (the West/East Bloc) will be applied for the judgment. For the non-

state actor as the mediator, the organizational membership of the regional organization

which is specialized in political/security issues is used as the indicator for relationship.

International organizations, such as the UN and the Red Cross, will not be considered

in this case. However, if the international organization is one of the mediators in a

mediation group, and the other mediators maintain some relationship with the dis-

putant(s), this group mediation led by the international organization will be coded as

a mediator who has relationship with the disputant(s).

For this variable, the original variable CM7 Previous Relationship of the Parties with the

Mediator in the ICM dataset fulfills the requirements here.15 Also, I recreate the original

variable as a binary one in two ways. Firstly, the relationship variable relations1 is coded

1 if the mediator maintains either of the relationship mentioned above with only one

side of the disputants; otherwise, it is coded 0. This coding method is created to take

the influence of mediator’s bias into account (Kydd, 2003; Savun, 2008; Svensson, 2009,

2015). Secondly, the relationship variable relations2 is coded 1 if the mediator has either

of the relationship mentioned above with one or both sides of the disputants; if not, it

is 0.
15For the list of the regional organizations which are specialized in political/security issues, refer to the

coding rules of the variable P7 Alignment in the ICM dataset.
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Recurrence of the dispute For the coding of this variable, I rely on the observed long-

term results of the dispute. As indicated by Levy (1994), I argue that the mediator could

expect a potential result to the dispute during mediation and thereby shapes its media-

tion strategy accordingly (see Bercovitch and Houston, 2000b, for relevant discussions).

The potential for a recurrence of the dispute is a comprehensive demonstration of var-

ious aspects of the dispute that could be learned by the mediator, who is always a

strategic player (RezaeeDaryakenari and Thies, 2018). However, as it is hard to decide

which aspect of the dispute the mediator relies on to predict the potential outcome of

the dispute in different cases, I use the observed result of the dispute as a more precise

indicator for this measurement.

I update this recurrence variable from a traditional dummy variable that indicates

whether the dispute has potential to recur to a more detailed category that indicates

to what extent the dispute would recur. I basically apply variable D16 Reemergence of

Dispute from the ICM dataset, and I identify the recurrence of the dispute in three lev-

els, ascending from the severity of the recurrence.16 The first level, which is coded 1,

indicates that the dispute does not have the potential for recurrence. The second level,

which is coded 2, indicates that dispute has the potential for recurrence but the form

and severity will be the same as the current dispute. The third level, which is coded

3, indicates that the current dispute will escalate. Compared to a binary identification

strategy, this more detailed coding provides a clearer picture as to what degree the

potential for recurrence impacts the mediator’s decision-making. Subsequently, the re-

coded recurrence variable is further checked with an additional investigation on the

history of the recurrence of the dispute, which renders the variable a comprehensive

consideration on both the observed results of the dispute and the history of the re-

currence of the dispute (see Appendix D.6 for the empirical analysis of this alternative

measurement). 17

16The original coding of the variable has five values, which are “no later dispute emerges”, “ongoing
dispute”, “later dispute emerges”, “regional dispute”, and “continuing tensions”.

17Another coding method on the evaluation of the potential for recurrence of a dispute is to make
an independent measurement on the history of recurrence of the dispute. Consistent with the learning
mechanism (Levy, 1994), the mediator could learn about the potential for recurrence of a dispute from its
history of recurrence. Here, as the variable D16 Reemergence of Dispute indicates the long-term result of
the current dispute, it can be used as a backward indicator to decide whether and to what extent a next
dispute is endowed with the history of recurrence. The variable D28 Code Number of Previous Dispute is
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Intensity of the dispute In the usual way of measuring the intensity of the dispute,

the gravity of the dispute and the casualties are taken into account comprehensively.

However, in the study of the question of this chapter, the measurement of the intensity

of the dispute is mainly based on the dispute’s gravity. This is because here the intensity

of the dispute is more relevant to the decision of the mediator than the disputants, and

the gravity of the dispute is more likely to be observed than the number of casualties by

the mediator. Unlike the disputants, who are directly involved in the disputing issue

and the battlefield (for a militarized dispute), it is relatively difficult for the mediator to

capture the number of casualties of the dispute. Therefore, the gravity of the dispute is

used as the main factor for assessing its intensity, while the number of casualties serves

as a supplementary assessment of this variable. Because that the gravity is always

related to the nature and the disputing issue of the dispute, hence in some cases, even

if the gravity of the dispute is observed after the mediation, it can be predicted by the

mediator as the worst-case scenario of the dispute.

Here, the gravity of the dispute is determined from the variable D8 Hostility Level

and the number of casualties are captured by CM10c Conflict Intensity at Time of Man-

agement in the ICM dataset. The gravity of the dispute is a categorical indicator ranging

from “1” to “5”, in ascending order of intensity.18 Moreover, for the robustness check

of the impact from the intensity of the dispute, a new variable – the sum of the gravity

of the dispute and the casualties – is created.

Control variables

Geographical proximity between the mediator and the disputant(s)/ between the dis-

putants There is some research on the relationship between geographical proximity

and the initiation of mediation (e.g., Greig and Regan, 2008). This chapter believes

that geographical proximity would exert certain impacts on the selection of mediation

strategies. The variable CM27 Geographical Proximity of Mediators to the Parties, and D13

used to confirm if the current dispute is the “predecessor“ of the next dispute. The subsequent empirical
analysis reveals that both coding methods are supportive to the hypothesis.

18They are “no militarized threat”, “threat to use force”, “display of force”, “use of force”, and “war”,
respectively. And the number of “no militarized threat” is 0 as there is no dispute that is endowed with
“no militarized threat”.
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Geographical Proximity of Parties in the ICM dataset, covers the relevant data, respec-

tively.

Power disparity between the disputants The power disparity is the absolute value of

the difference in the power of Party A and Party B, which ranges from “0” to “34”. The

power of each party is evaluated by the “International Actor Power Indicator” which is

constructed on the basis of the Cox-Jacobson Scale Ratings for State Size and its modified

version. This variable is obtained from the ICM dataset. I recode the power disparity

into three levels: “low 0-4” is coded 1, “medium 5-10” is coded 2, and “high 11+” is coded

3.

Previous conflict management in the dispute The dispute resolution experience is nar-

rowed down to the experience of the last management effort in the dispute. According

to the ICM dataset, the variable CM31 Previous Conflict Management Type is applied to

measure the disputant’s experience of the dispute management attempt. The original

variable has seven values and I reclassify them as a categorical variable. If the dis-

putants experienced mediation in the same dispute, it is coded 2. If the disputants

experienced other kinds of dispute management efforts, it is coded 1. If there is no

experience of a dispute management effort, it is coded 0.

Superpower involvement Existing research shows that the involvement of a super-

power (US and USSR) can greatly alter the dispute management process (e.g., Gochman

and Leng, 1983; Greig, 2005; Greig and Diehl, 2012). The corresponding variable is

obtained directly from the variable D26 Super Power Involvement in the Dispute in the

ICM dataset. For the analysis in this chapter, the variable is recoded into a categorical

variable, ranging from “1” to “4” in ascending order of the degree of superpower in-

volvement. If there is no superpower involvement in the dispute or the superpower

is a peaceful third party in the dispute, it is coded 1 or 2. If the superpower serves as

an important ally to the disputing side(s) or has a mixed role of ally, disputing party

and peaceful third-party, it is coded 3. If the superpower is a clear one of the disputing

sides, it is coded 4.

Ally support External support from military allies to the disputing sides is another
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factor that can influence the mediator’s evaluation of its ability to apply leverage to

a mediation attempt (Susskind and Babbitt, 1992, pp.206-248). A balance of ally sup-

port between the disputing sides makes both sides act tougher at the bargaining table,

which requires more leverage from the mediator to continue negotiations between the

disputants. On the contrary, an unbalanced ally support indicates a power disparity

between the disputants, which makes a compromise more likely, and therefore a weak

strategy is a more appropriate choice for the mediator. This variable is captured by P19d

Ally Support Similarity in the ICM dataset. It is a dummy variable coded as 1 when there

is the same level of ally support between the disputing sides, and as 0 when there is a

different level of ally support between the disputing sides.

5.4.2 Estimation strategy

As the strong mediator’s selection of a weak mediation strategy is an observational

study where the strong mediator is not randomly selected, a direct analysis of the

question could encounter the problem of selection bias. Therefore, this chapter will

discuss when the mediation attempt by a strong mediator is more likely to occur in

the first stage, which identifies the conditions for selecting a mediator. Then, in the

second stage, the strong mediator’s selection of a weak mediation strategy will be dis-

cussed. For this two-stage analysis, the censored probit model, which is also called the

Heckman probit model, will be used in the analysis. This approach is also applied by

Böhmelt (2010a), Corbetta (2015), and Greig and Regan (2008) to their analyses of other

issues in the field of mediation.

Moreover, the geographical proximity between disputants and the power disparity be-

tween disputants are included in the selection equation only, but are not part of the out-

come equation.19 These two variables are excluded in the outcome equation for two

theoretical reasons. First, even though it could be observed by the mediator, the geo-

graphical proximity between disputants is not necessarily connected to the difficulty

in resolving the dispute, so is irrelevant to the mediator’s decision to apply a certain

strategy. Second, for the power disparity between the disputants, on the one hand, this

is likely to be only partially assessed by the mediator because some of the components

19Both of the variables are obtained and recoded from the ICM dataset.
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of power, such as military capability, cannot be fully assessed by a third party. On the

other hand, the power of the disputants does not indicate the degree of their involve-

ment in the dispute, so is supposed to be outside the interests of the mediator. With

the rationales above and to the consistency of logic of the theory , which highlights the

strategic evaluation from the viewpoint of the mediator, these two variables are only

included in the selection equation. For the rest of the variables, they remain the same

in the two equations, as the factors raised in analyzing the strong mediator’s selection

of a weak strategy are also influential on the disputants’ selection of a strong mediator.

In Appendix D, Table D.1, Figure D.1, and Figure D.2 provide the descriptive statistics as

well as correlation matrix of the variables discussed above.

Here, the censored probit model comprises two equations. In the selection equation,

the dependent variable is whether or not the mediation attempt by a strong mediator

occurs; it has 2,582 observations from the dataset after removing the missing values.

Among these, 1,581 observations are mediation efforts conducted by strong mediators.

In the outcome equation, the dependent variable is whether or not a weak mediation

strategy is selected by the strong mediator; there are 1,581 observations in total. Among

these, 1,096 observations are weak mediation strategies. To conduct a comparative

analysis, the logistic regression is applied as the robustness check. After removing

the missing values, the logistic regression model uses 1,642 mediation attempts, which

conducted by strong mediators, as the sample for analysis.

5.5 Results

The results of the analysis are presented using the strategy as below. First, a brief

discussion on the general results of the potential selection effects from the censored

probit model is given, with regard to all variables included in the models. Second, the

main results of the explanatory variables in the outcome equations are analyzed further.

The corresponding results in the selection equations are presented as well even though

they are not of interest to this chapter. Third, a comparison study between the results

of the censored probit model and the results of the logistic model, which discusses the

strong mediator’s selection of a weak strategy without the sample selection procedure,

is provided. Last, the results of the control variables are briefly analyzed.
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With a look at the results of the empirical analysis, which are presented in Table

5.2 and 5.3, six models are created for the estimation process. Model 1 is the main

model of the chapter and considers all explanatory and control variables. In this model,

Relations1, which highlights the relationship between the mediator and one side of the

disputants is taken into account. As an alternative test, Model 2 keeps the variables from

Model 1 except for Relations1, which is replaced by Relations2. Relations2 records the

relationship between the mediator and at least one side of the disputants. Model 3 is a

test of the impact of the dispute’s intensity on the mediator’s selection of a strategy,

which uses the sum of Dispute intensity1 and Dispute intensity2. Models 4 and 5 test

the theory by categorizing the supply and demand side factors, respectively. Model

6 serves as a further sensitivity analysis to the censored probit models, applying the

logistic regression instead. In general, for the censored probit models, at the selection

stage, 2,582 observations are included; at the outcome stage, 1,581 observations are

used for the estimation. For the logistic model, the sample size is 1,642.

The first point of the censored probit model is the interpretation of ρ, which indi-

cates the selection effects between the selection and outcome equations. For all five

models, the ρ values are positive, which means that the selection of a strong mediator

is positively related to this mediator’s selection of a weak strategy. However, in gen-

eral, the ρ values of all five models are not statistically significant, which reflects that

the potential selection bias is not the critical concern of the analysis and supports the

rationale of applying the logistic regression to the alternative analysis.

In discussing the supply side of the theory, two explanatory variables are added to

the test. For the strong mediator’s experience of mediation with the disputant(s), in Model 1,

it has a positive influence on the disputants’ selection of the mediator into mediation

concerning the selection equation part. Correspondingly, in the outcome equation part,

the strong mediator’s experience of mediation with the disputant(s) has a negative in-

fluence on this mediator’s selection of a weak mediation strategy. These results hold

for Models 2, 3, 4, and 6. However, the impacts are not statistically significant. Theo-

retically, this result suggests that a strong mediator’s experience of mediation with the

disputant(s) does not render a strong influence on its strategic choice. An appropriate
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Table 5.2: Strong Mediator’s Selection of a Weak Strategy 1

Dependent variable:
Logistic: Weak strategy

Selection: Strong mediator
Outcome: Weak Strategy

model 1 model 2 model 3

selectionoutcomeselectionoutcomeselectionoutcome

“Reluctant“ factors
Mediator experience 0.043 −0.017 0.028 −0.023 0.051 −0.017

(0.091) (0.094) (0.098) (0.093) (0.090) (0.093)
Relations1 −0.034 −0.238∗∗ −0.033 −0.229∗∗

(0.175) (0.107) (0.175) (0.103)
Relations2 −0.258 −0.215∗

(0.189) (0.113)
Dispute recurrence 0.155 0.145∗ 0.152 0.146 0.169 0.154∗

(0.173) (0.090) (0.175) (0.094) (0.180) (0.091)
Dispute intensity1 −0.201 −0.266∗∗ −0.209 −0.249∗

(0.205) (0.127) (0.201) (0.133)
Dispute intensity2 −0.021 −0.024 −0.017 −0.033

(0.087) (0.048) (0.087) (0.048)
Sum(dispute intensity1+2) −0.055 −0.064∗

(0.068) (0.040)
Control factors
Geographic proximity (M) −1.488∗∗∗−0.339−1.353∗∗∗−0.171−1.484∗∗∗−0.261

(0.156) (0.504) (0.166) (0.489) (0.158) (0.504)
Previous management 0.166∗∗∗ 0.064 0.162∗∗ 0.063 0.169∗∗∗ 0.061

(0.064) (0.098) (0.065) (0.097) (0.065) (0.099)
Superpower involvement 0.224 −0.052 0.217 −0.063 0.228 −0.052

(0.153) (0.115) (0.154) (0.110) (0.151) (0.111)
Ally support −0.053 −0.154∗ −0.058 −0.165∗ −0.044 −0.143

(0.165) (0.096) (0.167) (0.096) (0.162) (0.097)
Selection factors
Power disparity 0.175 0.165 0.190

(0.126) (0.123) (0.129)
Geographic proximity(D) 0.732 0.694 0.737

(0.496) (0.479) (0.477)
Constant −0.140 1.577∗∗ 0.045 1.590∗∗ −0.851 0.704

(1.088) (0.771) (1.086) (0.725) (0.703) (0.681)

Observations 2,582 2,582 2,582
Censored observations 1,001 1,001 1,001
Uncensored observations 1,581 1,581 1,581
Clusters(dispute) 192 192 192
Wald Chi2 19.10∗∗ 21.85∗∗∗ 15.38∗∗

Log Likelihood −2,268.093 −2,261.844 −2,272.043
ρ 0.356 0.267 0.268

(0.612) (0.641) (0.617)

Clustered standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Robust standard errors are clustered around disputes, and a. Geographic proximity

(M), geographic proximity between the mediator and the disputants; b. Geographic
proximity(D), geographic proximity between the disputants.
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Table 5.3: Strong Mediator’s Selection of a Weak Strategy 2

Dependent variable:
Logistic: Weak strategy

Selection: Strong mediator
Outcome: Weak Strategy

model 4 model 5 model 6

selection outcome selection outcome logistic

“Reluctant“ factors
Mediator experience 0.035 −0.009 −0.119

(0.090) (0.089) (0.152)
Relations1 −0.036 −0.232∗∗ −0.324∗

(0.171) (0.110) (0.180)
Relations2

Dispute recurrence 0.155 0.144 0.212
(0.174) (0.094) (0.156)

Dispute intensity1 −0.204 −0.249∗ −0.401∗∗

(0.206) (0.137) (0.199)
Dispute intensity2 −0.019 −0.032 −0.033

(0.085) (0.045) (0.089)
Control factors
Geographic proximity (M) −1.458∗∗∗ −0.541∗ −1.494∗∗∗ −0.286 −0.043

(0.156) (0.300) (0.157) (0.506) (0.172)
Previous management 0.142∗∗ 0.057 0.173∗∗∗ 0.063 0.047

(0.058) (0.087) (0.067) (0.010) (0.130)
Superpower involvement 0.235∗ 0.006 0.225 −0.056 −0.105

(0.126) (0.096) (0.153) (0.112) (0.141)
Ally support −0.021 −0.104 −0.544 −0.140 −0.139

(0.167) (0.098) (0.165) (0.097) (0.186)
Selection factors
Power disparity 0.163 0.172

(0.136) (0.126)
Geographic proximity(D) 0.572 0.759

(0.441) (0.497)
Constant −0.672 0.261 −0.156 1.512∗∗ 2.708

(0.594) (0.462) (1.086) (0.772) (1.083)

Observations 2,582 2,582 1,642
Censored observations 1,001 1,001
Uncensored observations 1,581 1,581
Clusters(dispute) 192 192 150
Wald Chi2 15.19∗∗ 10.44 12.72∗∗∗

Log Likelihood −2,280.739 −2271.865−1015.004
ρ 0.632 0.261

(0.323) (0.630)

Clustered standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Robust standard errors are clustered around disputes, and a. Geographic proximity

(M), geographic proximity between the mediator and the disputants; b. Geographic
proximity(D), geographic proximity between the disputants.
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explanation for this non-significant result might be that, in contrast to a weak medi-

ator without leverage, a strong mediator with leverage always focuses more on the

current dispute than on its previous experience. As the strong mediator is confident

that it could always conduct a more effective mediation with a heavier intervention,

the influence of experience thus decreases accordingly.

For the relationship between the strong mediator and the disputant(s) in Model 1, the ex-

istence of political/security alignments or the membership of an organizational group

between the strong mediator and one side of the disputants yields a negative influ-

ence on the mediator’ selection of a weak strategy; this influence is statistically sig-

nificant (p < 0.05). This result indicates that it is less likely that the existence of a

political/security alignment or the membership of an organizational group between

the strong mediator and one disputing side contributes to this mediator’s selection of a

weak strategy. As the most direct reflection of the ties of interest between the mediator

and the disputants, closer political/security relationships always reveal a larger extent

of risk that the mediator’s interests will be endangered during the dispute. When the

mediator takes on the dispute as a relevant self-interest issue, it will choose to be heav-

ily involved in the dispute resolution process. This influence holds in Models 3, 4, and 6.

In Model 2, the relationship between the mediator and at least one side of the disputants

(Relations2) contribute to a reduced chance of choosing a strong mediator. Moreover,

Relations 2 exerts a negative influence on the selection of a weak strategy; this is statis-

tically significant (p < 0.1). This result is in line with the analysis of Relations1, even

though it displays a less statistically significant impact than the latter. Moreover, the

result in the selection equation part reveals that the political/security alignment be-

tween the strong mediator and the disputants does not exert a statistically significant

influence on the appointment of a strong mediator in the dispute resolution process.

The consistent and statistically significant influence of both Relations1 and Relations2

on the outcome equation demonstrate that the bias of the mediator towards one side

of the disputants is not a core concern when discussing the influence of relationship

on the mediator’s strategy selection. The strong mediator cares more about its own

interests than supporting its “friend(s)” at the bargaining table. To further interpret the

influence of relationship on the selection of the strategy, I use the coefficients of Model
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Figure 5.2: Predicted probability of the selection of a weak mediation
strategy via simulation (1,000 draws). Note: The “relations“ is taking val-
ues of 0-relations (light blue) and 1-no relations (pink) respectively, from left to
right, while all other variables are taking their true values in the data. 1,000
random draws from the Model 6’s coefficients of Table 5.3. Color figure is pro-

vided in e-version.

6 to plot the predicted probabilities of the variable.20 This is shown in Figure 5.2. By

taking the values of Relations1, I keep the original values of the other variables in the

model, which yields a more precise specification of the analysis (Gelman and Hill, 2006,

pp.142-143; Hanmer and Ozan Kalkan, 2013, p.265). It is apparent from the figure that

the influence of the values, “relations” and “no relations”, are largely distinct from each

other. The area in pink, which suggests no relationship between the mediator and the

disputants, shows that the strong mediator is very likely (with around 69% probability)

to select a weak strategy when it has no relationship with any of the disputants.

Turning to the results of the demand side of the theory, two variables are taken

into account as well. Regarding the recurrence of the dispute, in the selection equation

of Model 1, it shows a non-significant positive relationship to the disputants’ selection

20As there is no concern on the influence of the potential selection bias as well as the relatively concise
function structure, the results of Model 6 are applied to the procedure of the visualization of statistically
significant variables.
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of a strong mediator. However, more importantly, for the mediator’s selection of a

weak strategy, this influence is positive and statistically significant (p < 0.1). This

result provides evidence that the potential for dispute recurrence makes the mediator

reluctant to be fully involved in the dispute. As a result, a light mediation attempt

characterized by a weak strategy is the better choice for the disputants. However, as

stated in the theory, the application of a weak strategy during a mediation attempt does

not mean that the mediator would not mediate the dispute again.

In fact, in many cases, we can see the same mediator making several endeavors over

the course of the dispute; these attempts are always endowed with the weak mediation

strategy as the primary style.21 For instance, in the mediation of the protracted Kashmir

conflict – a territorial dispute between India and Pakistan that has been ongoing since

the 1940s – the United Nations, a strong mediator, mainly conducted shuttle diplomacy

instead of applying “carrots and sticks” in several of its attempts during the dispute

management process. Even though it paid special attention to the Kashmir issue, with

other equally important issues to be managed, the UN was reluctant to engage in an

unremittingly heavy intervention in the long-term mediation process. The influence

of dispute recurrence holds in Model 3 as well. However, the variable was statistically

non-significant in Models 2, 5, and 6. Hence, its influence will be reconfirmed in the

robustness check section subsequently.

Other than the tendency for dispute recurrence, another variable that is included

in the demand side theory is the intensity of the dispute. For the two indicators for this

variable, the discussion firstly concentrates on the results of the major indicator for this

variable, Dispute intensity1, which is the gravity of the dispute. In Model 1, the result of

the selection equation indicates that the more intensive the dispute is, the less likely the

disputants are to initiate mediation with a strong mediator. This result holds in Models

2, 5, and 6. However, this influence is statistically non-significant. For the results of the

outcome equation, which is the real concern of this chapter, Model 1 shows that the more

intensive the dispute is, the less likely a weak strategy will be chosen. This influence is

statistically significant (p < 0.05). The result demonstrates that the mediator’s decision

on the extent of its intervention depends on its evaluation of how serious the dispute

21For further discussions on the impact of the multiple attempts from the same/different mediator to
the dispute resolution, see Bercovitch and Houston (2000b), Regan and Stam (2000), and Böhmelt (2013).
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already is. Unlike its hesitation to engage in heavy involvement caused by the expected

long duration of the dispute, the impact of the intensity of the dispute is positive. This

shows that, to the strong mediator, the cost of time is more of a concern than the cost of

the degree of intervention.

The minor indicator, Dispute intensity2, which is the casualties at the time of man-

agement, is also negatively linked to the selection of a weak strategy in Model 1, which

is consistent with the influence of Dispute intensity1. However, this influence is not

statistically significant. This result holds in the selection equation as well. This non-

significant result might be because that the casualties are not frequently reported dur-

ing the dispute; therefore, the disputants are not always informed about the precise

real-time casualties, let alone the mediator, who is the outsider to the dispute. How-

ever, when expressing the two variables as a comprehensive indicator, by adding Dis-

pute intensity2 to Dispute intensity1, which is presented in Model 3, the total effects of the

dispute intensity are negative and statistically significant (p < 0.1).

To further illustrate the influence of the major indicator, Dispute intensity1, I plot

the predicted probabilities of the variable on the selection of a weak strategy with the

coefficients from Model 6. By calculating the predicted probabilities of Dispute intensity1

through a thousand simulations, I keep the original values of the other variables in

Model 6. As shown in Figure 5.3, with the decrease of the intensity of the dispute, the

probability of selecting a weak strategy increases from around 67% to around 86%,

which supports the argument that the impact of the dispute intensity is critical.

Concerning the control variables included, the results differ between variables. For

the selection stage, the previous management, superpower involvement, power disparity, and

geographical proximity(D) are positively linked to mediation by a strong mediator. Fur-

thermore, the influence of the previous management is statistically significant in Models 1,

2, 3, 4, and 5, which indicates that if the disputants have received dispute management

before, they will be more active in mediation again and be more likely to have a strong

mediator who could conduct a heavy mediation attempt. This result is consistent with

the findings in Chapter 4. The geographical proximity (M) and ally support are negatively

linked to the selection of a strong mediator, and the influence of the geographical prox-

imity (M) is statistically significant. Regarding the outcome stage, the influence of the
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Figure 5.3: Predicted probability of the selection of a weak mediation
strategy via simulation (1,000 draws). Note: The “dispute intensity“ is tak-
ing values of 2-threat to use force (pink), 3-display of force (olive-green), 4-use
of force (light blue) and 5-war (lavender) respectively, from right to left, while
all other variables are taking their true values in the data. 1,000 random draws
from the Model 6’s coefficients of Table 5.3. Color figure is provided in e-version.
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previous management is positive but statistically non-significant. The influence of the ge-

ographical proximity (M), superpower involvement, and ally support are negative. Among

these, the influence of the ally support is statistically significant, which reaffirms that a

stronger strategy is required when the disputing sides receive the same level of support

from their allies, as this makes the situation at the bargaining table less clear.

An argument can be drawn from the results of both the censored probit models

and the logistic model that, compared to the attention to historical/future issues of the

dispute – the experience between the mediator and the disputant(s) and the dispute

recurrence – a feature that is relevant to the current situation of the dispute – such as

the relationship between the disputants and the mediator and the intensity of the dis-

pute – is more influential on the strong mediator’s selection of a weak strategy. This

might also be because that the strong mediator is endowed with more resources and

thus could consider the historical/future aspect of the dispute less, concentrating more

on the current situation. Therefore, this conjecture renders further support to the neces-

sity of conducting a separate discussion on strong and weak mediators’ logic in strate-

gic selection. In comparison to the general argument on strategy selection for all kinds

of mediators, the analysis of the strategic selection of the strong mediator reveals that

the strong mediator cares more about the current situation than the historical/future

aspect of the dispute. In contrast, it is reasonable to assume the opposite of this argu-

ment, wherein the weak mediator focuses more on the historical/future issues of the

dispute than on the current situation. With limited resources and no leverage, the weak

mediator cannot be sufficiently confident that it could make the mediation more effec-

tive with a heavier intervention. Therefore, an investigation of the history/future of the

dispute is particularly important to the selection of the strategy for a weak mediator.22

5.6 Sensitivity analysis

To check the robustness of the results obtained above, several tests are conducted. First,

the multicollinearity between the variables in the model is tested. With the rule of five,

a separate Variable Inflation Factors test is applied to the data compiled for analysis

22Moreover, the heavy mediation to the current dispute from a strong mediator could also fulfill the
intention of “face-saving” of the disputing sides (Novak, 2009), while the weak mediator can barely do so.
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(Akinwande, Dikko, and Samson, 2015). The results find that, for the censored probit

models, the variables included in both the selection and outcome stages are free from

multicollinearity problems. Similarly, for the logistic models, none of the variables

included suffer from multicollinearity problems.

Second, several measurements of the core variables are replaced with alternative

measures and the standard Heckman selection model is applied as an alternative re-

gression model to the analysis. Firstly, for the measurements, the operationalization

of the dependent variable and the independent variable on the relationship between

the mediator and the disputants are changed. For the main dependent variable, the

selection of a weak mediation strategy by the strong mediator as its primary strategy,

which is a binary variable, is now replaced with a continuous integer ranging from 1 to

3. These three numbers are defined as follow: 3 = “communicative-facilitative strategy”; 2

= “procedural strategy”; and 1 = “directive strategy”. For the independent variable, which

is about the relationship between the mediator and the disputants, Relations2, which

contains both cases where the mediator maintains the political/security alignment or

in the organizational groupings with either one disputant or both disputing sides, is

used instead of Relations1. Secondly, with the replaced measurement of the dependent

variable, the standard Heckman selection model, which deals with the continuous out-

come variable, is applied to the analysis.

As shown in Table 5.4, two regression models are created for the analysis. Model 7

is the baseline model, which includes merely independent and selection variables in

the analysis. Model 8 is the full model, which includes independent variables and all

the controls, as well as the selection variables in the analysis. For the standard Heck-

man selection model, when included in the two-stage equations simultaneously, the

interpretations of the coefficients of the variables in the outcome equation are adjusted

with the method of Böhmelt (2010a) and Sigelman and Zeng (1999). In general, the re-

sults of all the independent variables are consistent with the analysis above, and some

results are even better. The results of the outcome equations indicate that Relations2

exerts a negative influence on the strong mediator’s selection of a weak strategy and

this influence is statistically significant (p < 0.01 in Models 7 and 8). Dispute recurrence

is positively linked to the selection of a weak strategy and this is statistically significant
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Table 5.4: Strong Mediator’s Selection of a Weak Strategy 3

Dependent variable:
Selection: Strong mediator
Outcome: Weak Strategy

model 7 model 8

selection outcome selection outcome

“Reluctant“ factors
Mediator experience 0.034 −0.046∗∗∗ 0.031 −0.039∗∗∗

(0.099) (0.000) (0.099) (0.000)
Relations2 −0.938∗∗∗ −0.127∗∗∗ −0.254 −0.104∗∗∗

(0.191) (0.000) (0.190) (0.000)
Dispute recurrence 0.148 0.026∗∗∗ 0.152 0.0368∗∗∗

(0.133) (0.000) (0.174) (0.000)
Dispute intensity1 −0.124 −0.157∗∗∗ −0.210 −0.168∗∗∗

(0.183) (0.000) (0.200) (0.000)
Dispute intensity2 0.067 −0.011∗∗∗ −0.018 −0.004∗∗∗

(0.082) (0.000) (0.087) (0.000)
Control factors
Geographic proximity (M) −1.356∗∗∗ −0.044∗∗∗

(0.167) (0.001)
Previous management 0.163∗∗ −0.024∗∗∗

(0.065) (0.000)
Superpower involvement 0.219 −0.051∗∗∗

(0.155) (0.000)
Ally support −0.058 −0.029∗∗∗

(0.167) (0.000)
Selection factors
Power disparity 0.171 0.166

(0.117) (0.125)
Geographic proximity(D) −0.107 0.704

(0.342) (0.458)
Constant 0.676 2.987∗∗∗ 0.033 3.206∗∗∗

(0.915) (0.315) (1.091) (0.370)

Observations 2,587 2,582
Censored observations 1,004 1,001
Uncensored observations 1,583 1,581
Clusters(dispute) 192 192
Wald Chi2 15.55∗∗∗ 19.24∗∗

Log Likelihood −3567.953 −3342.431
ρ 0.189 0.175

(0.141) (0.159)

Clustered standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Robust standard errors are clustered around disputes, and a. Geographic proximity

(M), geographic proximity between the mediator and the disputants; b. Geographic
proximity(D), geographic proximity between the disputants.
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(p < 0.01 in Models 7 and 8). The influence of Dispute intensity1 and Dispute intensity2

is negative and statistically significant (p < 0.01 in Models 7 and 8). Moreover, different

from the results gained above, the results of the mediation experience are negative and

statistically significant (p < 0.01) as well in both models. Furthermore, the ρ values in

the two models are still statistically non-significant, which is in line of the results in the

censored probit models above. This result renders support that the potential selection

bias is not a core analysis concern in the study of the strong mediator’s selection of a

weak strategy.

Third, as there exists no statistically significant correlations between the selection

and outcome equations in Models 7 and 8, I conduct a multinomial logistic regression

with the ordered category of the strength of the strategy as the further robustness test.

As presented in Model 9 of Appendix D.4, the results are consistent with the results in all

the models above, which renders sound support to the findings of this chapter. Some

further robustness tests are provided with alternative measurements of the potential for

dispute recurrence, the intensity of the dispute as well as the bootstrapped standard

errors of the model. The corresponding results are in line with the core findings of

this chapter. A detailed description of these alternative tests and results is available in

Appendix D.

5.7 Conclusion

This chapter mainly deals with an under-researched question of why a strong medi-

ator selects a weak mediation strategy for its primary mediation style. Existing re-

search shows that the strong mediator is more prevalent in the candidate mediators

pool (Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000) and is more likely to assist the disputants to

achieve a peaceful settlement to the dispute because of its leverage. Simultaneously,

the cost of inviting a strong mediator is always greater than inviting a weak mediator.

Therefore, considering the two points above, by inviting a more costly mediator into

the dispute management process, the disputants are more likely to be motivated to en-

gage in mediation and are more susceptible to a heavy intervention with a strong medi-

ation strategy. However, the facts show that, even though a strong mediator will more

frequently apply a strong strategy to the mediation than a weak mediator, the strong
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mediator is also biased towards applying a weak strategy as the primary style of me-

diation. This fact contradicts the expectation of the disputants that a strong mediator

always prefers to use a strong strategy, which leads to inconsistency and inefficiency of

interaction between the mediator and the disputants.

To answer this question, I raise a new concept, the “reluctant mediation”, for the

analysis. A reluctant mediation occurs when a strong mediator is not fully motivated

to be completely involved in the mediation process. This tendency is captured by two

mechanisms from both the supply and demand sides. From the supply side, the re-

solve of the mediator is taken into account and I argue that a weakly resolved strong

mediator will be reluctant to conduct a heavy mediation attempt. To evaluate the de-

gree of the resolve of the mediator, the experience of mediation with the disputant(s),

which is about the historical aspects of the issue, and the relationship between the me-

diator and the disputant(s), which focuses on the current situation of the dispute, are

applied to the analysis. From the demand side, the nature of the dispute is discussed.

The recurrence of the dispute, which is about the tendency of the dispute to recur, and

the intensity of the dispute, which focuses on the current situation between the dis-

putants, are used to assess the potential costs and benefits of mediation. By applying

the censored probit models to correct the potential selection bias in the estimations and

by using the logistic model to conduct an the alternative analysis, the results provide

evidence that a strong mediator is more likely to select a weak strategy when there are

no relationship between the mediator and the disputants, and if the dispute has the po-

tential to recur in the future, and also if the intensity of the dispute is low. The influence

of the experience of mediation between the mediator and the disputants varies, even if

the empirical result yields the same direction of the influence with the corresponding

hypothesis.

The findings of this chapter reveal that the selection of a strong mediator does not

necessarily lead to a heavy mediation attempt with a strong mediation strategy. No

matter if they are devoted to a successful outcome of mediation, when the disputants

require a heavy mediation attempt, instead of heading directly to a strong mediator,

the more appropriate way would be to assess the probability of the strong mediator

conducting a heavy mediation through the factors of the “reluctant mediation” raised
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in this chapter. This assessment process can assist the disputants to avoid the extra

cost of searching for a proper mediator and can further promote the effectiveness of

mediation.
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Chapter 6

Outcome and Re-initiation of

Mediation

Credibility Lost? Reappointing

Failed Mediators in Violent

Disputes 1

6.1 Introduction

The Yugoslavian Civil War has been the most severe conflict in Europe since the end of

World War Two; the Bosnian War, which occurred in Bosnia and Herzegovina between

1992 and 1995, was the most complicated and devastating of several disputes within

the Yugoslavian Civil War. Struggling around attributing the disputed territories, three

ethnic belligerents – Bosnian Serbs, Bosnian Croats and Bosnian Muslims – fought each

other fiercely, which led to huge economic losses and approximately 96,000 casualties.

To resolve the conflict and bring peace back to the Balkans, several international actors

1This chapter is first-authored as an article with Frederick R. Chen, Fan Tang, and Gerald Schneider.
In this chapter, I contribute to the research questions, the theory, as well as the empirical analysis. My
co-authors contribute to the critical evaluation and the update of both the theory and the analysis. Earlier
version of this chapter was presented at the GSDS Ph.D. research colloquium in Konstanz (July 2018).
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joined the dispute mediation, with the US as the most prominent of these mediators.

From 1991 to 1995, Washington devoted a series of mediation efforts to prevent the es-

calation of tensions in the Balkans in the early stages and pacify the conflict when war

broke out later on. Many of the attempts by the US were unsuccessful, especially in

the early stages of mediation. However, the disputants still re-invited and re-accepted

mediation attempts from Washington, even after the failure of each attempt. The cumu-

lative efforts of mediation from the US finally contributed to the signing of the Dayton

Peace Accords by the disputing sides on 21 November 1995, which rendered a peaceful

solution to the war (Touval, 2002).2

Existing research argues that the consecutive efforts of mediation over the course of

a dispute contributes towards the resolution of the dispute (see Böhmelt, 2013; Regan

and Stam, 2000, also see Aduda, 2018; Greig and Diehl, 2006, 2012, for relevant discus-

sions). To be specific, Böhmelt (2013) highlights that these cumulative effects are even

stronger when the same mediator mediates. However, while common wisdom empha-

sizes the cumulative effects from the same mediator, seldom does it scrutinize why the

mediator should still be reappointed even if its current attempt to resolve the dispute

has failed. In the mediation of the Bosnian War, as discussed above, prior to the final ef-

fective mediation attempt, Washington had initiated several mediation attempts, most

of them unsuccessful.

Apart from the multiple US mediation attempts in the Bosnian War, there are a

great many cases where disputants selected failed mediators for subsequent media-

tion attempts. According to the ICM 1945 to 2003 dataset, which is presented in Table

6.1, of the 3,005 observations of mediation attempts, 1,750 of them were unsuccessful.

Among these 1,750 failed mediation attempts, 722 appointed the failed mediators to

the next round of mediation, which accounts for 41.26% of the total failed attempts. In

comparison, 48.13% of successful mediators were reappointed to the subsequent me-

diation attempt. Even if we find that a successful mediator has a larger statistically

significant chance of being reselected than a failed mediator, it is abnormal to see that

the rate of reappointment of a failed mediator is relatively high as well. According

to the learning mechanism ( Levy, 1994, 2003, also see Jervis, 1976; Reiter, 1996, for

2See DISPUTE NO.269-Yugoslav Civil War in the ICM dataset for relevant information.
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further discussions), which argues that the policy-making process is largely influenced

by the previous relevant experience, a failed mediator should not be preferred for a

subsequent mediation attempt. This contradiction between theory and fact reveals the

incomplete nature of mediation research.

Table 6.1: Outcomes of Mediation and the Reappointment of Mediators
to the Subsequent Mediations

Successful media-
tors

Failed mediators Num. of attempts

Reappointment 604 722 1326
No reappointment 651 1028 1679
Num. of attempts 1255 1750 3005

Notes: Chi-squared = 13.568, p-value = 0.000.

In this chapter, two questions are of interest: Why is a failed mediator still accept-

able to the disputants? How likely is a failed mediator to be reappointed by the dis-

putants? To answer these questions, we introduce and discuss a credibility evaluation

process and argue that a failed mediator will be reappointed when it remains trustwor-

thy to the disputants. In the proposed credibility evaluation process, we reveal how

disputants evaluate the credibility of a failed mediator through the learning mecha-

nism. Furthermore, we highlight that this evaluation of the failed mediator’s credi-

bility is influenced by both the internal path-dependence behavior of disputants and

the external availability of the mediator(s). Moreover, in our discussions, even though

a coherent argument by combining points from both the demand and supply sides is

plausible, the main theory here intends to concentrate on the demand side. Existing

research (e.g., Favretto, 2009; Kydd, 2003, 2006; Rauchhaus, 2006, with formal models

on the bias of mediator) has focused on the supply side and explains that the reputa-

tion and/or the strategic interests are important motives for a mediator to join and to

be resolute to the dispute resolution. However, from the demand side, it is less under-

stood why disputants prefer the same mediator for the dispute management process,

even if the mediator was unsuccessful in their previous attempt.

On the basis of the theory proposed, to simulate the disputants’ evaluation of the
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credibility of the failed mediator, we propose four factors for the analysis: (a) the strat-

egy used in the failed attempt; (b) the strength of the mediator; (c) the number of pre-

vious attempts devoted by the mediator over the course of the dispute; and (d) the

availability of a sufficient candidate mediators pool, which decides the probability of

the disputants finding a satisfactory substitute. To answer the questions, our empir-

ical analysis suggests that a failed mediator is more likely to be reappointed when it

is a strong actor and applies a stronger strategy during mediation, as well as having a

larger number of previous involvements in the dispute. Meanwhile, the limited size of

the candidate mediators pool promotes the credibility of the failed mediator in another

way, which in turn improves the chances of the reappointment of the failed mediator.

Moreover, as the failed mediator is always motivated to re-initiate a new mediation

attempt, it is important to improve the accuracy of forecasting the reappointment of

the failed mediator. To deal with the forecasting issue, we propose a Random Forest

(see Breiman, 2001, for details) approach, which is based on the theory we raised in

this chapter. The analysis reveals that our theory outperforms other alternative expla-

nations for forecasting how likely a failed mediator is to be reappointed, which has

important policy implications for practitioners of mediation in the real world.

Our contributions to the study of mediation are twofold. First, we build up a sys-

tematically theoretical argument on the consecutive mediation attempts of failed me-

diators, which bridges the gap of existing research. Second, we propose a combined

method to test the theory with the regression analysis and shed light on the policy

implications of the forecasting analysis based on the theory. As the purpose of this

chapter is to make a coherent argument and focus on its predictive power to the future

uncertainty , our method provides a way to both validate our theoretical arguments

and highlight the policy implications of our theory in forecasting the re-admission of

failed mediators’ applications to mediate the dispute again.

The rest of the chapter is organized as follows: Section 6.2 provides a summary and

a critical analysis of the relevant research; Section 6.3 builds up our credibility evalu-

ation system and raises the hypotheses accordingly; Section 6.4 specifies the data and

the variables of interest in this chapter and discusses the method used for the analysis;

Section 6.5 presents the results; Section 6.6 gives the ex-ante forecasting analysis based
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on our theory; Section 6.7 concludes.

6.2 Consecutive attempts at mediation in the process of dis-

pute management

6.2.1 Selection of mediation and a mediator

Before discussing the reselection of a failed mediator, it is necessary to discuss why the

disputing sides select mediation rather than other dispute management techniques.

With the insight of the ripeness theory, Greig (2001) claims that mediation is necessary

when the percentage of disputes ending in stalemate increases, which means neither

side can prevail decisively (also see Bercovitch and Gartner, 2009; Greig, 2005).3 From

the angle of the expected utility theory, Ruhe (2015) argues that when a disputant finds

it is less likely to gain a military success at a relatively low cost, it will opt for mediation.

It is clear that both these arguments indicate that the ripe moment for mediation is

when the dispute is on the brink of a costly stalemate and the disputing sides are not

fully prepared to engage in a bilateral talk.

When disputants are motivated to receive mediation, they need to specify the kind

of mediator they prefer. Bercovitch and Gartner (cf. 2006) and Savun (2008) argue that,

to some extent, the disputants’ selection of a mediator reflects the strategy they expect

from the mediator.4 For instance, if disputants prefer an indirect intervention by the

mediator, they would choose a mediator who is more likely to execute the “communica-

tive strategy” or the “procedural strategy”, which is about information provision and

does not require much input from the mediator.5 Moreover, Wallensteen and Svensson

(cf. 2014) summarize that the selection of a mediator is related to the mediation bias.

Kydd (2003) and Svensson (2009, 2015, pp.29-43) argue that a biased mediator is more

trustworthy than a neutral mediator. However, there is no conclusive view that a bi-

ased mediator is more welcomed in the candidate mediators pool. Rauchhaus (2006)

3Greig (2001) also finds that the increasing percentage of disputes ending in stalemate contributes to
long waiting time for the next use of force after the mediation.

4Savun (2008) mainly focuses on the relationship between the information provision strategy and the
bias of mediator.

5For more about this type of classification of mediation strategies and its influence to the dispute reso-
lution, see Bercovitch (1997), Bercovitch and Gartner (2009), and Gartner and Bercovitch (2006).
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believes that both biased and impartial mediators could be effective, but the impartial

mediator generally outperforms the biased one. Apart from the sight of the bias of

mediator, some research considers that the motives of the disputants matter when se-

lecting a mediator. As discussed by Beardsley (2009), some disputants’ selections of a

weak mediator are a result of an “insincere motive”. When the disputing sides find that

the cost of fighting is too high to continue at a certain phase, they will choose to have

a temporary pause to accumulate enough power to resume fighting again. Because the

side that has this devious intention does not know if the other side is also endowed

with the same “insincere motive” or not, it will apply some strategies to make its op-

ponent believe that it wants to have a negotiated outcome. One of the strategies for an

insincere negotiation is to select a weak mediator.

6.2.2 Cumulative influence of mediation

There is abundant research on the cumulative influence of mediation. Böhmelt (2013)

argues that there is a U-shaped impact of multiple mediation attempts over the course

of the dispute. While the early stage mediation attempts are less likely to succeed, this

negative trend will deteriorate further until some point over the accumulation of me-

diation attempts. After crossing a certain point, the mediation attempt is more likely

to succeed. Taking this a step further, with the implication of the learning mechanism,

Böhmelt (2013) emphasizes that the chances of a successful mediation attempt increase

if the same mediator initiates multiple attempts. Greig and Diehl (2012, pp.147-148)

also discuss about the cumulative impact of mediation and raise the similar argument

that a series of mediation attempts from the same mediator yields a positive influence

on the outcome of mediation. Greig and Regan (2008), and Melin and Svensson (2009)

find that previous experience of receiving mediation attempts makes mediation more

likely in the current dispute management process. This increasing chance of media-

tion would further promote the rate of success in mediation. Regan and Stam (2000)

concentrate on the number of attempted mediations in relation to the duration of the

interstate dispute. In their theoretical framework, Regan and Stam (2000) construct a

view that “mediation is a cumulative process with monotonically increasing returns;
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the greater the number of mediation attempts, the shorter the expected duration of the

dispute” (p.244).

From the discussion above, we find that almost all existing arguments, either from

the perspective of the learning mechanism or the uncertainty theory, agree that previ-

ous mediation attempts are conducive to the subsequent occurrence and the outcome

of mediation. This influence is even more salient if the same mediator gives these

multiple attempts. However, few studies conduct further research on the relationship

between previous mediation attempts and the current mediation attempt. For instance,

examining which kinds of mediation attempts are more likely to elicit further media-

tion attempts. Also, a view on the influence of a failed mediation attempt is absent.

6.2.3 Mediator’s resolve for dispute resolution

One of the prerequisites for the disputants’ selection of a failed mediator is that the

mediator adheres to the dispute management process. RezaeeDaryakenari and Thies

(2018) argue that the mediator is a strategic player in the dispute management process.

Based on the utility theory, a mediator will decide whether or not to participate in the

dispute management process by evaluating the benefits it could obtain from the medi-

ation. If a mediation attempt fails, in some cases, it means that the mediator is “unwill-

ing to mitigate asymmetric information, credibility, or indivisibility problems” (Reza-

eeDaryakenari and Thies, 2018, p.604). Zartman and Touval (1985) and Carnevale, Lim,

and McLaughlin (1989) view mediators as self-interested parties who long for material

interests in the mediation process.

The relevant arguments on the rationale for a mediator’s adherence to the medi-

ation shed some light on the resumption of mediation by a failed mediator from the

perspective of the supply side. However, as the occurrence of mediation is decided by

both the demand and supply sides, rather than the supply side alone, it is necessary

to further discuss the rationales of the demand side in relation to the acceptance of a

failed mediator in the mediation process.
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6.3 Selecting a failed mediator: An evaluation of credibility

When several potential mediators are qualified for mediation, the cardinal rule of dis-

putants on having and cooperating with a mediator is how credible the mediator is (see

Crescenzi et al., 2011; Favretto, 2009; Fey and Ramsay, 2010; Hellman, 2012; Kydd, 2003,

2006; Maoz and Terris, 2006, also see Tang, 2005, for further discussions on credibility).6

Here, the credibility of the failed mediator is defined as the extent of both the media-

tor’s capability and commitment to an effective mediation attempt in the next round

of dispute management.7 If they are not sufficiently credible, the mediator has a lower

chance of being selected (Crescenzi et al., 2011, as an assumption; cf. Wallensteen and

Svensson, 2014). Even if a less credible mediator is selected, the private information

and other leverage employed by the mediator tend to be inefficient for the disputants

and undermine the effectiveness of mediation (see e.g., Fey and Ramsay, 2010; Kydd,

2006). In the international system, as Snyder and Diesing (2015) point out, the credi-

bility of an actor changes dynamically and is reshaped by every action it takes. This

argument applies to the mediation field as well (Maoz and Terris, 2006). If a mediator

failed in its previous mediation, it is apparent that its credibility will be largely under-

mined. However, does the record of the failed mediation cause irreparable harm to a

mediator’s credibility? Or, does it indicate that there is no longer a place for a failed

mediator in further mediation attempt(s)? We argue that these are the open questions

of how the disputants learn from the failure of the mediator and what chance the dis-

putants have in replacing the current failed mediator with a better candidate.

Here, we raise our core argument of the paper: the main reason for a failed medi-

ator to be reappointed for the subsequent mediation is that that the mediator remains

trustworthy to the disputants. To make further discussions on how credibility influ-

ences the disputants’ reappointment of a failed mediator, we develop a credibility re-

evaluation procedure through the combination of three mechanisms. First, from the

perspective of the learning mechanism, we analyze how disputants learn from a failed

mediation attempt and re-evaluate the credibility of a failed mediator. Second, inspired

6In faith-based mediation, religion could be the source of reputation for the mediation. See Bercovitch
and Kadayifci-Orellana (2009).

7The effective mediation attempt is endowed with any of results below: cease-fire, partial agreement,
full settlement.
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by the path-dependence theory, we argue that re-evaluating the credibility of a failed

mediator is internally constrained by the degree of the disputants’ dependence on a

certain mediator for the subsequent mediation. Third, we analyze the size of the can-

didate mediators pool, which exerts external limits on the disputants’ re-evaluation of

the credibility of a failed mediator. The crucial assumption here is that the selection

of a credible mediator does not necessarily mean the commitment of the disputants to

the success of mediation. In some cases, the disputants are merely motivated to benefit

from the process of mediation, rather than the outcome.

6.3.1 The alternative ways to learn credibility

Existing research on foreign policy-making identifies that decision-makers always learn

from relevant experience when they need to make a policy on the current situation

(Levy, 1994). Meseguer (2005) and Harnisch (2012) argue that both the current policy-

making process and the diffusion of a certain policy are greatly influenced by the

decision-makers’ learning from failed and successful experiences. As a policy-making

process, in the study of mediation, Böhmelt (2013, 2016) emphasize that the learning

mechanism fits the discussion on how the experience of mediation influences subse-

quent mediation attempts over the course of the dispute (also see Kleiboer, 1998).

In this chapter, we go a step further and argue that the mediator’s application of

a strategy and the mediator’s capability in mediation need to be specifically analyzed

when discussing how the learning process influences the selection of a failed mediator.

During the procedure of dispute management, there are several aspects that disputants

could learn from the mediation. If the disputants decide whether or not to undergo

mediation again, they will learn whether the uncertainty of the dispute is reduced and

whether private information sharing is promoted through the last mediation attempt.8

When deciding whether to select the same mediator again, the priority information is

how credible the mediator is. As inspired by Favretto (2009), Maoz and Terris (2006),

and Mercer (2010), I argue that other than the previous records of mediation, the cred-

ibility of the mediator can also be assessed by the potential capacity of the failed me-

diator to conduct the subsequent mediation. The potential capacity of conducting an

8For more discussions and cases on the learning theory and decision-making, see Bennett (1999) and
Tetlock and McGuire (1986).
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effective mediation is measured by both the resolve and the capability of the mediator

(see Favretto, 2009, for relevant discussions). Hence, for a failed mediator, even though

its unsuccessful effort in the last attempt would undermine its credibility, this negative

influence could be balanced by its resolve and capability in conducting the mediation.

For the disputants’ assessment on the resolve of the mediator, the most direct way

is to learn the mediation strategy applied by the mediator in their failed attempt. In

the classification of Bercovitch and Gartner (2009), the mediation strategy can be cat-

egorized into three types: the “communicative-facilitative strategy”, the “procedural

strategy”, and the “directive strategy”. These are in ascending order of strength. In as-

sessing the resolve of a mediator, a stronger strategy always denotes that the mediator

is more tightly bound to the dispute and, therefore, is more committed to resolving the

dispute. Compared to a weaker strategy, a stronger strategy often requires more input

from the mediator, which indicates greater attention paid by the mediator. For instance,

in the mediation of the Falklands War between Argentina and Britain in 1982, the US

government merely applied shuttle diplomacy, which provided information to the dis-

puting sides with low effort (Feldman, 1985). In comparison, in the mediation of the

Israeli-Palestinian dispute between the 1960s and the 2000s, the US government made

significant effort, including bringing both sides to Camp David and exerting some de-

gree of control on the disputants’ interaction, which incurred relatively large inputs in

the mediation process (Kriesberg, 2001). Accordingly, from the view of the disputants,

the US in the latter case was more resolute than the US in the earlier case (Feldman,

1985; Kriesberg, 2001).

In the assessment of the resolve of a mediator, the mediator who is highly resolute

is more credible to the disputants, enhancing its probability of being accepted in the

subsequent mediation attempt, even if it failed in the current attempt. If a mediator

applied a strong strategy to the dispute in its last attempt, it would be more likely to be

deemed a resolute third party. A highly resolute mediator is more likely to promote its

credibility in the mediation process. This high degree of resolve could balance the loss

of reputation from the failure of the last attempt and thus maintain the credibility of

the mediator in general. Therefore, applying a strong strategy in its last failed attempt

brings the mediator a promotion in its credibility. If the credibility is maintained or
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promoted, the failed mediator is more likely to be selected by the disputants for the

subsequent mediation attempt. In contrast, if a mediator applied a weaker strategy

in its last failed attempt and gave the disputants the impression of low resolve, the

mediator’s credibility is less likely to be maintained, and the mediator is less likely to

be reselected for the subsequent mediation attempt. The corresponding hypothesis is

organized as below:

Hypothesis 6-1: The stronger the strategy used in the failed attempt, the more likely a failed

mediator is to be reappointed for the subsequent mediation attempt.

For the capability of a mediator, other than the results of the last attempt, the dis-

putants can also learn from the power of a mediator. In the international system, the

power of an actor is an indispensable factor that largely affects its credibility to other

actors.9 In the field of mediation, the power of a mediator is connected to its credibil-

ity. Compared to a weak mediator who is less likely to execute powerful leverage in

the dispute management process, a strong mediator has more access to “carrots and

sticks” (e.g., Beardsley, 2009) and thereby generally outperforms the weak mediator in

the probability of conducting a heavy mediation attempt. After the failure of a media-

tion attempt, if the failed mediator volunteers to be the broker for the next mediation

attempt, it is important for the disputants to re-evaluate how much of a resource the

mediator remains. Regardless if it is a resolute third party or not, a mediator who

is fruitful in resources and powerful in strength has more potential for implement-

ing leverage that is conducive to the effectiveness of mediation (see Bercovitch, 1992a;

Vuković, 2011, for relevant discussions on the leverage of mediation). Therefore, af-

ter a failed mediation experience, a strong mediator is more likely to be selected for a

subsequent attempt than a weak mediator. This argument is applicable to group medi-

ation attempts as well. Compared to the failed mediator from a weak mediation group,

the failed mediator from a strong mediation group is more likely to be treated as a

potentially more capable mediator. Even if both mediators are not strong, the group

mediation experience makes the disputants think that the latter could maintain some

connection to a strong third party, therefore having access to more resources, which

9Credibility, especially for the mediator who is a private individual, is a kind of power (leverage). See
Bercovitch (1992a).
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renders the latter with more credibility than the former. The corresponding hypothesis

is organized as below:

Hypothesis 6-2: If it is a strong actor, the failed mediator is more likely to be reappointed for

a subsequent mediation attempt.

6.3.2 Path-dependence during learning

The learning mechanism explores the disputants’ assessment of the credibility of a

failed mediator under the current view; however, to develop a comprehensive argu-

ment, we theorize this evaluation process from the perspective of increasing returns

and the sunk-cost from a historical view as well. In the assessment of the credibility of

a mediator, the effectiveness of the entire procedure is likely to be constrained by the

internal inertia of the disputants. As the selection of a mediator is a strategic choice,

based on a cost-benefit evaluation, the disputants need to gauge the cost of mediation

before inviting a mediator. When the sunk-cost given by the extant mediator increases,

the opportunity-cost of mediation increases if the disputants turn to another third party,

which undermines the disputants’ motive for having an alternative third party. In this

case, the same mediator is more likely to be reappointed for multiple mediation at-

tempts. This behavior can be explained by the internal inertia of the path-dependence

theory (see Pierson, 2000; Sydow, Schreyögg, and Koch, 2009).10 From the viewpoint

of Alexander (2001), path-dependence is a result of the cost-benefit evaluation and its

logic in explaining the selection of a failed mediator is twofold.

First, under the increasing returns assumption of the path-dependence argument,

which highlights the accumulative impacts from the selected path (see Arthur, 1994;

Pierson, 2000), the same mediator is preferred to other potential mediators if there were

more mediation attempts initiated by the same mediator previously. Regardless of the

results of each mediation attempt, with an increasing number of interactions, the dis-

putants will be increasingly familiar with the mediator for information sharing, which

reduces the uncertainty of communication during the mediation.11 Simultaneously, the

10Internal inertia is also called the “increasing returns”.
11Greig and Diehl (2006) discusses the results of previous mediation/negotiation to the initiation of the

subsequent dispute management attempts.
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disputants are less familiar with other potential mediators with whom they have no

experience. Therefore, the disputants are motivated to have the same mediator again

when they plan to accept another mediation attempt. This influence is strengthened by

an increasing number of mediation attempts carried out by the same mediator over the

course of the dispute.

Second, compared to a successful mediator, a failed mediator in the last attempt in-

creases the sunk-cost of mediation and promotes the probability of that mediator being

reappointed. When a mediator fails in its mediation attempt, it is apparent that the ben-

efit it brings about is lower than the cost the disputants have put in. If the disputants

turn to another third party for a mediation attempt, a larger benefit is needed to offset

both the sunk-cost caused by the failed mediator and the extra cost of inviting a new

mediator in.12 As the sunk-cost increases with the increasing number of mediation at-

tempts given by the failed mediator, the expected benefits of changing to another third

party increase as well, to redeem the larger cost. Therefore, the augmentation of the

sunk-cost acts as a hurdle for the disputants to engage a new mediator.13

With the combination of increasing returns and the sunk-cost, it is reasonable to

argue that the more mediation attempts from the failed mediator in the dispute man-

agement process, the more likely a failed mediator is to be selected. In contrast, fewer

mediation attempts by the failed mediator means the increasing returns and the sunk-

cost have a lesser impact and there are fewer hurdles for the disputants to select a new

mediator. Correspondingly, the hypothesis is organized as below:

Hypothesis 6-3: The more attempts from a failed mediator over the course of the dispute, the

more likely the failed mediator is to be reappointed for the subsequent mediation attempt.

There are supposed to be some interactions between the path-dependence argu-

ment and the learning mechanism, which are parallel during the re-evaluation of the

credibility of the mediator. As the disputants are decision-makers with bounded ratio-

nality (see March, 1978; Simon, 1972, 1985, 1991, for details of the bounded rationality),

12The extra cost mainly includes the cost of time in searching for a new mediator, the cost of situating
the new mediator into the discourse of the dispute management, and the probable cost of rejecting the
failed mediator to the subsequent mediation.

13For the theoretical arguments on the relationship between the sunk-cost and the change to a new
track, see Polites and Karahanna (2012).
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their learning procedure around the credibility of the failed mediator could be influ-

enced by the number of attempted mediations this mediator has carried out in the dis-

pute management process. However, the effect of this is expected to be negative with

an increasing number of attempts. As with the arguments of the learning mechanism,

the core point is that larger benefits are expected by insisting on appointing the failed

mediator to the subsequent mediation, as the mediator is believed to be capable of an

effective effort. However, this expectation is undermined if there is an increasing num-

ber of mediation attempts given by the failed mediator. As more attempts are given by

the mediator after failing in the last attempt, this mediator is believed to have already

made its best effort, but that this is ineffective, even if it is a stronger mediator or has ap-

plied a strong mediation strategy. Therefore, we assume that the number of mediation

attempts has a negatively conditioned effect on the disputants’ learning process around

the credibility of the failed mediator. Accordingly, we organize the sub-hypotheses as

below:

Hypothesis 6-3a: With an increasing number of mediation attempts given by the failed

mediator, the stronger the strategy used in the failed attempt, the less likely the mediator is to be

reappointed for the subsequent mediation attempt.

Hypothesis 6-3b: With an increasing number of mediation attempts given by the failed

mediator, if it is a strong actor, the mediator is less likely to be reappointed for the subsequent

mediation attempt.

6.3.3 Availability of the mediator: The external bound of learning

While the learning mechanism and the path-dependence theory explore the disputants’

selection decision from the demand side, there should also be some further discussion

on the availability of the mediator from the supply side. One of the critical rationales

for the disputants’ selection of a failed mediator is that the size of the candidate media-

tors pool is too small to offer a better substitute. The candidate mediators pool refers to

the collection of mediators who behave actively and express willingness to participate

in the dispute resolution process. Therefore, even though it is theoretically correct to

assume that the disputants can invite any globally-based third party into the dispute
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management procedure (Bercovitch and Houston, 2000a, p.79), it does not mean that

they have a large candidate mediators pool. As identified by Bercovitch and Schneider

(2000), mediation is a voluntary process, which means that it requires the disputants’

appeal for mediation and the willingness of the mediator to offer the mediation in the

first place. When a dispute fails to summon a sufficiently large pool of candidate medi-

ators, it is less likely that the disputants can find a better candidate than the mediator

who failed in the last attempt. Accordingly, we organize the hypothesis as below:

Hypothesis 6-4: The smaller the size of the candidate mediators pool, the more likely a failed

mediator is to be reappointed for the subsequent mediation attempt.

6.4 Research design

6.4.1 Data and variables

To test the theory raised in this chapter, we do the data compilation on the basis of the

ICM 1945 to 2003 dataset. The unit of analysis is the dispute – dispute management

attempt. According to the dataset, as shown in Table 3.2 of Chapter 3, there are 5,066 dis-

pute management attempts in 333 dispute claims between 1945 and 2003, and 3,005 of

these attempts have received mediation as the dispute management technique. Among

these 3,005 mediation attempts, 1,750 of them are failed attempts, which is the focus of

this research.14 We discuss whether these 1,750 failed mediators are reappointed if the

mediation is re-initiated subsequently. The dependent variable of this chapter is the

reappointment of a failed mediator, and the corresponding coding rules are discussed in

details in Section 3.2 of Chapter 3.

14The definition of the failure of mediation differs in different studies. For instance, Böhmelt (2013)
argues that the mediation attempt should be defined as "unsuccessful" once there has been a new media-
tion attempt, which means that the existing mediation attempt is not effective to pacify the entire dispute.
In the research of this chapter, we narrow the definition of failure of mediation and inspect whether the
mediation attempt is successful or not by checking if the stated target of mediation is fulfilled or partially
fulfilled or not. In the classification of the ICM dataset, the outcomes of mediation attempts are in five cat-
egories: “offered only”, “unsuccessful”, “cease fire”, “partial agreement”, and “full settlement”. Among
them, the categories of “offered only” and “unsuccessful” are defined as failed mediation attempts. Here,
as pointed out by the ICM dataset, the case of “offered only” is included because it indicates that either
the third party tried to intervene but failed, which can be treated as a failed mediation attempt, or the
mediation is initiated but the mediator does not contribute to the mediation process at all. This strategy of
sampling also yields a more robust and comprehensive estimation of the entire process of mediation with
regard to the observational data.
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Independent variables

The mediation strategy used in the failed attempt We recode this variable using the

variable CM6 Strategies-Primary. In accordance with the discussions in the theoretical

section, we apply the classification of Bercovitch and Gartner (2009) to distinguish the

strategies and we code "offered only" as 1, "communication-facilitation (strategy)" as 2,

"procedural (strategy)" as 3, and "directive (strategy)" as 4 (also see Bercovitch, 1997).

This is a categorical variable in ascending order based on the degree of intervention

from the failed mediator.15

The strength of the mediator We recode the variable CM5 Mediator Rank to create the

strength indicator. The original variable is a categorical variable with 11 values, which

we convert it into a dummy variable to indicate whether the failed mediator is a strong

actor or not. In this chapter, we argue that the classification of a mediator is based on

its comprehensive capability instead of the strategy it can apply. In general, there are

two methods for defining a strong/weak mediator. The first method is to classify the

capability of the mediator by the capability of the disputants. The second method is to

classify the capability of the mediator in comparison to the capability of other potential

mediators. Here, the second measurement method is applied for two reasons. Firstly,

the first method does not fit the context of intrastate disputes where there is always a

non-state actor (rebels) in the dispute. Normally, the third party is always more capable

and influential compared to rebels, as the former has already gained a recognized status

and military power in the international system. Secondly, the second method is more

intuitive and clearer when defining the capability of a third party by comparing it to

its counterpart, not its “client”. Hence the strong/weak mediator here denotes the

comparison between the selected mediator and other available mediators.16

15The original coding of the variable has seven values and the other three values in the original variable
are “no previous mediation,” “unspecified,” and “not applicable”, which are not in the discussion in this
chapter. Moreover, “offered only” means that the mediation attempt is initiated but the mediator does not
contribute to the mediation. This situation is defined as the “no use of mediation strategy”.

16Furthermore, for the classifications of strong/weak mediators, which is the comparison between the
available mediators and the finally chosen mediator(s), all state and non-state actors are taken into ac-
count. Even though political, security or economic cooperation is an important indicator to evaluate the
probability of the selection of a mediator, this does not mean that a state or a non-state actor without the
relationship ties stated has no probability to be chosen for a mediation attempt. This argument can be
found in the works of Corbetta (2015) and Greig and Regan (2008).
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In this chapter, the capability of the mediator as a state actor follows the Cox-Jacobson

Scale Ratings for State Size and its modified version, which are used in the ICM dataset,

and a strong mediator as the state actor is a state that is labeled as “large” or “super”

in the Cox-Jacobson Scale Ratings. A strong mediator as a non-state actor consists of

international organizations, as well as regional organizations where the leader of the

organization is involved in the mediation attempt. It is coded 1 if the failed mediator is

strong, and 0 if the failed mediator is weak.17

The number of previous mediation attempts by the failed mediator As the ICM dataset

does not have the original variable for recoding, we create this new variable using the

rules below:

a. We identify the name(s) of the failed mediator(s) and thereby clarify the

state or the institution the mediator(s) belongs (belong) to.

b. Within the dispute claim, we retrospect the previous dispute manage-

ment attempts and check the numbers of previous attempts given by the

failed mediator(s). When there are group mediators in the previous at-

tempts or the failed attempt, the previous attempt is counted once there

is an overlap between the mediators in the two attempts. Moreover, the

previous attempts are counted even if there is an overlap of timing between

the attempts.

This variable is created as a continuous variable ranging from 0 to 88 previous at-

tempts given by the failed mediator.

The initiator of the failed attempt To test the size of the candidate mediators pool, we

apply the initiator of the failed attempt as a proxy indicator, to reflect the potential size of

the candidate mediators pool. As discussed by RezaeeDaryakenari and Thies (2018),

the mediator is a strategic player who looks to its own interests (also see Favretto, 2009,

for aligned interests between mediator and one of disputants), rather than focusing on

solving the dispute. Therefore, compared to a mediator with less interest in the dispute,

a mediator with a large potential interest in the dispute is more likely to join the dispute

17If it is a group mediation, the highest rank of the mediators will be taken into account.
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management process actively and thus is more likely to initiate the mediation attempt.

On the contrary, if the failed mediator is not the initiator of the mediation attempt, this

indicates that the mediator is not fully motivated in the dispute management process.

Furthermore, from the demand side, it is suboptimal for the disputants to select a

less motivated mediator, as it would also be a less resolute mediator, who is less credi-

ble to the disputants. Therefore, the most convincing rationale for the selection of a less

motivated mediator is because that the disputants have no candidates who are more

appropriate, which reveals that the size of the candidate mediators pool is too small to

appoint a fully motivated and qualified mediator. Accordingly, the disputants are less

likely to select a less credible mediator unless the size of the candidate mediators pool

is too small to offer a better substitute. Therefore, we argue that, if the failed attempt

was not initiated by the mediator but by the disputants or other third parties instead, it

reflects that the size of the candidate mediators pool is relatively small. We recode this

variable by the CM12 Initiation of Conflict Management Effort By. If the failed attempt

was not initiated by the mediator, it is coded 1; otherwise, it is coded 0.

Control variables

In the selection of the control variables for the analysis, we follow a strategy that

combines the theory-driven and data-driven approaches. We first identify potentially

influential features by ranking the predictive power of the features with the Mean De-

crease Gini (MDG) through the Random Forest classifier. Secondly, we chose the ap-

propriate control variables from the features based on the existing theory. When dis-

cussing the selection of a failed mediator based on the credibility evaluation process, it

is important to control for potentially influential features from three aspects. All these

features are included in the ICM dataset.

First, there are some discussions on the influence the nature of the dispute has on

the selection of a mediator and the effectiveness of the mediation. Bercovitch and Gart-

ner (2009), Böhmelt (2016), O’Connell (2016), Pospieszna and DeRouen Jr (2017), and

Svensson and Lundgren (2015) argue that the intensity of a dispute and the longevity

of a dispute shape the disputants’ expectation of the dispute and thereby affect their

policy-making process (cf. Bercovitch and Gartner, 2006; Wallensteen and Svensson,

2014). To measure the intensity of a dispute, we apply the intensity of the dispute at the
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time of management to the analysis. For the longevity of a dispute, we use the enduring

rivalry, and the recurrence of the dispute to reflect whether the dispute is a protracted one.

We also control for the issue complexity of dispute, to see how many issues are involved

in a dispute. Theoretically, a dispute with more conflictual issues is more difficult to

mediate, influencing the disputants’ selection of a mediator.

Second, from the aspect of the mediator and the mediation attempt per se, we in-

clude some factors that are highly relevant to our analysis. Bercovitch and Diehl (1997)

and Regan and Stam (2000) test the influence of the timing of mediation on the process

and outcome of mediation. We believe that the timing issue also exerts an impact on the

selection of a mediator. Therefore, we apply the phase of dispute when the current media-

tion occurs to control for the timing effects. In addition to the timing issue, Chen (2019),

Kydd (2003), and Lundgren and Svensson (2014), for instance, discuss the influence of

a biased mediator on the process and/or the outcome of mediation, which is also an

indispensable point when analyzing the selection of a mediator. We apply the mediation

environment of the failed attempt and the relationship between the mediator and disputants to

cover this argument. We also include the number of failed attempts given by the failed me-

diator to further analyze the influence of previous experience on the reappointment of

the failed mediator.

Third, from the aspect of disputant characteristics, several factors are believed to

be influential on the mediation process. In a general sense, Böhmelt (2015, 2016), Du-

ursma (2014), Kleiboer (1996), and Girke (2015) make some discussions on the rela-

tionship between the disputants for the mediation procedure; we apply the alignment

between disputants and the power disparity between disputants to capture these characteris-

tics. From a cultural and religious viewpoint, Bakaki, Böhmelt, and Bove (2016), Inman

et al. (2014), and Reus-Smit (2014) propose that the heterogeneity of culture and/or re-

ligion between disputants would influence the disputants’ mediator selection decision.

Correspondingly, we use a comprehensive variable, the comparison of internal homogene-

ity between disputants, to describe these characteristics.

Compared to the other aspects, the characteristics of the disputants are less relevant

to the reappointment of the failed mediator. As the decision on reappointing a failed

mediator is mainly decided by the situation on the bargaining table and the credibility
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Figure 6.1: The Prediction of the Selection of a Failed Mediator (By
MDG). Note: 1,095 observations where the mediation is sharply re-applied after
the failed mediation attempt included. The dependent variable is the mediation
by a failed mediator1. The figure of ROC curves are presented in Figure E.1 of

Appendix E

of the failed mediator, the characteristics of the disputants serve as a minor supply to

the analysis.

With regard to the ranking of the predictive power of the variables with the Random

Forest classifier, which is shown in Figure 6.1, we find that four independent variables

are important for predicting whether the failed mediator will be reappointed. Addi-

tionally, for the control variables selection, several features are removed from the data.

First, we remove the enduring rivalry from the factors of the characteristics of the dis-

pute because of its relatively low predictive power and the potential overlap with the

recurrence of the dispute. Second, the number of failed mediators given by the failed mediator

is removed from the factors of the characteristics of the mediation and the mediator. As

the theory raised here concentrates on the path-dependence of the mediator other than
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the results by the mediator, it is less coherent to include the counting variable of the pre-

viously failed attempts in the empirical analysis. Third, the power disparity between the

disputants and the internal homogeneity between the disputants are removed from the fac-

tors of the characteristics of the disputants. Although with larger predictive power, the

power disparity between the disputants and the internal homogeneity between the disputants

are less relevant to the evaluation process of the credibility of the failed mediator than

the relations between the disputants.

6.4.2 Method

This chapter aims to answer the question of how important the credibility evaluation

process is for the disputants’ decision on reselecting a failed mediator. Here, we test

our hypotheses through regression analysis. Given the binary nature of our dependent

variable, the reappointment of the failed mediator1, the logistic model will be applied to

the analysis. However, as the reappointment of a failed mediator is likely to be sub-

ject to the selection bias of whether the technique of mediation is re-accepted by the

disputants as their next dispute management technique in the first place, therefore we

plan to utilize the Heckman correction method to solve the problem of the partial ob-

servation. As we first discuss whether or not the new mediation attempt is initiated,

which is a binary selection for the disputants, a censored probit regression is used for

the estimation. The censored probit regression consists of two equations: the selection

equation and the outcome equation. The selection equation focuses on the occurrence

of mediation and the dependent variable is the reselection of mediation as the dispute man-

agement technique. As recorded in our compiled dataset, 1,327 out of 1,750 failed medi-

ation attempts observed the reselection of mediation as the next dispute management

attempts.18 The outcome equation is about the reappointment of the failed mediator.

To distinguish the influence of the selection equation and the outcome equation, there

should be at least one variable that is included in the selection equation but not the

outcome equation. Here, we include two extra variables, the number of previous attempts

in the dispute and the joint democracy, in the selection equation.19 As a robustness check,

18The exact number of observations included in the models differ because of the missing values.
19These two variables exert direct impacts on the initiation of the new mediation attempt but indirect

impacts on the selection of a certain mediator.
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we apply the logistic regressions to analyze the reappointment of the failed mediator

further and the reappointment of the failed mediator2 which only counts if the mediator

is reselected in the next mediation attempt of the dispute, is used for the analysis. As

there is a dependence between every mediation attempt over a dispute between two

disputing sides (see Böhmelt, 2013; RezaeeDaryakenari and Thies, 2018, also see e.g.,

Melin, 2011), we cluster the standard errors on each dispute.

To highlight the policy implications of the research, we further use the Random For-

est classifier to include the four independent variables and all control variables as the

features to check the performance of forecasting the disputants’ reselection of a failed

mediator. As discussed by Colaresi and Mahmood (2017), Muchlinski et al. (2015),

and Weidmann (2008), traditional regression models are often poor in dispute predic-

tion. This is the case in the field of dispute management prediction as well. Practi-

cally, the prediction accuracy is critical to the policy-making process, which can assist

the decision-maker to avoid unnecessary sunk-costs caused by ambiguous judgments.

Therefore, we employ the Random Forest classifier to predict the reappointment of the

failed mediator, which is crucial to the failed mediator’s decision on whether to risk its

reputation once again by proposing another mediation attempt. Random Forest applies

an ensemble method that comes from its use of classifying tree aggregations as a way

to improve predictive performance when attempting to correctly classify a binary out-

come (i.e. failed mediator and non-failed mediator) as a function of specified predictor

variables (see Breiman, 2001; Liaw and Wiener, 2002; Tezcür and Besaw, 2017). The ad-

vantage of dealing with the non-linear relationship between the independent and the

dependent variables is another reason for the good performance of Random Forest in a

forecasting analysis. Other than its strength in prediction accuracy for the disputants’

selection of a failed mediator, the Random Forest classifier can also identify the impor-

tance of every individual variable on the dependent variable (Tezcür and Besaw, 2017).

This important identification strategy could provide information on how influential

credibility is to the disputants’ selection of a failed mediator. Simultaneously, we could

also have additional information on the importance of the control variables raised, pre-

senting a clearer picture on the degree of influence from alternative explanations. A

summary of the descriptive statistics is provided in Table E.1 of Appendix E.
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6.5 Results

The results of this chapter are presented according to the following strategy. First, we

present and discuss the results of the independent variables from the censored probit

regression analysis. In this part, the analysis focuses on the results of the outcome equa-

tions, as the results of the selection equations are outside the interests of this chapter.

Second, we conduct a comparative study with the discussion on the results of the logis-

tic regressions as the robustness check. Third, we make a brief summary of the control

variables included in both the censored probit regressions and the logistic regressions.

Tables 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4 show the results of the empirical analysis. In total, nine mod-

els are created respectively. Model 1 is the baseline model, which contains all four in-

dependent variables. Model 2 includes the independent variables from the learning

mechanism, while Model 3 tests the variable raised from the path-dependence mecha-

nism and Model 4 checks the impact of the size of the candidate mediators pool on the

reappointment of the failed mediator. Model 5 is the full model, which takes the impacts

of the controls into account, and Model 6 further includes the interaction terms that are

posited in the theoretical arguments. Models 7 to 9 are logistic models, which serve

as the robustness checks for the results obtained from the censored probit regressions.

Moreover, Models 7 to 9 apply the alternative measurement of the dependent variable,

to check if the failed mediator is reappointed in the next mediation attempt instead of

checking if the failed mediator is reappointed in the next dispute management attempt,

which could include other techniques such as negotiation and arbitration.

For the censored probit model, the results of ρ in Models 1, 2, 3, and 5 are statisti-

cally significant, suggesting that the potential selection bias is a concern of the estima-

tion process. However, this selection effect is not always the case, as the ρ values in

Models 4 and 6 are not statistically significant. In the subsequent discussion, the anal-

ysis begins with the results of the independent variables from the outcome equations

of the censored probit regressions, as well as the corresponding results of the logistic

regressions.

With regard to the strategy of attempt, the result in Model 1 is positive and statisti-

cally significant (p < 0.05), revealing that the stronger the strategy the failed mediator
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Table 6.2: Reappointment of a Failed Mediator 1

Dependent variable:
Selection: Mediation initiation

Outcome: Failed mediator reappointment

model 1 model 2 model 3

selection outcome selectionoutcomeselectionoutcome

Credibility Evaluation
Strategy of attempt 0.073∗∗ 0.091∗∗ 0.120∗∗∗ 0.054

(0.038) (0.042) (0.043) (0.047)
Strength of mediator 0.064 0.161 0.077 0.173∗

(0.099) (0.109) (0.085) (0.095)
Num. of attempts (M) −0.006 0.017∗∗∗ 0.000 0.018∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004)
Initiator of attempt 0.014 0.372∗∗∗

(0.094) (0.094)
Selection factors
Num. of attempts (D) 0.010∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗∗ 0.005∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.001) (0.001)
Joint democracy 0.332 0.429 0.260

(0.235) (0.271) (0.269)
Constant 0.277∗∗ −1.057∗∗∗ 0.276∗∗ −0.012 0.543∗∗∗−0.566∗∗∗

(0.121) (0.136) (0.114) (0.122) (0.060) (0.058)

Observations 1,446 1,689 1,750
Censored observations 337 406 423
Uncensored observations 1,109 1,283 1,327
Clusters(dispute) 171 177 179
Wald Chi2 58.48∗∗∗ 4.35∗ 18.28∗∗∗

Log Likelihood −1,454.609 −1783.177 −1827.016
ρ 0.950∗∗∗ −0.995∗∗∗ 0.907∗∗∗

(0.055) (0.002) (0.045)

Clustered standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Robust standard errors are clustered around disputes, and a. Num. of attempts (M), the
number of previous mediation attempts given by the failed mediator; b. Num. of attempts (D),

the number of previous mediation attempts observed over the course of the dispute.
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Table 6.3: Reappointment of a Failed Mediator 2

Dependent variable:
Selection: Mediation initiation

Outcome: Failed mediator reappointment

model 4 model 5 model 6

selection outcome selection outcome selection outcome

Credibility Evaluation
Strategy of attempt 0.028 0.042 0.063 0.099∗∗

(0.040) (0.040) (0.045) (0.043)
Strength of mediator 0.103 0.242∗∗ 0.076 0.303∗∗

(0.114) (0.118) (0.112) (0.125)
Num. of attempts (M) −0.006 0.016∗∗∗ 0.010 0.041∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.003) (0.013) (0.008)
Initiator of attempt 0.018 0.606∗∗∗ −0.013 0.385∗∗∗ −0.021 0.372∗∗∗

(0.084) (0.102) (0.100) (0.084) (0.099) (0.084)
Num. of attempts*Strategy −0.006∗ −0.007∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.002)
Num. of attempts*Strength −0.004 −0.007

(0.008) (0.006)
Control factors
Environment of attempt 0.185∗ 0.286∗∗∗ 0.167 0.252∗∗∗

(0.113) (0.091) (0.113) (0.095)
Relations 0.002 0.083 −0.000 0.092

(0.094) (0.100) (0.093) (0.097)
Phase of dispute −0.292∗∗∗ −0.047 −0.294∗∗∗ −0.054

(0.081) (0.079) (0.080) (0.083)
Mediator type 0.280∗∗∗ 0.181∗∗∗ 0.275∗∗∗ 0.194∗∗∗

(0.085) (0.069) (0.084) (0.071)
Fatalities 0.062 0.005 0.057 0.009

(0.047) (0.055) (0.048) (0.055)
Geographical proximity 0.249∗ 0.142 0.239∗ 0.142

(0.136) (0.367) (0.137) (0.367)
Dispute recurrence 0.036 −0.120 0.032 −0.126

(0.087) (0.104) (0.087) (0.103)
Issue complexity −0.136∗ −0.064 −0.131∗ −0.077

(0.082) (0.102) (0.081) (0.100)
Selection factors
Num. of attempts (D) 0.007∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Joint democracy 0.465∗ 0.479∗∗ 0.447∗∗

(0.274) (0.194) (0.200)
Constant 0.525∗∗∗ −0.314 0.497 −1.167 0.485 −1.284

(0.079) (0.215) (0.514) (1.147) (0.523) (1.144)

Observations 1,476 1,423 1,423
Censored observations 346 328 328
Uncensored observations 1,130 1,095 1,095
Clusters(dispute) 172 171 171
Wald Chi2 35.05∗∗∗ 129.89∗∗∗ 157.70∗∗∗

Log Likelihood −1,526.537 −1395.484 −1389.940
ρ −0.235 1.000∗∗∗ 1.000

(0.468) (0.000) (0.001)

Clustered standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Robust standard errors are clustered around disputes, and a. Num. of attempts (M), the number

of previous mediation attempts given by the failed mediator; b. Num. of attempts (D), the number of
previous mediation attempts observed over the course of the dispute.
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Table 6.4: Reappointment of a Failed Mediator 3

Dependent variable:
Failed mediator reappointment

model 7 model 8 model 9

Credibility Evaluation
Strategy of attempt 0.182∗∗ 0.120∗ 0.229∗∗∗

(0.072) (0.071) (0.081)
Strength of mediator 0.291∗ 0.417∗∗ 0.547∗∗

(0.175) (0.206) (0.226)
Num. of attempts (M) 0.028∗∗∗ 0.028∗∗∗ 0.086∗∗∗

(0.010) (0.010) (0.018)
Initiator of attempt 0.679∗∗∗ 0.704∗∗∗ 0.689∗∗∗

(0.157) (0.136) (0.133)
Num. of attempts*Strategy −0.014∗∗∗

(0.004)
Num. of attempts*Strength −0.019

(0.014)
Control factors
Environment of attempt 0.372∗∗∗ 0.307∗∗

(0.144) (0.150)
Relations 0.113 0.123

(0.178) (0.174)
Phase of dispute −0.040 −0.047

(0.115) (0.119)
Mediator type 0.187∗ 0.199∗

(0.115) (0.114)
Fatalities −0.035 −0.033

(0.090) (0.091)
Geographical proximity 0.319 0.312

(0.622) (0.615)
Dispute recurrence −0.225 −0.237

(0.180) (0.179)
Issue complexity −0.110 −0.131

(0.164) (0.162)
Constant −1.575∗∗∗ −1.862 −2.086

(0.233) (1.994) (1.973)

Observations 1,446 1,423 1,423
Clusters(dispute) 171 171 171
Wald Chi2 43.90∗∗∗ 79.40∗∗∗ 108.64∗∗∗

Log Likelihood −905.291 −876.976 −869.897

Clustered standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Robust standard errors are clustered around disputes, and Num. of attempts (M), the number of

previous mediation attempts given by the failed mediator.
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used in the failed attempt, the more likely it is to be reappointed to the new mediation

attempt. With the argument of the learning mechanism, through the stronger strategy,

which requires a larger input from the mediator, the disputants gain more information

on the resolve of the mediator in dispute management and are more likely to believe

that the mediator’s motivation to pacify the dispute is credible. A sufficient credibil-

ity of the failed mediator allows the disputants a positive prediction that the mediator

will be more devoted to the mediation if it is given a second chance. Hence, with the

maintenance of the credibility, the mediator still has a large probability to be reselected

for the next mediation attempt even if it fails in the current round of mediation. This

result remains consistent from Models 6 to 9.

To give a further interpretation of the results, the predicted probabilities of the strat-

egy of attempt are provided in Panel (a) of Figure 6.2. Here, the coefficients of Model 7 are

used because of the instability of the selection bias in the censored probit regressions

as well as the consistency of the results of Model 7 with the results of other models. In

Panel (a), it is clear that the areas of different values are distinct from each other, even if

there is some overlap between the areas of values. With the stronger strategy applied to

the failed attempt, the probability of the reappointment of a failed mediator increases

from about 35% to about 47%.

Using the US mediation in the Bosnian War as an example, one of the most impor-

tant reasons for the several reappointments of the US as the mediator was its increas-

ingly heavier leverage in the dispute, even if its many early attempts failed. From 1991

to 1995, Washington put lots of effort into reducing tensions between Bosnian Croats,

Bosnian Serbs, and Bosnian Muslims, which even included some threats of militarized

peacemaking actions and some promises to the peacekeeping issues of the disputants.

In the early stages of its mediation, even though the US kept a distance from the war,

the US Secretary of State, James Baker, and the special envoy of President Bill Clinton,

Charles Redman, made strong personal efforts to pull the three belligerents back to the

bargaining table, which made the disputing sides recognize “a willingness on the part

of the mediating states (the US) to commit troops and other resources to implement the

terms” (Touval, 2002, p.103).

As another measurement of the learning mechanism, the strength of mediator exerts
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a positive but statistically non-significant impact on the disputants’ reselection of the

mediator in Model 1. However, this impact is statistically significant in Model 2, as well

as from Models 5 to 9, which renders relatively robust support to the argument that

a failed mediator has more chance of being reappointed if it has significant material

strength. As identified by our theory, a stronger mediator, who is endowed with lever-

age for the mediation, is more likely to be deemed the potentially effective third party

for further mediation and is more likely to be reselected.

As presented in Panel (b) of Figure 6.2, there exists a relatively large distinction be-

tween the predicted probabilities of being reappointed for weak and strong mediators.

While a failed mediator is most likely to be reselected with around 43% probability if it

is a strong mediator, the probability decreases to around 37% if the failed mediator is a

weak mediator.

In the US mediation in the Bosnian War, even though the early efforts provided by

Washington were large-scale failures, which resulted from the unbalanced proposed

distribution of the disputed territories between the three belligerents and the reserva-

tion of the US to apply heavier leverage onto the mediation, the disputants still believed

that the US was a credible mediator because of its strength. As pointed out by Touval

(2002), “although the US kept its distance from the mediations until 1994, its impact

on the diplomacy was very considerable. Because of its standing as the sole remaining

superpower and its presumed influence, it was a major element in everybody’s calcu-

lations” (pp.103-104). Therefore, despite the unsuccessful record of the US, all three

disputants continued to reappoint the US as the cardinal mediator in the dispute man-

agement process.

Compared to the two factors of the learning mechanism, the number of attempts de-

voted by the failed mediator maintains a more robust and larger influence on the credibil-

ity evaluation process of the disputants. In all models, the number of attempts devoted

by the failed mediator has a positive and statistically significant (p < 0.01) impact on the

disputants’ reappointment of a failed mediator. This impact remains constant in the

analysis. The result reveals that an increasing number of previous attempts devoted by

the failed mediator over the course of the dispute largely improves the probability of

the reselection of a failed mediator. This factor, which is raised from the argument of



Chapter 6. Outcome and Re-initiation of Mediation: Failed Mediator Selection 168

0

5

10

15

0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

de
ns

ity 1

2

3

4

(a) Strategy of attempt

0

5

10

0.30 0.35 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55

de
ns

ity

0
1

(b) Strength of mediator

Figure 6.2: Predicted probabilities of the strategy applied by the medi-
ator and the strength of the mediator to the reappointment of a failed
mediator via simulation (1,000 draws). Note: Based on 1,000 simulations of
the values of Model 7. In Panel (a), the "strategy of attempt" is taking values of
1-offered only (pink), 2-communication-facilitation (olive-green), 3-procedural
strategy (light blue), and 4-directive strategy (lavender), from left to right, while
all other variables are taking their true values in the data. In Panel (b), the
strength of mediator is taking values of 0-weak mediator (pink) and 1-strong
mediator (light blue), from left to right, while all other variables are taking their

true values in the data. Color figures are provided in e-version.
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the path-dependence theory, indicates that the experience of the failed mediator with

the dispute is another important way to promote the credibility of the failed media-

tor to the disputants. This experience of mediation highlights the number of previous

attempts devoted to the dispute instead of the outcome of these previous attempts.

As shown in Panel (a) of Figure 6.3, as the number of previous attempts devoted by

the failed mediator over the course of the dispute grows, there is a sharp increase in the

probability of the reappointment of the failed mediator to the next attempt, from about

36% to about 82%.

With respect to the US involvement in the peace talks during the Bosnian War,

regardless of its failed experience, a number of the mediation attempts it provided

made the disputants familiar with the US and generated a potential large cost if the

disputants planned to change the mediator. For instance, facing the early stage’s less

successful experience of mediation around 1992 and 1993, the Bosnian Muslims still

placed belief in the assistance of the US and even rejected a peace plan without the

brokering of the US. As said by Lord Owen, one of the two chairmen of the interna-

tional mediation effort in the Balkans, “We can’t get the Muslims on board. And that’s

largely the fault of the Americans, because the Muslims won’t budge while they think

Washington may come into it on their side any day now” (Haskin, 2006, p.173).

In terms of the impacts of the initiator of attempt, which demonstrates the size of the

candidate mediators pool, the impact is positive and statistically significant (p < 0.01).

The results regarding the initiator of attempt suggests that, if the mediator is not the

initiator of the attempt, which reveals that the mediator is a suboptimal choice who is

not fully motivated to the dispute resolution and thereby reflects the limited size of the

candidate mediators pool, the disputants are more likely to reselect the mediator to the

next round of mediation even if it fails in the current attempt. This finding supports the

argument that the credibility evaluation process of the disputants should account for

the availability of a sufficient number of potential mediators for the dispute. When the

size of the candidate mediators pool is small, the probability of selecting a sufficiently

credible mediator decreases accordingly.

As indicated in Panel (b) of Figure 6.3, the influence of the size of the candidate

mediators pool to the reappointment of a failed mediator is clear. If the attempt is not
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proposed by the mediator, which reveals a bounded candidate mediators pool and the

passive activeness of the disputants, the failed mediator is most likely to be reselected

with a probability of around 49%. This probability is confronted with a sharp decrease

to less than 34% if the mediator is the initiator of the attempt, which means that there is

a relatively sufficient pool of candidate mediators, from which the disputants can select

a fully motivated and qualified mediator.

In the case of the US mediation in the Bosnian War, another important reason that

Washington was always on the candidate list of disputants was because the size of the

candidate mediators pool was limited. The relatively small number of candidate me-

diators was caused by three rationales. First, taking place in a long-term war-torn area,

the Bosnian War was complicated and tough to resolve. Second, the war per se was a

civil war and focused on the distribution of disputed territories, which limited the in-

volvement of the direct interests of outsiders. Third, the failed experience of a number

of strong mediators such as the UN, EC/EU, Contact Group, International Conference

on the Former Yugoslavia (ICFY), as well as the US made other international actors

reluctant to be involved in the conflict management process. Even the US doubted it-

self as a capable mediator when it saw the failure of other strong international actors

(Touval, 2002, p.137).

Regarding the results of the independent variables in the selection equations, most

of them are statistically non-significant. The exception is the strategy of attempt. In Mod-

els 1 and 2, the strategy of attempt has a positive and statistically significant influence

on the disputants’ reappointment of a failed mediator. In combination with the cor-

responding finding of the outcome equation, it shows that the stronger the strategy

used in the failed attempt, the more likely the mediation will be re-accepted in the next

round of dispute management, and also the more likely the failed mediator will be

reappointed in the new mediation attempt.

Other than the four independent variables, two interaction terms are included in

Model 6 and Model 9. The interaction term of the number of attempts (mediator) and the

strategy of attempt is statistically significant (p < 0.01) but negative, which suggests that

with an increasing number of previous attempts undertaken by the failed mediator,

the stronger the strategy used in the failed attempt, the less likely the failed mediator is
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Figure 6.3: Predicted probabilities of the number of the previous at-
tempts of the failed mediator and the initiator of the attempt to the reap-
pointment of a failed mediator via simulation (1,000 draws). Note: Based
on 1,000 simulations of the values of Model 7. In Panel (a), the "number of
attempts (mediator)" represents the number of previous attempts devoted by
the failed mediator. In Panel (b), the "initiator of attempt" is taking values of
0-attempt initiated by mediator (pink) and 1-attempt not initiated by mediator
(light blue), from left to right, while all other variables are taking their true

values in the data. Color figures are provided in e-version.
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to be reappointed. As pointed out in the theoretical section, even though the stronger

strategy applied is helpful in maintaining the credibility of the mediator, the increasing

number of previous attempts makes the disputants think that the potential for the me-

diator to conduct an effective mediation is limited, as the mediator has made several

unsuccessful attempts, even with the leverage. The other interaction term, the influence

of the strength of mediator, which is conditioned by the number of attempts (mediator), has

no statistically significant impact on the disputants’ reappointment of a failed mediator.

In terms of the control variables, included in Models 5, 6, 8, and 9, the impacts of

the environment of attempt and the mediator type are positive and statistically significant.

First, the finding of the environment of attempt reveals that if the mediation attempt is

conducted in the a place belonging to the mediator or other third parties, instead of

a place belonging to any of the disputing sides, the failed mediator is more likely to

be reappointed. In an attempt that happens in a place belonging to the mediator or

other third parties, the standpoint of the failed mediator is more likely to be treated as

neutral, leading to the high credibility of the mediator. When the mediator’s credibility

remains high, the failed mediator is more likely to be reselected. Second, the finding of

the mediator type shows that if the failed mediator is a group of mediators, some or all

of the failed mediators are likely to be reappointed. For the rest of the control variables,

the influences remain statistically non-significant.

6.6 Forecasting

For the prediction accuracy and variable importance analysis, we apply the 10-fold

cross validation through the random sample selection process. Among the ten ran-

domly selected subsamples, nine of them are employed for the training set while the

tenth was used as the test set. Furthermore, we employ the Random Forest algorithm

to grow 14 trees during the procedure, which renders the sufficient confidence in cal-

culating the out-of-bag (OOB) error rates. The prediction accuracy is calculated by

using the equation (TP + TN)/N, with TP being the true positives and TN being the

true negatives. We employ the Receiver Operator Characteristic (ROC) to provide the

visualized results. Figure 6.4 displays the ROC curves for the selection of a failed me-

diator in the training and test sets. The area under the curve statistic (AUC) justifies
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the efficiency of the classifier, with AUC statistics usually ranging from 0.5 (random

guessing) to 1 (perfect prediction). Typical heuristics for interpreting a classifier’s AUC

are as follows: 0.91-1.00 (very good), 0.81-0.90 (good), 0.71-0.80 (fair), 0.61-0.70 (poor)

and 0.50-0.60 (failure) (Tezcür and Besaw, 2017).

(a) Sample 1 (b) Sample 2

Figure 6.4: Prediction Accuracy of the Full Model. Notes: Sample 1 is
based on Model 5, and Sample 2 is based on Model 8.

Using these heuristics, we generate two samples for classification. Sample 1 (Figure

6.4(a)) is the first full sample (1,095 observations), which includes all variables of the

regression models, and the dependent variable is the reappointment of the failed mediator

in the next attempt (Definition 1). Sample 2 (Figure 6.4(b)) is the second full sample (1,423

observations), which includes all variables of the regression models, and the dependent

variable is the reappointment of the failed mediator in the subsequent dispute (Definition 2).

As shown in Figure 6.4, the prediction accuracy for the training set in Sample 1 is 0.84

and the prediction accuracy for the training set in Sample 2 is 0.91, which shows that

Sample 2 gives a better performance for predicting the reappointment of a failed medi-

ator. For the prediction accuracy of the test sets, both samples yield the same ROC of

0.74, which is sufficiently good for forecasting the reappointment of a failed mediator.

This result reveals that our full model, which contains a full list of variables, maintains

a good predictive power for the disputants’ reselection of a failed mediator.

Furthermore, we conduct the further forecasting analysis based on our baseline

model, which only contains the four independent variables raised in this chapter. As

presented in Figure 6.5, compared to the results in Figure 6.4, the prediction accuracy of

the baseline model has a relatively large decrease in its performance for the training set,
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Figure 6.5: Prediction Accuracy of the Baseline Model. Note: The results
are based on Model 1

which is 0.74. However, more importantly, the decrease in the prediction accuracy for

the test set is small, which is from 0.74 in the full model to 0.70 in the baseline model,

even after eight control variables are removed. This small decrease in the prediction

accuracy indicates that the arguments for the credibility evaluation process, which are

raised in this chapter, exert a constantly good performance of forecasting to the occur-

rence of the reappointment of a failed mediator in the next mediation attempt.

Regarding the analysis of the importance of the variables included in the Random

Forest classifier, we employ the Mean Decrease Gini (MDG) (Han, Guo, and Yu, 2016)

to the interpretation. Gini is a measure of “node impurity” in the tree-based classifi-

cation. A low Gini (i.e. a higher decrease in Gini) means that a particular predictor

variable plays a greater role in partitioning the data into the defined classes. Therefore,

the larger the MDG is, the more important the variable is for predicting the selection

of a failed mediator. The ranking list of the importance of the variables is presented

in Figure E.3 and Figure E.4 of Appendix E. As shown by the ranking of MDGs of the

variables included in Sample 1 and Sample 2, the most important four variables for the
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(a) Top four variables (b) Four independent variables

Figure 6.6: Performance on the Classifications of the Full Model and
the Baseline Model. Notes: The red dots represent the appointment of other
mediator in the new mediation attempt, while the blue dots represent the reap-

pointment of the failed mediator in the new mediation attempt.

prediction accuracy are the number of attempts (mediator), the initiator of the attempt, the

intensity of the dispute when attempt occurs and the strategy of the attempt. To compare

the effects of the classification between the full model and the baseline model, we pro-

vide the figures of the effects of top four variables in the full model and the effects of

four independent variables respectively. As presented in Figure 6.6, Panel (a), which is

the visualization of top four variables in the full model, suggests that the classification

between the selection and the non-selection of a failed mediator is distinguishable to

a high level. In the same way, Panel (b), which presents the effects to the prediction

accuracy of the baseline model, indicates that the influence of the four independent

variables is also at a high level of recognition, which leads to an equivalently good per-

formance of the top four variables in the full model to the classification between the

selection and the non-selection observations.

6.7 Conclusion

This chapter intends to answer an under-researched puzzle of why a failed mediator

could be reappointed to the next mediation attempt. Existing research concentrates

on explaining how the experience of mediation influences the occurrence of further

mediation, but it fails to scrutinize why a failed attempt contributes to a new round
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of mediation and, furthermore, why a failed mediator remains acceptable to the dis-

putants. This scarcity of research reveals the incomplete nature of mediation theory,

which requires a specific effort to unravel the ambiguity.

We propose our core argument that a failed mediator has more chance of being reap-

pointed when they remain credible to the disputants. This means that the disputants’

decision on whether to appoint the failed mediator to the next round of mediation

is based on the mediator’s credibility in the re-evaluation process of the disputants.

Other than the results of the mediation attempt, we suggest three alternative indicators

for assessing the credibility of the mediator: (a) the strategy applied to the mediation

attempt; (b) the strength of the mediator; and (c) the number of attempts the media-

tor has made over the course of the dispute. Moreover, we account for the disputants’

access to a sufficient pool of candidate mediators, which influences the credibility eval-

uation process of the disputants and shapes the probability of the reselection of a failed

mediator. To account for the explanatory power of our theory, we apply the regression

analysis to conduct hypotheses tests of the four arguments. The results suggest that a

failed mediator is more likely to be reappointed when it is a strong third party, applies

a stronger strategy to the dispute, and has a larger number of previous involvements

in the dispute resolution process. Moreover, the failed mediator is more likely to be

reselected when the disputants are confronted with a small candidate mediators pool,

from which they would have difficulty selecting a new third party. Additionally, the

interaction term finds that the impact of the mediation attempt strategy is conditioned

by the number of attempts devoted by the mediator to the dispute. We find that the

increasing number of attempts offsets the credibility provided by the stronger strategy

used in the attempt. Furthermore, with ex ante forecasting analysis using the Random

Forest classifier, we also find that our argument, the credibility evaluation process of

the disputants, performs well in forecasting the reappointment of a failed mediator.

As a prevalent phenomenon in the procedure of dispute management, our study

has great policy implications for both the demand and supply sides of a dispute. First,

for the demand side, we show that the failure of mediation does not necessarily mean

an end to mediation or even to the mediator. The disputants should reconsider if the

failed mediator remains credible to them first and then decide whether to reappoint
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the mediator. This approach may, on one hand, promote the effectiveness of mediation

and, on the other hand, avoid the extra sunk-cost of changing to a new mediator or

to another dispute management technique, which maximizes the expected utility of

both disputants. Second, for the supply side, given the failure in the current mediation

attempt, the failed mediator is always motivated to join the next round of mediation

to redeem their lost interests and reputation caused by the failure. However, the risk

of rejection is a further cost to both the payoff and the reputation of the mediator. To

avoid the unnecessary cost of being rejected after endeavoring to rejoin the subsequent

dispute resolution process, our research is beneficial to the mediator for conducting a

prior and precise self-evaluation of the probability of being reappointed.
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Chapter 7

Concluding Remarks

Mediation and its influence on dispute resolution have been in the spotlight of schol-

arly attention for over half a century. As the most frequent and the most important

technique to pacify and resolve interstate and internationalized intrastate disputes be-

tween disputants, the rate of success of mediation is less than satisfactory (cf. Wallen-

steen and Svensson, 2014, also see Bercovitch, 2011, for relevant discussions on how

to define success/failure of mediation). Therefore, with the evolution of the study of

mediation, the focus has changed from the conditions of the occurrence of mediation to

how to improve its efficiency. Existing research puts substantial effort on investigating

the rationales of the success of mediation, either with a macro-level overarching sum-

mary of all or some potentially influential factors (e.g., Clayton and Gleditsch, 2014;

Kemper, 2007; Kleiboer, 1996) to the outcome of mediation or a specific concern on the

influence of one factor on the effectiveness of mediation, such as the bias of the me-

diator (Chen, 2019; Favretto, 2009; Kydd, 2003, 2006; Lundgren and Svensson, 2014;

Savun, 2008; Svensson, 2007, 2009, 2013, 2015). Even though there is a rich body of lit-

erature addressing how to make a mediation attempt successful, the existing literature

remains remote to the real world in which mediators are not always motivated to assist

the disputants to achieve a peaceful settlement. The gap between mediation research

and mediation practice mainly results from two reasons. First, the lack of a meso-level

integrated angle of analysis contributes to an overly generalized discussion on the fac-

tors relevant to the success of mediation. Without the guideline from a specific angle,

the analysis can potentially include some seemingly relevant but trivial factors, which
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might lead to the imprecision of mediation study. Second, in existing literature, the

analysis from a specific point of mediation is not always situated in the core concern of

the disputants or the mediators, who are the decision-makers during mediation. The

inclusion of some factors that can hardly be precisely observed by the decision-makers

thereby leads to the underestimation of truly critical factors that are beneficial to the

promotion of the effectiveness of mediation.

This dissertation, unlike existing research on mediation, situates itself in the con-

text of the decision-making process (cf. Beardsley and Greig, 2009; Wallensteen and

Svensson, 2014) and revisits three puzzles that exert direct or indirect impacts on the

effectiveness of mediation. The first puzzle highlights the initiation of mediation and

is about the disputants’ selection of a weak mediator. The second puzzle concerns the

procedure of mediation and is about the strong mediator’s selection of a weak strategy.

The third puzzle focuses on the re-initiation of mediation and is about the disputants’

selection of a newly failed mediator. Through the explanation of the standard cost-

benefit evaluation, the three selection decisions above are all suboptimal options, which

render smaller expected utilities compared to their alternative options. To explain why

the decision-makers choose these seemingly suboptimal options, I first point out the

problems of the analysis given by the standard expected utility theory. I emphasize

that because the standard expected utility theory of mediation is applied to deal with

the grand selection issues at the macro-level, such as whether or not to have mediation;

therefore it differentiates the expected utilities between options of through distributing

a probability to each option. When it comes to the selection issues at the meso-level,

such as the selection of a certain mediator/the selection of a certain strategy, the way

to choose an optimal option by comparing the probabilities of obtaining certain util-

ities between options is problematic. For instance, in the disputants’ selection of a

weak/strong mediator, even though existing literature suggests that the strong medi-

ator has a greater probability of mediating more successfully than the weak mediator,

it is inappropriate to transform this finding into a consistently held assumption that

a strong mediator is more devoted and more likely to make a mediation attempt suc-

cessfully than is the case with a weak mediator. This is because there are also cases

where weak mediators conduct mediation successfully (e.g., Algerian mediation of the
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Iranian Hostage Crisis between 1980 and 1981), even though their rates of success are

lower than the strong mediators. To update the standard expected utility theory and to

fit into the discussion of meso-level selection issues, I add the subjective preference of

the decision-makers over the options as a moderator into the expected utility function,

which turns the standard expected utility into the conditioned expected utility.


E1[U(b1 − c1)] = P ∗ [β1 ∗ U(bs1 − cs1)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β1) ∗ U(bf1 − cf1 )]

E2[U(b2 − c2)] = P ∗ [β2 ∗ U(bs2 − cs2)] + (1− P ) ∗ [(1− β2) ∗ U(bf2 − cf2 )],

where 0 ≤ β1, β2 ≤ 1, and β1 + β2 = 1

(7.1)

To reiterate the core point of the conditioned expected utility, as shown in func-

tions (7.1), in a dichotomous selection issue, I assume there is no difference or at least

no distinguishable difference between the perceived probabilities (P/1 − P ) of differ-

ent situations in these two options, and the corresponding original expected utilities

are also the same. With the assumptions above held, I introduce the preference factor,

β1/β2, which stands for the decision-makers’ willingness and subjective judgment on

the options of a selection issue. In the case here, it is the comparison between β1 and

β2 that determines the optimal choice to the decision-makers. For instance, in the func-

tions above, when other values are assumed to be equal, if β1 > β2, we have E1 > E2,

and Option1 is the optimal choice for the decision-makers. Otherwise, Option2 is the

optimal choice.

The meso-level selection issues mentioned above give the decision-makers more

discretion power, which they could use to influence the mediation with their will-

ingness and subjective judgment. Therefore, the conditioned expected utility, which

includes the preference factor of the decision-makers, is more reasonable than the stan-

dard expected utility to describe this personal impact on the decision-making process

in mediation. Furthermore, when I apply this conditioned expected utility theory into

these three puzzles, the detailed contents of the preference factor are different. The full

views of the detailed contents of the preference factors are presented from Chapter 4 to

Chapter 6, which are organized in the order of the progression of mediation, namely the

occurrence of mediation, the process of mediation, and the outcome (re-initiation) of

mediation. In general, the three empirical analysis verifies the core hypothesis of the
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conditioned expected utility theory that the selection of a weak mediator/a weak me-

diation strategy/a failed mediator is the optimal choice to the decision-makers which

they prefer to maximize their expected utilities in mediation. Moreover, in the calcula-

tion and comparison between the expected utilities of different options, the decision-

makers are not necessarily committed to the successful outcome of the mediation in the

first place.

Chapter 4 highlights the selection issue on the occurrence of mediation and deals

with the question of why a weak mediator is selected into the mediation attempt. I

analyze this question from the side of the disputants and argue that the core concern of

the disputants in selecting a mediator with the consideration of their strength is how

to make their uncertainty to their opponents lower than their opponents’ uncertainty

to them, which is critical to the maximization of the benefits of mediation. I define the

preference factor as the uncertainty in mediation and claim that the weak mediator is

more likely to be selected when the disputants intend to maintain a comparative ad-

vantage of uncertainty through maximizing their opponents’ uncertainty rather than

minimizing their own uncertainty. Further, I apply three factors to measure this trend,

which are: (a) the experience of mediation over the course of the dispute; (b) the hos-

tility level of the dispute; and (c) the power disparity between the disputants. The

results of the empirical analysis show that the weak mediator is more likely to be se-

lected when there is no experience of mediation over the course of the dispute, and the

hostility level of the dispute is low, as well as when the power disparity between the

disputants is large.

Chapter 5 discusses the selection issue on the procedure of mediation and tries to

answer the question of why a strong mediator selects a weak mediation strategy as

its main strategy of mediation. To analyze the question, I raise the concept of the “re-

luctant mediation” as the preference factor to describe the situation wherein a strong

mediator is not fully motivated to the dispute resolution. I argue that the strong me-

diator is more likely to apply a weak strategy when it is not fully motivated to the

dispute resolution. To measure this trend, I analyze the factors from both the demand

side and the supply side accordingly. Correspondingly, four factors are proposed to
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measure whether the strong mediator prefers to apply a weak strategy: (a) the medi-

ation experience of the mediator with the disputants; (b) the relationship between the

mediator and the disputants; (c) the recurrence of the dispute; and (d) the intensity of

the dispute. The results of the empirical analysis find that a light mediation attempt is

more likely when there are no relationship between the mediator and the disputants,

and if the dispute is with the potential for recurrence, as well as when the intensity of

the dispute is low.

Chapter 6 focuses on the selection issue for the subsequent mediation, which is based

on the outcome of the previous mediation. This work is first-authored with three co-

authors. To deal with the question of why a newly failed mediator is reappointed to

the subsequent mediation, we apply the credibility of the failed mediator as the prefer-

ence factor to the analysis and argue that the failed mediator receives more chances of

being reappointed if it remains credible to the disputants. Other than the result of the

current mediation attempt, we argue that the disputants can evaluate the credibility

of the failed mediator from: (a) the strategy the mediator applied; (b) the strength of

the mediator; (c) the number of previous attempts the mediator has devoted over the

course of the dispute. Moreover, we also claim that this credibility evaluation process

is constrained by (d) the size of the candidate mediators pool. Through the empirical

analysis, we find that the failed mediator is more likely to be reappointed when it is

a strong mediator and has applied a strong strategy to the failed attempt, as well as a

larger number of previous attempts devoted to the dispute. Also, we find that the failed

mediator is more likely to be selected again when the size of the candidate mediators

pool is limited, which means the number of potentially active mediators is small.

The three chapters above provide analysis from the meso-level of mediation re-

search and thereby explain some critical but seemingly paradoxical puzzles in medi-

ation under the context of the existing theory. The findings of the dissertation ren-

der support that even though the expected utility theory, which is derived from the

bargaining theory, is always the concern of both the disputants and the mediator, it

fails to explain on its own the puzzles above in a macro-level standard way. And only

when situating the cost-benefit evaluation process under the context of selection issues,

which are about the decision-making process, and combining it with the psychological
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considerations of either the disputants or the mediator as the preference factor to the

standard expected utility functions, the puzzles raised by the dissertation can thereby

be understood in an appropriate way.

To test the corresponding hypotheses of the theoretical arguments, I have collected

the data of some core variables and updated the existing datasets to fulfill the require-

ments of the verification of the theory. Two datasets, the ICM dataset and the ICB

dataset, are mainly applied for a two-level empirical analysis. The first level, which

applies the ICB dataset, treats the entire mediation procedure throughout the dispute

as to the interest of analysis, which is for an aggregated system-level test of the theory.

The second level, which applies the ICM dataset, treats every dispute management at-

tempt over a dispute as the unit of analysis, which provides a disaggregated way to

verify the corresponding hypotheses. The combination of these two datasets renders

the opportunity to a cross-level analysis, which simultaneously offers an inspection to

the overall effectiveness of mediation to the dispute, while supplying with the detailed

investigation of the gradual influence of cumulative mediation attempts to the dispute.

Moreover, to deal with the potential selection bias with the observational data, I

apply the censored regressions to correct the selection effects and also conduct a com-

parative study through the estimation with the logistic regressions. With the newly

created variables and the updated datasets, both the ICB dataset and the ICM dataset

render sound supports to the theoretical arguments of the dissertation. For the cases

where the data falsifies the hypothesis raised, I have developed alternative explana-

tions. Furthermore, for Chapter 6, where the predicted power of the theory is required

as the failed mediator is always motivated to re-initiate a new mediation attempt, the

data provides strong support to a good performance of the forecasting through the

Random Forest classifier. All in all, through the application of the two-level data to the

analysis, the arguments I put forward in my research received substantial and robust

support, which paves the way to a coherent structure of the dissertation.

Locating the overall contribution of the dissertation, I believe my endeavors ad-

dress the important paradoxes in the mediation studies and add to the understanding

of how the disputants and the mediator interact with each other during the mediation.

It stresses the necessity to spread the research of the meso-level of mediation under a
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specific context such as the decision-making process, which is conducive to developing

the mediation theory further. I am convinced that the findings and the theoretical ar-

guments provided by the dissertation are of the great importance for both researchers,

who are interested in finding a systematic way to improve the effectiveness of medi-

ation, and practitioners, who need a practical guideline of mediation where they can

find themselves.

7.1 Implications for researchers and practitioners

The overall project of the dissertation brings implications for both researchers and prac-

titioners. From the aspect of the theoretical findings, the implications are twofold. First,

the arguments presented in the dissertation hint towards a novel way in the research of

mediation to change its track from the macro-level to the meso-level. Instead of trying

to cover a full list of factors that influence the effectiveness of mediation, an investi-

gation from a specific aspect under a certain context of mediation is more conducive

to the development of the sublevel mediation theory as well as the practice of medi-

ation. In the dissertation, I address three paradoxical puzzles, which can hardly be

explained by the macro-level approach, by situating the analysis from the angle of the

decision-making process of the disputants or the mediator. This approach highlights

the importance of inspecting the motivations of the selection issues from the viewpoint

of decision-makers per se and thereby identifies the factors truly critical to the decision-

making process. For instance, in the classic analysis on how the intensity of the dis-

pute influences the occurrence of mediation, most of the research applies fatalities on

the battlefield to measure the intensity (e.g., Bercovitch and Gartner, 2009; Regan and

Stam, 2000; Ruhe, 2015, also see Kreutz and Brosché, 2013, for relevant discussions on

the civilian death). However, because of its partial observability, it is arguable to apply

the number of fatalities as the measurement for the intensity of the dispute. Given the

limitations of technology and other potential difficulties, it is hard to for the disputants

to have a precise real-time evaluation of the number of fatalities on the battlefield, let

alone the mediator, who is the external third party of the dispute. Therefore, it is less
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likely that the disputants will solely evaluate the intensity of the dispute through as-

sessing the number of fatalities, and this probability is even much smaller to the medi-

ator. Starting from the angle of the decision-makers per se, it is more applicable to either

the disputants or the mediator to evaluate the intensity of the dispute by the gravity

of the threat issued during the dispute. Even if the threats are not always transformed

into actions, it provides the decision-makers with the worst-case scenario of the dispute

for which they should prepare. Other than the intensity of the dispute, there are some

other factors that researchers could reconsider if they change their approach of analysis

from the macro-level to the meso-level.

Second, under the meso-level analysis, it is reasonable to conduct a cost-benefit

analysis with the combination of the psychological concerns of the decision-makers,

which is termed the conditioned expected utility in this dissertation. As the most im-

portant approach of the existing literature in discussing the occurrence of mediation

and the outcome of mediation, the expected utility theory is inspired by the bargaining

theory in international relations, which is based on the assumption of the rationality of

the decision-maker. However, the rationality of the decision-making process of media-

tion in the real world is oftentimes bounded by the emotional concerns of the decision-

maker. The findings from Chapters 4, 5, and 6 suggest that the feeling of superiority

from obtaining the comparative advantage of uncertainty during mediation, the reluc-

tance to become fully involved in the dispute resolution procedure, and the evaluation

of credibility are heuristic concepts to search for the critical factors that influence the

certain decision-making process of both the disputants and the mediator. Factors that

are derived from the analysis of the bounded rationality with the consideration of psy-

chological concerns have more explanatory power in addressing the actual problems

of mediation, which thereby are helpful to improve the effectiveness of mediation.

Regarding the policy implications in the real world of mediation, three critical points

are of interest to the practitioners. First, even though the strength and leverage are criti-

cal to the mediation, the weak mediator can still be an appropriate choice under certain

conditions. To the disputing sides, even though the weak mediator is limited in lever-

age, which might be less effective to keep the disputants at the bargaining table, they

can still fulfill the requirements of the disputing sides if they prefer a light mediation
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with less cost. To the potential weak third parties who are interested in intervening

in a dispute, it is better to assess the probability of being selected by investigating the

factors raised in the dissertation and have a better understanding of which strategy the

disputants prefer to obtain their comparative advantage of uncertainty if mediation is

scheduled. For instance, in order to maintain the stability of its border side, which is

adjacent to Cambodia and Thailand, Laos could think about offering mediation if the

dispute of the Preah Vihear Temple between Thailand and Cambodia recurs in the fu-

ture. As per the nature of the Preah Vihear Temple dispute and the power disparity

between the Thai and the Cambodian governments, the mediation proposal from Laos

is very likely to be accepted even if Laos is a weak third party. It is mutually beneficial

for both Laos, which needs to maintain border security, and Thailand and Cambodia,

which have no intention to spread and escalate the dispute.

Second, even if the strong mediator is more likely to conduct a heavy mediation

attempt, some alternative factors should be introduced to check the commitment of the

strong mediator, which include how motivated the mediator is to implement a strong

strategy. To the disputants, it is necessary to assess the motivation of a strong third

party. Otherwise, the effectiveness of inviting a strong third party would be under-

mined while the cost of mediation increases. To the strong mediator, it is also better to

decide to what extent it should be committed to the dispute resolution, and the diffi-

culties in resolving the dispute, which is beneficial to promote its expected payoffs of

mediating the dispute.

Third, the consecutive mediation attempts could be possible even if the previous

attempt is unsuccessful. The arguments of the credibility re-evaluation process sug-

gest that it is worthwhile for the failed mediator to try to rejoin the dispute resolution

process in the next round, as there exist alternative ways to make a failed mediator

sufficiently credible to the disputants. As the failed mediator is always motivated to

join the next round of mediation in order to redeem the loss of both its reputation and

the cost from its failed attempt, the re-evaluation of its credibility serves as a reliable

process to predict the probability of the reappointment of the failed mediator to further

mediation, which thereby provides a way for the failed mediator to make an appropri-

ate choice.
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7.2 A prospect for future work

With the findings of the dissertation and the approach of the analysis, there are some

further works that are worthy of being explored to a further stage. For the theoretical

arguments, two points could be extended in subsequent research. First, the bounded

rationality with emotional concerns could be applied to analyze some other important

but seemingly paradoxical puzzles within the macro-level approach. Other than the

puzzles that are addressed in the dissertation, the meso-level analysis of mediation

issues offers some new insight to explain other puzzles regarding the occurrence of

mediation, the procedure of mediation, and the outcome of mediation. For instance,

the uncertainty mechanism, which is used to explain why the disputants appoint a

weak mediator to the dispute management process, can also be used as a lens to check

why mediation, which is a more costly technique that incurs the extra cost of the third-

party intervention, is more prevalent than negotiation, which is a less costly bilateral

bargaining process. Furthermore, by incorporating the bounded rationality with the

emotional concerns, one may even discuss the ties between other political issues and

mediation such as sexual violence and the occurrence of mediation, or peacekeeping

missions and the effectiveness of mediation (e.g., Beardsley, Cunningham, and White,

2019; Nagel, 2019).

Second, future work should focus on the observable factors of mediation and de-

velop the theory accordingly. The most important reason for this dissertation to em-

phasize the importance of selection issues is to remind the researchers of mediation to

account for the observability of the factors raised in the research. For instance, some im-

portant factors in the classic mediation studies, such as the number of fatalities and the

pre-management interactions between the disputing sides, can only be partially cap-

tured (or sometimes cannot be captured at all) by the decision-makers, so they might

not be the major or at least not the cardinal considerations to the decision-makers when

they make decisions. Therefore, to make the mediation theory more practical, other

than the mechanisms utilized in the dissertation, researchers could introduce some

new meso-level mechanisms of behavioral sciences into the mediation studies under

the context of selection issues in mediation.
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Other than the theoretical arguments, which are worthy of being developed further,

the existing dataset could also be updated to meet the requirements of the empirical

analysis of mediation. Other than the suggestion from Wallensteen and Svensson (cf.

2014), I think future work should make efforts to develop both the aggregated and the

disaggregated data simultaneously. At the moment, the specific panel data for medi-

ation studies at the disaggregated level is plausible, which would be a great contri-

bution to conduct a more precise estimation on the factors of importance to promote

the effectiveness of mediation. Moreover, while a disaggregated analysis of the me-

diation attempt is required, the overall effects of mediation as a dispute management

technique that might contain multiple attempts over the course of the dispute should

also be given attention. As in the comparative studies between the mediation and other

dispute management techniques such as negotiation, arbitration, and adjudication, me-

diation which contains multiple attempts is better to be treated as an entire procedure

of effort. This approach of analysis thereby prompts the necessity of further aggregated

research of mediation in the future.
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Contributions
The dissertation is based on three research articles. Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 are

single-authored. Chapter 6 is first-authored and in collaboration with Frederick R. Chen,

Fan Tang, and Gerald Schneider.

In Chapter 6, I, Yiyi Chen, confirm that my contributions to this article are the fol-

lowing:

• research question interpretation;

• literature review;

• theory development;
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Table A.1: Tactics of Mediator in Mediation

1 Made contact with parties
2 Gained the trust and confidence of the parties
3 Arranged for interactions between the parties
4 Identified underlying issues and interests
5 Clarified the situation
6 Supplied missing information
7 Transmitted messages between parties
8 Fact-finding
9 Offered positive evaluations

10 Allowed the interests of all parties to be discussed
11 Controlled the pace and formality of the meetings
12 Controlled the physical environment
13 Ensured the privacy of mediation
14 Highlighted common interests
15 Controlled timing
16 Helped devise a framework for an acceptable outcome
17 Helped parties save face
18 Kept the process focused on the issues
19 Made substantive suggestions and proposals
20 Suggested concessions parties could make
21 Kept parties at the table
22 Changed parties’ expectations
23 Took responsibility for concessions
24 Made parties aware of the costs of non-agreement
25 Supplied and filtered information
26 Helped negotiators to undo a commitment
27 Rewarded concessions made by the parties
28 Pressed the parties to show flexibility
29 Promised resources
30 Threatened withdrawal of resources
31 Offered to verify compliance with the agreement
32 Added incentives
33 Threatened punishments
34 Threatened to withdraw mediation

Source: Jacob Bercovitch 1997, “Mediation in International Conflict,” in I.W. Zartman and J.L. Rasmussen
(eds.), Peacemaking in International Conflict, Washington DC: US Institute of Peace.
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Table B.1: Identifications of Primary Mediators in the Mediation of the
ICB Dataset

No. Dispute ID Mediator Nature of Mediator

1 15 League of Nations Non-state actor
2 17 League of Nations Non-state actor
3 24 Italy State actor
4 30 UK, USA State actors
5 33 USA State actors
6 36 Netherlands (League of Nations sup-

ported)
State actor

7 37 Pan-America Union (no leader) Non-state actor
8 40 France, UK, USA State actors
9 41 Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Peru,

Uruguay, USA
State actors

10 42 League of Nations Non-state actor
11 47 League of Nations Non-state actor
12 53 League of Nations Non-state actor
13 56 Germany State actor
14 57 Costa Rica, USA, Venezuela State actors
15 58 Argentina, Guatemala, Peru State actors
16 66 UK State actor
17 86 Argentina, Brazil, Chile, USA State actors
18 109 UK State actor
19 116 United Nations Non-state actor
20 119 United Nations Non-state actor
21 120 United Nations Non-state actor
22 123 United Nations Non-state actor
23 126 Organization of American States (no

leader)
Non-state actor

24 127 United Nations Non-state actor
25 134 United Nations Non-state actor
26 135 United Nations Non-state actor
27 138 United Nations Non-state actor
28 142 UK, USA State actors
29 145 Canada, China, Poland, Russia (So-

viet Union)
State actors

30 147 Organization of American States (no
leader)

Non-state actor

31 149 United Nations Non-state actor
32 150 Iran, Iraq, Turkey State actors
33 156 Organization of American States (no

leader)
Non-state actor

34 160 USA State actor
35 163 Arab League (no leader) Non-state actor
36 167 United Nations Non-state actor
37 180 UK State actor
38 182 USA State actor
39 187 United Nations Non-state actor
40 194 Burma, Cambodia, Egypt, Ghana,

Indonesia, Sir Lanka (Ceylon)
State actors
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Table B.2: Identifications of Primary Mediators in the Mediation of the
ICB Dataset (Cont.)

No. Dispute ID Mediator Nature of Mediator

41 195 USA State actor
42 196 United Nations Non-state actor
43 197 USA State actor
44 198 Organization of American States (no

leader)
Non-state actor

45 199 Ethiopia, Mali State actors
46 202 United Nations Non-state actor
47 204 Gabon, Togo, Nigeria State actors
48 209 Algeria, Iraq State actors
49 212 Jordan State actor
50 214 UK State actor
51 215 Organization of American States (no

leader)
Non-state actor

52 216 Russia (Soviet Union) State actor
53 219 Sudan State actor
54 223 USA, other NATO member states State actors
55 225 United Nations Non-state actor
56 228 United Nations Non-state actor
57 232 USA State actor
58 235 Organization of American States (no

leader)
Non-state actor

59 236 Egypt State actor
60 238 League of Arab States (leader) Non-state actor
61 243 Niger State actor
62 247 Somalia State actor
63 248 Libya State actor
64 252 Private individual Private
65 255 USA State actor
66 256 Saudi Arabia State actor
67 257 UK, USA State actors
68 260 Organization of African Unity (no

leader)
Non-state actor

69 261 United Nations Non-state actor
70 263 United Nations Non-state actor
71 272 United Nations Non-state actor
72 277 Nigeria State actor
73 279 USA State actor
74 281 Algeria, Kuwait, Togo State actors
75 282 Organization of African Unity (no

leader)
Non-state actor

76 285 United Nations Non-state actor
77 288 Niger, Sudan State actors
78 292 USA, Congo State actors
79 294 Organization of American States (no

leader)
Non-state actor

80 295 Private individual Private
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Table B.3: Identifications of Primary Mediators in the Mediation of the
ICB Dataset (Cont.)

No. Dispute ID Mediator Nature of Mediator

81 296 Organization of African Unity (no
leader)

Non-state actor

82 301 League of Arab States (no leader) Non-state actor
83 304 Nigeria State actor
84 307 UK State actor
85 309 Algeria State actor
86 311 Arab League (no leader) Non-state actor
87 319 Saudi Arabia State actor
88 321 Nigeria State actor
89 322 Argentina, Brazil, Chile, USA State actors
90 325 United Nations Non-state actor
91 327 USA, Saudi Arabia State actors
92 328 Organization of African Unity (no

leader)
Non-state actor

93 331 USA State actor
94 332 Organization of African Unity (no

leader)
Non-state actor

95 335 Gulf Cooperation Council (no
leader)

Non-state actor

96 336 USA State actor
97 337 USA State actor
98 342 Congo State actor
99 347 USA, Zambia State actors
100 348 United Nations Non-state actor
101 356 USA State actor
102 357 USA State actor
103 359 Libya, Nigeria State actors
104 364 Oman, Saudi Arabia, United Arab

Emirates
State actors

105 368 Organization of African Unity
(leader)

Non-state actor

106 370 Organization of African Unity (no
leader)

Non-state actor

107 375 Saudi Arabia State actor
108 380 USA State actor
109 385 United Nations Non-state actor
110 387 Organization of African Unity (no

leader)
Non-state actor

111 388 Australia State actor
112 389 United Nations Non-state actor
113 392 USA State actor
114 393 Russia (Soviet Union) State actor
115 394 Belgium, Zaire State actors
116 395 Economic Community of West

African States (leader)
Non-state actor

117 397 United Nations Non-state actor
118 401 Conference on Security and Cooper-

ation in Europe (no leader)
Non-state actor

119 403 USA State actor
120 408 Private individual Private
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Table B.4: Identifications of Primary Mediators in the Mediation of the
ICB Dataset (Cont.)

No. Dispute ID Mediator Nature of Mediator

121 409 USA, other states under the UNSC State actors
122 410 Organization of Africa Unity (leader) Non-state actor
123 413 Argentina, Brazil, Chile, USA State actors
124 416 United Nations Non-state actor
125 417 USA State actor
126 418 USA State actor
127 420 USA State actor
128 421 South Africa State actor
129 422 United Nations Non-state actor
130 424 Organization of African Unity (no

leader)
Non-state actor

131 426 United Nations Non-state actor
132 428 Egypt State actor
133 430 USA State actor
134 434 United Nations Non-state actor
135 436 UK, USA State actors
136 438 USA State actor
137 444 European Union (no leader) Non-state actor
138 447 Organization of the Islamic Confer-

ence
Non-state actor

139 449 Libya State actor
140 451 United Nations Non-state actor
141 452 Yemen State actor
142 453 Eritrea, Libya State actors
143 455 Eritrea, Libya, Gabon State actors
144 458 European Union (leader) Non-state actor
145 460 Libya, Qatar State actors
146 463 Association of Southeast Asian Na-

tions (no leader)
Non-state actor

147 466 African Union (no leader) Non-state actor
148 467 USA State actor
149 471 France, Germany State actors
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Appendix C.1.

Table C.1: Descriptive Statistics (ICB Dataset)

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max VIF

Dependent Variables (Selection):
Occurrence of mediation 476 0.314 0.464 0 1

Dependent Variables (Outcome):
Weak mediator (Definition 1) 476 0.130 0.337 0 1
Weak mediator (Definition 2) 476 0.111 0.315 0 1

Independent Variables:
Previous mediation 476 0.242 0.429 0 1 1.067
Level of hostility 475 3.223 1.514 0 7 1.208
Power disparity 406 8.039 12.147 0 179 1.425

Control Variables:
Centrality of violence 475 2.408 1.248 1 4 1.184
Geographical proximity 475 1.509 0.799 1 3 1.381
Heterogeneity 474 3.551 1.324 1 5 1.322
Duration of dispute 475 161.646 212.458 1 1,461 1.072
System level of dispute 475 1.625 0.980 1 4 1.593

Selection Variables:
Polarity 475 3.385 1.290 1 5 1.120
Number of actors 475 5.661 4.101 1 34 1.201
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Appendix C.2.
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Figure C.1: Correlation Matrix of Variables. Notes: x1 = previous media-
tion, x2 = level of hostility, x3 = power disparity, x4 = centrality of violence,
x5 = geographical proximity, x6 = heterogeneity, x7 = duration of dispute, x8 =

system level of dispute, x9 = polarity, x10 = number of disputing actors
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Appendix C.3.

Table C.2: T-Statistics before Matching (Full Data)

t

Test statistic -3.232082
DF 145.3169

p-value 0.001520586
Difference of means −0.148

Alternative hypothesis two.sided

Welch Two Sample t-test: weak mediator by previous mediation

Table C.3: T-Statistics after Matching (Full Data)

t

Test statistic 1.968136
DF 84.01465

p-value 0.05235053
Difference of means 0.163

Alternative hypothesis two.sided

Welch Two Sample t-test: weak mediator by previous mediation
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Appendix C.4.
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Appendix C.5.
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Appendix C.6.

Table C.4: T-Statistics before Matching (Mediation Data)

t

Test statistic 3.54466
DF 99.40328

p-value 0.0006009913
Difference of means 0.301

Alternative hypothesis two.sided

Welch Two Sample t-test: weak mediator by previous mediation

Table C.5: T-Statistics after Matching (Mediation Data)

t

Test statistic 4.224231
DF 62.97672

p-value 7.870522e-05
Difference of means 0.402

Alternative hypothesis two.sided

Welch Two Sample t-test: weak mediator by previous mediation
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Appendix C.7.

Table C.6: Descriptive Statistics (ICM Dataset)

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max VIF

Dependent Variables (Selection):
Occurrence of mediation 5,066 0.593 0.491 0 1

Dependent Variables (Outcome):
Weak mediator 5,066 0.233 0.423 0 1

Independent Variables:
Previous mediation 5,004 0.576 0.494 0 1 1.022
Level of hostility 5,066 4.823 0.480 1 5 1.153
Power disparity 4,952 1.949 0.812 1 3 1.047

Control Variables:
Joint democracy 5,066 0.033 0.180 0 1 1.115
Geographical proximity 5,066 1.073 0.335 1 3 1.076
Duration of dispute 5,066 6.000 1.827 1 7 1.060
Homogeneity 5,054 0.510 0.500 0 1 1.022

Selection Variable:
Alignment between disputants 5,066 3.422 1.984 1 7 1.072

For the measurements of dependent variables, the coding rules are consistent with the ICB dataset.

For the measurements of independent variables, while the previous mediation follows the same coding rule

of the ICB dataset, the level of hostility is coded from the variable D8 Hostility Level which records the

highest level of disputing behavior with ascending order from 1 = “no militarized threat”, 2 = “threat to use

force”, 3 = “display of force”, 4 = “use of force” to 5 = “war”. The power disparity is captured by the variable P10c

Power Disparity which classifies the absolute value of the difference in the power between the disputing

sides into three levels, 1 = “Low 0-4”, “Medium 5-10” and “High 11+”. For the measurements of control

variables, four variables which concern both the demand and the supply sides are included. First, the joint

democracy from the ICM dataset is recreated to indicate if both disputing sides are democracies (coded 1)

or not (coded 0). Second, the geographical proximity is captured by the variable D13 Geographical Proximity

of Parties, and it is coded 1 = “both parties from region of dispute”, 2 = “one party outside of region” and 3 = “one

party colonial power outside of region”. Third, the duration of dispute is captured by D4 Duration (grouped)

which is a categorical variable with ascending order from 1 to 7 to indicate the time span of a dispute.

Fourth, the homogeneity is recreated from the variable P20d Homogeneity Similarity with 1 indicates that

both the disputing sides have the same level of internal social homogeneity while 0 indicates the different

level of internal social homogeneity between the disputants. For the selection variable which is only

included in the selection equation, the alignment between disputants is evaluated. This variable is originally
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captured by the variable P7 Alignment Relationships which is a categorical variable ranges from 1 to 7 with

ascending order of increasingly peaceful relations between the disputants before the dispute.
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Appendix C.8.

Table C.7: Mediation by a Weak Mediator (ICM Dataset)

Dependent variable:

logistic: Weak mediator

selection: Occurrence of mediation

outcome: Weak mediator

model 8 model 9 model 10 model 11

logistic selection outcome selection outcomeselectionoutcome

“Comparative advantage” factors
Previous mediation −0.207∗∗ 1.074∗∗∗−0.653∗∗∗ 1.052∗∗∗−0.764∗∗∗

(0.090) (0.087) (0.183) (0.088) (0.091)
Dispute intensity −0.258∗∗ 0.309∗∗∗ −0.279∗∗ 0.308∗∗∗−0.315∗∗∗

(0.109) (0.101) (0.113) (0.100) (0.116)
Power disparity −0.320∗∗∗ −0.062 −0.126 −0.080 −0.138

(0.050) (0.074) (0.122) (0.105) (0.153)
Control factors
Joint democracy −2.265∗∗∗ 0.197 −1.082∗∗ 0.170 −0.807∗∗ −0.041 −0.951

(0.393) (0.320) (0.491) (0.327) (0.369) (0.523) (0.636)
Duration of dispute 0.006 0.038 −0.021 0.034 −0.013 0.103∗∗∗ −0.059

(0.024) (0.024) (0.033) (0.023) (0.032) (0.032) (0.041)
Homogeneity 0.364∗∗∗ 0.066 0.170 0.070 0.104 0.058 0.202

(0.078) (0.100) (0.150) (0.105) (0.142) (0.145) (0.183)
Geographical proximity −0.425∗∗ −0.156 −0.024 −0.191 0.050 −0.259 0.031

(0.176) (0.125) (0.230) (0.122) (0.131) (0.172) (0.336)
Selection factors
Alignment −0.062∗∗ −0.056∗∗ −0.095∗

(0.028) (0.022) (0.052)
Constant 1.958∗∗∗ −1.590∗∗∗ 2.384∗∗∗−1.655∗∗∗ 2.342∗∗∗ 0.351 0.715∗∗

(0.582) (0.489) (0.563) (0.472) (0.539) (0.304) (0.338)

Observations 2,922 4,890 4,992 4,952
Censored observations 1,968 1,994 2,029
Uncensored observations 2,922 2,998 2,923
Wald Chi2 124.07∗∗∗ 71.66∗∗∗ 103.72∗∗∗ 8.64
Log-likelihood −1890.293 −4624.597 −4760.582 −5103.871
ρ −0.828 −1.000 −0.686

(0.259) (0.000) (0.533)

Robust standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Robust standard errors are clustered around disputes.



Appendix C. Appendix for Chapter 4 231

Appendix C.9.

Table C.8: Mediation by a Weak Mediator (Bootstrapped SEs with the
Main Models)

Dependent variable:

selection: Occurrence of mediation

outcome: Weak mediator

model 12 model 13

selection outcome selection outcome

“Comparative advantage” factors
Previous mediation 1.631∗∗∗ −1.520∗∗∗ 1.595∗∗∗ −1.574∗∗∗

(0.151) (0.328) (0.241) (0.513)
Level of hostility 0.032 −0.233∗∗ 0.049 −0.206∗

(0.057) (0.111) (0.062) (0.121)
Power disparity −0.093 0.047 −0.031 0.125

(0.074) (0.134) (0.092) (0.143)
Control factors
Heterogeneity −0.135∗ −0.103 −0.133∗ −0.118

(0.075) (0.100) (0.074) (0.084)
Centrality of violence 0.029 −0.032 0.006 −0.056

(0.069) (0.139) (0.062) (0.126)
Geographical proximity −0.237∗∗ 0.060 −0.183 0.060

(0.120) (0.202) (0.143) (0.299)
Duration of dispute 0.203∗∗∗ −0.056 0.206∗∗∗ −0.059

(0.059) (0.935) (0.049) (0.093)
System level −0.188 −0.209

(0.144) (0.241)
Selection factors
Number of actors 0.305∗∗∗ 0.339∗

(0.111) (0.210)
Polarity 0.198∗∗∗ 0.158

(0.070) (0.115)
Constant −2.188∗∗∗ 2.614∗∗∗ −2.011∗∗∗ 2.821∗∗∗

(0.354) (0.588) (0.516) (0.904)

Observations 404 404
Censored observations 265 265
Uncensored observations 139 139
Wald Chi2 59.88∗∗∗ 19.30∗∗

Log-likelihood −239.868 −236.941
ρ −0.943 −1.000

(0.588) (2.97e-06)

Bootstrapped robust standard errors ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Appendix D.1.

Table D.1: Descriptive Statistics of Variables

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max VIF

Dependent Variables (Selection):
strong mediator 2,996 0.607 0.488 0 1

Dependent Variables (Outcome):
weak strategy 2,662 0.424 0.494 0 1

Independent Variables:
experience of mediator 3,005 0.394 0.489 0 1 1.058
relations1 (one side) 3,001 0.175 0.380 0 1 1.046
relations2 (one/two sides) 3,001 0.494 0.500 0 1 1.315
recurrence of dispute 3,005 2.048 0.519 1 3 1.122
intensity of dispute1 3,005 4.902 0.384 2 5 1.180
intensity of dispute2 3,005 2.625 1.204 1 4 1.514

Control Variables:
previous dispute management type 3,004 2.713 0.532 1 3 1.095
geographical proximity (M) 2,994 0.509 0.500 0 1 1.114
superpower involvement 3,005 2.313 0.721 1 4 1.175
ally support 3,005 0.461 0.499 0 1 1.082

Selection Variables:
power disparity between disputants 2,923 1.911 0.787 1 3 1.210
geographical proximity (D) 3,005 0.970 0.170 0 1 1.114
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Appendix D.2.
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Figure D.1: Correlation Matrix of Variables 1. Notes: x1 = experience of
mediator, x2 = relations1(one side), x3 = recurrence of dispute, x4 = intensity1,
x5 = intensity2, x6 = ally support, x7 = previous dispute management type,
x8 = geographical proximity (M), x9 = superpower involvement, x10 = power

disparity between disputants, x11 = geographical proximity (D)
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Figure D.2: Correlation Matrix of Variables 2. Notes: x1 = experience of
mediator, x2 = relations2(one/two sides), x3 = recurrence of dispute, x4 = in-
tensity1, x5 = intensity2, x6 = ally support, x7 = previous dispute management
type, x8 = geographical proximity (M), x9 = superpower involvement, x10 =

power disparity between disputants, x11 = geographical proximity (D)



Appendix D. Appendix for Chapter 5 236

Appendix D.3.

0

5

10

15

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

de
ns

ity 1

2

3

Figure D.3: The predicted probability of the selection of a weak media-
tion strategy via simulation (1,000 draws) 3. Note: the “recurrence of the
dispute” is taking values of 1-non recurrent dispute (pink), 2-recurrent (olive-
green), and 3-recurrent and escalated dispute (light blue), from left to right,
while all other variables are taking their true values in the data. 1,000 ran-
dom draws from the models’ coefficients of Model 6 in Table 5.3. Color figure is

provided in e-version.
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Appendix D.4.

Table D.2: Strong Mediator’s Selection of a Weak Strategy (Multinomial
Logistic Regression)

Dependent variable:
Weak Strategy

model 9

procedural strategy communicative strategy
Baseline Outcome: Directive Strategy

“Reluctant” factors
Mediator experience 0.088 −0.093

(0.165) (0.153)
Relations2 −0.332∗ −0.286∗

(0.197) (0.174)
Dispute recurrence 0.520∗ 0.162

(0.286) (0.173)
Dispute intensity1 −0.038 −0.452∗∗

(0.247) (0.215)
Dispute intensity2 −0.165 −0.034

(0.109) (0.092)
Control factors
Geographical proximity (M) −0.343 −0.093

(0.239) (0.228)
Previous management 0.437∗∗ −0.017

(0.197) (0.139)
Superpower involvement −0.216 −0.143

(0.170) (0.141)
Ally support −0.711∗∗∗ −0.138

(0.242) (0.186)
Constant −1.506 3.166∗∗∗

(1.685) (1.151)

Observations 1,581
Clusters(dispute) 148
Wald Chi2 54.97∗∗∗

Log Likelihood −1536.617

Clustered standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Robust standard errors are clustered around disputes, and a. Geographic proximity (M),

geographic proximity between the mediator and the disputants.

In Model 9, the dependent variable is an ordered categorical variable with 3 values. It is coded 1 if the

directive strategy is observed as the main strategy applied by the strong mediator, and it is coded 2 and

3 for the application of the procedural and communicative-facilitative strategies, respectively. The results

are consistent with the results of models given in Chapter 5.
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Appendix D.5.

Table D.3: Strong Mediator’s Selection of a Weak Strategy (Hostility Re-
ported at Time of Intervention)

Dependent variable:
Selection: Strong mediator
Outcome: Weak Strategy

model 10

selection outcome

“Reluctant” factors
Mediator experience −0.004 −0.122

(0.096) (0.109)
Relations1 −0.054 −0.271∗∗

(0.182) (0.127)
Dispute recurrence 0.056 0.104

(0.139) (0.134)
Dispute intensity1 −0.458∗∗ −0.470∗∗

(0.219) (0.232)
Dispute intensity2 −0.080 −0.002

(0.078) (0.052)
Control factors
Geographical proximity (M) −1.618∗∗∗ −0.532

(0.148) (0.405)
Previous management 0.101 0.025

(0.077) (0.104)
Superpower involvement 0.306∗∗ −0.036

(0.151) (0.152)
Ally support −0.066 −0.242∗∗

(0.166) (0.124)
Selection factors
Power disparity 0.218∗

(0.121)
Geographical proximity(D) 0.662

(0.576)
Constant 1.795 2.742∗∗

(1.217) (1.077)

Observations 1,747
Censored observations 725
Uncensored observations 1,022
Clusters(dispute) 138
Wald Chi2 22.21∗∗∗

Log Likelihood −1484.284
ρ 0.491

(0.438)

Clustered standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Robust standard errors are clustered around disputes, and a. Geographic proximity (M),

geographic proximity between the mediator and the disputants; b. Geographic proximity(D), geographic
proximity between the disputants.
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Model 10 is created to provide an alternative test for Hypothesis 4. As in the measurement of the

hostility of the dispute which records the highest hostility level of the dispute, some highest hostility level

is observed after the attempt. Chapter 5 has made a sufficient explanation on why does the inconsistency

between the observation of the hostility and the mediation attempt not influence the validity of estimation.

Model 10 gives a further test of this explanation. In combination with the variable CM15 Hostility reported

at time of intervention, I remove 835 data points where the highest hostility are observed after the dispute

management attempt and keep 1,747 data points where the highest hostility are presented during the

dispute management process. With a look at the results, they are consistent with the results of models in

Chapter 5, which indicate the robustness of the findings obtained.
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Appendix D.6.

Table D.4: Strong Mediator’s Selection of a Weak Strategy (Alternative
measurement of dispute recurrence)

Dependent variable:
Selection: Strong mediator
Outcome: Weak Strategy

model 11

selection outcome

“Reluctant” factors
Mediator experience 0.039 −0.007

(0.093) (0.092)
Relations1 −0.030 −0.238∗∗

(0.173) (0.113)
Dispute recurrence2 −0.008 0.038

(0.136) (0.090)
Dispute intensity1 −0.206 −0.277∗∗

(0.204) (0.138)
Dispute intensity2 −0.004 −0.001

(0.096) (0.052)
Control factors
Geographical proximity (M) −1.479∗∗∗ −0.535

(0.160) (0.391)
Previous management 0.155∗∗ 0.073

(0.063) (0.092)
Superpower involvement 0.244∗ −0.012

(0.141) (0.107)
Ally support −0.046 −0.135

(0.163) (0.098)
Selection factors
Power disparity 0.167

(0.126)
Geographical proximity(D) 0.623

(0.496)
Constant −0.264 1.570∗∗

(1.131) (0.735)

Observations 2,582
Censored observations 1,001
Uncensored observations 1,581
Clusters(dispute) 192
Wald Chi2 19.91∗∗

Log Likelihood −2,272.688
ρ 0.594

(0.446)

Clustered standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Robust standard errors are clustered around disputes, and a. Geographic proximity (M),

geographic proximity between the mediator and the disputants; b. Geographic proximity(D), geographic
proximity between the disputants.
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Model 11 is created to provide an alternative test for Hypothesis 3. For this alternative measurement,

the variable dispute recurrence2 considers both the observed result of the dispute and the history of recur-

rence of the dispute rather than the observed result of the dispute only. Chapter 5 has made a sufficient

explanation on why does the observed result of the dispute are used to measure the potential for the re-

currence of the dispute. Model 11 gives a further test of this explanation. With a look at the results, they are

consistent with the results of models in Chapter 5, which indicate the robustness of the findings obtained.
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Appendix D.7.

Table D.5: Strong Mediator’s Selection of a Weak Strategy (Bootstrapped
SEs with the Main Model)

Dependent variable:
Selection: Strong mediator
Outcome: Weak Strategy

model 12

selection outcome

“Reluctant” factors
Mediator experience 0.043 −0.017

(0.110) (0.085)
Relations1 −0.034 −0.238∗∗

(0.183) (0.097)
Dispute recurrence 0.155 0.145

(0.172) (0.095)
Dispute intensity1 −0.201 −0.266∗∗

(0.240) (0.119)
Dispute intensity2 −0.021 −0.024

(0.092) (0.055)
Control factors
Geographical proximity (M) −1.488∗∗∗ −0.339

(0.168) (0.438)
Previous management 0.166∗∗ 0.064

(0.073) (0.094)
Superpower involvement 0.224 −0.052

(0.160) (0.108)
Ally support −0.053 −0.154∗

(0.166) (0.132)
Selection factors
Power disparity 0.175

(0.140)
Geographical proximity(D) 0.732

(0.483)
Constant −0.140 1.570∗∗

(1.269) (0.735)

Observations 2,582
Censored observations 1,001
Uncensored observations 1,581
Clusters(dispute) 192
Wald Chi2 14.64∗

Log Likelihood −2,268.093
ρ 0.356

(0.955)

Bootstrapped standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Bootstrapped standard errors are clustered around disputes, and a. Geographic proximity (M),

geographic proximity between the mediator and the disputants; b. Geographic proximity(D), geographic
proximity between the disputants.
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Appendix E.1.

Figure E.1: Prediction Accuracy with the Inclusion of All Features
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Appendix E.2.

Table E.1: Descriptive Statistics of Variables

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max VIF

Dependent variables (Selection):
Initiation of mediation 1,750 0.758 0.428 0 1

Dependent variables (Outcome):
Failed mediator reappointment 1,750 0.351 0.478 0 1

Independent variables:
Strategy of the attempt 1,693 2.492 1.009 1 4 1.181
Strength of the mediator 1,745 0.620 0.486 0 1 1.257
Number of attempts (mediator) 1,750 9.531 15.608 0 88 2.253
Initiator of the attempt 1,476 0.477 0.500 0 1 1.186

Control variables:
Phase of the dispute 1,727 3.184 0.652 1 6 1.056
Environment of mediation 1,750 0.627 0.484 0 1 1.183
Relations 1,747 0.498 0.500 0 1 1.312
Type of the mediator 1,743 0.423 0.494 0 1 1.101
Fatalities 1,750 2.686 1.192 1 4 1.503
Geographical proximity 1,750 2.946 0.274 1 3 1.152
Recurrence of the dispute 1,750 2.042 0.535 1 3 1.144
Issue complexity 1,750 2.685 0.528 1 3 1.306

Selection variables:
Number of attempts (dispute) 1,750 33.064 46.940 0 274 2.355
Joint democracy 1,750 0.034 0.182 0 1 1.083
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Appendix E.3.
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Figure E.2: Correlation Matrix of Variables (Chapter 6). Notes: x1 = strat-
egy of the attempt, x2 = strength of the mediator, x3 = number of attempts
(mediator), x4 = initiator of the attempt, x5 = number of attempts (dispute), x6
= joint democracy, x7 = phase of the dispute, x8 = environment of mediation,
x9 = relations, x10 = type of the mediator, x11 = fatalities, x12 = geographical

proximity, x13 = recurrence of the dispute, x14 = issue complexity



Appendix E. Appendix for Chapter 6 247

Table E.2: Reappointment of a Failed Mediator (Bootstrapped SEs with
the Full Model)

Dependent variable:
Selection: Mediation initiation

Outcome: Failed mediation re-appointment

model 10

selection outcome

Credibility Evaluation
Strategy of attempt 0.063 0.099∗∗

(0.050) (0.046)
Strength of mediator 0.076 0.303∗∗

(0.126) (0.153)
Num. of attempts (mediator) 0.010 0.041∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.013)
Initiator of attempt −0.021 0.372∗∗∗

(0.111) (0.086)
Num. of attempts*Strategy −0.006∗ −0.007∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.004)
Num. of attempts*Strength −0.004 −0.007

(0.012) (0.008)
Control factors
Environment of attempt 0.167 0.252∗∗

(0.110) (0.118)
Relations −0.000 0.092

(0.094) (0.097)
Phase of dispute −0.294∗∗∗ −0.054

(0.077) (0.104)
Mediator type 0.275∗∗∗ 0.194∗∗∗

(0.084) (0.126)
Fatalities 0.057 0.009

(0.075) (0.068)
Geographical proximity 0.239 0.142

(0.173) (0.408)
Dispute recurrence 0.032 −0.126

(0.087) (0.096)
Issue complexity −0.131 −0.077

(0.099) (0.105)
Selection factors
Num. of attempts (dispute) 0.009

(0.007)
Joint democracy 0.447∗∗

(1.994)
Constant 0.485 −1.284

(0.629) (1.428)

Observations 1,423
Censored observations 328
Uncensored observations 1,095
Clusters(dispute) 171
Wald Chi2 125.40∗∗∗

Log Likelihood −1389.940
ρ 1.000

(0.002)

Bootstrapped standard errors in parentheses ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Notes: Bootstrapped standard errors are clustered around disputes.
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Appendix E.4.
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(b) Sample 2

Figure E.3: Importance of Variables (By MDG)
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Figure E.4: Importance of Variables (Baseline Model, by MDG)
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