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Zusammenfassung 
Die vorliegende Diplomarbeit befasst sich mit der Frage, welche Faktoren den Erfolg der 

UNO als Vermittler in internationalen Konflikten erklären können. Die Arbeit leistet damit 

einen wesentlichen Beitrag zur Literatur, denn bisher hat keine wissenschaftliche Studie 

systematisch untersucht, unter welchen Voraussetzungen die UNO erfolgreich vermittelt.  

 

Ziel der Arbeit ist die Erstellung und empirische Überprüfung eines Modells, welches den 

Ausgang von UNO-Friedensverhandlungen erklärt. Dieses Modell besagt, dass drei Faktoren 

ausschlaggebend sind für Erfolg oder Misserfolg: Erstens, die Unparteilichkeit der UNO und 

ihre Glaubwürdigkeit; zweitens, die Möglichkeiten der Organisation, Druck auf die 

Konfliktparteien auszuüben, indem sie positive und negative Anreize bietet; und drittens, der 

Status der UNO als einzigartige internationale Organisation mit einem hohen Maß an 

Legitimität, Erfahrung, Kompetenz und der besonderen Rolle des UNO-Generalsekretärs.  

 

Dieses Modell wird anhand von sechs internationalen Konfliktfällen überprüft, in welchen die 

UNO die führende Vermittlerrolle einnahm. Die erforderlichen Daten wurden in persönlichen 

und telefonischen Interviews erhoben, die während eines Praktikums bei der UNO in New 

York durchgeführt wurden. Um diese Daten systematisch vergleichen zu können, wählte ich 

als Analysemethode eine erweiterte Version von Ragin’s ‚Qualitative Comparative Analysis’ 

(QCA). QCA bedient sich der Bool’schen Logik, um Kombinationen von unabhängigen 

Faktoren aufzudecken, welche die abhängige Variable erklären. Aber im Gegensatz zur 

ursprünglichen Methode erlaubt die erweiterte Version ‚Multi-Value Qualitative Comparative 

Analysis’ (MVQCA), die erstmals von Lasse Cronqvist vorgestellt wurde, die ordinalskalierte 

Kodierung der Faktoren und ist damit nicht auf dichotome Variablen beschränkt. Die 

Datenanalyse wurde mit der eigens von Cronqvist entwickelten Software TOSMANA 

vorgenommen.  

 

Die Ergebnisse der Untersuchung sind eindeutig: das Modell wurde nicht bestätigt. 

Stattdessen belegte die Auswertung der Daten, dass einzig die Möglichkeit der UNO, Druck 

auf die Konfliktparteien auszuüben, den Erfolg von UNO-Friedensverhandlungen erklärt, 

während Unparteilichkeit und Status keine Rolle spielen. Ein mittleres und hohes Maß an 

Einflussnahme führen zu Erfolg, ein geringes Maß führt zu Misserfolg. Damit ist der Faktor 

Einflussnahme eine hinreichende und notwendige Bedingung für den Erfolg von UNO-

Friedensverhandlungen.
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1. THE UNITED NATIONS AND CONFLICT MEDIATION 
 
Until 1990, most armed conflicts were decided on the battlefield while only very few of them 

ended in negotiations. Since then, the number and also the effectiveness of peaceful conflict 

resolution efforts have increased significantly: today, about half of the armed conflicts are 

solved at the negotiating table (Sisk, 2001: 1; see also Figure 1 in the Appendix). The United 

Nations is an important player in international conflict mediation. With the termination of the 

Cold War and the reinvigoration of the organization’s capacities, the UN has expanded its 

activities in preventing and containing conflicts.  

 

However, the organization’s efforts in mediation have so far been more of a trial and error 

undertaking than a strategic approach. No systematic study exists on the attributes of the UN 

that lead to successful mediation outcomes. Neither the UN itself nor the scientific literature 

offers large-scale professional research on the decisive factors for UN mediation success.  But 

bearing in mind that one third of all mediation efforts are conducted by international 

organizations, of which the majority are done by the UN (Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000: 

156, 159)1, it is essential to have a systematic overview of the assets that the organization 

brings to mediation efforts in order to focus on the strengths and tackle the flaws. 

 

                                                 
1 According to Fretter (2002: 103), the UN initiated 615 mediation attempts from 1945 to 1995, with 201 in the 
years 1986 to 1995.  
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2. RESEARCH QUESTION AND MAIN ARGUMENT 
 
The puzzle I am trying to solve is: What makes the UN a successful mediator? The 

organization is neither an important international power player like the United States, it does 

not have a standing army behind it, as a huge intergovernmental organization it does not have 

the flexibility of a nation state and it is notoriously under-funded (or so it is said). Yet, there 

must be something.  

 

The objective of this research endeavor is to propose a theoretical framework which explains 

success and failure of UN mediation and to test it empirically. The main argument is that 

impartiality, leverage and status are the decisive factors for successful UN mediation. These 

three factors and their interrelationship take the shape of a triangle: the ‘UN Peacemaking 

Triangle’. The model predicts that all three factors are necessary to produce a positive 

outcome – if only one of the factors is missing, success is out of reach.  

 

 

3. RATIONALE BEHIND THE ARGUMENTATION 
  
According to the model, the three causal factors, which are at the heart of this analysis, 

determine success in various ways. The analysis aims at unravelling the complex mechanisms 

and interrelationships.  

 

The model suggests that impartiality and credibility are important prerequisites for success 

because mediation can only be effective when the UN is either perceived as being unbiased 

and fair and when the organization has gained the trust of the parties through its noble 

intentions. Impartiality, neutrality and the notion of not being affiliated with any state or other 

authority in the international system are the fundamental principles and main assets of the 

UN. And yet impartiality is not an objective condition in mediation and the UN can be 

perceived by one party as supporting the other side. If that is the case, the outcome can still be 

successful if the UN is accepted as an ‘honest broker’ with good intentions of solving the 

dispute. What matters in that case are the UN’s apparent motives, its fairness and justice. 

 

Leverage – the ability of the mediator to put pressure on the conflict parties – is the second 

factor in the model. The rationale is that the UN mediator has to make the parties give up their 

rigid positions and get them to agree on mutually satisfactory terms. This requires material or 
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immaterial pressure which can be exerted as promises and rewards or threats and punishment 

(positive or negative incentives). Material incentives of the UN are its resources in the form of 

aid programs and the implementation of peace accords; immaterial incentives are the pressure 

of the international community and the Security Council. A UN-specific form of leverage is 

the role of the organization as ‘mediator of last resort’: if previous mediation attempts have 

failed and/or no other actor is prepared to become active as a mediator, the disputants will 

realize that a UN mediation is their last chance for peace and will ultimately be more 

cooperative and prepared to make concessions.  

 

The third factor to be tested for its relevance for mediation success is the UN’s unique status. 

The reasoning behind it is that the UN’s scope and depth make it the largest and influential 

international organization and give it a generally distinct standing in world politics. The UN’s 

assets in terms of status are its great degree of legitimacy, its special image and reputation, its 

experience and technical expertise and, most importantly, the role of the Secretary-General. 

When the Secretary-General is personally committed to the peace process and brings his 

integrity and competencies to play, he gives additional weight to the mediation effort.  

 

If the model is confirmed by the analysis, failure is unlikely when the organization uses all 

these qualities and attributes strategically in a mediation effort. Instead of treating these three 

factors as individual conditions, the model of the Peacemaking Triangle captures their 

combined effect. It predicts that only impartiality backed by leverage and complemented with 

status can yield satisfactory results.  

 

 

4. METHOD OF ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
 

To obtain the data for the analysis, I conducted interviews with UN officials who were 

personally involved in the respective negotiations. The majority of these interviews were done 

as personal interviews during an internship at the UN in New York at the beginning of 2006, 

two were done as telephone interviews. For the data analysis, I used an extended version of 

Ragin’s Qualitative Comparative Analysis (Ragin, 1987) which was formulated by Lasse 

Cronqvist (2003a, 2005) who also developed the software program TOSMANA to assist in 

the analysis (Cronqvist 2003b, 2006).  
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The results essentially indicate that leverage is a necessary and sufficient condition for UN 

mediation success, whereas impartiality and status are negligible in their explanatory power. 

Thus, the model of the Peacemaking Triangle is rejected. Not a specific combination of 

factors but only the presence or absence of the UN’s ability to effectively exert pressure on 

the disputants explains the outcome.  

 

Although the model was not supported by the analysis, the results still contribute decisively to 

the existing literature on mediation. The general assessment in the literature that leverage is a 

key factor for explaining mediation success is confirmed by the analysis. But at the same time 

the results disprove those who state that “United Nation mediation is hampered considerably 

by lack of resources” and that “[T]he United Nations can offer no promises, nor make any 

threats” (Bercovitch, 1995: 14). 

 

 

5. STRUCTURE  
 

This thesis is structured as follows: Part 2 reviews the relevant literature and evaluates how 

the model fills a gap in mediation analysis. In part 3, I present the theoretical framework for 

my analysis by introducing the three causal factors and listing the indicators used for the 

measurement. Part 4 portrays the research strategy: it explains the rationale behind the case 

selection and the control variables, describes the process of the data collection and presents 

the analysis. The results and a fair assessment of their quality close part 4. Part 5 concludes. 
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1. STATE OF THE ART: MEDIATION LITERATURE 
 

My analysis will contribute to the theory of international conflict mediation. The beginnings 

of the study of international mediation date back to 1967 with Oran R. Young’s work “The 

Intermediaries” (Young, 1967). This book was the first to systematically analyze and 

categorize the different forms of third-party intervention, the repertoire of intervention 

practices and the desired resources and qualities of the mediator. Some of these ideas are still 

relevant today, but, with the end of the Cold War and the majority of contemporary conflicts 

being intrastate rather than inter-state, the context of the analysis has changed significantly.  

 

The modern literature on mediation is very diverse and covers a range of approaches 

(Bercovitch, 1997: 132). First, there is the large group of field reports of mediators. These are 

mainly descriptive and offer very subjective and personal views on particular mediation 

efforts (Crocker, Osler and Aall, 1999; Marker, 2003). Drawing on these narratives, a second 

group within the mediation literature tries to extract lessons learned from these experiences to 

make recommendations for successful mediation. These include suggestions for discourse 

techniques, problem-solving approaches or advice on the essential requirements of a peace 

agreement. This literature is largely prescriptive and policy-oriented and sometimes issues 

‘manuals’ presenting guidelines and sets of rules for mediation and negotiation (De Soto, 

1999; De Soto and Del Castillo, 1995; Hampson, 2003). Offering more scientific insights, a 

third pillar of the mediation literature is case studies. Although these are also mostly 
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descriptive, they can offer valuable ground for comparative research as they are useful for 

testing ideas or generating hypotheses and theories (Jonas, 2000; Messing, 2000; Levy, 2000; 

Kleiboer, 1998: 89 ff., 119 ff.).  

 

Those scholars who aim at systematic mediation research have established a fourth group of 

literature. This literature is strictly theory-driven and mostly quantitative. In order to arrive at 

scientifically valid results, researchers conduct large-scale statistical analyses based on 

empirical examinations of mediation cases.  

 

The most prominent and coherent model on international conflict mediation these days is 

Bercovitch’s Contingency Model (Bercovitch, Anagnoson and Wille, 1991; Bercovitch and 

Langley, 1993; Bercovitch and Houston, 2000; see also Wall jr., Stark and Standifer, 2001). 

Bercovitch suggests that the mediation outcome is a product of the interaction of the context 

(antecedent conditions) and the process variables (current conditions). In that way, the model 

seeks to capture all relevant aspects of mediation.  

  

 
 

Figure 1: Contingency Model by Bercovitch  

 

As shown in Figure 1 (by Bercovitch and Langley, 1993: 673), the context variables contain 

the characteristics of the parties, the nature of the dispute and the nature of the mediator.2 The 

process variables focus on mediator strategies.  

 

In order to systematically test his contingency model, Bercovitch has assembled a mediation 

dataset (Mediation Project by Jacob Bercovitch; e.g. Bercovitch, Anagnoson and Wille, 1991) 

which is currently the most comprehensive dataset on international conflict mediation. It 
                                                 
2 Apart from these, Kleiboer also includes the international context in the context variables (Kleiboer, 1996: 
374). 
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presents a large number of post World War II international mediation efforts and offers a 

wealth of information on these, including the mediator type, size of mediation teams, 

mediation strategy, form of settlement and others. This dataset was used for various statistical 

analyses (e.g. Bercovitch, Anagnoson and Wille, 1991; Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck, 

forthcoming; Bercovitch and Langley, 1993; Bercovitch and Houston, 2000).  

 

Other analytic models in the literature are, for example: a game-theoretic and statistical 

analysis on impartiality by Beber (2005), the concern-likelihood model of mediator behaviour 

by Carnevale (in Pruitt and Carnevale, 1993: 172) or a game-theoretic model on bias and 

credibility by Kydd (2003). 

 

 

2. THE THREE FACTORS IN THE LITERATURE 
 

Much of the existing literature puts great emphasis on the desired mediator characteristics and 

attributes for successful mediation. The three causal factors of this analysis play an important 

role in the study of the key attributes of a mediator. Especially impartiality and leverage and 

their effects are widely discussed, whereas status is mostly neglected in its importance on 

mediation outcomes. Kleiboer (1996: 368 ff.) presents the most comprehensive overview of 

the three mediator attributes.  

 

2.1. Impartiality  
 

The link between impartiality and success is fiercely debated in the mediation literature. One 

side argues that impartiality is a necessity and in fact a defining characteristic of mediation 

(e.g. Young, 1967; Beber, 2005; Carnevale and Arad, 1996; for further citations see Gilady 

and Russett, 2002: 402 or Kydd, 2003: 598). Their argumentation suggests that when a partial 

third party openly supports one side, or when the mediator and one of the disputants are 

mutually dependent, the mediator will only try to achieve results that benefit his ally and not 

move the process in the direction that is favourable for the other party. The other side 

responds by saying that a partial mediator can be just as successful if he is only credible and 

fair (Bercovitch, 1996: 6; Kydd, 2003) and that a ‘partial insider’, if he is respected and 

trusted by all conflict parties, can be more effective than a ‘neutral outsider’ (Wehr and 

Lederach, 1996; for citations see Kleiboer, 1996: 369). The majority of scholars agrees, 
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however, that impartiality is not an objective given but is in effect a matter of perceptions of 

the adversaries (Kleiboer, 1996: 369; Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000: 149; Schneider, 

Bercovitch and Selck, forthcoming: 10).  

 

2.2. Leverage  
 

Some authors even argue that the notion of impartiality is actually redundant and what matters 

is merely how much leverage a mediator brings to the negotiation table (Touval and Zartman, 

1985; Bercovitch, Anagnoson and Wille, 1991: 14). Leverage – that is the ability to put 

pressure on the disputants by providing positive and negative incentives – is indeed often 

regarded as the key element in mediation (Touval and Zartman, 2001; Kleiboer, 1998: 40-48; 

Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000: 149). A third party which ‘mediates from strength’ 

(Carnevale, 2002) uses its leverage to change the pay-off structure of the disputants and move 

them toward agreement. Leverage is usually attributed to individual states with considerable 

economic power, great military strength and political influence (Kleiboer, 2002) and scholars 

often point to the United States as the best example of such a power mediator (e.g. Princen, 

1992: 69 ff.; Bercovitch, 1991: 6; Kleiboer, 1998: 44). But former colonial powers of one of 

the disputants or the five permanent members of the Security Council also have the means to 

exert pressure (Kleiboer, 2002; opposing evidence is found by Schneider, Bercovitch and 

Selck, forthcoming: 16). Some researchers, however, warn that using too much leverage can 

“accomplish only a postponement – rather than a deep resolution – of the conflict” (Zartman, 

1997: 17). 

 

2.3. Status  
 

Status does not get as much attention as a desired mediator characteristic in the literature. 

There is no consensus from which attributes the status of the mediator is derived and how 

decisive they are for mediation success. Kleiboer (1996: 372) includes in this factor a 

mediator’s reputation, track records, special expertise and the positional status of the 

individual mediator in the country or organization he represents. The higher the status of the 

mediator in these respects, the higher the probability of success. Some authors focus only on 

the positional status and say that rank and prestige, together with leverage, increase the 

chances of success (Bercovitch, Anagnoson and Wille, 1991: 15).  
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Particular attention, although not specifically as an indicator of status, is paid to the 

legitimacy of a mediator. Bercovitch and Houston (1996: 26) suggest that legitimacy is one of 

the most effective resources that an international mediator can possess. High-ranking 

mediators naturally carry more legitimacy which allows the parties to back down from fixed 

positions, make concessions and save face (Princen, 1992: 9; Pruitt and Johnson in Bercovitch 

and Houston, 1996: 27; also in Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000: 150). From this point of 

view, legitimacy is closely linked to leverage (‘legitimate power’ in Carnevale, 2002: 28) but 

other scholars see the perception of legitimacy as a function of neutrality (Wehr and 

Lederach, 1996: 57).  

 

One of the most critical problems in the current mediation literature is that the majority of 

studies examines the above factors individually. Instead of systematically studying causal 

combinations, researchers only assume implicitly that their separate effects can be combined.   

 

 

3. CURRENT DIFFICULTIES IN THE MEDIATION LITERATURE 
 

In the study of mediation in general, there exists a wide variety of approaches and ideas. The 

complexity of this field of research is also increased by the incongruent definitions and 

concepts. Even on the decisive question of how to measure mediation success and failure 

there is deep disagreement among scholars.  

 

The overall theoretical backbone of mediation is not well developed and there has been little 

systematic research. The literature is primarily descriptive and less theory-driven and offers a 

wide range of non-comparative case studies and field reports. Some of those models that have 

been developed and tested refer only to particular elements of mediation (Kydd, 2003). 

Others, as Bercovitch’s multivariate analyses, tell the reader a lot about correlations between 

the different variables and the outcome but give little information about causation and 

therefore do not offer convincing explanations of why certain factors account for success or 

failure. Although the contribution to the scientific literature was substantial, “no golden 

formulas for achieving mediation success have been found” (Kleiboer, 1996: 375). 
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4. LITERATURE ON UN MEDIATION 
 

The majority of the literature on UN mediation is just as descriptive and anecdotal as 

mediation research in general and includes many reports of former mediators (e.g. Crocker, 

Osler and Aall, 1999; Marker, 2003). Parts of the scientific literature are outdated due to the 

fundamental changes that the organization underwent in the last 15 years (Väyrynen, 1985). 

Additionally, one needs to keep in mind that pre-1990 literature on UN mediation might be 

ideologically biased.  

 

Many of today’s scholarly publications on UN mediation hardly display a minimum claim to 

scientific inference (especially Touval, 1994). They either focus on very specific aspects of 

UN mediation (Skjelsbaek, 1991; Skjelsbaek and Fermann, 1996; Franck, 1995; Touval, 

1995), put mediation in the broader context of UN intervention, including peacekeeping, 

peace enforcement and peace building (Regan, 1996; Young, 1967) or string together an 

arbitrary selection of UN mediation cases (Hampson, 2003). Touval (1994) takes a very 

pessimistic approach to UN mediation but apparently bases his conclusions purely on 

intuition and ad hoc observations. Fretter (2002) is the only author who draws on 

Bercovitch’s dataset for an article on UN mediation but she only presents descriptive statistics 

and does not perform a statistical analysis for arriving at significant results on which she 

could base her conclusions.  

 

 

5. CONTRIBUTION OF THE MODEL OF THE PEACEMAKING TRIANGLE 
 
In my analysis, I will focus on the attributes of the UN. I will explain what the assets of the 

UN as the largest international organization are and analyze their significance for successful 

mediation. This has not yet been done in the study of international conflict mediation and fills 

an important gap. And unlike other scholars who have mainly looked at the causal factors 

individually, I will explore in this analysis how their combination produces the outcome. 

  

Derived from the above reasoning, another novelty of this study is the method of analysis. 

Instead of doing a case-based qualitative analysis or conducting a large-scale quantitative 

study with statistical methods, I will follow a middle path with a modified version of Ragin’s 

‘Comparative Qualitative Analysis’ (Ragin, 1987) which allows for the study of combined 
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effects. This method is well-established in comparative politics studies but is an innovative 

route in mediation research.  

 

The overall contribution of this analysis has a practical and a theoretical component. First, I 

address a problem that is important in the real world (King, Keohane and Verba, 1994: 15). In 

the six decades that the UN has been active in conflict mediation, it has approached its 

mediation mandates rather unsystematically and intuitively.3 In more recent times, also 

startled and motivated by Boutros-Ghali’s report “An Agenda for Peace” (Boutros-Ghali, 

1992), the UN has realized the need for a strategic approach to mediation. To that end, the UN 

Department of Political Affairs (DPA) has launched an online information system on UN 

mediation called the ‘UN Peacemaker’4 which presents policy-oriented information and 

practical guidance for future UN mediators. My analysis is an analytic contribution to this 

project. Only when the UN knows about the factors which are decisive for mediation success, 

it can tactically focus on its strengths and – more importantly – emend its weaknesses.  

 

Second, the theoretical reflections and the final results will contribute to the scholarly 

literature (King, Keohane and Verba, 1994: 15-17). Until now, there has been no 

comprehensive and scientifically meaningful study on the relevant assets of the UN in 

international conflict mediation. Neither has there been an internal evaluation within the UN 

nor was the research problem properly addressed in the scholarly literature. Hence, this 

analysis fills theoretical as well practical gaps. 

                                                 
3 Regarding the selection process of the Special Representatives of the Secretary-General, Aldo Ajello (1999: 
620) writes: “On what basis I was selected remains a mystery to me. When [James] Jonah [then-director of 
UNDPA] asked me basic questions about my professional background, I told him that the answers were in my 
curriculum vitae. His candid admission that he had not read it left me with the strange feeling that my name had 
been drawn in alphabetical order from among the senior Italian officials serving in the United Nations. […] I 
have since thought that if my name were Zjello I might not have been given this wonderful opportunity.” 
4 <www.unpeacemaker.org> 
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1. THE MAIN ARGUMENT 
 

In this analysis, I seek to explain UN mediation outcomes. The main argument is that three 

factors are decisive for success: The UN’s impartiality, its leverage and its status. Impartiality 

is decisive for success because it is not only one of the basic principles of the UN but also 

ensures that the organization is perceived as an honest broker. Leverage is critical for success 

because the UN can, if it uses its leverage in the form of positive and negative incentives, 

convince the disputants to move away from their rigid standpoints towards an agreeable 

position. And the UN’s unique status on the international scene makes it a successful 

mediator because it provides certain guarantees to the conflict parties and the UN’s status 

attributes, e.g. expertise, experience or logistics, help the disputants in their own efforts to 

find a solution to the conflict.  

 

The Hypothesis to be tested in this study is therefore formulated as follows: 

 

All three factors – impartiality, leverage and status – must be present for a UN mediation 

effort to be successful. The absence of only one of the factors will ultimately lead to a failure 

of the mediation effort. 
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The three factors together take the shape of a triangle which I call – in reference to Doyle and 

Sambanis who constructed the “Peacebuilding Triangle” (Doyle and Sambanis, 2000) – the 

‘Peacemaking Triangle’ (Figure 2).  

 

Impartiality 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
  
 Status              Leverage 
 

 
Figure 2: The UN Peacemaking Triangle 

 

The triangle visualizes the interrelations of the three factors. I will show below that they 

cannot be examined individually because only their combined effect accounts for success or 

failure. If only one of the three factors is absent, the theoretical triangle cannot be constructed. 

Hence, impartiality backed by leverage and complemented by status is the ideal constellation 

for UN mediation success. How each of the factors performs in relation to the others is 

explained below (see page 51). As the three factors are theoretical concepts that cannot be 

measured as such, it is necessary to construct an index for each of the factors which is made 

up of a set of indicators.  

  

The theory fulfils King, Keohane and Verba’s criteria for good research (see also Collier, 

Seawright and Munck, 2004: 37 ff.). First, the theory is falsifiable (King, Keohane and Verba, 

1994: 19, 100 ff.). It is absolutely possible that not all three causal factors are needed for UN 

mediation success. Only one or two of them could be sufficient to explain a successful 

outcome and the others could not have an influence at all or success is indeed explained by 

the absence of one or more of the factors. Second, the theory is internally consistent and its 

elements do not contradict each other. If this was the case, it would necessarily be falsified 

(King, Keohane and Verba, 1994: 105 ff.). Third, as I use no more than three independent 

variables, the theory is parsimonious and has high leverage, i.e. it explains “as much as 

possible with as little as possible” (King, Keohane and Verba, 1994: 29). And I also follow 

UN Mediation 
Success 
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Achen’s ‘A Rule of Three’ (ART) which states that “[a] statistical specification with more 

than three explanatory variables is meaningless” (Achen, 2002: 446). 

 

 

2. DEFINING MEDIATION 
 

2.1. Mediation in general 
 

Before undertaking any further steps, it is necessary to find an appropriate definition of 

mediation. When doing a general keyword search on mediation in a scientific literature 

database5, the results demonstrate a wide array of disciplines in which mediation is used and 

studied. These include law, educational science and pedagogics, public policy, economics and 

many more. Any type of social conflict can be solved with the help of a mediator.  

 

Mediation is generally understood as “[the arrangement] of an agreement by talking to two 

separate people or groups involved in a disagreement […]” (Procter, 1995). The key 

characteristic of mediation is that it is non-adversarial, meaning that mediation does not use 

force in any way, and it is ultimately non-binding. The mediation process is owned by the 

conflict parties alone and the outcome is strictly their responsibility. It is only the mediator’s 

role to facilitate communication, to outline and clarify the issues of the dispute and possibly to 

make suggestions and provide ideas for solution (Honeyman and Yawanarajah, 2003; for a 

comprehensive list of the characteristics of mediation see Bercovitch, 2002b: 5)6.  

 

2.2. Mediation in International Conflict Research 
 

My analysis focuses on the mediation of conflicts in the international arena. The wealth of 

definitions in the scientific literature demonstrates that it is a complex field of research. To 

                                                 
5 Good starting points are the electronic research portal ‘Elektra’ at the University of Konstanz; JSTOR, the 
scholarly journal archive; or the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI).  
6 Analytically, one can distinguish between problem-solving and transformative mediation. Problem-solving 
mediation focuses on the settlement of the dispute and aims “at coming up with a mutually acceptable solution to 
the immediate, short-term problem” (Spangler, 2003a). Bush and Folger (1994), however, argue that mediation 
can also have a deeper impact on the people in dispute and their interpersonal relationships which goes beyond 
solving a short-term problem. This transformative mediation attends to the “deeper levels of social life” 
(Spangler, 2003b) and seeks a long-term change in attitude. 
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begin with, the literature offers broad and narrow definitions of mediation. Narrow definitions 

strictly differentiate between negotiation, facilitation, mediation, arbitration and adjudication: 

 

Negotiation is “a form of decision making in which two or more 
parties talk with one another in an effort to resolve their opposing 
interests” (Pruitt, 1981: xi). There is no third party involved in a 
negotiation effort7.  
 
Facilitation is a type of peaceful conflict resolution between two or 
more parties in which a third party exerts only a marginal role of 
providing a forum for discussion and bringing the parties together in 
an open-ended dialogue.  
 
Mediation “seeks to transform the communication between the parties 
in search of a mutually agreeable outcome that is more attractive” than 
all other alternatives. In mediation, the third party is more directly 
involved than in facilitation. The role of the mediator generally 
includes meeting extensively with the parties, structuring the process 
and oftentimes (but not necessarily) suggesting ideas and submitting 
proposals for the solution of the conflict (Huber: 5ff.) 
 
Arbitration involves a legitimate and authoritative third party which 
provides a binding and just judgement to the parties and the dispute 
(Keashly and Fisher, 1996: 242). Adjudication specifically means the 
referral of a dispute to either an arbitral tribunal or an international 
court for a binding decision on the basis of international law (Bilder, 
1997: 155 ff.).  

 
 

In this conception, involvement and competencies of the third party increase gradually. But in 

practice, these sophistic classifications hardly matter (Bercovitch and Langley, 1993: 671). A 

mediation process, which can take several years before a settlement is reached, necessarily 

uses and combines multiple forms of third-party involvement with varying degrees of 

interference. For example, a peace process might start as facilitation, but in the course of the 

negotiations the disputants might ask the mediator to put forward a proposal for settlement or 

even request a binding decision.  

 

                                                 
7 An alternative definition for negotiation is put forward by Zartman and Rubin (2000: 12): “Negotiation is joint 
decision making under conditions of conflict and uncertainty, in which divergent positions are combined into a 
single outcome.” For more on negotiation see Pruitt and Carnevale (1993), Zartman (1995), Berton, Kimura and 
Zartman (1999) or Goodwin (2001).  
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Hence, the following broad definition by Bercovitch, Anagnoson and Wille (1991: 8)8 is the 

most widely used in the literature because it captures the very idea of mediation while at the 

same time not being specific on the actual means: 

 

“Mediation is a process of conflict management where disputants seek 
the assistance of, or accept an offer of help from, an individual, group, 
state or organization to settle their conflict or resolve their differences 
without resorting to physical force or invoking the authority of the 
law”.  

 

The majority of alternative mediation definitions include these same basic terms (e.g. 

Kleiboer, 1996: 360; Wall jr., Stark and Standifer, 2001: 370; Touval and Zartman, 2001: 

427; Skjelsbaek, 1991: 100; Princen, 1992: 3). Some researchers point out that “mediation is 

an extension of the parties’ own conflict management” (e.g. Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck, 

forthcoming: 3; Touval and Zartman, 2001: 435). All these definitions explicitly or implicitly 

assert that mediation is non-coercive, requires the consent of the parties and is non-binding.  

 

2.3. The UN’s Concept of Mediation 
 

The UN’s approach to mediation is different from that in the scientific literature. The basic 

understanding of the concept of mediation is drawn from two elemental documents: the UN 

Charter and Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s report “An Agenda for Peace – Preventive Diplomacy, 

peacemaking and peace-keeping” which the then-Secretary-General presented to the UN 

member states in June 1992 (Boutros-Ghali, 1992).  

 

Chapter VI of the UN Charter, “Pacific Settlement of Disputes”, lays out the means and 

measures for the pacific settlement of disputes. Article 33 (1) reads: 

 

The parties to any dispute, the continuance of which is likely to 
endanger the maintenance of international peace and security, shall, 
first of all, seek a solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, 
conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies 
or arrangements, or other peaceful means of their own choice.  

 

Judicial settlement and the resort to regional agencies or arrangements are addressed in 

Chapter XIV and Chapter VIII respectively of the UN Charter. Otherwise, the UN operates 

                                                 
8 This popular definition is also applied by Bercovitch (1995: 10); Bercovitch and Langley (1993: 671). 
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with intrinsic definitions of the terms “negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, 

arbitration”. As the UN has only recently begun to evaluate its own mediation work 

analytically, the actual denotation of their diplomatic efforts to prevent or contain a conflict 

has been of little relevance for the practical work in the past. 

  

Preventive diplomacy and peacemaking are the operational terms which the UN uses for all 

forms of diplomatic efforts to avoid or end armed conflicts. They are the less intrusive of all 

forms of UN intervention. The different intervention concepts are aligned along the 

successive stages in the peace process. According to Boutros-Ghali’s report,  

 

“Preventive diplomacy is action to prevent disputes from arising between 
parties, to prevent existing disputes from escalating into conflicts and to 
limit the spread of the latter when they occur.  
 
Peacemaking is action to bring hostile parties to agreement, essentially 
through such peaceful means as those foreseen in Chapter VI of the 
Charter of the United Nations” (Boutros-Ghali: 4). 
 
Peacekeeping refers to the deployment of UN personnel to restore peace 
after an agreement has been reached (Boutros-Ghali: 10). And  
 
Peacebuilding means the comprehensive reconstruction of statehood after 
the end of a conflict (Boutros-Ghali: 12). 

 

This categorization is not always as distinct in reality, i.e. the theoretical concepts do not 

necessarily follow upon each other. Diplomatic efforts are used to complement the peace-

keeping and peacebuilding activities in various ways (Fretter, 2002: 103; Doyle, 2001: 530). 

In the UN system, the Department of Political Affairs (DPA) at the Secretariat in New York is 

in charge of preventive diplomacy and peacemaking9.  

 

The legal basis of UN peacemaking is vague although the broad guidelines in Chapter VI of 

the UN Charta have been amplified by three General Assembly Resolutions on UN mediation 

from which a mandate can be drawn10. Two requirements are necessary for the UN to get 

involved in a peacemaking effort: (1) the consent of the parties11 and (2) a formal mandate by 

                                                 
9 For information on UN peacemaking see http://www.un.org/Depts/dpa/peace.html, for conflict prevention see 
http://www.un.org/Depts/dpa/conflict.html.  
10 The Resolutions are GA Resolution 37/10 of 15 November 1982; GA Resolution 43/51 of 15 December 1988 
and GA Resolution 44/21 of 15 November 1989 (see http://peacemaker.unlb.org/role.php?p=14#Article331). 
11 Traditionally, any interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign state is considered to be breach of 
international law (Fretter: 108); therefore, the consent of the parties is an essential prerequisite for UN 



III. The Theoretical Framework 
 

 24

the Security Council, the General Assembly or the Secretary-General (De Soto and Kirsch, 

2002: 62). Matters which are considered a threat to international peace and security require a 

Security Council mandate for a mediation effort, whereas conflicts without a direct and 

immediate endangerment of international peace and security can be mediated with a General 

Assembly mandate. In most cases, one or all of the conflict parties request the assistance of 

the UN by appealing to one of the three organs in charge. Only rarely does the UN propose its 

involvement first, which may, of course, be rejected by the disputants (Fretter, 2002: 102).  

 

Although the Security Council can act as a mediating body, the majority of mediation efforts 

is conducted by the Secretary-General who provides his ‘good offices’. The term has his roots 

in the 1899 and 1907 Hague Conventions and refers to “the independent political role of the 

Secretary-General in preventing or mediating conflicts among, and more recently within, 

States” (Franck, 1995: 361). This means that the Secretary-General is bound only by the UN 

Charter and can otherwise act on his own authority. Because of the limited a legal basis, this 

role is “a matter of practice, rather than a matter of law” (De Soto and Kirsch, 2002: 64; also 

Franck, 1995: 361 and UN Peacemaker). When the Secretary-General is not personally 

involved, an envoy or SRSG (Special Representative of the Secretary-General) can act on his 

behalf. These UN officials usually do not refer to themselves as mediators but as ‘good 

officers’. 

 

A UN good officer has at his hand a range of measures: Depending on the given mandate, 

these range from the passive observation of initiatives by other actors to very active measures 

as the submission of oral or written proposals. Other activities include facilitation, fact-

finding and inquiry, conveying messages from one side to the other by shuttling between the 

parties, convening quite and confidential meetings, chairing sessions or arranging public face-

to-face meetings. (De Soto and Kirsch, 2002: 62; UN Peacemaker). Sometimes the UN only 

facilitates a dialogue and leaves the rest to the parties themselves, at other times it supports 

and assists other mediators and possibly takes the lead later on.  

 

                                                                                                                                                         
mediation. On UN’s expanded authority to override domestic sovereignty after the end of the Cold War see 
Doyle (2001: 531).  
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2.4. Combining the two Concepts 
 

The UN’s understanding of mediation, or peacemaking, corresponds well to the broad 

definition by Bercovitch, Anagnoson and Wille (1991: 8). Both agree on the need for the 

consent of the parties to the mediation - whether they seek assistance or accept an offer - and 

include any peaceful and non-binding measures for the solution of the conflict. Although 

Article 33(1) of the UN Charter additionally includes arbitration and judicial settlement as 

measures for the peaceful settlement of a conflict, I will not consider these in my analysis 

because their stringent character puts them theoretically in a different ‘box’. Mediation, thus, 

is understood here as any form of conflict management which requires the consent of the 

parties, is non-binding and uses any measures which are non-coercive.  

 

 

3. THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 
 

Most scholars are interested in the outcome of the mediation effort, and many of the attributes 

and factors which determine successful mediation outcomes have been identified and 

analysed. But mediation is a stepwise process (see Figure 1 in Schneider, Bercovitch and 

Selck, forthcoming: 25). First, the conflicting parties need to be willing to find a solution to 

the dispute and utter this willingness to each other. Second, they need to agree on a 

mechanism for the conflict management; this can be direct one-on-one negotiations, the 

involvement of a third party in any way, the appeal to international organizations or to a court 

of international jurisprudence. If the disputants consent to manage the conflict by mediation, 

the third step is that they have to agree on one or more mediators and accept a specific 

mandate. The last step in the mediation process is the outcome: success or failure (Schneider, 

2005).  

 

It seems reasonable to assume that not only the outcome but each step in the process is 

determined by the same factors. For example, if an actor has a good track record of successful 

mediations, this might encourage the conflict parties to choose mediation as the form of 

conflict management in the first place. The characteristics for which this actor is then chosen 

as mediator might subsequently lead to the solution of the conflict. This relationship needs to 

be kept in mind. Whereas, for example, Bercovitch and Schneider (2000) have studied 
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mediator acceptance as their dependent variable, the dependent variable in this work is the 

mediation outcome. The independent variables are similar but the causal mechanisms at work 

are different and need to be separated theoretically.  

 

3.1. Definitions of Success 
 

Defining success of a mediation effort is a cumbersome task. Attempting to diminish 

complexity, some scholars refrain from the task altogether but this is at least “problematic in 

comparative science” (Kleiboer, 1996: 361). Among those who suggest definitions for 

mediation success, there is often deep disagreement. With some operationalizations being too 

broad and others too narrow, comparability of concepts and results is difficult (Frei, 1976: 69 

in Kleiboer, 1996: 361). 

 

While defining mediation success is difficult, there is indeed general agreement regarding 

what a successful mediation is not: Mediation is considered unsuccessful when the parties 

have not come to any agreement or when the conflict continues at the same or an increased 

level of violence and hostility. From this advisement, one might conversely conclude that 

mediation has been successful when the parties have reached an agreement or the level of 

violence decreases. In fact, Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck (forthcoming: 4) define 

mediation that way: “effective mediation [is] the ability to move disputants toward an 

agreement, or a cessation of violence […].”  

 

However, the operationalization of mediation success is not so straightforward. In order to 

structure the confusing wealth of definitions of mediations outcomes, it is useful to 

differentiate between what can be called endogenous and exogenous definitions referring to 

subjective and objective criteria for success (Bercovitch, 1996: 17).  

 

Endogenous definitions are goal-based and intend to measure success by the degree to which 

the parties’ or the mediator’s objectives are met (Kleiboer, 1996: 362). The first critical 

question is whose goals need to be taken into account. Wall jr., Stark and Standifer (2001: 

381) provide a list of positive outcomes or benefits for the disputants, the mediator and other 

third parties. Whose interests should be prioritized when determining success? Only of those 

who participate in the negotiations or also of the population that has to bear the effects of the 

conflict? For analytical reasons, it might be interesting whose goals are met in a mediation 
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process, but in international conflicts most of these goals are negligible because what matters 

is the ending of suffering and killing. 

  

That leads to the other critical aspect: which goals should be considered? Unlike UN 

peacekeeping missions, UN mediations do not have an explicit written mandate which lays 

out the goals of the operation. And even with a mandate the measurement of effectiveness has 

some pitfalls. The goals might be set very modest in order to achieve success more quickly 

and without difficulties, or they might be too ambitious when the member states demand more 

than the UN can realistically achieve. Thus, it is unclear what the ‘real’ goals are and 

measuring success by mandate accomplishment also creates problems of comparability 

(Downs and Stedman, 2002: 45-46). In mediation, this problem is even more acute as goals 

are “often vague, implicit, and liable to change” (Kleiboer, 1996: 362). One possible approach 

to the problem of defining goal-based success could be the creation of a ‘success index’ of the 

various objectives of the different actors listed in Wall jr., Stark and Standifer (2001: 381). 

This, however, is a very complex task.  

 

For the above mentioned reasons, it seems more appropriate to find objective criteria for 

defining mediation success. Some of these exogenous definitions found in the literature are 

very broad and general, others are more specific. One of the broader definitions is that of 

mediation success as an “agreement or settlement of the dispute” (Wall jr., Stark and 

Standifer, 2001: 381). This definition provides a lot of flexibility but it remains unclear what 

type of agreement is considered a success and what exactly is meant by ‘settlement of the 

dispute’. It might mean  reducing violence to a lower level, ending the violence altogether or 

creating a political solution that addresses the root causes of war and is intended to prevent 

any future violence (Gilady and Russett, 2002: 395). Focusing exclusively on the type of 

agreement, Bercovitch, Anagnoson and Wille (1991: 8; also Bercovitch and Langley, 1993: 

674) differentiate between a ceasefire, a partial settlement or a full settlement as successful 

outcomes but the authors are silent on the level of hostilities. Bercovitch and Langley (1993: 

674) include a time aspect in their definition by focusing “on the observed differences 

mediation has had on the parties’ conflict behavior within a four-week period”. Including a 

time frame within which mediation needs to be successful seems problematic because the 

whole process is very time demanding and requires patience to ripen and unfold. In East 

Timor, the peace process took more than two years and was successful in the end. 
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3.2. The Definition used in this Analysis 
 

In this thesis, the dependent variable - successful mediation - will be defined as an instance 

where a comprehensive settlement plan or the final accord of a series of agreements has been 

achieved and resulted in a significant reduction of hostilities which lasted longer than five 

years. In cases where the peace agreement has been achieved within the last five years at the 

time of the analysis, it must not be broken. The five year time span seems reasonable because 

during that time internal and external circumstances change, governments may be replaced 

and new conflicts can erupt which are not directly linked to the one that was mediated.  

 

I argue that the outcome can only be called a success when it is directly attributable to the 

final agreement. An agreement without a considerable reduction of hostilities is not worth the 

ink and paper and similarly a cessation of violence might not be stable without a binding 

agreement and, more importantly, might not even be the result of the negotiations (Gilady and 

Russett, 2002: 396). Thus, the signing of an agreement and the cessation of violence are the 

essential elements for success. Although I will not consider the detailed contents of the peace 

agreements when categorizing successful and failed mediations, one needs to keep in mind 

the minimum requirements of a sustainable settlement document: The peace agreement needs 

to address the underlying needs and interests of all parties, it has to be enduring, fair and 

sufficiently advantageous to all conflict parties so that they are committed to the 

implementation of its contents (see Rasmussen, 1997: 39 for criteria of a sustainable peace 

agreement). For an outcome to be categorized successful, the agreement has to be signed, 

ratified and – if applicable – have passed a referendum.  

 

Additional indicators for a long-term improvement of conditions and a sustainable resolution 

of the conflict, which can be considered, are free and fair elections in which all parties or 

groups can participate, a new constitution, independence, and a general increase in democracy 

and the level of statehood. A quantitative measure of the latter is found in the Polity IV 

dataset (Marshall, Jaggers and Gurr, 2002).   

 

Failed mediation is defined as an outcome in which no agreement has been reached, when it 

has been rejected by either party, or when there is a recurrence, increase or no change in the 

level of violence within the five year period.  
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In the analysis and categorization of the cases, it was important to strictly adhere to the above 

definition because UN officials are tempted to regard every case of UN mediation as a 

success12 or to consider those cases where the negotiations have not produced an agreement 

and hostilities are continuing as “ongoing mediations”.  

 

 

4. ASSUMPTIONS 
 

As pointed out above, a mediation effort cannot be initiated without the consent of the parties 

in the first place. I take this a step further and assume that at the onset of the mediation effort 

all parties to the conflict display a minimum of credible interest in the solution of the conflict. 

Without a certain level of commitment, the mediation effort is doomed to fail before it even 

started – regardless of the assets the mediator brings into play.  

 

The second assumption refers to the personal skills and commitment of the Special 

Representatives of the Secretary-General (SRSG). I assume that every UN mediator takes his 

responsibility seriously and devotes much time to the mediation effort. It would exceed the 

frame of this thesis to consider the personal qualities, skills and characteristics – humor, for 

example - of each mediator individually (Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000: 148). I assume that 

they are equally trained and qualified. As the SRSGs represent the Secretary-General and 

operate in the name of the UN as a whole, everything they say and do will be attributed to the 

organization. Personal and organizational attributes are amalgamated.  

 

The third assumption is the adherence to international law. I assume that every UN mediation 

effort is conducted within the legal boundaries of the UN Charter and respects international 

regulations regarding human rights, the conduct of war etc.  

 
 

                                                 
12 “The Cyprus peace talks do not necessarily count as a failure [although], clearly, the settlement plan has not 
gone through in 2004.“ (Lisa Jones in the interview on Cyprus).  
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5. THE CAUSAL MECHANISM 
 

In the following parts, I will introduce the three causal factors in detail, illustrate how they 

theoretically contribute to UN mediation success and introduce the indicators used to 

construct the indices.  

 

5.1. Impartiality 
 

The UN, like no other actor in international relations, embodies the very idea of impartiality 

and neutrality. The organization was founded to “transcend state interests and embody global 

concerns” (Bercovitch, 1996: 6) and has manifested these values in its Charter. Yet, the UN 

cannot and should not be strictly neutral when it acts as a mediator and it is by no means 

always perceived as being impartial. Closely linked to impartiality is the notion of the UN’s 

credibility and motives when it acts as a mediator.   

 

5.1.1. Neutrality vs. Impartiality 
 

For some scholars, neutrality is an essential and defining characteristic of mediation. But what 

is meant by being a neutral mediator? An article by Maiese (2005) gives a range of different 

definitions and outlooks on neutrality. These include, among others, that the neutral mediator: 

 

- is disinterested in the outcome and has no personal interest, 
- lacks prior knowledge of the dispute or the parties and does not intervene in the 

substance of the dispute, 
- has no relationship with the parties outside of the mediation and does not judge about 

the parties and their dispute, 
- is unconcerned with the impact of the settlement on unrepresented parties. 

 
It is obvious that the UN is by no means neutral according to the above criteria. For example, 

it is impossible for the UN not to have a relationship with the parties outside of the mediation 

because the parties13 are UN members. The same is true for the postulated lack of prior 

knowledge of the dispute and the non-intervention in the substance of the dispute: It is the 

UN’s role to constantly monitor world affairs and to detect and act upon any threats to 

                                                 
13 in intrastate wars one of the parties, namely the government 
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international peace and security.14 In order to find a just and sustainable solution to the 

conflict, the UN has to get into the substance of the dispute.  

 

The most critical points of the above criteria, however, are those referring to a mediator being 

disinterested in the outcome and unconcerned about unrepresented parties. Not only is the UN 

indeed interested in achieving a successful outcome but it also needs to be concerned with the 

kind of outcome that is achieved. A comprehensive and acceptable agreement needs to meet 

minimum standards of human rights and protection of minorities (the often unrepresented 

parties) and has to guarantee fundamental democratic norms and civic freedoms15.  

 

Instead of being neutral in the sense of being distant and detached, the UN as a mediator is 

involved and engaged (Maiese, 2005: 3). Therefore, it is useful to differentiate between 

impartiality and neutrality, between disinterest and even-handedness16.  

 

Thus, as an impartial mediator, the UN 

- does not favour one party over the other,  
- is not affiliated with either side, 
- is unbiased 
 

but it does have an interest in the dispute, the parties and the outcome of the peace process. As 

diplomacy is the essence of the UN’s daily work, the UN staff and affiliates are experienced 

and skilled in displaying impartiality. Especially since the end of the Cold War, when the UN 

was constrained by the rivalry between the two superpowers, the organization has gained 

enormously in its perceived impartiality and indeed sets standards in terms of impartiality and 

fairness in the management of international conflicts (Fretter, 2002: 99).   

 
 

                                                 
14 See Chapter 1, Article 1 (1) of the United Nations Charter.  
15 Kofi Annan once said “Impartiality does not – and must not – mean neutrality in the face of evil. It means 
strict and unbiased adherence to the principles of the Charter – nothing more, and nothing less.” (De Soto and 
Kirsch, 2002: 66). On the pragmatic reasons for signing agreements which are consistent with international 
norms see Touval and Zartman (2001: 441). 
16 Young (1967: 81) writes: “Impartiality refers to a situation in which the third party favours neither side to a 
crisis and remain indifferent to the gains and losses of each side. Neutrality on the other hand, refers to the 
situation in which the effects of the actions of a third party can be said to have no influence toward terminating a 
crisis more in favour of one side than the other. It is reasonable to expect substantial impartiality from a third 
party. But the very fact of intervening in a crisis at all makes strict neutrality virtually impossible to attain.” 
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5.1.2. Impartiality and Success 
 

In earlier approaches to mediation, impartiality is seen as an important precondition for 

success (Young, 1967; Beber, 2005; Carnevale and Arad, 1996; for citations see Gilady and 

Russett, 2002: 402 or Kydd, 2003: 598). Intuitively, one would assume that only an impartial 

mediator – like a judge – can be a trustworthy, fair and thus an effective mediator. When a 

partial third party openly supports one side or in a situation where either the mediator is 

dependent on one of the disputants or vice versa, the mediator would not try to achieve any 

gains for the party he does not support and would move the process in the desired direction of 

his ally.17  

 

In the more recent scholarly discussion, however, the notion that impartiality is indispensable 

for mediation success is often treated as an outdated and redundant notion (Bercovitch, 1996: 

6; Touval and Zartman, 2001: 432; for more citations see Kydd, 2003: 598). In fact, Gilady 

and Russett (2002: 402) see “no clear linear relation between partiality and mediation 

success.” Practical experience, as the accounts of Wehr and Lederach (1996: 55) on the 

Esquipulas peace process in Central America, has shown that impartiality is not always 

wanted and needed for mediation to be successful. A partial mediator can more easily obtain 

information from his ally and thus evaluate the situation far better (although he can access 

less information from the other side; Gilady and Russett, 2002: 399). More importantly, he 

can use his influence on the side which he supports to steer it in a direction that is favourable 

to a solution while at the same time earning credibility by the other side for doing just that. 

Hence, a ‘partial insider’, who is already involved and familiar with the conflict, can, if he is 

accepted and respected by all parties, be more successful than a ‘neutral outsider’ (Wehr and 

Lederach, 1996: 55; Kleiboer, 1996: 369-370; Maiese, 2005: 4).  

 

But I propose that the UN needs to be impartial in order to be successful. Like only very few 

actors in the international system, the organization is renowned for its impartiality and relies 

on it as one of its main assets. The UN could not afford to take sides, whether in mediation or 

in its many other activities and functions, if it wants to avoid being at the mercy of 

international power plays and preserve its unique role as an agent of all nations.  

                                                 
17 “With a biased mediator, the disfavored party will be less likely to heed the mediator’s suggestions for 
settement, less likely to divulge information about underlying interests, and less likely to accept the mediator as a 
mediator in the first place – all of which might otherwise contribute to the successful resolution of conflict.“ 
(Carnevale and Arad, 1996: 41) 
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5.1.3. Perceived Impartiality 
 

Determining the impartiality of the mediator objectively is difficult because it refers to the 

mediator’s true attitude toward the conflict parties and toward the outcome as well as to his 

actions and performance. An experienced and skilled mediator can be biased toward one party 

but will not show this in the course of the mediation process.  

 

Hence, the decisive factor is not the mediator’s objective degree of impartiality but how the 

parties perceive his position and performance (Kleiboer, 1996: 369). As Schneider, 

Bercovitch and Selck (forthcoming: 11) formulate: “Impartiality is clearly a matter of 

perception.” The trust by the parties and their willingness to cooperate do not depend on the 

UN’s objective impartiality18 but on the parties’ subjective perception. In some instances, the 

UN was not perceived as being impartial (for example, as the data analysis revealed, by the 

Turkish Cypriots in the Cyprus mediation).  

 

 

 Indicator 1: Perceived Impartiality 

 

This variable is coded 1 when both parties perceive the UN as impartial toward them and 

toward the mediation outcome. It is important that all conflict parties are committed to the 

mediation and the peace process; therefore, the variable is coded 0 if either side does not 

perceive the UN as being impartial.  

 

5.1.4. Credibility and Motives 
 

Closely related to the concept of impartiality, yet distinct, is the notion of credibility. As 

argued above, a partial and involved mediator can indeed gain the trust of the parties if his 

intentions are perceived to be ‘noble’ (Gilady and Russett, 2002: 399; Kydd, 2003). Even if 

the UN is perceived as being partial, the outcome can be successful if the UN is perceived as 

an ‘honest broker’. What matters is the mediator’s motives, fairness and justice. Conversely, 

the mediation can fail if the conflict parties assume selfish motives and self-interest on the 

part of the mediator.  

 

                                                 
18 Under the assumption that the UN is always impartial, this would be a constant and not a variable.  
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In contrast to individuals, states or regional organizations which pursue personal, economic or 

military objectives and calculate their material costs and benefits before getting involved19, 

the UN does not decide upon a cost-benefit-analysis whether to get involved and how to 

perform (Touval and Zartman, 2001: 428 ff.). It has no own interests. Or from another point 

of view: it has a strategic interest everywhere in the world, which is peace. In that regard, the 

UN is often seen as the “bastion of international morality” (Fretter, 2002: 100). It would be 

naïve, however, to assume that the UN engages in conflicts as a mediator for purely altruistic 

reasons and a philanthropic commitment to peace20. Rather, by its Charter, the UN is 

compelled to mediate a conflict if it is approached directly by one or more disputants and 

receives a clear mediation mandate (Bercovitch, 2002b: 9; Bercovitch, 1997: 133 ff.)21. 

 

Yet, in some instances, the UN can lack the necessary trust by the disputants. It is possible 

and realistic that – even after the parties gave their consent to UN mediation - they miss the 

necessary credible commitment by the UN in the course of the mediation. They might feel 

deceived and neglected by eloquent but empty diplomacy or assume that the UN pursues own 

interests of whatever kind. If this is the case, the party or parties will not be willing to 

cooperate in the mediation process and success is unlikely.  

 

 

Indicator 2: Credibility and Motives 

 

This variable is coded 1 when both parties recognize the UN as a credible mediator and as an 

‘honest broker’ that does not pursue own interests. The variable is coded 0 if neither or only 

one of the parties views the UN as a credible mediator.  

 
Challenging Bercovitch, who states that “a perception of ‘fair decisions arrived at’ appears to 

be more important in the approval of the mediator than the attachment to a dated notion of 

bias and impartiality” (Bercovitch, 1996: 6), I argue that both concepts – perceived 

impartiality and credibility – are equally relevant.  

 
                                                 
19 Benefits may be immaterial or material, such as salaries, prestige in the international community, gratitude 
from the disputants, personal satisfaction, a boost in the professional career or political and economic influence 
gained or protected. Costs include time and energy, resources, or political capital (Carnevale and Arad, 1996: 
40).   
20 “Mediation should not be confused with altruism“ (Bercovitch, 1996: 9).  
21 Touval and Zartman (2001: 431) assert that “At the very least non-state mediators have a role and a reputation 
to establish or defend and thus an interest in appearing as good and successful mediators.” For the above 
mentioned reasons, this applies to non-state actors as NGOs but hardly to the UN.  
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5.2. Leverage 
 

The concept of leverage – although a decisive factor for mediation success - is not used 

congruently in mediation studies. Many terms are used as synonyms for the same notion: 

leverage, power, strength, weight, persuasion etc. Some studies associate power simply with 

size, others refrain from defining leverage altogether and use it as an implicit concept. There 

is a general consensus, however, that leverage is conducive, if not necessary, for mediation 

success (e.g. Touval and Zartman, 2001: 436; Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000: 150; 

Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck, forthcoming: 11; Wilkenfeld et al., 2003: 284; Doyle, 2001: 

540). 

 

In this analysis, leverage is understood as the ability of the mediator to influence and put 

pressure on the disputants. In order to achieve success, the mediator has to make the parties 

give up their rigid positions and move them toward a common position in which they accept a 

mutually agreeable arrangement. The mediator uses incentives to make them agree to such a 

settlement and to encourage them to adhere to the signed agreements (Kleiboer, 1996: 371). 

In that respect, the use of incentives is in fact a bargaining game between the disputants and 

the mediator who tries to alter the pay-off structure of the disputants through separate bilateral 

deals (Princen, 1992: 18 ff.).  

 

Many authors equate incentives only with material resources but these incentives can be 

material or immaterial and positive as offers or rewards or negative as threats and 

punishments - Touval and Zartman speak of ‘carrots’ and ‘sticks’ (Touval and Zartman, 1985; 

see also Kleiboer, 1996: 371 and 2002: 127; Fretter, 2002: 113). Material incentives include 

the provision or denial of economic aid and military support; immaterial incentives refer to 

the provision or withholding of information, the ability to use psychological pressure or the 

granting or denying of access to a certain group. Positive incentives are used to make an 

agreement look attractive and to compensate the parties for concessions they make in terms of 

giving up their preferred positions (Kleiboer, 1996: 371), whereas negative incentives force 

the disputants to agree and stick to a settlement in order to avoid costs of whatever kind.   

 

But why does a mediator have to rely on leverage in a mediation effort which is defined as a 

non-coercive, non-forceful form of conflict resolution? If “peacemaking is the opposite of 

power”, as Zartman (1997: 16) argues, are we facing a dilemma? The critical question is for 

whom the solution is agreeable – only for the conflict parties or also for the mediator? A 
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mediator who is disinterested in the outcome and does not pursue own interests in the 

mediation uses his power to change the minds and attitudes of the disputants and to find a just 

solution to the conflict. If a mediator uses his resources not only to influence the disputants in 

order to achieve agreement among them but at the same time tries to move to outcome in a 

direction that is advantageous for himself, he might succeed in changing the parties’ actions 

but he will not accomplish a long-term resolution of the conflict (see Zartman, 1997: 17). 

Thus, there is a dilemma in mediation when leverage and power are misused. The relationship 

between leverage and impartiality is discussed in detail below (see page 51).    

 

Leverage is often associated with the great powers, especially in the neorealist context 

(Kleiboer, 2002: 128). These great powers bring not only their size and political influence to 

the negotiating table but also vast material capabilities, whether military or economic 

(Kleiboer, 2002: 136). The United States is the best example of such a ‘power mediator’ 

(Bercovitch, 1991: 6). A potential danger of power mediation is that the disputants comply 

with the mediator for the sake of the rewards or threats they receive instead of internalizing 

the essentials of the agreement and changing their attitudes (Kleiboer, 1996: 372).  

 

The UN, on the contrary, is often referred to as a ‘toothless tiger’ when it comes to leverage 

and its ability to exert pressure. Even UN officials doubt whether the UN possesses ‘carrots’ 

and ‘sticks’, not only in mediation but in conflict management in general. Fretter (2002: 98, 

102) and other authors find it hard to explain UN mediation success when the organization 

presumably “operates only with a semblance of leverage”.  

 

But the opposite is true: “the United Nations can offer a wealth of […] resources unavailable 

to most other mediators” (Bercovitch, 1997: 14322). As a global player on the international 

scene, the UN can rely on the collected resources and leverage of its 192 member states. The 

concerted efforts of the international community can mobilize more resources and carries 

more weight than a single nation state or an individual mediator. Thus, member state support 

is the key source of UN leverage. A special group of member states, the five permanent 

members of the Security Council are not only the (formerly) most powerful nations but 

together with the ten non-permanent members of the Security Council they are also 

specifically mandated by the Charter of the UN to take measures to maintain or restore 

                                                 
22 Also according to Bercovitch, “UN mediation is hampered considerably by lack of resources” (in Fretter, 
2002: 105). 
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international peace and security and to impose sanctions on those who do not comply with its 

resolutions (see Chapter VII of the UN Charter).  

 

Other sources of leverage include the UN’s implementation power and economic aid which 

are provided by the UN’s extensive system of specialized departments and agencies, and its 

potential position as a mediator of last resort who steps in when all other mediation attempts 

have failed or when no other actor is willing to get involved as a mediator.  

 

The other side of the coin is that the UN is constrained by the voluntary nature of member 

state participation and contribution. The UN hardly possesses resources on its own, it does not 

have a standing army and therefore relies on its members in most aspects. Some say that the 

organization is “nothing more than the sum of its membership” (Roberts and Kingsbury in 

Fretter, 2002: 104) – but it is also nothing less. The following indicators measure UN 

leverage.  

 

 

Indicator 3: Member States Pressure 

 

The UN can successfully mediate because it is a collective actor who represents the 

international community. It does not act in its own capacity but, through its member states, 

embodies the will of the community of states in all its actions. The UN as a “center for […] 

concerted efforts” has the ability to mobilize an international consensus which can pressure 

for a particular outcome (Bercovitch, 1997: 143). If the organization speaks with one voice 

and is seen as a global body and a cohesive entity, mediation will be effective (Fretter, 2002: 

105). 

 

The UN has developed a special mechanism, the Friends of the Secretary-General, to bring 

multinational leverage to its mediation efforts. As Doyle (2001: 540) writes: “Composed of ad 

hoc, informal, multilateral diplomatic mechanisms that join together states in support of 

initiatives of the secretary-general, the Friends of the Secretary-General legitimates with the 

stamp of UN approval and supervision the pressures interested states can bring to bear to 

further the purposes of peace and the United Nations.” 

 



III. The Theoretical Framework 
 

 38

With the UN’s involvement, the conflicting parties also get considerable attention in the 

political sphere as well as public attention through the media. International condemnation of a 

civil war, of displacement of people and war crimes will exert pressure on the conflict parties 

because they fear the exclusion from this group of the ‘international community of states’. At 

the same time, as a positive incentive, the UN as an international forum also provides an 

opportunity for the parties to be heard outside of the country’s borders. Especially for the 

rebels it is important to be recognized as a legitimate negotiating partner. International 

recognition of the conflict and acknowledgement of the disputants’ concerns (Fretter, 2002: 

109) will facilitate the negotiation process and increase the probability of a successful 

outcome. 

 

The variable is coded 1 if there has been significant and cohesive general member state 

support or pressure and/or specific support or pressure by Friends of the Secretary-General on 

the disputants to solve their issues. It is coded 0 if there has been no or limited attention to the 

conflict by the member states or if the member states were divided on the conflict case.  

 

 

Indicator 4: P5 Engagement 

 

UN mediation effectiveness is more likely when at least one of the five permanent members 

of the Security Council (P5) is engaged in the peace process and actively supports the 

mediation effort.  

 

With the end of the Cold War and the conclusion of the debilitating superpower rivalry, the 

Security Council has regained its full capacity in conflict resolution and can act more 

decisively because resolutions are no longer blocked with vetoes for ideological reasons 

(Fretter, 2002: 99; for the number of vetoes in the Security Council in issues of collective 

security 1945-1982 see Väyrynen, 1985: 194; see also footnote 35). The UN Security 

Council, although currently under pressure for reform, is the most powerful organ of the 

organization as its resolutions are legally binding. Only matters which directly threaten 

international peace and security are referred to the Security Council.  

 

With the involvement of the Security Council, considerable pressure is exerted on the parties. 

When at least one member of the Security Council actively supports the resolution of the 
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conflict, it can draw attention to the conflict, initiate resolutions, or directly contribute to the 

mediation in many different ways. Also, the Secretary-General, who is ultimately constrained 

by the Security Council’s decisions, will be able to act more freely and more decisively with 

the full support of the P5 and the Security Council (Tunnicliff in Fretter, 2002: 105). On the 

contrary, success is unlikely or even impossible when at least one member blocks the 

mediation attempt or when a conflict is not of interest to the P5.  

 

But even if a conflict is not considered a threat to international peace and security and the 

Security Council is not concerned with it, the active involvement of one or more members of 

the P5 provides the UN with additional leverage. Although the disputants are not pressured by 

legally binding Security Council resolutions in that case, the big powers can exert other forms 

of pressure in the UN forum.  

 

Hence, the variable is coded 1 if at least one of the five permanent members of the Security 

Council actively supports the mediation effort through the initiation of Security Council 

resolutions, financial contributions or a long-term general commitment to the peace process. It 

is coded 0 if one or more permanent members of the Security Council block the mediation 

attempt by vetoing Security Council resolutions or, in those cases where the mediation did not 

go through the Security Council, if there has been no or limited attention to the conflict by the 

P5. 

 

 

Indicator 5: Implementation Power and Economic Aid 

 

Although implementation power and economic aid are two distinct concepts in practice, they 

are one and the same in theory and are therefore combined in one indicator. Both are strong 

financial incentives for the parties to cooperate in the mediation process and to work towards 

an agreement. The incentives can be positive or negative: The UN can either dangle its 

implementation power (in UN terms both peacekeeping and peacebuilding) and future 

economic aid as a promise to the parties or it can (theoretically) threaten to discontinue 

current economic aid or deny implementation assistance. 

 

The disputants presumable realize that a peace agreement is more likely to last when the UN 

sends a peacekeeping mission to restore peace, implement the agreement and ensure 
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compliance with its provisions. In fact, the implementation phase is the most critical in a 

peace process as many cases fail at this stage. Essential issues in the implementation phase are 

the withdrawal of forces and the reintegration of combatants, disarmament, demilitarization 

and the removal of landmines, third-party guarantees and the repatriation of refugees. In that 

regard, “the organization is often called upon to be the senior international actor in the 

implementation phase of a peace process” (Arnault: 2) because one of the UN’s assets is the 

range of specialized agencies that have all something to offer to the conflicting parties in 

order to make sustainable peace reality (see United Nations, 2004: 20-64). Considering that 

the UNTAC peace mission in Cambodia amounted to costs of 1.7 billion US$ during its 18-

month period23, implementation power is indeed a very ‘delicious carrot’.  

 

But, as argued above, this indicator does not only cover measures that can be put into 

operation after an agreement has been signed but refers also to the provision or withdrawal of 

contributions during the mediation phase, e.g. humanitarian programmes running in the 

country before and during the negotiations and other forms of economic aid. Due to idle 

economies in conflict countries, humanitarian programmes are vital for preventing food 

shortages and starvation and for providing the most elementary medical supplies. The UN can 

threaten to withdraw such aids as a form of sanction for non-compliance in the negotiation 

stage or, in cases where no programmes are running, offer economic aid as a reward for 

cooperation. In practice, the UN would not discontinue humanitarian programmes at the cost 

of civilian lives but the mere threat might be effective. The promise of providing or denying 

other types of economic aid, which are intended to serve the functioning of the state, are more 

effective because they can directly benefit or harm those at the negotiation table.  

 

The indicator implementation power and economic aid is therefore coded 1 if the UN used its 

implementation power or economic power as an incentive. It is coded 0 otherwise.  

 

 

Indicator 6: Mediator of Last Resort  

 

Mediation can be successful when the UN steps in as the so-called ‘mediator of last resort’. 

Mediation of last resort is a form of positive and negative incentives at the same time: When 

all previous mediation attempts have failed or no other actor is willing or able to engage as a 
                                                 
23 The mission was the most expensive mission ever conducted by the UN (Uppsala Conflict Database; Doyle 
and Suzuki, 1995: 130). Levy (2000: 158) speaks of 2.5 billion US$. 
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mediator, the conflict parties will realize that UN mediation is the last chance for a peaceful 

settlement of the dispute – it is simultaneously an offer and a threat (Schneider, Bercovitch 

and Selck, forthcoming: 13).  

 

By its Charter, the UN is compelled to get involved as a mediator when it is asked to do so by 

one or both of the conflict parties. It cannot choose the straightforward and uncomplicated 

conflicts which offer relatively clear solutions but often mediates in difficult and intractable 

conflicts where no other actor is prepared to get involved or others have failed. Indeed, 

Touval (1994: 46-48) calls the UN “a last-ditch, last resort affair” and argues that it is doomed 

to fail in resolving those intractable “orphan” conflicts that are “dumped” on the UN. Truly, 

especially intrastate conflicts, where the UN has its focus since the end of the Cold War, have 

proven to be the most difficult to manage (Fretter, 2002: 103). But, as stated above, exactly 

the tenseness of the situation gives a new momentum to the conflict resolution process and 

forces the disputants to make concessions that they were otherwise not prepared to make.  

 

Distinguishing a mediator of choice from a mediator of last resort is rather difficult. When a 

UN mediation effort has been successful after others have failed and the peace agreement 

sustains, the UN was obviously the last mediator but not automatically a mediator of last 

resort. Also, even if the UN was the only mediator who was ever involved in the peace 

process, it does not necessarily have to be the mediator of last resort but could have been the 

mediator of choice. Those instances where the UN was the mediator of last resort bear an 

element of pressure, urgency and desperation for the resolution of the conflict. To identify the 

cases in which the UN was the mediator of last resort, I depended primarily on the 

assessments and evaluations of the UN experts.  

 

This variable is coded 1 if the UN was the mediator of last resort and 0 if the organization was 

the mediator of choice by the conflict parties.  
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5.3. Status 
 

The third factor in the mediation model is the status of the UN as an organization and of the 

mediator as an individual. This term includes concepts as reputation, standing, legitimacy, 

experience and expertise, and the rank of the mediator in the organization he represents 

(Kleiboer, 1996: 372). Although the scientific literature does not devote much attention to the 

concept of mediator status, I hypothesize that it is a decisive factor for mediation success: the 

higher the status, the higher the chances for success. 

 

When two conflict parties chose to seek the help of a mediator of high status, they presumably 

attach high salience to the resolution of the conflict. In the course of the negotiations, the high 

status of the mediator makes the disputants cooperate with him and accept his proposals and 

suggestions because of his standing and the trust in his capabilities. A mediation effort by an 

actor with low status, e.g. a small NGO, will not be able to give sufficient support and 

guidance to the conflict parties. 

 

Kleiboer (1996: 372) differentiates between the institutional status and the positional status of 

the mediator. In his institutional status, the mediator is a spokesperson for the organization or 

country which received the mandate for mediation, whereas his positional status refers to the 

rank of the mediator in this organization or country.  

 

This analysis is primarily concerned with the institutional status of the mediator - that is the 

status of the UN as a whole. The positional status is only relevant when the UN Secretary-

General, the highest ranking individual in the organization and the person with the most 

competencies on the international scene, is personally committed to the mediation effort. All 

other UN mediators - the UN envoys or Special Representatives of the Secretary-General 

(SRSGs) - are chosen by the Secretary-General and thus are all largely equal in rank for the 

time of the mediation. Oftentimes, they are recruited from outside the UN system and 

therefore do not even have a rank within the organization24. Acting on the Secretary-General’s 

behalf, they have his full support and backing for all activities and commitments.  

 

                                                 
24 The selection process of UN mediators is rather mysterious. The Secretariat keeps a list of potential mediators, 
the so-called ‘List of the great and the good’ (De Soto and Kirsch, 2002: 63). The criteria for choosing one 
person over another are confidential and only known to the Secretary-General and his closest staff.  
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The UN as an institution, by its very nature, has a unique status in the international system. It 

is different from other intergovernmental and regional organizations in its scope and depth. 

Partly derived from that, the UN possesses a great degree of legitimacy, a large amount of 

experience and expertise, a special image and a sound reputation which combine to give the 

organization a distinct standing in world politics.   

 

The UN’s legitimacy is derived from two sources. First, being the largest and most influential 

intergovernmental body in international politics, it embodies certain international norms and 

acts as a central authority. The decisions and recommendations of the General Assembly and 

the Secretary-General are normatively binding to the member states. Second, the Security 

Council as its principle organ issues resolutions and decisions which are, under the Charter, 

legally binding to all member states. This legal aspect ensures the lawfulness of all conflict 

management processes and gives the UN a strong standing.  

 

Because the UN is also the oldest organization of its kind and has a global focus, it has more 

experience in conflict resolution than any other international, regional or transnational 

organization. This organizational experience is complemented by the expertise of the highly 

trained and specialized staff, not only in the UN Secretariat but also in the various UN 

agencies and programmes. Although Fretter (2002: 102) argues that, in the absence of UN 

leverage, “skill and expertise, honed by experience, are the only ‘swords’ used by the [UN] 

mediator in a conflict”, I say that these attributes are complements rather than substitutes of 

leverage and power.   

 

The legitimacy, experience, reputation and history of the organization create a specific 

picture. In order to better capture this unique image of the UN, this thesis introduces the term 

‘brand name power’25. It expresses how the UN is generally perceived as ‘the morally good’. 

The conflict parties may feel honoured and appreciated to be on the UN’s agenda and having 

their concerns taken seriously, which increases their level of commitment and cooperation in 

the peace process.   

 

Some authors (e.g. Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck, forthcoming: 11) classify experience, 

expertise and legitimacy as sources of a mediator’s leverage. They argue that expert 

knowledge can be used to provide or deny information and that legitimacy incorporates legal 
                                                 
25 The term was coined by UN official Nita Yawanarajah, Political Affairs Officer and Project Manager of the 
Peacemaking Databank Project.   
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weight and authority. Both can be applied to exert pressure. I will follow Kleiboer (1996: 

372), however, and use these attributes as elements of the UN’s status and standing. I assume 

that the UN does not employ its legitimacy as a means of pressure but rather as a form of 

guarantee to the conflict parties. Likewise, the UN will only offer its experience, expertise and 

skill to achieve a successful outcome as such, i.e. a sustainable peace agreement, and not as a 

means of pressure on the disputants to change their position.   

 

The following indicators used for the UN’s status will illustrate this distinction: 

 

 

Indicator 7: Central Authority 

 

The probability of mediation success will be higher when the conflicting parties perceive the 

UN as the only central authority in international relations. Although it is not a ‘world 

government’ – neither in a legal meaning nor in ‘realpolitik’ –, the UN does act as a creator 

and protector of international norms (Fretter, 2002: 102). If the disputants comply with these 

norms in the mediation process and follow the UN’s principles and recommendations, they 

are more likely to give up their rigid standpoints. The concept of central authority is different 

from the notion of legitimacy (see Indicator 8) because it refers to international norms and 

standards in a non-legal meaning.  

 

The UN as a supranational body serves also as an authority for the protection of small states 

or minority groups. They are more likely to engage in a mediation effort and cooperate in its 

course if they feel protected by the norms of the UN and therefore see chances for the 

successful resolution of the conflict.  

 

The variable is coded 1 if the UN is acknowledged by the conflict parties to be the central 

authority and protector of global norms in the international system and 0 otherwise.  

 

 

Indicator 8: Legitimacy 

 

 The UN can successfully mediate because it possesses legitimacy; that is it has the legal 

means for effective mediation. This legitimacy is derived from the UN’s embedding in 
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international law through the UN Charter which all UN member states have signed and which 

is considered to be one of the pillars of international law. The UN’s involvement as a 

mediator ensures the conflict parties the legality of the whole mediation process and thereby 

provides certain guarantees. These include the formal adherence to international law and the 

safeguarding of minimum standards of human rights, security, minority protection, social 

security etc.  

 

Legitimacy plays a more significant role in those conflicts which are mediated with a Security 

Council mandate because, by the Charter, the Security Council's decisions are legally binding 

and member states are obligated to carry them out. A Security Council mandate, however, is 

more than a means of pressure (see Indicator 4); is also provides a warranty for the lawfulness 

of the mediation process and the continuing engagement and commitment of the UN (for the 

time period given in the mandate).  

 

Thus, the UN’s legitimacy provides a basis favourable to finding a just and sustainable 

agreement among the disputants. This notion is supported by Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck 

(forthcoming: 16) who found that “multilateral mediations which carry more legitimacy than 

unilateral ones prove to be more effective.” 26      

 

The indicator is coded 1 if all conflict parties perceive and acknowledge the legitimacy of the 

UN’s involvement and specifically of the Security Council’s decisions. This is the case when 

Security Council resolutions regarding the conflict and the mediation effort are accepted and 

the decisions are carried out (if applicable). The variable is coded 0 otherwise.  

 

 

Indicator 9: Brand Name Power 

 

With its efforts to solve global problems for the last 60 years, the UN has an image that few 

other organizations have. In this analysis, I introduce as a status feature the term ‘brand name 

power’. This indicator is closely related to the image of the UN but includes some marketing 

aspects as well. As an international body whose work is “dedicated to the service of 

                                                 
26 According to Crocker, Hampson and Aall (1999: 9), “Diplomatic interventions by intergovernmental 
organizations or coalitions are themselves multiparty mediations. In these circumstances, the mediation is on 
behalf of a number of sovereign states, each of which has its own objectives, interests, priorities, and domestic 
constraints.”  
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humanity”27, it possesses something similar to a corporate identity. Just like the Red Cross has 

become an emblem – or a trademark – for humanitarian assistance, the UN’s blue helmets and 

blue flag are a symbol for the commitment and the dedication in the name of international 

peace and security.  

 

This brand name power will make the UN a successful mediator because the conflicting 

parties might be ‘flattered’ by the attention and assistance of the organization and will be 

more willing to carry out its suggestions for a peaceful settlement.  

 

The variable is coded 1 if the conflict parties recognize the ‘brand name power’ of the UN and 

cooperate with the UN mediation team because of it and 0 otherwise.  

 

 

Indicator 10: Reputation  

 

Not only the quantitative but also the qualitative experience of the UN in conflict settlement 

makes a successful outcome of the negotiations more likely. The UN has achieved a good 

reputation based on this experience which makes its engagement attractive to the conflict 

parties. Owing to the good reputation of the UN, the parties trust the UN mediator and accept 

his proposals because they know of and value former successful mediations, possibly in 

similar cases.  

 

The variable is coded 1 if all conflict parties acknowledge the UN’s reputation in conflict 

mediation and 0 otherwise.  

 

 

Indicator 11: Experience  

 

The UN will be a more successful mediator when it has experience with the topic of conflict. 

Although each conflict is unique and has individual issues and problems that need to be 

addressed, one can observe some reoccurring patterns. Especially in the ‘modern’ intrastate 

wars the topics are often similar. Through its engagement in conflict resolution for the past six 

decades, the UN has gathered considerable experience with different types of conflicts, e.g. 

                                                 
27 Image and Reality about the UN <http://www.un.org/geninfo/ir/index.html> 
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border disputes, ethnic conflicts, or rebel revolutions, and has enhanced its know-how in 

finding a solution that is acceptable to both parties. With its experience, the UN is able to 

make suggestions for or directly draft peace agreements which incorporate all necessary 

elements for a fair and successful outcome, e.g. demilitarization and demobilization, finding 

ways to include rebels in a peaceful political system, setting up an electoral framework, 

securing minority rights and much more. Although the UN is careful not use blueprints of 

former peace agreements, it can draw on past experiences and lessons learned.  

 

Unlike the indicator ‘Reputation’, this variable does not measure how the parties assess and 

value the UN’s experience but how the UN can benefit from its mediation experience and use 

it to achieve a successful outcome.  

 

The variable is coded 1 if the UN was able to draw on past experiences in similar conflict 

cases and 0 otherwise.  

 

 

Indicator 12: Expertise and Professionalism 

 

The successful resolution of international conflicts requires expertise and professionalism. 

Not only the chief mediator and his team but also the staff at the UN Department of Political 

Affairs (DPA) and other departments in the background needs to possess sufficient 

knowledge about the individual conflict and about common conflict resolution mechanisms. 

As the largest international organization, the UN can rely on experts from a whole system of 

specialized bodies and departments like no other international organization.  

 

Expertise is vital in the following areas: Understanding the history of the conflict and its root 

causes, assessing the best timing and entry points for the mediation effort (including 

positioning the UN well as a potential mediator well in advance), knowing all relevant parties 

to include them in the initiative and address their interests, and, ultimately, making 

suggestions for or drafting a comprehensive peace agreement which addresses the root causes 

of the conflict and is functional to establish a post-conflict society.  

 

The ability to run the entire mediation effort professionally and preparing a just and 

sustainable agreement, including finding technical solutions to common problems, are 
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essential for a successful outcome. With its highly-trained staff, the UN is usually well-

prepared to fulfil these tasks. For example, in the case of decolonization the UN is the only 

international organization with sufficient expertise. Although the Trusteeship Council, which 

dealt with the decolonization problem, has suspended its work, the structures and expertise of 

the UN are still at hand and will be functional in bringing about peaceful settlements to 

conflicts. 

 

The variable is coded 1 if the UN possessed sufficient expertise about the conflict case and 

applied its technical know-how professionally. It is coded 0 if there was a lack of expertise.  

 

 

Indicator 13: Resources and Logistics 

 

UN efforts will be successful when the UN can mobilize resources for a smooth and efficient 

mediation process. With resources from UN member states who attach salience to the 

mediation effort, the UN can finance the logistics that are necessary for a possibly long-

running mediation process. These include: travels of the mediator and his team to the separate 

conflict party representatives, transportation of the representatives to a neutral venue, 

invitations of outside experts, conference servicing, accommodation and office leasing, 

communication, salaries of the mediator, his team and security staff etc. 

As the UN has limited resources on its own, it is reliant on the member states for logistical 

and financial support (Fretter, 2002: 102) Again, the most important constraining factor is that 

contributions by member states are voluntary (Fretter, 2002: 104).  

 

The indicator ‘Resources’ is coded 1 if sufficient resources were available for the logistics of 

the mediation effort and the process is run smoothly and efficiently from a practical point of 

view and 0 otherwise.   

 

 

Indicator 14: Commitment of the Secretary-General 

 

If the UN Secretary-General is personally committed to the mediation effort, the probability 

of success is unequally higher. As one of the most prominent figures in the international 
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system, the UN Secretary-General has a unique personal and institutional status (Skjelsbaek, 

1991: 113; Franck, 1995; Fretter, 2002: 110-113).  

 

The Secretary-General can get involved in a mediation effort in two distinct capacities. One is 

his political role as head of the UN which brings with it the power and prestige of the office. 

Taking this institutional weight into the negotiations, the Secretary-General is usually “well-

respected and trusted” (Conflict Research Consortium University of Colorado28) and his 

mediation efforts are taken seriously by the conflict parties. The general term for the prestige 

of the office is ‘good offices’ (Franck, 1995: 2). The Secretary-General uses his good offices 

when he relies on the collective weight of the UN member states which he represents to assist 

the disputants in the resolution of the conflict. The provision of good offices is not restricted 

to the Secretary-General himself but can also be offered by his high-ranking special 

representatives who can perform the same functions.   

 

The other capacity is that of the personification of the general principles set out in the UN 

Charter. In this role, the Secretary-General acts as a representative of humanity – not only of 

any one nation or the majority of UN member states. Applying what is called the Peking 

Formula29, the Secretary-General can distance himself from ‘undiplomatically formulated’ 

General Assembly resolutions which express the will of the majority of the General Assembly 

member states. Instead, he acts in his autonomous role as the UN Secretary-General who is 

bound solely by the Charter and symbolizes the UN ideals independence, impartiality30 and 

integrity31.  

 

In both these roles, the Secretary-General has at his disposal a range of activities. As Franck 

(1995: 22-23) notes “[T]he various exercises of the Secretary-General’s conflict-resolution 

function differ significantly in style and content. Indeed, since the UN Charter does not 

expressly authorize any such activities, the authority for them has grown out of specific needs 

                                                 
28 <http://www.colorado.edu/conflict/peace/treatment/ungoodof.htm> 
29 The term ‘Peking Formula’ was termed in 1955 when then-Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjöld negotiated 
with Chou En Lai, then-Prime Minister of the People's Republic of China, over the release of 15 imprisoned 
American airmen. At that time, the PRC had not yet been a member of the United Nations. Hammarskjöld 
justified his visit by the privileges guaranteed to the UN Secretary-General under article 98 of the UN Charter. 
See <http://www.un.org/depts/dhl/dag/time1955.htm>.  
See also Skjelsbaek (1991: 110) and Franck (1995: 3 ff., 8).  
30 The impartiality of the Secretary-General and his staff is ensured with article 100 of the UN Charter.  
31 Fretter (2002: 112): “The capability of acting independently of other executive organs, makes intervention by 
the Secretary-General more affable to the disputants.” 
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and contents” and “the Secretary-General frequently insists upon, and gets, the authority to 

operate within a wide margin of discretion.” 

 

To what extend and how successfully he makes use of this discretion depends also the 

personal merits of the UN Secretary-General (Skjelsbaek and Fermann, 1996: 89). His 

experience, flexibility, diplomatic skill and dedication will increase the probability of 

successful mediation. Of course, the quality of these attributes varies with the person who 

holds the office and might explain the inconsistency of mediation effectiveness (Fretter, 2002: 

110; Skjelsbaek, 1991: 107). 

 

The variable is coded 1 if the UN Secretary-General is personally and actively commitment to 

the mediation effort. This can be in the form of direct participation at the negotiations, 

including the submission of proposals for settlement, or separate direct public or private talks 

with representatives of the parties (at least once) and 0 otherwise.  

 

All variables above are indicators for the UN’s status and standing. The distinction between 

some of the variables might seem fuzzy but they are theoretically discrete, and in order to 

fully cover the status factor, it is necessary to include them in the analysis.  
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5.4. The Combination of Factors 
 

As explained above, the Peacemaking Triangle is constructed by the interrelations of the three 

factors impartiality, leverage and status. In this section, I will briefly outline how their 

combined effects account for mediation success or failure.  

 

5.4.1. Impartiality and Leverage 
 

A more recent line of research establishes a strong relationship between impartiality and 

leverage (Skjelsbaek, 1991: 100; Bercovitch and Schneider, 2000: 149; Kleiboer, 1996: 372; 

Princen, 1992: 18 ff.). According to this argumentation, a lack of impartiality can be 

compensated by a higher amount of leverage or, in other words, “successful mediation 

requires either impartiality or partiality backed by power.” (Gilady and Russett, 2002: 399). 

Mediators with less resources and power have to rely on impartiality as their main asset – 

which in turn can be a source of power and influence, as some scholars argue (see Kleiboer, 

1996: 372; Carnevale and Arad, 1996: 41).  

 

Princen (1992) supports this argumentation and highlights the either-or-relationship between 

impartiality and leverage. He refers to mediators with indirect interests and a pool of 

resources to bring to bear as ‘principals’ and to mediators with no interest whatsoever and no 

available resources as ‘neutrals’. Although he admits that this strict distinction is in reality 

more of a continuum, Princen illustrates the incompatibility of impartiality and leverage with 

what he termed the “principal-neutral dichotomy” (Princen, 1992: 19) 

 

Among those who view leverage as an indispensable prerequisite for mediation, some go so 

far as to argue that successful mediation is a only matter of  the mediators’ resources, leverage 

and influence and that impartiality is a negligible factor (Bercovitch, 1996: 26).  

 

In this analysis, however, impartiality and leverage are treated as interrelated, yet equally 

important factors for successful UN mediation. As was discussed above, power without 

impartiality even violates the basic definition of mediation as a non-coercive form of conflict 

resolution (see page xx). The UN is renowned for its impartiality and often chosen as a 

mediator precisely for this asset. But if the UN’s impartiality is not backed with resources and 

power, the organization will appear even-handed but weak and spineless and will not be able 
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to reap concessions from the adversaries. At the same time, if the UN brings to bear its 

leverage but is not perceived as being fair and trustworthy, it will not only disregard its own 

basic principles but will also jeopardize the cooperation of the parties. Thus, only the presence 

of impartiality and credibility in combination with leverage can lead to success. 

 

5.4.2. Impartiality and Status 
 

The interrelationship between impartiality and status is complex but strong. The UN’s 

impartiality alone, without the status of being the most high-ranking international 

organization, will not yield satisfying results. The UN is acknowledged as a central authority 

in the international system and can draw on its legitimacy particularly because it is known to 

be unbiased and neutral. With its reputation of impartiality the UN has bolstered its status.  

 

Plus, since the organization knows by experience how to alter perceptions and attend to the 

disputants’ sensitivities, it can emphasize its impartiality tactically for the benefit of the peace 

process. Through its expertise, including knowledge about who to include in the process and 

how to address the representatives of the different groups, the UN is also capable of utilizing 

its impartiality strategically.  

 

Last, but not at all least, the Secretary-General, when personally involved in a mediation 

effort, combines in his role aspects of status and impartiality. One might claim that his status 

is derived from his standing as the most impartial figure in international relations. This unique 

status of the Secretary-General in combination with and based on his impartiality contributes 

decisively to a successful outcome.  

 

5.4.3. Leverage and Status 
 

Although the distinction can seem fuzzy, status is different from the notion of leverage in the 

sense that the mediator’s status is a form of assistance to the disputants for finding a solution. 

Aspects that constitute the status of the mediator are offers to the conflict parties. These offers 

are not incentives but means of support for the own efforts of the disputants in the peace 

process. Unlike with leverage, there is no pressure involved in any form.  
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Mediation will be most successful when promises and threats are complemented with the 

guarantees and skills that the UN can provide. The UN’s leverage will be more credible and 

effective when it is backed by the organization’s unique status. The weight and integrity that 

the UN possesses can be provided by no other mediator; therefore the UN can use its leverage 

more powerfully than any other actor or possibly compensate a shortage thereof. As 

Bercovitch (1996: 26 ff.) formulates: “Under the proper auspices and sponsorship of high-

ranking mediators, an environment of credibility, trust, and joint interests may be established. 

The presence of a powerful and legitimate mediator allows the parties to back down from 

fixed positions, make concessions, and ‘save face’.” 

 

Again, the Secretary-General combines in his role more than just status features. He has the 

capacity to influence decision-making processes in the Security Council and can marshal 

political will among the UN member states. If the Secretary-General is personally committed 

to the mediation effort, he will therefore significantly enhance the sincerity of the UN’s 

‘carrots and sticks’.  

 

 Impartiality 
 
 
 
 

 
UN Mediation  

Success 
 
 
 

Status       Leverage 
 
 

Figure 3: The Interrelation of the three Factors 

 

As the figure above illustrates, the three factors impartiality, leverage and status need to be 

examined in combination. The method which is most suitable for this purpose will be the 

subject of the next section. 
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1. OBJECTIVE OF THE ANALYSIS 
 

This part investigates six cases of UN mediation in order to evaluate the importance of the 

UN’s attributes impartiality, leverage and status for the effectiveness of UN mediation efforts. 

I will to try to find evidence for the model of the Peacemaking Triangle.  

 

As was shown in the literature review, the majority of scientific studies which seek to explain 

mediation outcomes is either strictly quantitative (e.g. most works by Bercovitch and his co-

authors) or case-based, narrative and not theory-driven. I will conduct a ‘Multi-Value 

Qualitative Comparative Analysis’ (MVQCA), an extended version of QCA, which was 

developed by Lasse Cronqvist (2003a, 2005). QCA itself is an established technique in 

comparative politics but has not yet been applied in mediation research. Before turning to the 

innovations and also the disadvantages of these two methods, I will explain the selection of 

cases and the control variables.  

 

 

2. THE UNIVERSE OF CASES 
 

The units of analysis in this research endeavour are UN mediation efforts. This means that in 

the course of the negotiations, from the acceptance of the UN as a mediator by all parties until 
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the final settlement of the conflict or the ultimate breakdown of the talks, no other actor – 

whether individual, state or organization – has contributed significantly to the mediation 

effort. The whole process must have been primarily the responsibility of the UN.32 This 

criterion is vital to make sure that the outcome is clearly attributable to UN qualities and 

activities. Although behind the scenes involvement of other actors is not always detectable or 

measurable, it is always possible to assess whether the UN has been in the lead or not. 

Mediation is understood as a non-coercive and non-binding conflict management process as 

defined in III. (2.4.).  

 

2.1. Defining Conflict 
 

As this thesis is concerned with the mediation of international conflicts, it is necessary to find 

an appropriate definition of conflict. One might circumvent this step by saying that the UN 

does not mediate anything else but international conflicts and that the definition of conflict is 

derived from the mandate for the mediation. However, it is methodologically indispensable to 

clearly set the boundaries for the universe of cases.  

 

Although the number of intra-state conflicts has increased dramatically since the end of the 

Cold War and the research focus has shifted in this direction as a result, I will not restrict the 

selection of cases to a specific type of conflict, whether intra-state or inter-state. The 

mechanism of interest in this analysis is the influence of the UN on the disputants and their 

perception and behaviour. It does not matter whether the conflict parties are the governments 

of two states or whether one government clashes with a non-governmental opposition group. 

As can be seen in the case of the Turkish Cypriots, it is not even always evident whether a 

party is a state or a non-state actor.  

 

The relevant criterion for defining and categorizing a conflict is the intensity level which is 

usually measured by the number of fatalities for which many different thresholds are used in 

the scientific literature. The highest threshold of 1000 battle-related deaths per year is applied 

by the renowned Correlates of War project (e.g. Singer and Small, 1994). As many of the 

                                                 
32 In the majority of mediation cases with UN involvement, the UN was not in the lead but assisted other 
mediators. These include the UN’s support of the South African government in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo (DRC), of France, ECOWAS and the African Union in Côte d’Ivoire, or the case of Mozambique, where 
the UN had a background role and Sant’Egidio, a Catholic NGO, led the negotiations. It might be an interesting 
topic for future research to identify the relative strengths and assets of the UN vis-à-vis other actors and to assess 
in which ways they contributed to the outcome in multiparty mediation efforts.  
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more recent conflicts do not fulfil this criterion, researchers have lowered the threshold. The 

Uppsala dataset, for example, defines armed conflict as having caused at least 25 battle-

related deaths per year (Wallensteen and Sollenberg, 2001; Uppsala Conflict Database33); 

others refrain from operationalizing a violence threshold at all.  

 

In line with the UN’s definition of conflict as “any dispute, the continuance of which is likely 

to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security” (UN Charter Article 33 (1)) 

and also with the Militarized Interstate Disputes Dataset34, I will define international conflict 

as:  

any dispute between two or more governments or within a country 
between the government and one or more non-governmental parties 
which displays hostilities in the form of an explicit threat, display or 
use of force. 

 

This minimal definition is the most appropriate because it does not take as its basis the 

number of fatalities. As was shown above, mediation is a form of conflict management that is 

most effective when applied in the early stages of a conflict before any blood is shed. Due to 

this advantage and also purpose of mediation, a conflict definition which is solely based on 

the number of dead is not useful. Also, since this definition only embraces conflicts in which 

at least one side is a government, it excludes singular incidents as the hostage crisis in 

Lebanon in which the UN mediated in 1991.  

 

2.2. Observation Period 
 

The observation period for this analysis will be restricted to the time after end of the Cold 

War. This is justified by the tremendous change that took place in the international system in 

1989. During the Cold War, the world was divided between the two superpowers and with it 

came the palsy of the UN Security Council and of the whole UN system. Resolutions were 

often blocked with vetoes for ideological or strategic reasons and the member states were not 

able to agree on a common ground for projects, missions and sanctions.  

 

                                                 
33 See <http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/our_data1.htm>.  
34 Jones, Bremer and Singer (1996: 163) define disputes as “cases of conflict in which the threat, display or use 
of military force short of war by one member state is explicitly directed towards the government, official 
representatives, official forces, property, or territory of another state. Disputes are composed of incidents that 
range in intensity from threats to use force to actual combat short of war”. Although this definition refers to 
inter-state disputes, it is just as well applicable to intra-state conflicts and therefore suitable for this analysis.  
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With the conclusion of this superpower rivalry, the UN can act in its full capacity and does 

not have to bend to the interests of the two superpowers. In this new international order, the 

UN is now able to pursue its goals of conflict resolution and prevention without yielding to 

ideological interests35. One needs to keep in mind, however, that most of the conflicts that 

were mediated between 1990 and 2000 have their roots in the Cold War, so that this era 

continues to have an effect on the conflict resolution, e.g. by the leverage that former 

protectorates have on the conflict parties.  

 

2.3. Selection of Cases 
 

Resulting from the above argumentation, the universe of cases in this analysis are all UN-

mediated conflicts since the end of the Cold War. There are six cases which meet these 

criteria: East Timor, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Cyprus and Myanmar (Burma). 

According to the criteria for success and failure, the first four cases were successfully 

mediated whereas in Cyprus and Myanmar the mediation efforts failed. The data for 

determining the outcome are found in the Appendix.  

 

This case selection fulfills the criteria for good social science methodology. Not only is there 

variation on the dependent variable - successful and unsuccessful UN mediation cases - but 

the selection also includes ‘extreme’ cases and therefore “captures the contrasts addressed by 

the theory” (Collier, Seawright and Munck, 2004: 39). The four successful cases were 

outstanding successes, whereas Cyprus and Myanmar are examples of dramatic failures. Six 

cases is a small but sufficient number for the analysis. With three factors explaining six cases, 

there are enough degrees of freedom to draw causal inference. Although the conflicts in 

Guatemala and El Salvador were both set in the larger Central American peace process, all 

observations are independent from another.  

 

                                                 
35 “With the end of the cold war, the Security Council became increasingly active in addressing international 
threats. The average annual number of resolutions it passed increased from 15 to 60, or from one resolution a 
month to one a week. Before 1989, the Council applied sanctions twice; since then it has imposed sanctions 14 
times and for an increasingly diverse range of stated purposes […].“ (Paragraph 77 in “A more secure world: our 
shared responsibility: Report of the High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change”, 2004). See also Doyle 
(2001: 530). 
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3. CONTROL VARIABLES 
 

Scholars have identified a series of structural variables which are considered relevant for the 

explanation of mediation outcomes. As I am merely interested in the net effect of the UN’s 

assets, I have to include all other potential explanatory variables in the analysis as control 

variables, which means that they are held constant. The most comprehensive set of 

explanatory variables is provided by Bercovitch (Mediation Project by Jacob Bercovitch). His 

context variables – the nature of the dispute and the nature of the parties – presumably have 

an additional influence on UN mediation outcome. If they have a constant effect across all 

cases, I can conclude that the observed variance of the dependent variable is indeed explained 

by the three factors impartiality, leverage and status and not by contextual factors.  

 

The most relevant aspects of the conflict nature are the duration of the conflict at the time of 

the mediation, the intensity of the conflict and the primary issue at stake (Bercovitch, 

Anagnoson and Wille, 1991: 12; Bercovitch and Langley, 1993: 675 ff.). The nature of the 

parties is specified by the regime type of the conflict state, the relative power of the conflict 

parties and their previous relationship. For the coding of the control variables, I followed 

Bercovitch’s Mediation Project and, where appropriate, the Uppsala Conflict Database. The 

descriptive statistics of the control variables, including the coding rules and data sources, are 

found in the Appendix.  

 

I will refrain from including the process variables, i.e. mediator strategies, as a control 

variable. Mediator strategies can be communication-facilitation strategies, procedural 

strategies or directive strategies (Bercovitch and Houston, 2000: 175). I assume that these 

strategies are interrelated in any mediation effort. Therefore, a precise measurement of this 

variable is not possible and would necessarily yield inaccurate results.  
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4. DATA COLLECTION  
 

To collect the necessary data for the analysis, I conducted expert interviews with UN officials 

who worked as desk officers for the relevant conflict countries in the Department of Political 

Affairs (DPA)36 at the time of the mediation and/or were directly engaged in the mediation as 

part of the UN mediation team. The statements I retrieved from these interviews were the 

primary source of information for the analysis.  

 

4.1. Why Interviews? 
 

The interview is an important form of data collection in the social sciences in general. In 

mediation studies, the advantage of conducting expert interviews is that this kind of sensitive 

information is otherwise hard to obtain. Negotiation talks are mostly held discretely behind 

closed doors so that information about the mediators’ strategies, about the relative power of 

the conflicting parties, or about the mediator’s resources and leverage are not revealed. The 

UN officials have worked on the mediation cases for months or years and have talked to all 

relevant parties during the negotiations37. They were able to monitor closely the moves, 

motives and attributes of those involved and attained an enormous amount of expertise about 

the conflict and the mediation. In that regard, UN officials can give valuable insights and 

assessments that might divert from the official press releases and reports or from assessments 

found in the literature.   

 

4.2. Different Forms of Interviews 
 

Expert interviews are generally conducted as semi-structured interviews (Flick, 2006: 165; 

Scholl, 2003: 66). On a continuum between interviews with a closed structure and those with 

an open structure, expert interviews are positioned between narrative and standardized 

interviews. 

 
                                                 
36 “The Department of Political Affairs (DPA) provides advice and support on all political matters to the 
Secretary-General in the exercise of his global responsibilities under the Charter related to the maintenance and 
restoration of peace and security” (United Nations, 2004). 
37 For two UN mediation cases, it was not possible to get in contact with the UN officials who were directly 
involved in the negotiations. In order to acquire the relevant data, I interviewed Nita Yawanarajah, the UN 
expert on peacemaking who has conducted long and extensive interviews with the respective UN mediators and 
other UN officials and could accurately reproduce the relevant information.  
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Closed structure  Open structure

 

Figure 4: Level of Interview Standardization 

  

A standardized interview (Schnell, Hill and Esser, 1999: 299 ff.) operates within a strict 

interview frame and uses questionnaires that offer the interviewee sequential closed questions 

with a selection of possible response categories from which he can chose. That way, the 

interviewee is guided but at the same time restricted in the means to express his opinion. In 

contrast, narrative interviews (Flick, 2006: 172 ff.; Mayring, 2002: 72 ff.; Lamnek, 2005: 357 

ff.; Schnell, Hill and Esser, 1999: 356) have a completely open structure in which the 

interviewee can express without restrictions what is most important to him/her. The 

interviewer gives only a broad topic. This requires a certain amount of linguistic competence 

on the part of the interviewee because he is the main speaker (Lamnek, 2005: 357; Schnell, 

Hill and Esser, 1999: 357). As a standardized interview facilitates comparability and often 

uses numerical response categories, it is categorized as a quantitative research method, 

whereas narrative interviews, and partly also semi-structured interviews, are considered 

qualitative methods.38  

 

The semi-standardized interview was originally developed as a method for reconstructing 

subjective theories, meaning to disclose the interviewees’ complex stock of knowledge about 

the topic under study (Flick, 2006: 155). Flick identifies three essential features of a semi-

standardized interview. First, the questions are open and are answered by the interviewee 

without preparation; second, the questions are theory-driven and hypotheses-directed based on 

the scientific literature on the topic or on the researcher’s own theoretical assumptions; third, 

the questions are confrontational, i.e. they should critically assess the theory and competing 

alternatives (Flick, 2006: 156).   

 

                                                 
38 For a detailed list of the characteristics of structured, semi-structured and unstructured interviews see Arksey 
and Knight: 8.  

Standardized 
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Expert interview 
with interview guide
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The structure of the semi-standardized interview is characterized by a general introductory 

question on the topic, followed by specific open questions on the different indicators. Thus, 

the semi-standardized interview combines the elaborative element of the narrative interview 

with the prearranged questioning of the structured interview.  

 

The expert interview is a particular form of a semi-standardized interview in which the 

interviewee does not act as an individual but as a representative of a group or organization 

(Flick, 2006: 165; Scholl, 2003: 67), in this case the UN. Not his personal views are of 

interest to the researcher but his evaluations and opinions regarding a topic for which the 

interviewee is a specialist.  

 

4.3. The Interview Situation 
 

Five of the seven interviews were conducted as personal interviews during an internship at the 

United Nations in New York from January to April 2006. The two remaining interviews were 

done as telephone interviews.  

 

On the one hand, working as an intern in the Department of Political Affairs (DPA) at the UN 

bears the risk of a loss of neutrality and objectivity toward the research topic. Keeping this 

risk of personal involvement in mind and reducing it to a minimum was vital in approaching 

the research question. On the other hand, without the internship there would not have been the 

possibility for me to conduct any kind of interviews with the UN officials and to obtain such 

sensitive information. I could present my research work not only as being the basis for my 

master thesis at the University of Konstanz but also as part of a large DPA-led project on 

mediation under the auspices of Ms. Nita Yawanarajah, Political Affairs Officer in DPA and 

Project Manager of the Peacemaking Databank Project. That way, I was able to get in contact 

with the UN officers and could build up trustfulness and confidence – more than an external 

interviewer could have done.  

 

It is critical in an expert interview that the expert does not hold back relevant information due 

to reasons of confidentiality (Scholl, 2003: 68). To ensure that I receive honest and complete 

answers and to comply with ethical standards in interviewing (Kvale, 1999: 109 ff.; Arksey 

and Knight, 1999: 126 ff.), I had to guarantee some UN officials that they would not be 

quoted directly or have their identity revealed.  
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The face-to-face interviews took place in the offices of the respective UN officials. This 

ensured a relaxed and undisturbed atmosphere. At some instances, the interviews were 

interrupted by phone calls but UN officials handled this quickly and professionally and mostly 

made themselves available for a sufficient amount of time to talk to me.  

 

Two interviews were conducted as telephone interviews. The usual methodological problem 

of a less personal, anonymous interview situation due to a missing visual element (Lamnek, 

2005: 346) was only marginal in this case because I had met the respective UN officials in 

person before.  

 

4.4. The Interview Guide 
 

Expert interviews focus on one specific subject. The challenge is to restrict the interviewee to 

this topic of interest and to discourage him or her to elaborate on irrelevant or unproductive 

topics (Flick, 2006: 165).  

 

Flick (2006: 165), citing Meuser and Nagel (2002: 77ff.), identifies four general problems of 

expert interviews: 

1. The expert blocks the interview because he does not have the presumed expert 

capacities for the topic; 

2. The expert talks about conflicts and internal matters in his field; 

3. The expert changes between the roles of expert and private person; and  

4. The expert gives a lecture on the topic of interest instead of answering questions.   

 

Additional problems are the experts’ love for detail and differentiation, their technical 

language, and their reluctance to come to concrete conclusions and make explicit evaluations 

(Haller, 2001: 153). In order to avoid some of these pitfalls, an interview guide was developed 

to direct the interviewee in his elaborations.  

 

The interview guide gave the interviews a lose structure (see Appendix 4.). Several open-

ended questions about all variables with flexibility in sequence allowed the UN officers to 

emphasize those factors that they knew to be most relevant. At the same time, the guide 
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provided enough structure to make comparability possible and to avoid digression from the 

topic.  

 

After a short briefing in which I outlined the purpose of the interview (Kvale, 1999: 127 ff.), I 

started the interview with a general opening question about why and how the UN got involved 

as a mediator in the conflict in the beginning. This allowed me to pick up some of the aspects 

of the interviewee’s response and to direct him or her to the next questions about the different 

factors.  

 

All of the questions were open and hypotheses-driven, some were confrontational. Each 

indicator was covered with up to five questions from which I could choose in the course of the 

interview in relation to the context. The sequence and wording of the question was amended 

depending on the interview situation (Kvale, 1999: 129 ff.; Scholl, 2003: 66; Schnell, Hill and 

Esser, 1999: 300). Some questions had to be rephrased to match the case (e.g. for successful 

and failed cases) and some additional questions were asked to retrieve some in-depth 

information about a specific variable (for types of interview questions see Kvale, 1999: 133). 

At times, it proved to be challenging to react flexibly to the situation and to the answers of the 

interviewees, to pose appropriate questions in reaction to the responses and to steer the 

conversation in the desired direction (Scholl, 2003: 69).  

 

4.5. Documentation of Data 
 

All but one interview were recorded with a digital voice recorder. The use of a voice recorder 

allowed me to focus on the thematic and dynamic dimensions of the interview (Kvale, 1999: 

129, 160) and it created a natural conversational situation. One UN official refused to have the 

interview recorded for reasons of confidentiality. In that case, I had to take notes which 

created a rather stressful and strained interview situation in which I had to concentrate on 

journalizing relevant information in addition to posing questions, listening and reacting on 

what has been said. This method also accounted for a significant loss of information.  

 

To document the context and situation of the interview, I developed documentation sheets 

(Flick, 2006: 288) which included information such as the name of the UN official, the date 

and time of the interview, the venue (office number), the position of the UN official at the 

time of the mediation, the duration of the interview etc.  
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Transforming the data recorded by the audio recorder into a written form is necessary for 

coding the data later on. Although there is a vast literature on the topic, a standard has not yet 

been instituted (Mayring, 2002: 89; Kvale, 1999: 163 ff.; Scholl, 2003: 70; Flick, 2006: 288 

ff.; Arksey and Knight, 1999: 141 ff.; Schnell, Hill and Esser, 1999: 357). There is consensus, 

however, that the exactness of the transcription depends on the research question (Flick, 2006: 

290). As I was not interested in linguistic aspects of the interviewees’ speech and statements, 

it was sufficient to produce a complete but not exaggeratedly accurate transcription of the 

contents.   

 

From these transcriptions, I produced summaries on the six UN mediation cases (see 

Appendix 5.). This was very useful for reducing the text, structuring the data and making the 

contents more accessible. I rearranged the items covered in the interviews to bring them all in 

an identical order as outlined in section III. (5.). In some instances, upon realizing that some 

of the responses given did not actually match a specific question, I reorganized the 

information to the respective item.  

 

These summaries were sent to the respective UN officials via email. Only four of them replied 

to my request for verification of the facts and clarification of some unclear points. If I 

received additional information by the experts in their emails, I included them in the 

summaries.  

 

The next step of the data collection was the coding and categorization of the information 

provided by the interviewees (Froschauer and Lueger, 2003: 163; Flick, 2006: 195 ff.). As 

will be explained on page 71, I coded all variables as present or absent.  

 

4.6. Additional Literature Research 
 
For further fact-checking, I extracted information on the indicators from the literature and UN 

documents (see Appendix 6.). This step was also helpful to find information about indicators 

on which the experts could or did not want to make an assessment or where their responses 

were ambiguous. Especially the reports of the mediators themselves and of the UN Secretary-

General on his good offices missions proved to be very useful. In some instances, the 

assessments of the experts and the information given in the literature deviated and it was left 
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to my discretion which source should be given more weight. For example, in the case of El 

Salvador, the UN expert emphasized the strict impartiality of the mediator Alvaro de Soto but 

Barbara Messing (2000: 178, 181) found evidence that he was indeed not perceived as being 

impartial and credible. As she obtained this information from direct interviews with the 

representatives of the conflict parties, I considered this source to be more reliable and coded 

the factor absent. Discrepancies between the information obtained from the interviews and 

those in the literature are denoted in Appendix 6. There, I also indicated which information 

was given priority.   

 

 

5. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
 

The data in the following table were assembled by these data collection efforts. 
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 Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Was variable present in …? 
 

 

Variables Guatemala Cambodia
El 

Salvador East Timor Myanmar Cyprus 
1. Impartiality  1 0 0 1 0 0 Impartiality
2. Credibility 1 1 0 1 0 1 
3. Member States Pressure 1 0 1 1 0 0 
4. P5 Engagement 0 1 0 1 0 1 
5. Implementation Power and Economic Aid 1 1 1 1 0 0 

Leverage 

6. Mediator of Last Resort 0 1 1 0 1 0 
7. Central Authority 1 1 1 1 0 1 
8. Legitimacy  1 1 1 1 0 0 
9. Brand Name Power 1 1 1 1 1 0 
10. Reputation 0 1 1 1 0 1 
11. Experience  1 0 0 0 0 1 
12. Expertise and Professionalism 1 1 1 1 0 1 
13. Resources and Logistics 0 1 1 1 1 1 

Status 

14. Secretary-General's Commitment  0 1 1 1 1 1 
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6. THE METHOD OF ANALYSIS:  

MULTI-VALUE QUALITATIVE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS  
 

I will analyze the collected data by an extended version of “Qualitative Comparative 

Analysis” (QCA), a method introduced by Charles Ragin in 1987 with this widely 

acknowledged book “The Comparative Method. Moving Beyond Qualitative and Quantitative 

Strategies” (Ragin, 1987). This method is a middle path of what Ragin calls the case-oriented 

and the variable-oriented research tradition and uses Boolean techniques and Boolean logic. 

By considering all logically possible combinations of the causal conditions and the respective 

outcomes, one can draw conclusions about combinations of causes and unravel causal 

complexity by applying an experiment-like method. This analysis can be done ‘by hand’ or 

with the help of computer software. 

 

6.1. Two Research Styles   
 

In the social sciences, and specifically in comparative social science (Ragin, 1987: viii), two 

research traditions prevail which are situated on opposing ends of a continuum. This 

continuum concerns the number of cases in a given study: There is a sharp divide and even 

mutual skepticism and mistrust between those scholars who study a small number of cases at 

a time, sometimes only one or two, and those who study large datasets containing up to 

hundreds or thousands of cases. Comparative studies with 5 to 50 cases, however, are 

relatively rare in the social sciences and so are appropriate methodological instruments for the 

analysis of such data. Figure 5 on the next page illustrates this finding (Ragin, 2000: 25).  
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.  

 

Figure 5: Plot of relative Number of Studies against N of Cases in each Study 

 
 

The key distinction between large-N studies and case studies is their different goals: Small-N 

studies are interested in the particular characteristics and the complexities of each single case 

whereas in large-N studies the researcher aims at revealing general patterns by establishing a 

relationship between the competing independent variables and the dependent variable. In 

general, case studies are usually qualitative and intensive, whereas large-N research is 

quantitative and extensive and uses statistical methods. For their different goals and methods, 

Ragin calls the first approach a ‘case-oriented’ strategy and the second approach is referred to 

as ‘variable-oriented’. For the various other aspects in which the two traditions differ see 

Ragin (Ragin, 2003: 5ff.; Ragin, 2004; also Table 1 in Ragin, 2003).  

 

My analysis contains 6 cases - 4 cases with positive outcomes and 2 with negative outcomes. 

It is obvious that I cannot apply standard statistical methods due to a lack of a sufficient 

number of cases. At the same time, my objective is not the explanation of the specifics of each 

individual case but a systematic comparison of the outcomes across all cases. A detailed 

analysis of the six cases in a ‘standard’ in-depth case study is not manageable in the given 

amount of time and obtaining valid results without appropriate techniques is challenging. I 

will need a method of analysis that combines aspects of both case-oriented and variable-

oriented research.   
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6.2. The Logic of QCA 
 

QCA is a new path in data analysis because it combines the strengths of both case-oriented 

and variable-oriented research in an innovative framework. The method uses Boolean algebra 

which was developed by George Boole (Boole, 1847) and is an elementary component in the 

engineering sciences but has only rarely found its way into the social sciences. QCA is both 

holistic and analytic, that is it treats cases as wholes but at the same time pays attention to 

their distinct parts. By considering the specifics of each case, it reveals within-case 

relationships and, simultaneously, allows for comparability of cases in terms of their 

similarities and differences.  

 

The aim of QCA is to extract parsimonious - that is concise - explanations of outcomes by 

minimizing complex data sets. This is done by treating cases as configurations of their causal 

factors (the independent variables) and examining all logically possible combinations of 

factors and the respective outcomes. The operational equations are then reduced with Boolean 

logic to include only the smallest number of factors needed to explain the outcome. Using 

QCA, one can find necessary and sufficient conditions for a specific outcome and also detect 

the intersection and interdependence of causally relevant conditions. For example, it is 

possible that a causal factor is contingent upon the presence or absence of another (this 

situation of multicollinearity is a problem in statistical analysis but is a valuable result in 

QCA) or that the presence of either one of several conditions accounts for the outcome.  

 

In this analysis, the causally relevant factors are the impartiality, leverage and status of the 

UN and I seek to explain the combined effect of these factors on mediation outcome. The 

advantage of using QCA as the method of analysis is that I can maintain the particularity and 

integrity of each UN mediation case under study and at the same time compare the 

configurations of factors with each other. As in scientific research in general, the ultimate 

goal of this work is to build general knowledge from case-based knowledge (Ragin, 2003: 2). 

 

6.3. Shortcomings of QCA and Innovations of MVQCA  
 

QCA operates with binary data (Ragin, 1987: 86), i.e. all observations are coded as true or 

false. In comparative social science, these conditions express the presence or absence of a 
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phenomenon, which are coded 1 or 0 respectively. Therefore, all data need to be nominal 

scaled.  

 

The downside of using binary data is, of course, a loss of information due to limited 

precision39. In the engineering sciences, where Boolean logic is predominantly used, 

conditions are only coded as true or false if they absolutely occupy the respective state. In the 

social sciences, on the contrary, the absolute presence or absence of a phenomenon is 

problematic to justify. Most social phenomena display only certain degrees of presence; one 

can think of democracy, industrialization or revolutions, for example.  

 

The same applies to the three causal factors in this analysis. As each factor is measured with a 

number of indicators, coding the factors with dichotomous variables would not correctly 

represent the underlying reasoning and disrespect the diversity of the data. Also, the question 

of where to set the threshold between absence and presence would be a major problem. A 

possible solution could be to code all factors for which the majority of indicators is absent as 

0 and all values for which the majority of indicators is present as 1. This procedure, however, 

manipulates data for the sake of mathematical considerations and disregards theoretical 

criteria. Cases which are very dissimilar might be assigned the same binary value (cases with 

very low and very high values above the threshold) whereas cases very close to each other 

might be coded differently (those cases which are very close but on either side of the 

threshold). This often results in a large number of contradicting case configurations because 

cases with different outcomes might be assigned the same binary values on the causal 

variables although their raw data are very dissimilar (Cronqvist, 2005: 3). 

 

One option to tackle this problem would be to code ordinal data into multiple binary variables 

using dummies but this increases the number of variables considerably and is therefore not 

practicable (Cronqvist, 2005: 3). In quest of a more sophisticated procedure, Ragin (2000) has 

introduced fuzzy-set techniques in which variables are classified on an interval scale between 

0 and 1. These methods allow for partial set memberships and take a probabilistic approach to 

finding necessary and sufficient conditions for the outcome.  

 

But for those who prefer the deterministic approach, another method has been put forward by 

Lasse Cronqvist in 2003 which is called the “Multi-Value Qualitative Comparative Analysis” 
                                                 
39 Ragin (1987: 86) underestimates this problem by saying that “while these procedures entail some loss of 
information, the loss is typically not great.” 
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(MVQCA) and uses specific analysis software, TOSMANA, a “Tool for Small-N Analysis” 

(Cronqvist, 2003b and 2006). MVQCA is similar to QCA as it also minimizes complex data 

to parsimonious expressions with Boolean logic but the main innovation is that it also allows 

for the use of ordinal scaled variables. These multi-valued variables are closer to the raw data 

than binary data and therefore enhance the “dialogue of ideas and evidence” as postulated by 

Ragin himself (1987: 164 ff.). The syntax of both techniques is identical but MVQCA uses set 

notation instead of dichotomous absence-presence conditions and applies a slightly different 

minimization rule. The analysis software TOSMANA provides some additional tools and 

visual aids, which are not available in Ragin’s software fs/QCA, and is therefore more 

flexible and transparent. For these reasons, MVQCA is the ideal method for analyzing of the 

data on UN mediation. How each step of the analysis unfolds will be explained in detail in the 

next section.  

 

 

7. DATA ANALYSIS 

 

Before turning to the first step, the transformation of the raw data into a multi value scale, I 

will comment on the raw data themselves. Although the disadvantages of using binary data 

have been outlined above, the binary coding of the indicators is reasonable. These data on UN 

mediation are non-quantitative in nature and can only be obtained by interviewing the 

respective experts and by relying on their assessment and evaluation. And in a complex topic 

as this, even categorizing the presence or absence of an observation is difficult sometimes. 

Therefore, the use of ordinal or interval scaled variables would entail even greater 

imprecision. Assigning each observation a value on a 0 to 10 scale, for example, would be 

random and thus necessarily inaccurate.  

      

The dependent variable is also dichotomous: UN mediation is either successful or it is not. 

The criteria for coding cases as successes or failures were explained in detail in section III. 

(3). This elaboration demonstrated that success is sometimes difficult to define but with the 

application of theoretically reasonable criteria one can clearly identify each UN mediation 

case as success or failure. Although some scholars assess the relative success of mediation 

efforts on an ordinal scale (Bercovitch and Langley, 1993: 674 differentiate between four 

dimensions of mediation outcomes: unsuccessful, ceasefire, partly successful and fully 
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successful), I set the threshold for success relatively high and argue that a partial success is no 

success at all. If, for example, human rights issues or disarmament and demobilization are not 

included in an agreement, then the conflict is not settled entirely and re-escalation is to be 

expected.  

 

7.1. Creation of a Multi-Value Scale 
 

The raw data of Table 1 in section IV. (5.) need to be transformed into an ordinal – or multi-

value, as Cronqvist (2003a) calls it – scale. It is important to base the creation of this scale on 

sound theoretical reasoning and TOSMANA provides visual aids for this.  

 

I will measure the three causal factors on a three category scale; that means that each UN 

mediation case displays a low, medium or high level of each of the factors. Assigning three 

categories is theoretically reasonable because is allows for sufficient differentiation between 

levels of impartiality, leverage and status but does not create confusing mid-categories which 

are difficult to grasp and express. From the mathematical point of view, the creation of three 

categories is rational because further refinement would yield uninterpretable results. 

Considering that I evaluate only six cases, constructing more than three categories would 

leave too many fields empty.  

 

The crucial questions are, first, how to transform the binary data of the indicators to create the 

indices of the factors and, second, where to set the two thresholds between low, medium and 

high levels of impartiality, leverage and status respectively. As it is not possible to construct 

additive indices due to a different number of indicators for each factor (Schnell, Hill and 

Esser, 1999: 165), another way to solve the first problem is to take the ratio of present 

indicators and total number of indicators for each factor.  

 

FACTOR =  xpresent
 / xn 

 

The resulting values are then assigned into three equally distributed categories with thresholds 

at 0.33 and 0.66. Taking the portion of positive indicators as the basis for creating categories 

ensures that each indicator has the same weight in a factor. One might argue that, for example, 

the personal commitment of the Secretary-General contributes more to the status of the UN 

and thus to the success of the mediation effort than the UN’s reputation but that is only a 



IV. Analysis  
 

 73

spontaneous guess and not based on sound reasoning or prior research. Also, this scheme 

might not be true for all cases as the indicators can have different influences in the various 

cases. Therefore, the best solution is to assume equal significance of the indicators instead of 

weighing them according to intuitive rules. The following table gives the respective values.  

 

 

 Guatemala Cambodia El Salvador East Timor Myanmar Cyprus 

Impartiality  
(2 indicators) 

2/2 = 1 1/2 = 0.5 0/2 = 0 2/2 = 1 0/2 = 0 1/2 = 0.5 

Leverage 
(4 indicators) 

2/4 = 0.5 3/4 = 0.75 3/4 = 0.75 3/4 = 0.75 1/4 = 0.25 1/4 = 0.25

Status 
(8 indicators) 

5/8 = 0.625 7/8 = 0.875 7/8 = 0.875 7/8 = 0.875 3/8 = 0.375 6/8 = 0.75

Table 2: Portion of positive Indicators for the respective Factors 
 

These data are entered into TOSMANA. Whether the thresholds of 0.33 and 0.66 are indeed 

useful, can be assessed with the ‘Thresholdsetter’, an innovate visual aid in TOSMANA 

(Cronqvist, 2003a: 16 ff.; Cronqvist, 2003b: 6 ff., 12 ff.; Cronqvist, 2006: 10 ff.). It allows 

correcting the thresholds for each factor while viewing the data distribution. This needs to be 

done very carefully and with theoretical justifications: if, for example, a threshold cuts 

between two very close data points which are otherwise clustered with other values, it would 

be wise to include both cases into a single category. The Thresholdsetter does not mark the 

data points according to outcome values and therefore prevents easy data manipulation as the 

outcome cannot be taken into account when setting the thresholds (Cronqvist, 2003b: 6 ff.).  

 

Graphs 7.1. and 7.2. in the Appendix demonstrate that the thresholds at 0.33 and 0.66 are 

indeed well-chosen for the factors impartiality and leverage. Each data point is clearly 

assigned to one category, so that the thresholds generate three equal size portions and do not 

separate values which are very close to each other. Only in the status factor – graph 7.3. in the 

Appendix – the lowest value of 0.375 is rather far off from the other values. Here, it is 

reasonable to move the 0.33 threshold above the data point to a value of 0.4 in order to 

discriminate this data point even better from the 0.625 value and assign it to a low level. Now 

all thresholds are “chosen so that they are discriminating as much as possible (without being 

artificial), creating as homogenous data as possible” (Cronqvist, 2003a: 19). 
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Values of 0, 1 and 2 – corresponding to low, medium and high levels – are then assigned to 

the three factors for each case. In TOSMANA, the resulting table (referred to as the truth 

table40) looks like this: 

 

 

Impartiality Leverage Status Success Case(s) 

2 1 1 1 Guatemala 

1 2 2 1 Cambodia 

0 2 2 1 El Salvador 

2 2 2 1 East Timor 

0 0 0 0 Myanmar 

1 0 2 0 Cyprus 

Table 3: Truth Table 
 

For greater transparency, the following tables present the assignment of all cases into the 

different categories for each of the three factors individually.  

 

 
UN’s Level of Impartiality 

 
Outcome Low Medium High 

Success  El Salvador Cambodia East Timor 
Guatemala 

Failure Myanmar Cyprus  
Table 4a: Impartiality 

 
UN’s Level of Leverage 

 
Outcome Low Medium High 

Success   Guatemala East Timor  
Cambodia  
El Salvador 

Failure Myanmar  
Cyprus 

  

Table 4b: Leverage 
 

                                                 
40 Note that QCA includes all logically possible combinations of factors in the truth table, also those for which 
no real case(s) could be identified. The subject of these so-called remainders is explored further below.  
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UN’s Level of Status 
 
Outcome  

Low Medium High 

Success   Guatemala East Timor 
Cambodia  
El Salvador 

Failure Myanmar  Cyprus 
Table 4c: Status 

 

7.2. Analysis 
 

As noted above, the main goal of MVQCA is to find a parsimonious solution which explains 

the success and failure of UN mediation efforts. This is done by performing a minimization 

procedure on the dataset.  

 

7.2.1. Extracting Equations from the Truth Table 
 

The truth table is used to extract equations to explain the respective outcomes. MVQCA uses 

the same principles of Boolean notation: Addition is equivalent to the logical operator OR, 

meaning that either expression has to be present for the outcome to be true, whereas 

multiplication indicates the logical operator AND, meaning that all expressions have to be 

present for the outcome to be true. With these basic rules, one can easily construct the 

following “sums of products” expressions (Ragin, 1987: 91). In these equations, each case in 

the table is represented by a combination of causal factors; the numbers in parentheses 

indicate the level of the factor: 

 

Success =     Impartiality (2) * Leverage (2) * Status (2)  

 + Impartiality (2) * Leverage (1) * Status (1)  

 + Impartiality (1) * Leverage (2) * Status (2)  

 + Impartiality (0) * Leverage (2) * Status (2) 

 

Failure =     Impartiality (0) * Leverage (0) * Status (0)  

 + Impartiality (1) * Leverage (0) * Status (2) 
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7.2.2. Minimization Procedure 
 

Theses equations are rather complex and do not allow to draw clear conclusions. In order to 

arrive at concise explanations of the outcomes, Ragin (1987) has suggested a minimization 

procedure. His fundamental rule states that  

 

“If two expressions differ in only one causal condition yet produce the 
same outcome, then the causal condition that distinguishes the two 
expressions can be considered irrelevant and can be removed to create 
a simpler, combined expression” (Ragin, 1987: 93).  

 

As it focuses on pairs of configurations which differ in only one cause, this logic parallels the 

logic of experimental design and therefore fulfills the ideal of social scientific comparison 

(Ragin, 1987: 27 ff., 94). But Ragin introduced this method for dichotomous data only, so that 

the rule needs to be rewritten for multi-value reduction: 

 

“If all n multi-value expressions differ in only one causal condition C 
while all n possible values of c produce the same outcome, then the 
causal condition C that distinguishes these n expressions can be 
considered irrelevant and can be removed to create a simpler, 
combined expression” (Cronqvist, 2005: 5).  

 

This rule for multi-value reduction is a generalization of Ragin’s rule for Boolean reduction 

because QCA datasets can also be processed with the MVQCA rules (Cronqvist, 2003a: 9; 

Cronqvist, 2005: 2, 5). The procedure is conducted in a bottom-up fashion until no further 

reduction of expressions is possible (Ragin, 1987: 94).   

 

In line with this rule, the following reductions are possible for all successful UN mediation 

cases: 

 

Impartiality (2) * Leverage (2) * Status (2)  for East Timor, 

Impartiality (1) * Leverage (2) * Status (2)  for Cambodia and 

Impartiality (0) * Leverage (2) * Status (2)  for El Salvador can be reduced to   

 

Leverage (2) * Status (2) because these three terms differ only in their level of impartiality yet 

otherwise produce the same outcome. Impartiality distinguishes the three expressions and can 

therefore be considered irrelevant and can be eliminated. Leverage (2) * Status (2) is a so-

called prime implicant which covers several primitive expressions. The fourth expression for 
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Guatemala cannot be reduced. Thus, the minimization procedure for all positive cases 

generates the final, reduced equation:  

 

Success = Leverage (2)*Status (2) + Impartiality (2)*Leverage (1)*Status (1) 
 

 

The same logic applies to the negative outcomes: But 

 

Impartiality (0) * Leverage (0) * Status (1)  for Myanmar and  

Impartiality (1) * Leverage (0) * Status (2)  for Cyprus  

 

cannot be reduced because the two cases differ in their levels of impartiality and status and 

not in only one single variable which could be omitted. Therefore, UN mediation failure is 

expressed with the long-winded equation: 

 

Failure = Impartiality (0)*Leverage (0)*Status (0) + Impartiality (1)*Leverage (0)*Status (2)
 

 

The respective outcomes of the six UN mediation cases are fully explained by the prime 

implicants in these two equations (see Appendix 8.1 and 8.2.). All successful cases are 

explained by a high level of leverage and status or by a high level of impartiality and a 

medium level of leverage and status. All failed UN mediation cases are explained by a low 

level of leverage in combination either with a low level of impartiality and a low level of 

status or with a medium level of impartiality and a high level of status. The Manual Selection 

window in TOSMANA confirms that no other solution is possible (Cronqvist, 2006: 14).   

 

7.2.3. Remainders 
 

The number of cases that exist logically but are not in the dataset is higher in MVQCA than in 

QCA. In QCA, there are eight logically possible configurations for three binary causal 

variables (23=8; see Ragin, 1987: 87). In MVQCA, where each causal variable can take on 

three different values, the number of logically possible configurations is increased to 27 

(33=27). As there are only six real cases in my UN mediation dataset which encompass the 
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maximum number of six different configurations, both methods necessarily include ‘logical 

remainders’.  

 

Even in studies where there are far more cases than logically possible configurations, the 

problem of logical remainders arises. Ragin (1987: 104 ff.; Ragin and Sonnet, 2004) calls it 

the problem of ‘limited diversity’: naturally occurring social phenomena hardly ever display 

all logically possible combinations of features. Although an annoyance to comparative social 

scientists who seek to construct perfect models, limited diversity in the real world is 

meaningful and is in fact “evidence of a socially constructed order” (Ragin, 1987: 105).  

 

In 6.2.2., concrete statements about causation were only made about those combinations of 

factors which exist in the real world. The universe of cases in this study is relatively small 

because the analysis is restricted to UN mediation cases since 1990. However, one can 

assume that other combinations of factors might actually exist in the future as none of the 

elements are evidently incompatible, i.e. logically impossible.     

 

MVQCA allows for the inclusion of these logical remainders into the analysis. As indicated 

above, the reasoning behind this modus operandi is that the 21 logical remainders in this 

analysis can theoretically have either outcome because such cases have not been observed 

(yet). The ‘new’ goal is then to identify a concise expression of factors which represents all 

cases having a specific outcome or being undecided (Ragin calls these ‘don’t care’ cases) but 

does not explain any of the other cases. In other words: one can remove all causal conditions 

which are not needed to explain successful UN mediation cases as long as the reduced 

expression does not imply any failed UN mediation case and vice versa.  

 

Formally, the rule is stated as follows: 

“If two ore more multi-value expressions differ in only one causal 
condition C with n possible values yet produce the same outcome, then 
the causal condition C that distinguishes these n expressions can be 
considered irrelevant and can be removed to create a simpler, 
combined expression if there is no expression implied by the new 
expression producing a different outcome.” (Cronqvist, 2005: 6; 
Cronqvist, 2003a: 10) 
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The algorithm for reducing the primitive expressions is the same as above. When the logical 

remainders are included in the calculation of the prime implicants, the following reductions 

are possible (see 8.3. and 8.4. in the Appendix): 

 

 

Success = Leverage (1,2)
  

and 
 

Failure = Leverage (0)
 

This means that of all 18 logically possible combinations with a medium and with a high level 

of leverage, four are the successful UN mediation cases and 14 are logical remainders which 

can theoretically be successful. No failed UN mediation cases have a medium or high level of 

leverage. Accordingly, a low level of leverage implies the failed UN mediation cases 

Myanmar and Cyprus and the other seven logical configurations with a low level of leverage 

– but no successful case has a low level of leverage. Again, the Manual Selection window in 

TOSMANA confirms that there were no other possible prime implicants to be included in the 

minimal solutions (Cronqvist, 2006: 14). Thus, all 27 logically possible combinations with 

low, medium and high levels of the three factors impartiality, leverage and status are 

represented in these two minimal solutions.  

 

The above two expressions are obviously more parsimonious than the ones where logical 

remainders are excluded and make a much more comprehensible result. The interpretation of 

the results and a discussion of their quality will be part of the next section.  

 

 

8. THE RESULTS 
 

8.1. Interpretation 
 

The main result of the data analysis is straightforward: leverage is a necessary and sufficient 

condition for UN mediation success. This means that success is always present if the causal 

condition – medium or high levels of leverage – is present and the presence of the causal 
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condition leads definitely to success. In statistical terms, this would be a perfect correlation. 

The table below (by Janning, Blatter and Wagemann, 2006: 195) illustrates the constellation 

of a necessary and sufficient condition.  

 

 

Causal condition 
(medium or high level 
of leverage) 

Outcome (successful UN 
mediation) 

 

0 0 Combination permitted (yet not 
causally relevant for the explanation) 

0 1 Combination prohibited 
1 0 Combination prohibited 
1 1 Combination permitted 

Table 5: Constellation of a necessary and sufficient Condition  
 

The other two factors impartiality and status are not decisive for successful UN mediation. 

Therefore, the model of the UN Peacemaking Triangle has to be rejected. Leverage alone 

explains UN mediation success and failure: Medium and high levels of leverage lead to 

success whereas low levels of leverage ultimately lead to failure. What matters is thus the 

power of the UN and the promises and threats it brings to the negotiation table. Only when the 

organization is able to exert pressure on the disputants and succeeds in altering their pay-off 

structure, resolution of the conflict is possible.  

 

It comes rather as a surprise that impartiality and status, although frequently praised as the 

UN’s main assets, are not relevant for successful UN mediation. It was argued in this study 

that these two factors distinguish the UN from other mediators in the international system but 

the results of the analysis illustrate that this is clearly not the case. Impartiality and status are 

neither necessary nor sufficient conditions for UN mediation success.  

 

7. 2. Putting the Results into Perspective 
 

The study was undertaken with great diligence and specifically the analysis was conducted 

thoroughly. However, some difficulties remain which might limit the explanatory power of 

the results but which are outside the scope of the researcher.  
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7.2.1. Small Number of Cases 
 

The first problem in the analysis is the small number of cases. The number of 21 logical 

remainders which are included in the analysis is unequally higher than the six cases on which 

the results are based. But the restriction of the study to UN mediation cases after the end of 

the Cold War is reasonable and the rules for classifying the cases have been applied with care. 

When including cases where the UN mediated in cooperation with other actors, for example, 

one would have to take into account the influence and the assets of these other actors and 

could not draw clear conclusions about the UN’s contribution. The only option to increase the 

observations, without creating artificial data, is to repeat the analysis in the future when more 

UN mediation efforts have taken place which meet the criteria for the case selection.  

 

7.2.2. Control variables 
 

The explanatory power of the results is possibly also constricted by the impact of factors other 

than the three studied in the analysis. Obviously, the nature and type of the dispute and the 

relation between the conflict parties have an effect on the likelihood of a successful 

settlement. I fact, as Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck (forthcoming: 17) have shown, 

structure- and mediator-oriented variables both account for mediation success and failure and 

must not be examined in isolation.41  

 

What is remarking is that all six conflicts under study have been active for very long before 

the UN stepped in as a mediator. Cyprus is the extreme example with 432 months of conflict 

before the mediation effort under study began, and in Myanmar it also took more than seven 

years before the UN started mediating. This might confirm Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck’s 

finding that “the longer a dispute lingers on, the more likely it is that it will find mediation as 

a conflict management tool.” (Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck, forthcoming: 16). But as both 

successful and failed cases have been going on for very long, the duration of the conflict 

seems not to have an effect on the outcome. It does provide evidence, however, for the 

proposition that the UN only mediates intractable conflicts in which no other actor is prepared 

to engage (Hampson, 2003: 4; Touval, 1994: 46).  

                                                 
41 “Mediation is not just an exogenous input, unaffected by the reality of a conflict. Nor is it a mechanism totally 
dependent on who a mediator is, as we were led to think in the past” (Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck, 
forthcoming: 17). 
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Regarding the intensity of the conflict and the issue at stake, there is no obvious discrepancy 

between successful an unsuccessful outcomes. The same is true for the nature of the parties: 

the regime type, the power relations and the previous relations between the conflict parties. 

There is no difference regarding the relative power of the adversaries between successful and 

failed UN mediations, indicating that conflicts involving parties with unequal power are not 

harder to solve through UN mediation than those with power equality (Schneider, Bercovitch 

and Selck, forthcoming: 16).  

 

7.2.3. Validity, Reliability and Replicability 
 

Skepticism about the internal validity of the research design is valuable for a critical 

evaluation of the quality of the study. Although the construction of the indices is based on 

scientific literature and on the expertise of UN officials, it is feasible that the indicators for the 

three factors were not correctly chosen or that other potentially relevant indicators were 

omitted. Other researchers might find more variables important for measuring impartiality, 

leverage and status or might construct the indices differently.  

 

Whether the measurement is reliable can be detected by replicating the study. The detailed 

description of the research procedure, including the theoretical model, data collection and data 

analysis, allows for an unproblematic evaluation of the rationale and an exact replication of 

the findings (King, Keohane and Verba, 1994: 26).  

 

7.3. Contribution of the Results to the Literature 
 

The results largely validate the literature on international conflict mediation. First of all, the 

findings support all those who assert that successful mediation is a function of the mediators’ 

power and resources. Although the incentives that the UN can provide are qualitatively 

different than those of other mediators (Fretter, 2002: 114), the mechanisms of how leverage 

produces the outcome are the same. This result disproves all skeptics who claim that the UN 

lacks real leverage (especially Touval, 1994; Bercovitch, 1995: 14) and bears out the assertion 

that the organization is indeed a “mediator with muscle” (Hampson, 2003: 12).  

 

On a larger scale, these results contribute to the rational choice literature (see, for example, 

Allingham, 1999) which claims that human behaviour – which includes the negotiation 
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behaviour of the representatives of the conflict parties – is guided by reason and that actors 

aim at maximizing their utility.  

 

The results also indicate that Bercovitch is right in saying that impartiality is negligible and 

that the focus of the mediation literature needs to be on the mediator’s ability to exert pressure 

on the disputants instead: “Effective mediation in international relations is more a matter of 

mediators’ utilization of resources, leverage, and influence commensurate with their position 

to enhance fairness than it is of impartiality” (Brookmire and Sistrunk in Bercovitch, 1996: 

26). If not even the UN’s impartiality is needed for success, although one might expect that 

disputants turn to the organization precisely for this asset, it appears that the notion of 

impartiality as a prerequisite for success is out of date. This study confirms other research 

which found that “[a]s expected, neutrality does not exert a positive impact on mediation 

effectiveness” (Schneider, Bercovitch and Selck, forthcoming: 16; also Gilady and Russett, 

2002: 402).  

 

The theoretical framework of this thesis separated the concepts leverage and status. As I could 

not find prove for an impact of status on the outcome, I could also vitiate the unproven claim 

that the UN derives its leverage from its institutional standing, the norms it exemplifies and 

the experience and reputation of the mediators (Fretter, 2002: 114; Bercovitch, 1995: 14).  

 

All things considered, the UN is similar to other actors in its mediation capacity and follows 

the general mediation pattern which has been established in many studies. 
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Hitherto, no study has systematically examined the assets of the UN as a mediator in 

international conflicts. This thesis presented a theoretical framework for explaining the 

outcome of UN mediation efforts. The main argument is that success is contingent on three 

interrelated factors: the impartiality, leverage and status of the UN. To visualize the 

relationship between these factors and mediation outcome, a Peacemaking Triangle was 

constructed in which the three factors produce the space for success.  

 

The model was empirically tested by conducting a Multi-Value Qualitative Comparative 

Analysis (MVQCA), an extension of Ragin’s QCA. Both techniques apply Boolean logic to 

uncover logical combinations which explain the outcome. But – unlike QCA which uses 

dichotomous data – the innovation of MVQCA is that it allows for categorizing the causal 

factors according to low, medium and high levels and thereby represents the raw data more 

accurately. The raw data were collected by conducting interviews with UN officials on the six 

UN mediation cases under study.  

 

The analysis leads me to reject the model of the Peacemaking Triangle. The surprising finding 

is that UN mediation outcomes are explained only by the level of leverage that the UN 

possesses. Leverage is both a necessary and sufficient condition for success. The rationale of 

the argumentation is that when the UN can exert pressure by providing positive and negative 

incentives, the conflict parties alter their pay-off structure and ultimately agree on mutually 

acceptable terms. 
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Impartiality and status are negligible for explaining UN mediation success. These two 

attributes are often considered to be decisive assets of the UN which distinguish the 

organization from other international organizations and from other mediators like states or 

individuals. But, as the findings indicate, what matters is only what the UN has to offer or 

what threats it can formulate for making the conflict parties come to an agreement. The UN 

cannot rely on its impartiality and unique standing in the international system to achieve 

mediation success and is therefore not fundamentally different from other actors in 

international conflict mediation.  

 

Future research should include more UN mediation cases for testing the theoretical 

framework in order to confirm the findings and, ideally, detect universal applicability. This, 

however, will only be possible when the UN has mediated more conflict cases which fulfil the 

criteria for the case selection used in this study. The model of the Peacemaking Triangle 

should also be tested regarding its applicability to mediation efforts by other actors. As was 

indicated in the beginning, the literature has to date only examined the three factors 

individually. With amended indicators for measuring the factors, the application of the model 

to other mediators is a promising route for further research.     
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1. NUMBER OF INTERNATIONAL MEDIATION EFFORTS  

BETWEEN 1950 AND 2000  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Number of  
international  
mediation  
efforts 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Year 
 

 (Source: Debling, Proksch and Schneider, 2002: 10) 
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 2. THE COMPONENTS OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

  Guatemala Cambodia El Salvador East Timor Myanmar Cyprus 

Final Peace 
Agreement1  29 December 1996 23 October 1991 16 January 1992 5 May 1999 

None  
(UN mediation 
officially continues 
into its thirteenth 
successive year but is 
currently on hold due 
to denial of access to 
the country) 

None  
(Settlement Plan 
rejected in 
referendum on 24 
April 2004) 

Name of 
Agreement1 

Agreement on a Firm 
and Lasting Peace The Paris Agreement Chapultepec 

Agreement 

Agreement between 
the Republic of 
Indonesia and the 
Portuguese Republic 
on the Question of 
East Timor 

 -  

The Comprehensive 
Settlement of the 
Cyprus Problem 
(“Annan Plan“)  
 

Level of violence / 
battle-related deaths 
before agreement 

46,3002 > 20,0752  75,0004 100,000 - 250,0008 /  
> 4,4282   -   210,000 internally 

displaced persons7 

Level of violence / 
battle-related deaths 
after agreement 

None3  

>350 (1992-1998)2 

Recurrence of 
violence at the July 
1997 coup6 

Intensity level: No2 Intensity level: No2   -    - 

Free and Fair 
Elections November 1999 23-28 May 1993 12 March 1997 30 August 2001  -   

Separate elections in 
the Turkish and the 
Greek part  

New Constitution 
Constitutional reforms 
rejected in the 16 May 
1999 referendum 

24 September 1993  -  20 May 2002  -    -   

Independence  -    -   -  20 May 2002  -   -  

Polity IV before 
agreement5 

-7 (1982-1984),  
-6 (1984-1985),  
-88 (1985-1986),  
3 (1986-1996) 

-7 (1976-1979),  
-66 (1979-1988),  
-88 (1988-1993) 

-88 (1979-1984), 6 
(1984-1991) 

Indonesia: -7 (1967-
1998), -5 (1998-1999)

-8 (1980-1988),  
-6 (1988-1990) 10 (1975 - today) 

Polity IV after 
agreement or after 
failure of the 
negotiations5 

 8 (1996 – today) 
1 (1993-1997),  
-7 (1997-1998),  
2 (1998 – today) 

 7 (1991 - today) 
Indonesia: 7 (1999 - 
today); East Timor: 6 
(2002 - today) 

-7 (1990 - today) 10 (1975 - today) 

Outcome Success Success Success Success Failure Failure 
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Sources: 
 
1 UN Peacemaker < http://peacemaker.unlb.org/role.php?p=11>. 
 
2 Uppsala Conflict Database <http://www.pcr.uu.se/database/index.php>.  
 
Comment on East Timor regarding total battle-related deaths: “Some sources claimed that 
over 100 000 people had been killed in the conflict, but this number does not only include 
battle-related deaths. The number given should be considered a very conservative estimate.” 
 
Comment on Cambodia regarding total battle-related deaths: “This estimate should be 
considered a very conservative low. In September 1989, government sources announced that 
over 10 000 government troops had been killed in combat since 1979, while another 20 000 
had died of diseases.” 
 
Comment on Guatemala regarding total battle-related deaths in 1996 “<2800 military deaths 
and <43 500 civilian deaths.” 
 
3 Own calculation / own assessment. 
 
4 Messing, 2000: 163. 
 
5 Polity IV Project < http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/polity/>.  
 
6 Levy, 2000: 160. 
 
7 International Displacement Monitoring Centre (IDMC on 27 April 2005) “Close to a quarter 
of the inhabitants of Cyprus – 210,000 ethnic Greek and Turkish Cypriots – have been 
internally displaced for over 30 years.” <http://www.internal-
displacement.org/8025708F004CE90B/(httpCountries)/2B0A6371D0C915CA802570A7004
C797B?OpenDocument> 
 
8 Country background notes on East Timor by the U.S. State Department: “Estimates of the 
number of Timorese who lost their lives to violence and hunger during the Indonesian 
occupation range from 100,000 to 250,000.” <http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/>
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3. THE CONTROL VARIABLES 
 
 
 
 

Control variables Guatemala Cambodia El Salvador East Timor Myanmar Cyprus 
1. The nature of the conflict 
Date of first stated goals 
of incompatibility6 January 19826 September 19606 May 19806 November 19756 September 

198714 December 196311 

Start of UN mediation January 19949 January 199021 April 199010 February 199720 November 199415 December 199912 
Duration until mediation 
(in months) 1448 3528 2338 / 1577 2568 / 2527  878 4328 

Intensity1 Intermediate 
(1989-1995)6 

War (1989), 
Intermediate 
(1990-1998)6 

War (1989-1990), 
Intermediate 
(1991)6 

Intermediate  
(1989 - 1998)6 

War (1988)14, 
Intermediate  
(1989 – today)8 

War (1974)13,  
No armed conflict 
(1975 - today)8 

Primary Issue2 Government6 Ideology8 Ideology7 / 
Government6 

Independence8 / 
Territory7 Government8 Territory8 

2. The nature of the parties 

Regime Type3 Multi-party state17  Monarchy16 Military regime7  Military regime7 Military regime19 Multi-party state18 

Relative Power4 Unequal with high 
disparity8 Equal8 Unequal with high 

disparity8 Equal8 Unequal with high 
disparity8 

Unequal with low 
disparity8 

Previous Relations5 (6) More than one 
previous dispute8 (3) Antagonism8 

(4) Previous 
conflict, no 
(military) 
hostilities7 

(4) Previous conflict, 
no (military) 
hostilities7 

(2) No previous 
relationship8 

(5) One previous 
dispute8 
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Coding Rules: 
 
1 The intensity variable is coded in three categories:  
No armed conflict: Less than 25 battle-related deaths per year. 
Minor: At least 25 battle-related deaths per year and fewer than 1,000 battle-related deaths 
during the course of the conflict.  
Intermediate: At least 25 battle-related deaths per year and an accumulated total of at least 
1,000 deaths but fewer than 1000 in any given year.  
War: at least 1000 battle-related deaths per year.  
See Uppsala Conflict Database <http://www.pcr.uu.se/database/definitions_all.htm>.  
 

2 The primary issue of the dispute is coded into six categories: territory, ideology, security, 
independence, resources and other. Resources was not a category in Bercovitch, Langley and 
Wille (1991) but in Bercovitch and Langley (1993: 677). Government was added as a primary 
issue in accordance with the Uppsala Conflict Database. 
See Mediation Project by Jacob Bercovitch 
<http://www.posc.canterbury.ac.nz/staff_pages/jbercovitch/mediation.html>.  
 
3 Regime type is coded into the following categories: monarchy, one-party state, military 
regime, multi-party state or other.  
See Mediation Project by Jacob Bercovitch 
<http://www.posc.canterbury.ac.nz/staff_pages/jbercovitch/mediation.html>. 
 
4 The relative power of the disputants can be either equal or unequal with high or low 
disparity. The coding of relative power on a Cox-Jacobson scale, as suggested by Bercovitch, 
Anagnoson and Wille (1991: 10), is not feasible because it takes attributes of states (e.g. 
GDP) as its basis. Since not all of the conflict parties in the sample are governments, the 
relative power of the parties cannot be calculated that way.  
 
5 Following Bercovitch, six categories are set up for the previous relationship between the 
conflict parties: (1) Friendly; (2) No previous relationship; (3) Antagonism; (4) Previous 
conflict, no (military) hostilities; (5) One previous dispute; (6) More than one previous 
dispute.  
See Mediation Project by Jacob Bercovitch 
<http://www.posc.canterbury.ac.nz/staff_pages/jbercovitch/mediation.html>. 
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Sources: 
 
6 Uppsala Conflict Database <http://www.pcr.uu.se/database/index.php> 
 

7 Mediation Project by Jacob Bercovitch 
<http://www.posc.canterbury.ac.nz/staff_pages/jbercovitch/mediation.html> 
 
8 Own calculation / own assessment 
 
9 Jonas, 2000: 43 
 
10 Messing, 2000: 162 
 
11 Country background notes on Cyprus by the U.S. State Department 
<http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/>.  
S/2004/302 paragraph 9: “The settlement is an attempt to resolve a dispute that has been on 
the agenda of the Security Council for 40 years, the oldest item continuously on the Secretary-
General’s peacemaking agenda.“ 
 
12 Report of the Secretary-General on his mission of good offices in Cyprus S/2003/398.  
 
13 Assessment for Turkish Cypriots in Cyprus by the Minorities at Risk Project < 
http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/mar/data.asp>. 
 
14 Dingemann, 1996: 543. 
 
15 A/49/716 
 
16 Dingemann, 1996: 403. 
 
17 Dingemann, 1996: 299. 
 
18 Dingemann, 1996: 843. 
 
19 Dingemann, 1996: 545. 
 
20 Marker, 2003. 
 
21 Levy, 2000: 140. 
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4. THE INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 
 
 

What are the factors for successful UN mediation? 

 
 
 
 
Check for the following factors in a semi-standardized interview: 
 
 

1. Impartiality 
 

- Was the UN’s impartiality acknowledged by all conflict parties?  
- If not, which party did not perceive the UN as being impartial and why? 
 
 
2. Credibility 
 
- Did the conflict parties accept the UN as being a credible mediator with no interests 

other than the peaceful settlement of the dispute? 
 
 
3. Member States Pressure 
 
- Did the member states support the mediation effort? 
- Was this member state support cohesive and did the UN speak with one voice? 
- Was there pressure of the international community as a whole? 
- Which member states could influence the conflict parties? 
- Did the parties seek or avoid the UN’s publicity and international public attention? 
 
 
4. P5 Engagement 
 
- Did the UN derive its power from the P5 for this case?  
- In what ways was the mediation attempt backed by one or several of the big powers 

and how has this affected the outcome?  
- Which member of the P5 has initiated the mediation effort? 
- Which member of the P5has initiated Security Council resolutions?  
- Has one permanent member of the Security Council actively blocked a resolution?  
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5. Implementation Power and Economic Aid 
 

- How decisive was it to the conflict parties that the UN can provide implementation 
assistance with a UN operation?  

- Did the UN use its implementation power as a positive incentive? 
- Did the UN dangle economic aid to be provided if the mediation is successful? 
- Did the UN have humanitarian programs running in the country at the time of the 

mediation? 
- Did the UN ever threaten to withdraw that aid? 
 
 
6. Mediator of Last Resort 

 
- Was the UN the ‘mediator of last resort’ stepping in when all other mediation attempts 

have failed?  
- What have been previous mediation attempts in the conflict case and by whom?  
- What was the UN’s relationship to these former mediators (cooperation / mistrust / no 

contact)?  
- Was the UN the only actor willing to get involved in the conflict case? 
 
 
7. Central Authority 
 
- Was the UN perceived as a forum that is a guarantor of norms and values? 
- Was the conflict case a small country that turned to the UN for ‘protection‘? 
- Did the UN possess moral authority? 
 
 
8. Legitimacy 
 
- What legitimacy did the UN have vis-à-vis the parties?  
- Has the government accepted General Assembly and Security Council resolutions?  
- Did the conflict parties acknowledge the lawfulness of the Security Council's 

decisions? 
- Was the mediation outcome accepted as legally binding by the conflict parties? 

 
 

9. Brand Name Power  
 

- What role has the convening power or calling power of the UN played? 
- Did the UN have a unique image that is accepted by the conflict parties? 
 
 
10. Reputation  

 
- Did the conflict parties acknowledge and value the UN’s experience in mediation? 
- Did the UN have a good reputation? 
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11. Experience  
 

- In which cases has the UN proven to be a successful mediator in the past?  
- How were these cases related to the case at hand?  
- Could the UN draw on these past experiences? 
- Was the experience relevant for the current mediation? 
 
 
12. Expertise and Professionalism 
 
- Why was the UN is better prepared to deal with the conflict issue(s) than any other 

mediator?  
- What expertise did it have?  
- Was the UN the only organization with the structures and relevant specialized 

agencies to deal with the issue, e.g. decolonization?  
 
 
13. Resources and Logistics 

 
- Did the UN have enough resources for the logistics of the mediation effort?  
- Were member states willing to provide financial and logistical support?  
 
 
14. Secretary-General’s Commitment 

 
- Was the UN Secretary-General personally committed to the mediation effort?  
- Why?  
- Has he traveled to the country of conflict and met with the parties in person?  
- How has his commitment affected the mediation process?  
- How has the UN Secretary-General’s personal background affected the mediation 

process, e.g. was he a national of the region? 
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5. SUMMARIES OF THE INTERVIEWS 
 
 

5.1. Guatemala 
 
 

Impartiality: present 
 
The UN was perceived as being impartial by all disputants.  
 
 

Credibility. present 
 
From the point of view of the parties, the UN had sufficient credibility and moral authority.  
The UN was a suitable mediator in Guatemala because the organization was seen as an honest 
broker. 
 
 

Member States Pressure: present 
 
There were different opinions concerning the right kind of mandate for the UN’s involvement. 
The US preferred it to be a General Assembly mandate but that was mainly for financial 
reasons as they did not want a further growth in the peacekeeping budget. In the case of 
Mexico and Guatemala itself, they preferred it to be in the General Assembly because having 
a Security Council mandate would have meant that it was considered a question of peace and 
security. At the time, Mexico was going through some problems in Chiapas just across the 
border from Guatemala and clearly rejected the notion that there was a threat to peace and 
security in Guatemala. The other countries in the group of friends were not particularly vocal 
one way or the other as long as the mandate was sufficient to achieve the objectives. Human 
rights, which was from the beginning considered to be the essence of MINUGUA, was seen 
as an issue under the purview of the General Assembly that did not necessarily have to go to 
the Security Council.  
 
 

P5 Engagement: absent 
 
The UN’s involvement was not specifically pushed by a permanent member of the Security 
Council or another UN member but was rather a continuation of the organization’s ongoing 
role in Central America. It was seen to have a relatively positive influence in the region, it had 
a fair amount of experience in terms of implementation and the UN system was firmly 
established in the region dealing with internally displaced people and other effects of 
conflicts. The group of friends thought of it as an obvious implementer.  
 
The US was one country of the group of friends but the P5 did not have a decisive 
involvement in initiating the process. It was important, however, when it came to verifying 
the ceasefire agreement because this requires by nature a Security Council mandate. So 
although the original mandate was a General Assembly mandate, the implementation of 
ceasefires, the separation of forces, demilitarization, and demobilization, requires a Security 
Council mandate. At that point, the main obstacle turned out to be China’s objection to the 
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resolution because of Guatemala’s ongoing commercial links to Taiwan. The objection came 
for totally different reasons than the actual conflict situation. At first, China vetoed the 
Guatemala resolution but a few weeks later the issue was tabled again and that time it passed.  
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: present 
 
The decisive difference between the UN and those actors who have mediated in Guatemala 
before is its implementing capacity. The fact that there would be a mandate, that Guatemala 
was a member of the UN, that there were other countries constituted in the group of friends 
who were helping the process - all that led to the conclusion that the UN was the obvious 
mechanism both to moderate but also to verify the peace process and to bring in the right kind 
of donor support, including social and economic support. The UN was seen as the main actor 
able to push for sustainable change after the agreements were signed.  
 
Other organizations, for example the OAS, also could have provided a good service, 
considering they know the region very well, and they have a specific mandate in the region.. 
But in Guatemala, the parties could count on a large UN system that was already established 
in technical and development areas and that had regional projects throughout the country. The 
OAS did not have this kind of presence.  
 
The parties wanted an international organization like the UN to be the guarantor of what 
would be negotiated and appreciated the UN’s capacity to be able to verify the 
implementation of what was agreed. 
 
 

Mediator of Last Resort: absent 
 
Before the UN stepped in, there have been a number of attempts by civil society and 
international groups, such as the Lutheran World Federation, to initiate dialogue. The UN was 
an observer in many cases. But ultimately, when it came down to setting frameworks for the 
agreement that was going to be negotiated, it was established that the UN would be the 
mediator. The framework agreement of 1994 gave way to the UN’s direct involvement as a 
“moderator”.  
 
In the case of Guatemala, the UN was not a mediator of last resort although all previous 
mediation attempts have failed. It took a long time for the conflict parties in Guatemala to 
agree to structured negotiations.  
 
 

Central Authority: present 
 
The Guatemalan government saw the UN as an obvious multilateral actor, an organization of 
which it is itself a member. Therefore the Government would retain some say and a vote in 
the establishment of a verification mission. The URNG saw the benefits of having the UN 
uphold a number of standards, especially on human rights issues and social and economic 
issues.  
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Legitimacy: present 
 
All parties involved acknowledged the legitimacy of the UN. 
 
 

Brand Name Power: present 
 
The ‘brand name power’ of the UN played a decisive role because it provided certain 
guarantees. The UN brought with it a set of standardization of concepts and minimum 
requirements in terms of political and social development change. This is what a number of 
actors in civil society were looking for.  
 
 

Reputation: absent 
 
The UN had experience in the region. This was both an advantage and at the same time a 
drawback because many actors in Guatemala were not interested in seeing the UN do 
something similar to what it had done in El Salvador and were actually quite wary of the 
UN’s role.  
 
Certain elements of the Guatemalan government wanted to minimize the presence of the UN 
and preferred a small verification mission rather than a large peacekeeping operation. They 
did not want to follow the example of El Salvador just across the border, which is a much 
smaller country which had had a much more active combat situation and a substantial 
peacekeeping operation.  
 
But when it came down to specifics and to discussing a real framework for peace 
negotiations, it was agreed by the two conflict parties that the UN would have a moderating 
role, which is a slightly less invasive than mediation.  
 
 

Experience: present 
 
The UN had a very long involvement in Central America. From the Contadora Agreement 
onward, the UN had had a significant presence, first through ONUCA with a role in 
preventing the passing of weapons across borders in the whole region, then verifying elections 
in Nicaragua, and later in brokering a peace agreement in El Salvador, which consequently 
gave it a social-economic role in the country. The Guatemalan situation was one of several 
and the last difficult conflict in the region that the UN was involved in.  
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: present 
 
By the time the parties agreed to those negotiations, the URNG had derived a lot of its agenda 
from the demands of civil society who had been negotiating its demands for a long time under 
the so-called Assembly of Civil Society. This was not a limited peace agreement but a very 
broad multi-disciplinary agreement intended to recreate the country in many dimensions, 
including indigenous rights, social and economic rights, reform of the military and reform of 
the security sector at large, land and other issues. Because this agreement looked at such 
diverse issues, the UN was seen as the only institution that was broad enough in its scope to 
be able to have a positive input in all these areas. During the negotiations, not only DPA 
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provided substantive advice. Other experts from the UN system provided a lot of technical 
support: from the FAO, the World Bank, experts on indigenous rights, experts from the Office 
of the High Commissioner for Human Rights and others.  
 
 

Resources and Logistics: absent 
 
Financial assets of the UN should be strengthened in mediation in the future. A UN mediating 
or moderating team generally functions through a trust funds often financed  by donors (in the 
case of Guatemala, by Scandinavian countries). And yet the very bureaucratic nature of the 
UN sometimes makes it hard to be able to travel at short notice or to spend money on things 
that are required all of a sudden, like meetings that had more participants than were expected 
or for bringing in experts at short notice. Greater flexibility and greater support from the 
finance section are necessary. The problem is not necessarily a lack of money, but being able 
to use the available resources in a fast, effective way.  
 
 

Secretary-General's Commitment: absent 
 
The signing of most the agreements on Guatemala and the installation and early years of 
MINUGUA’s mission to verify human rights were carried out under the previous Secretary-
General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali. In fact, the Firm and Lasting Peace Agreement was signed 
on the last day of Boutros-Ghali’s five year term. He flew to Guatemala, signed the agreement 
in the presence of the parties and other heads of state, and then left - and that was the last 
thing he did at the UN. However, there was no special direct and personal involvement of 
Boutros-Ghali although everything was negotiated in the name of the Secretary-General. The 
negotiations were mainly performed under the leadership of the Under-Secretary-General for 
Political Affairs, Marrack Goulding. 
 
Kofi Annan was more concerned with the question of implementation and he certainly had a 
role in ensuring the parties that the UN was still present was following closely the 
implementation (or lack thereof). But neither of the two Secretary-Generals had a very 
personalized role.  
 
 

Concluding thoughts 
 
One of the main reasons for the negotiation success in Guatemala, at least on paper, was that 
the conflict was ripe. Both the Guatemalan government and the URNG had come to a point 
when they truly wanted to negotiate. The government had the desire to move away from the 
image it had created of the country as a scene of conflict and human rights abuses committed 
by the government or by government forces. There was also the aspiration on the part of civil 
society to push for dialogue. This civil society, composed mainly of church elements but also 
of human rights advocates who had personally suffered the effects of repression during the 
war, was very strong. There was the desire to attain a peace agreement that was not a 
‘cosmetic’ one but one that looked into the root causes of the conflict. There was a great deal 
of commitment on all sides.  
 
However, the question remains if the case of Guatemala was an absolute success. The success 
of any peace process has to be seen over an enormous length of time. Some questions have to 
be answered long after the peace agreement has been finalized: How much of what was 
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agreed upon was implemented? How much of it was too ambitious? Was it too ambitious? 
How much of it depended so much on quick implementation that it was unrealistic?”  
 
In a way, this was also the case in Guatemala. There was a calendar of implementation that in 
some instances reached several years into the future. While that is logical because 
development takes time, it is necessary to consider that governments change and new 
governments do not necessarily feel committed to the agreement as those who actually signed 
the agreement might have felt. And as time passes, the political climate in the country 
changes and it may become difficult to keep the issues on the agenda and to remind the 
institutions that the issues have to be acted on. Without strong institutions, it will be very hard 
to bring about substantial change. So, one of the greatest challenges is to strengthen the 
institutions and the rule of law. That can take one or two generations. In that regard, the real 
success of the Guatemala peace process should be evaluated 20 years from now. So far, the 
greatest success of the peace negotiations and the agreement is that the state ceased to be a 
systematic violator of human rights and that certain groups, like indigenous women, actually 
became empowered by the agreement and were able to move ahead much faster than they 
would have done without it.  
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5.2. Cambodia 
 
 

The UN’s involvement in Cambodia 
 
Throughout the duration of the mediation process, the UN’s SRSG for South-East Asia played 
a critical role in quiet diplomacy by consulting all parties in the pursuit of a settlement of the 
Kampuchean situation.  
 
First of all, the Secretary-General asked for a special envoy for humanitarian affairs to be 
designated for South-East Asia. Having a special envoy for humanitarian affairs allowed the 
envoy to discuss humanitarian issues with each of the member states without directly 
interfering in the internal affairs of the countries, for which there was a high regard especially 
with Asian countries. By discussing the humanitarian issues, which is usually a symptom, the 
SRSG could identify the root causes of the crises and start a discussion on how they can be 
overcome and how people can return to their countries of origin. The humanitarian mandate 
provided a neutral umbrella for the SRSG to work with all the countries in the region. By 
addressing humanitarian concerns, he was also able to identify the views and positions of 
member states on an appropriate solution. The SRSG worked on the issue humanitarian 
affairs for ten years.  
 
Secondly, the envoy worked very closely with the regional organizations. The UN envoy had 
bilateral discussions with ASEAN member states and he was always invited and spoke at the 
regional organizations meetings. That way, he was able to cultivate connections and 
relationships, he got to hear the views of the different actors and he provided information. The 
envoy was also able to look for a solution that was acceptable to the entire region as the 
member states’ acceptance of the solution was very important.  
 
Subsequently, the General Assembly had asked the Secretary-General to put together an 
international conference on Cambodia. The conference was called for in 1980 and took place 
in 1981 when the world was still divided between the two superpowers. The crucial question 
was who to invite. The General Assembly did not want to set out the criteria and asked the 
Secretary-General to do it. The Secretary-General used an independent criterion for selection 
of participants to the conference. He assumed that whoever was interested in the Kampuchean 
situation would have voted on the General Assembly resolution on Cambodia, so he sent out 
an invitation to those states and asked them whether they would like to be invited. Those that 
responded that they would like to be invited were invited. This independent criterion did not 
leave any country offended and allowed the conference to take place.   
 
But key member states who did not attend the conference, because of the geopolitical divide, 
were Vietnam and the USSR. Another problem was that the government of the Democratic 
Republic of Kampuchea was not recognized within the General Assembly. In order to be able 
to talk to the conflict parties, the envoy applied Hammarskjøld’s rule of the Peking Formula 
and travelled to Phnom Penh as an independent actor working on the basis of the Secretary-
General’s good offices. This also gained him a great deal of credibility. Acting under the 
personal capacities of the Secretary-General, he acquired the freedom to undertake measures 
outside of the parameters of any of the normative framework and independent of whether the 
government was recognized or not.  
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Mr. Rafeeuddin Ahmed applied a unique and clever strategy of chance and serendipity in the 
negotiation process. For example, would he change planes in Moscow en route to Asia to be 
able to offer a briefing to the Russian officials on the Kampuchean situation and the state of 
the discussions, so that they never had to attend a formal meeting but yet they were fully kept 
informed.  
 
 

Impartiality: absent  
 
The UN as an intergovernmental organization was seen as a political entity but at least the 
Secretary-General’s office was seen as being impartial, open to all outcomes and friendly to 
all parties. Certainly, the use of the Peking Formula, the visit to Phnom Penh and the informal 
briefings in Moscow demonstrated to all parties that the Secretary-General’s envoy was eager 
to work with all parties. The way in which the envoy made it a point to speak to all parties 
regardless of the General Assembly’s position demonstrated his impartiality.  
 
Impartiality, ultimately, is the greatest asset and the key attribute of the UN. Whenever the 
Secretary-General exercised that impartiality to its fullest, it has always gained him a degree 
of respect.  
 
 

Credibility: present 
 
When there are different views and tensions as to how certain issues should be resolved, the 
UN can be most useful because it has no interest in a particular outcome. It has an interest to 
avoid suffering, to end war, and it wants to see a sustainable resolution of the conflict. Its 
interests are impartial. It has no national interest or objectives; its only interest is that there is 
an agreement that is fair and implementable and abiding by the principles of the organization 
and the Charter.  
 
 

P5 Engagement: present 
 
The decisive factor for success in Cambodia was the P5 involvement.  
 
During the Paris conference, on 5 August 1989, Vietnam announced that it would withdraw 
all of its forces from Kampuchea between 21 and 26 September. But that could not be done 
without an effective international control mechanism. To solve this controversy, the 
permanent members of the Security Council (P5) countries got together and laid out a basis of 
what would be the principles for the final resolution.  
 
The P5 were extremely engaged on Cambodia, also because the SRSG tried to keep the P5 
and the Security Council involved. In 1990 alone, the Council held six meetings on Cambodia 
in Paris and New York with the aim to define the key elements. During those six special 
meetings, the Secretary-General and special representative were invited to attend. 
Recognizing the importance of the P5, the SRSG used the occasions not just to provide 
information to the P5 but also to gain support from the Security Council for his mediation and 
peacemaking effort. Through the briefings and the responses, it was possible to have a 
discussion on what the role of the UN would be and what the outcome of the mediation would 
be. This guaranteed greater clarity.  
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The briefings of the Council were not just useful for providing information. They were also 
valuable to get the P5 on board with a common view and a common vision of the outcome 
and to find a unified strategy. The SRSG wanted to make sure that all involved knew that the 
P5 have laid the principles for the outcomes and were personally engaged in the 
implementation. To convince all five permanent members to contribute to the peace effort 
was unheard of in peacekeeping until that time. The deployment of troops by the P5 was a 
strong public and visible demonstration on the commitment of the P5. It did make a huge 
difference in this particular case of Cambodia because it was a post-Cold War issue.  
 
 

Mediator of Last Resort: present 
 
No other actor could have mediated in Cambodia. ASEAN was too weak. Plus, it was a global 
issue, a post-Cold War issue which was going on all over the world at that time.  
 
The other concrete reason is that at the invasion was an interstate conflict which was taken up 
by the General Assembly. There was no other entity that could have done it. The UN had the 
legal means to do it.  
 
Initially, negotiations were directed by ASEAN which overcame several obstacles and 
succeeded in bringing several parties to the discussion. ASEAN’s initial mediation efforts 
were followed by those of Indonesia, Australia and France and subsequently the five 
permanent members of the UN Security Council. Indonesia and Australia were involved 
because of ASEAN chairmanship, large populations of refugees, and France participated 
because of its previous colonial connection to the region.  
 
France worked with Indonesia to convene the first Paris Conference on Cambodia but the 
talks failed. The following months of negotiations among the five permanent members 
resulted in the August 1990 talks and an agreement and framework that provided for a second 
- and successful - Paris conference in 1991.  
 
Relations with all other actors involved were cooperative.  
 
 

Central Authority: present 
 
There is no other forum that provides this kind of protection for the smaller countries. It gives 
them public attention.  
 
 

Legitimacy: present 
 
The UN had the legal means to mediate in Cambodia and its legitimacy proved to be a key 
factor in the Cambodian negotiations.  
 
 

Brand Name Power: present 
 
The UN was the only organization of such scale. In the 70s and 80s, the UN was still seen as 
THE international organization. The EU, the OSCE and other organizations were still weak at 
that time, and even though ASEAN has been formed, it was a very nascent organization.  
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Reputation: present 
 
The UN did have a good reputation in Cambodia – this was mainly based on its brand name 
power.  
 
 

Experience: absent 
 
The UN was not previously involved in the region and had no experience with similar 
conflicts. 
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: present 
 
One of the UN’s key attributes is its expertise, apart from legitimacy. On many of the 
implementation questions of the peace agreement, especially on transitional authorities, 
DPKO (at that time the Peace and Security Department) provided what is called explanatory 
notes on various elements of the peace agreement to dispel the fears of the parties. That kind 
of information was presented as an informal note but it also helped the parties to have a basis 
for discussion and for clarifying unclear issues.  
 
The envoy also had a very close relationship with the chairs of the Paris conference, France 
and Indonesia. That way, he was able to provide technical input to a conference that was 
actually a member state conference.  
 
Concerning expertise in mediation, it was valuable that Mr. Rafeeuddin Ahmedhad, on a 
personal level, had a diplomatic background.  
 
And of course, the UN had expertise on the topic. At that time, it was still the premier 
organization to deal with issues of war and peace and thus had experience with technical 
issues, i.e. implementation, verification etc. There was no other organization with this 
expertise. It was still the height of formality in diplomacy, so the UN was recognized as being 
THE formal place to resolve such issues.  
 
Another important factor was that the UN had continuity. The organization had been involved 
in the mediation process from the beginning. It had positioned itself well playing a role next 
to the chairs at the Paris conference. This required all actors to recognize the involvement, the 
expertise, and the legitimacy of the UN and its professional representatives. It was valuable 
that the same envoy worked on Cambodia for a long time as institutional memory is 
important.  
 

 
The Peace Agreement 

 
In terms of quality, the agreement was very clear. The mandate and responsibilities were 
delineated very well. However, many complain about the quality of the Cambodian peace 
agreement as being weak because the issue of justice was not dealt with. There have been 
several attempts to address this issue today, 20 to 25 years later. But this can actually open up 
the conflict again in some ways. It is necessary to find the balance and to pay very close 
attention to what the people want. The Cambodians have to decide for themselves if they want 
that justice and how they want to move forward.  
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There is also an extremely huge complaint that the agreement was made by those very people 
who actually committed many atrocities. People criticized that the Khmer Rouge was in 
power after the agreement. Their view was that the peace agreement did not necessarily solve 
the problem, that neither justice nor rule of law by political standards had been achieved. But 
it did stop the war, approved the UN presence and provided for the conduct of elections. It 
allowed the country to move forward.  
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5.3. El Salvador 
 
 

Impartiality: present 
 
While exploring a potential UN mediation, the FMLN expressed its concerns that the Security 
Council might be biased toward the Government as the United States were an ally of the 
Salvadoran Government at that time. The Secretary-General and the UN mediator recognized 
that their impartiality could only be guaranteed by minimizing the influence of the Security 
Council in the Salvadoran peace process. During the mediation process itself, the UN was 
perceived as being impartial by both the Salvadoran government and the FMLN. 
 
 

Credibility: present  
 
The Secretary-General was from the region and so the parties trusted the UN. Additionally, 
the mediator, Alvaro de Soto, was from Peru, thus also from South America. So there was a 
credibility and trust and hope in the UN.  
 
Especially the credibility from the rebel group was very high. FMLN was very much 
impressed by the UN getting involved. They were the ones who approached the UN and 
contacted the Secretary-General to ask for his support.  
 
 

Member States Pressure: present 
 
The Group of Friends provided the Secretary-General with the political support he needed to 
guarantee his impartiality and often served as an effective channel of communication between 
the Parties. The Friends also took on the task of writing draft resolutions for the Security 
Council and reviewing reports by the Secretary-General on the situation. By that time, 
Venezuela and Spain were both on the Security Council, which facilitated this arrangement. 
 
During the negotiations in December 1991 in New York, the Friends provided critical support 
to convey the parties' positions.  
 
 

P5 Engagement: absent 
 
After FMLN expressed its doubts that the Security Council might be partial toward the 
Salvadoran government, the P5 played a minimal role and the mediation process did not go 
through the Security Council but required only a General Assembly mandate.   
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: present 
 
The UN did not dangle implementation assistance but the UN’s implementation capacity was 
certainly visible because the UN already had observers on the ground at the time of the 
negotiations (ONUSAL) and subsequently set up a Human Rights Division of ONUSAL.  
 
Regarding, the UN consulted the World Bank, a UN-affiliated institution, for economic aid. 
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Mediator of Last Resort: present 
 
The UN was the mediator of last resort. The Church, the Contadora Group and the regional 
organization OAS had been involved previously. The UN came in last.  
 
 

Central Authority: present 
 
The UN was seen as a central authority and a forum that provides certain norms and values in 
the international system. For example, the human rights norms, as laid down in the Human 
Rights chapter in the UN Charter, were a central part of the negotiations.  
 
 

Legitimacy: present 
 
The conflict parties did acknowledge the legitimacy of the UN and the terms that the UN 
dictated for mediation. Although the mediation was completely outside the Security Council, 
the lawfulness of the process was assured.  
 
 

Brand Name Power: present 
 
The UN was seen as a global, well-recognized institution with a unique image. This became 
especially noticeable after the OAS and the Church had failed to settle the conflict in El 
Salvador. 
 
 

Reputation: present 
 
The parties certainly knew of the UN's involvement in the Middle East, the DRC and in 
Namibia and valued it.  
 
 

Experience: absent  
 
El Salvador was the first case of a wave of civil war involvement for the UN. Something had 
to be invented. It was the first case in which the UN was involved in negotiations between a 
government and an armed group. So there was no relevant past experience that it could draw 
from in that aspect. 
 
However, the mediator relied on the UN's the experiences in Namibia that he could use in the 
negotiations in El Salvador.  
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: present 
 
The UN was extremely professional and an expert at conducting the negotiations in El 
Salvador. The mediator could rely on the best practices from various specialized agencies.  
 
The UN's expertise was noticeable when the organization positioned itself as a potential 
mediator through observation of the Esquipulas process. This allowed for regular contacts 
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with the governments of the region but not with the guerrilla movements, which had not been 
invited to participate in the process. The Secretary-General, however, was convinced that no 
peace process could be successful without the guerrillas’ participation. He therefore 
commissioned an Assistant Secretary-General to lead the UN’s groundwork proceedings with 
the FMLN and other regional guerrillas. The Assistant Secretary-General’s frequent contacts 
with FMLN representatives, which always remained informal, instructed the guerrillas in the 
art of shuttle diplomacy and gave incentive for further moderation. They helped make the UN 
a potential channel of communication between governments and guerrilla groups, and also 
fostered a better understanding of guerrillas’ positions and interests, which offered useful 
insight for UN-led mediation.  
 
 

Resources and Logistics: present 
 
The UN had enough resources for the logistics of the mediation effort and also relied on the 
member states for financial support.  
 
Mexico and, to a lesser extent, Venezuela and Costa Rica hosted a number of the negotiating 
sessions, which often lasted several weeks. The host countries provided all the logistics for 
those meetings, including hotel bills, meals, staff support and security. 
 
 

Secretary-General’s Commitment: present 
 
The Secretary-General, Perez de Cuellar, was incredibly personally committed. He was from 
Latin America, so he certainly wanted to make sure that he was seen to have contributed to 
stopping the Central American conflicts.  
 
 
Note: The statements of Nita Yawanarajah in the interview were complemented with 
information from a UN-case brief on El Salvador by Nita Yawanarajah and Renaud Rodier.  
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5.4. East Timor 
 
 

The UN’s involvement in East Timor 
 
The UN’s involvement in East Timor goes back to 1982 when the question of East Timor was 
an item in the General Assembly. Resolutions of the Security Council and the General 
Assembly had asked Indonesia to withdraw from East Timor and to allow the people to 
exercise their right of self-determination. Indonesia did not accept those resolutions and 
continued to occupy the country and consolidate its position with no intention of withdrawing. 
In the General Assembly and the UN fora, it was Portugal, the administrating power, which 
was still pushing for resolutions, with the backing of other countries. But by 1982, the number 
of votes in favour of these resolutions on East Timor was declining. As a consequence, there 
was a desire to look for a political way out of the situation. So the Secretary-General started 
talking to both sides in order to find a political solution to this problem.   
 
 

The UN’s initiative 
 
In this situation, the Secretary-General was in contact with all sides outside the General 
Assembly and the Security Council. It was him who initiated the first informal contacts. In 
1983, the General Assembly said that instead of passing resolutions, the Secretary-General 
should initiate dialogue with all parties in order to find a just solution to the problem and gave 
him a formal mandate. Also, the parties wanted to have the Secretary-General’s help to find a 
solution. In short, it was his initiative at first but it was also a mutual agreement by all sides.  
 
 

Impartiality: present  
 
In the absence of real leverage, it is the impartiality that is the most important fact for the UN 
– and that was definitely a decisive factor in East Timor.   
 
 

Credibility: present  
 
Both Indonesia and Portugal valued the UN’s involvement as a credible mediator.  
 
 

Member States Pressure: present 
 
Everyone respected the role of the Secretary-General as the mediator, so there was a general 
backing. Once the Sohartu government fell and Indonesia was ready to make concessions, a 
self-selected Core Group of countries was formed that begun to support the Secretary-
General’s good offices. Over the years, the advice and influence that came from all the key 
countries that had friendly relations with Indonesia were important in making it change its in 
policy. 
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P5 Engagement: present 
 
All the big powers, except for Russia, China, and France, were part of the Core Group, 
including the US, Portugal, and Australia, which had a big influence in Indonesia. This 
support was probably not decisive but very important.  
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: present  
 
It was clear from the beginning that the UN would implement the agreement. Although the 
UN does not have the leverage that governments have, it used its implementation power as an 
incentive.  
 
 

Mediator of Last Resort: absent 
 
Other actors probably could have mediated the case of East Timor. It would have been 
possible to work out a very acceptable solution; given that Indonesia had the upper hand at 
that point, it would most likely have gone in its favour.  
 
 

Central authority: present 
 
The moral authority of the organization was a decisive factor for success. 
 
 

Legitimacy: present 
 
For Indonesia the most important thing was that they needed to have the legality assured. In 
the absence of sanctions, it is the legitimacy that the UN brings and the impartiality that is the 
most important fact for the UN. And that was definitely a decisive factor in East Timor.   
 
Therefore, the relative asset of the UN is that link of the Secretary-General’s engagement and 
his influence on the General Assembly. Indonesia was looking for this kind of legitimacy. 
Technically speaking, other actors could have done it but in the end the decisive factor was 
that UN link to give the mediation process an international legality.  
 
Legitimacy can be derived from different sources. One is the integrity of the mediator. 
Secondly, the authority to influence the international community gives an actor credibility and 
legitimacy.  
 
 

Brand Name Power: present 
 
The legality of the mediation effort goes along with brand name power. The UN does not 
have the leverage that governments have: it does not have military leverage and it does not 
have economic leverage. It may have some carrots in the form of development assistance but 
it has virtually no sticks, except for the influence of the Secretary-General on the Security 
Council and that he can recommend measures to be adopted. In the absence of sanctions, it is 
the legitimacy that the UN brings and the impartiality that is the most important fact for the 
UN – that’s what comes with the brand. And that was definitely key in East Timor.   
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Reputation: present 
 
For Indonesia, its experience with the UN before the negotiation process was very positive.  
This had to do with the organization’s involvement in West Papua and with its role in the very 
formation of Indonesia in 1950.  
 
 

Experience: absent 
 
Regarding similarities in terms of the essence of the issue, the UN did not have previous 
relevant experience. East Timor was a singular case. Although it seems similar to Namibia, to 
Western Sahara, and to other decolonization issues, it was not a clear decolonization case. 
Many of the problems of East Timor were not issues of direct occupation of a country, or of a 
colonial occupation. It was rather a country whose decolonization was working by the 
invasion of a neighbouring country. So, Western Sahara would be the closest experience of 
the UN.  
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: present 
 
The key issue was to bring the case to the General Assembly and to get East Timor out of the 
UN list of non-self-governing territories and accepting its integration into Indonesia. This can 
only be done in the UN forum.  
 
 

Secretary-General's Commitment: present 
 
The Secretary-General’s role was central to the process for a combination of factors. Not only 
his personal statue was important but – East Timor being a clear decolonization case which 
was on the agenda of the UN – for Indonesia it was important to have the UN involved in the 
process. To get any kind of legitimacy to a solution which would be favourable to Indonesia it 
was fundamental for the country to have to have the UN’s feel of approval. Legitimacy comes 
from the fact that the Secretary-General has authority or influence, he has the capacity to 
influence the General Assembly and the member states of the UN. On the one hand he is an 
independent actor facilitating a dialogue without necessarily involving the General Assembly 
or the Security Council but on the other hand he can recommend certain actions to the 
Security Council and the General Assembly. Both is valuable to the parties.  
 
The Indonesians did not accept any official General Assembly resolutions and insisted that 
the East Timorese have to sign an agreement to join Indonesia. That integration was not 
recognized by the UN. Still, when the Secretary-General started this mediation process in 
1983, the Indonesians accepted his good offices – not on the basis of the General Assembly 
resolutions which gave him the mandate to mandate but because he had an inherent mandate 
to mediate and facilitate solutions by virtue of being the Secretary-General of the UN. For the 
Indonesians, it was not the specific mandate given to him by the General Assembly that was 
the basis for the mediation but the authority and the inherent mandate that he has as the 
Secretary-General of the UN. Tamrat Samuel makes this distinction between specific mandate 
and inherent mandate of the Secretary-General. Strictly speaking, the Secretary-General, 
according to the Charter of the UN, does not have an independent vote. But in 1955, 
Hammarskjöld devised what is called the Peking Formula. He mediated the release of US 
airmen from China, and the Chinese accepted his good offices because of his personality as 
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Secretary-General of the UN, not because he was a messenger of the Security Council and the 
General Assembly. Since then, that independent role of the Secretary-General has been a 
convenient interpretation of his role in situations when one of the conflict parties does not 
want to accept the decisions of the UN or the Security Council. It is a convenient method to 
circumvent the Security Council or General Assembly resolutions but to accept the Secretary-
General’s independent role as independent mediator.   
 
This inherent mandate played a significant role in peace process in East Timor.  
 
 

Other potential mediators 
 
The ASEAN countries largely excused themselves from involvement in East Timor. Even if 
they did not formally recognize it as part of Indonesia, they treated the East Timor issue as an 
internal problem. And amongst ASEAN members there is this understanding that it does not 
interfere in any way in internal affairs of a member state. But once the agreement was 
reached, in the implementation phase, with the deployment of troops for peacekeeping etc., 
the ASEAN countries became more and more involved.  
 
 

Mr. Jamsheed Marker’s role 
 
Mr. Marker was appointed by the Secretary-General in 1997 because he thought that the time 
had come to have someone to lead the negotiations on his behalf. Previous to that, all the 
discussions were held every six months at the foreign minister level with the Secretary-
General. But by 1997, it was necessary to move faster and to exert some pressure, so that the 
parties agreed that the ministers would only meet once in a while and senior officials would 
meet on a regular basis. As the SG would not be able to do that, he wanted someone to do it 
on his behalf. Mr. Marker was found to be suitable by the Secretary-General. It was his 
appointment and the parties had no objections. 
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5.5. Myanmar I 
 
 

The UN’s involvement in Myanmar 
 
In Myanmar, the UN does not act as a mediator per se but is rather involved in a good offices 
framework.  
 
The Human Rights Commission had taken up the Myanmar issue in 1990/91 under Article 
[…]. Under this confidential, secret mandate the Commission appointed a person to look into 
the human rights situation in Myanmar after the 1988/89 violence and the 1990 elections and 
report back to the Human Rights Commission, again in confidence. When, subsequently, the 
General Commission decided to take up the case Myanmar as a country case, it became an 
official part of the agenda of the Human Rights Commission.  
 
Following the award of the Nobel Peace Prize to Aung San Suu Kyi, the situation in 
Myanmar received a lot of international attention and became a General Assembly item. In 
one of the early resolutions in 1993/94, dealing with national reconciliation and the respect 
for the results of the elections in Myanmar, the General Assembly asked the Secretary-
General to assist in the implementation of this resolution. Given this one language of 
requesting the Secretary-General to assist in the implementation of the resolution, DPA 
decided to interpret this as a good offices mandate and started its involvement.  
 
Unfortunately, the UN special envoy only visits Myanmar very rarely when the government 
grants him a visa, which makes it difficult to build confidence with the military government 
and to actively carry out a good offices mandate. The government of Myanmar is not at all 
interested in UN mediation and good offices.  
 
 

Other potential mediators 
 
ASEAN is divided on Myanmar and thus cannot pursue a coherent strategy. In the late 1990s, 
Thailand and the Philippines had quote on quote democratic governments, so they were on 
Aung San Suu Kyi’s side. The military in Thailand is eager to do business with Myanmar. In 
contrast, Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam are totally opposing the democratization issue.  
 
At the last ASEAN-EU meeting, the EU countries boycotted any representative from 
Myanmar. There is Western pressure on ASEAN to get active on Myanmar. But Myanmar 
has a lot of natural resources. The problem is that all the neighbouring countries want to do 
business with Myanmar and they do not care about a democratic government. 
 
Since 1999, the organization called the Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue based in Geneva 
has a person on the ground in Myanmar full-time. They have initiated very discrete talks with 
the ethnic groups, the NLD and the military government to see if their representative could act 
as an intermediary or a possible mediator in the future. A small non-governmental 
organization like the Center for Humanitarian Dialogue works very quietly and discretely. 
The UN cannot work quietly; it has to be very public about its objectives and activities. The 
military government of Myanmar does not engage in talks with the UN because of the 
publicity that the negotiations would attract.  
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In the late 1990s, the International Committee of the Red Cross started humanitarian activities 
and medical assistance in select ethnic areas and also organized prison visits. In order to build 
a relationship of confidence with the government first, the ICRC consciously decided not to 
get in touch with the NLD and Aung San Suu Kyi, for which the organization was criticised 
from various sides. Because the political situation is so polarized in Myanmar and it is very 
difficult to take a moderate position, the ICRC tried to prove its credibility through its 
humanitarian work and not by making just visits to Aung San Suu Kyi. 
 
The Open Society Institute, a private foundation, is very active in pushing the so-called 
democracy agenda but, of course, they are despised by the Burmese government. They claim 
to have quiet contacts with various groups but they are mainly seen as supportive of Aung San 
Suu Kyi.  
 
 

Member States Pressure: absent  
 
One of the big problems is that there is generally very little international leverage over 
Myanmar although a lot of countries are very eager to engage in Myanmar.  
 
Possibly, some UN member states that have friendly relations with the country might put 
some pressure the Myanmar government to at least talk to the UN. Japan, for example, which 
is close to the Myanmar government, could exert some pressure – or friendly encouragement 
– behind the scenes to talk to the UN. Japan itself could be an option for mediation. The 
country has strong ties with Myanmar because the independent speakers in Myanmar 
(initially) fought alongside the Japanese military in World War II, among them Aung San Suu 
Kyi‘s father. The Japanese military helped Myanmar during World War II. Japan is 
supportive of the government, less of Aung San Suu Kyi. Plus, it is the biggest donor to 
Myanmar. 
 
India is also interested in Myanmar. The country strongly supported Aung San Suu Kyi and 
still pays lip service to it but recently India has to cope with rebels on the Indian-Myanmar 
border. The Burmese and the Indian military intend to cooperate with each other to contain 
Myanmar rebels in the border area as well as Indian ethnic rebels fighting the Indian 
government. Apart from that military security aspect, there is a huge commercial interest on 
the side of India. The country is keen to have a land route through Myanmar to South-East 
Asia, incl. Thailand. 
 
The Nordic countries are almost as supportive of the NLD and Aung San Suu Kyi as the US. 
Norway supports Aung San Suu Kyi’s camp, so they cannot send a mediator who is perceived 
as being impartial.  
 
Singapore and Israel might be big military supporters of Myanmar. In that sense they could be 
influential.  
 
The UN should always consult the member states but they are deeply divided on the question 
of Myanmar.  
 
Generally, through the UN, the Myanmar government feels the pressure of the international 
community. Countries like Japan are urging Myanmar to not refuse the UN envoy because 
they do not want Myanmar to be further isolated.  
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The military government only talks to the UN reluctantly because of the General Assembly 
resolutions. Without the General Assembly resolutions, there is no way the UN could be 
involved although the resolutions are not legally binding and are adopted by consensus, not 
by vote so far. 
 
 

P5 Engagement: absent 
 
The US are on one extreme, they are the most radical and enthusiastic supporters of Aung San 
Suu Kyi. The US pushed for Myanmar to become an item on the Security Council agenda; the 
Council discussed Myanmar for the first time this year or last year. But Myanmar does not 
seem like it would, at this stage, be a threat to international stability compared to many other 
countries that are not yet on the Security Council agenda.  
 
The UK takes a very traditional stand and calls for sanctions. Not only is Britain the ex-
colonial power but Aung San Suu Kyi’s husband was a British citizen and her two children 
are also living in Britain. 
 
China would be the other extreme. It has a huge influence on Myanmar and could influence 
the government from the outside. But this outside pressure should not be overstated too much. 
China has strong commercial ties with Myanmar, selling Chinese goods to Myanmar. China is 
also interested in Myanmar because of having access to the Indian Ocean. In terms of 
investments and military support, China is the biggest player in Myanmar. The military in 
Myanmar is very strong because of Chinese military support. 
 
China’s influence as a permanent member of the Security Council can be decisive. Although 
China is interested in good governance and an economically healthy situation in Myanmar, at 
the same time it does not want Myanmar to be destabilized and avoids sanctions and putting 
pressure on the government. If the situation in Myanmar was on the agenda of the Security 
Council, China would probably veto a resolution. Still, the Chinese should be included in the 
UN’s efforts for settlement, especially in terms of intelligence. 
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: absent 
 
It is only the UN who could play an efficient role in case of a political transition. The UN has 
experience in implementation but not in DPA, rather in UNDP. As other Asian countries like 
Cambodia have shown, once the country is more stable and has more good governance, large 
sums of foreign aid and investment would flow. Japan and many other countries would help 
Myanmar. The main governance issue will be corruption. Even if NLD comes to power, it is 
not sure that issues like corruption could be solved.  
 
The second best thing apart from legitimacy that the UN has is carrots and sticks although not 
much of. In Myanmar, the UN tried to bring in the World Bank in order to start a World Bank 
programme but the military could not care less. Even if the country is going down the drain, 
the elite is still profiting. More money from the World Bank will not change the situation. 
 
Although the UN has about 12 humanitarian and development programmes running in 
Myanmar, the UN is not negotiating with key members of the military.  
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There is no real incentive for the military government to talk to the UN. The Myanmar 
government is similar to the North Korean government. The military is isolated, the economy 
is very closed.  
 
 

Legitimacy: absent 
 
For the population of Myanmar, the UN has a lot of legitimacy. But the military government 
has different attitudes toward the different parts of the UN. Because of the General Assembly 
and Human Rights Commission resolutions on Myanmar, the government opposes the UN. It 
is a thorn in their thighs. Razali Ismail, the UN special envoy on Myanmar from April 2000 to 
January 2006, has not been able to visit the country for two years at a time.  
 
Legitimacy is innate; it is not something that needs to be developed. The parties to a conflict 
either perceive the legitimacy or neutrality of the UN or not, it is not a question of “trying to 
sell ourselves”.  
 
 

Brand Name Power: present  
 
The UN has a lot of respect in Myanmar, mainly because one of their nationals, U Thant, was 
a Secretary-General of the UN. The organization has such high regard among the population 
in Myanmar that the military government could not afford to completely disregard the UN’s 
efforts and refuse to talk to the UN’s special envoy.  
 
 

Reputation: absent 
 
Asian countries in general do not want any UN involvement. It is a very difficult environment 
for the UN to have any political role. There exists this unspoken or spoken rule of non-
intervention in the internal political and general affairs of the member states of the region. 
These countries definitely avoid any UN involvement in their political affairs.  
 
 

Experience: absent 
 
Neither the UN’s experience in mediation nor its previous involvement in the region has 
played a role in the Myanmar case.  
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: absent 
 
In the case of Myanmar, the UN lacked sufficient expertise. The UN should have analysed the 
military a lot more. A lot of UN officers and other specialists thought that the head of military 
intelligence was the real man in power. He was only number four or number five but still 
everybody was focussed on him. He was thought by the UN and the international community 
to be a hardliner but that, at the same time, he might be the key to turning the military around. 
The Japanese insisted that the man at the top is indeed Senior General Than Shwe, the head of 
state. This is how a military government is organized: whoever is at the top, has the ultimate 
power. It turned out that what the Japanese said was correct. The head of military intelligence 
was ousted soon. Than Shwe is still in power, he is the one who is in control. The UN has not 
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done enough analysis about the inner logic of the military. There are a few Myanmar 
specialists who analyse the military and they could give valuable advice to the UN when there 
is a mediation effort.  
 
 

Resources and Logistics: present 
 
It is difficult for the UN on its own to mobilize resources for good offices or mediation efforts 
unless the member states support it. Even if the UN is interested in getting involved, it needs 
some kind of funds. And to get those funds, the UN has to have the member states on board. 
For the member states, Myanmar is appealing because of charismatic Nobel Peace Prize 
winner Aung San Suu Kyi, and that is decisive in getting the member states to provide funds. 
 
 

Other potential mediators 
 
Whoever comes in is faced with a very difficult task. The time is not ripe for a proper 
dialogue between the two sides. If there is any chance, it has to be an organization like the 
Humanitarian Dialogue who is quietly doing humanitarian work on the ground. First, it is 
necessary to have a permanent presence on the ground and to establish confidence with the 
military government. There is not outside leverage that the UN could work with.  
 
There are actually three conflict parties in Myanmar: the NLD, the military government and 
the ethnic groups. Some Myanmar experts - British Myanmar specialist Martin Smith is one 
of them - talk a lot to the ethnic groups and may also have quiet contacts with the military 
government. But they cannot play a leading role as mediators because they are individuals. 
But these individuals can be useful to future mediators and to the UN because they have 
acquired confidence by the various groups.  
 
 

Recommendations 
 
The UN should be involved in Myanmar. It is very important to have a foot in the door. If 
change does take place in Myanmar, however, it probably will not be due to the UN’s 
involvement but at least the UN would have the institutional memory and the contacts to all 
the key players which is very useful. The other reason for the UN to be involved with the 
country is to keep the Myanmar issue alive and on the international agenda. Without the fact 
that Aung San Suu Kyi received the Nobel Peace Prize and that she is very charismatic 
Myanmar would hardly receive any international attention. It is the UN’s role to keep the 
country on the agenda beyond the short-term international interest. But the UN is not going to 
make a difference in terms of a breakthrough in Myanmar. 
 
It is important no to have false expectations that the UN’s involvement is going to change the 
situation in a country fundamentally. What should be strengthened is the management of 
expectations. Still, there is no case where the UN should not be involved in, not even North 
Korea.  
 
 
The UN could also be more creative in some ways but often that requires funds. Projects for 
the exile groups to prepare them for the time when the transition actually does take place 
would be useful. Oftentimes, these exile students study political science or international 
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relations which is not useful in that regard. When a country all of the sudden becomes free 
and democratic, health specialists, educators, administrators, business managers, or 
technocrats are needed. It would be beneficial to have these exile students work in UN 
peacekeeping operations in post-conflict countries to see what kind of problems a transitional 
country really faces. At least in Myanmar you still have technocrats in the country, it might be 
a matter of training. 
 
 
 



VI. Appendix  

 118

5.6. Myanmar II 
 
 

The UN’s involvement in Myanmar 
 
The UN is involved in Myanmar in a facilitation and good offices role, less in a mediation 
role. With its 1999 resolution (A/RES/53/162), the General Assembly has asked the 
Secretary-General to use his good office mandate to facilitate democratization and 
reconciliation in Myanmar. The UN has been engaged in talks with all three parties to the 
conflict: the military government, the NLD and the ethnic minorities.  
 
Although this resolution “urges the Government of Myanmar to cooperate fully with all 
United Nations authorities and bodies, in particular and without further delay with the Special 
Rapporteur, and to ensure his access to Myanmar, without preconditions…“, the UN SRSG 
Razali Ismail has not been allowed to visit the country regularly. That is because the General 
Assembly resolutions are not binding and the military government does not accept the UN’s 
involvement. The military regime wants to hold on to its power. The junta initially thought 
they could influence Razali, a national from Malaysia, to their advantage because he is from 
the region. At first, his contacts with the government were good.  
 
The Prime Minister of Myanmar, Soe Win, is perceived by the UN as being open-minded and 
able to see the merit of cooperation with the UN and the international community. In contrast, 
the military government expects that a dialogue will not be profitable. The military junta sees 
no merit in receiving Razali and does not demonstrate any will to cooperate.  
 
It is necessary to de-link the political and humanitarian issues in Myanmar. The leaders in 
Myanmar know that they can benefit if the two issues are linked. They welcome UN 
assistance but are not willing to make compromises.  
 
 

Impartiality: absent 
 
At the moment, the military government does not perceive the UN as being impartial because 
the organization presses for democratic change and thus indirectly supports Aung San Suu 
Kyi. However, impartiality might be an important asset for the UN in the future. 
 
 

Credibility: absent 
 
As the UN is seen by the military junta as supporting Aung San Suu Kyi, it is not perceived as 
an honest broker but as a strategic actor who aims at introducing democracy in the country. 
 
 

Member States Pressure: absent 
 
The junta does not care about the international community’s stance. There is even rumour that 
Myanmar is considering to suspend its UN membership. 
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China and India are the most influential regional players. China delivers military supplies to 
Myanmar in exchange for the country’s vast natural resources. India tries to counter the 
Chinese influence in Myanmar.  
 
 

P5 Engagement: absent 
 
An informal briefing of the Security Council in December 2005 was requested by consensus. 
The main forces behind a Security Council resolution are the US and the UK, whereas China 
would veto any such attempt because it would not accept sanctions on Myanmar. Myanmar is 
not on the formal Security Council agenda. The US’s initiative for that was rejected by 9 to 15 
votes. Because the Security Council wanted to maintain unanimity, Myanmar remains only on 
the informal agenda of the Security Council.  
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: absent 
 
The UN World Food Programme (WFP) runs about 12 programmes in Myanmar. The overall 
budget for Myanmar is too small, however, for a large-scale UN involvement. More resources 
are needed for more frequent visits and for the training of support staff and envoys.  
 
 

Mediator of Last Resort: present 
 
No other actor can mediate in Myanmar because ASEAN is divided and a small NGO, as the 
Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue, because it does not possess leverage and could not obtain 
credible covenants from the military government.  
 
 

Experience: absent 
 
The UN does not have relevant experience on which it could draw in the case of Myanmar.  
 
 

Secretary-General's Commitment: absent 
 
The military government is welcoming the Secretary-General. But as long as Aung San Suu 
Kyi is under house arrest and political prisoners are not released, a visit by the Secretary-
General is not feasible. The political “climate” is not right for such a visit.  
 
 

Other potential mediators 
 
The UN Secretary-General welcomes a mediation initiative by ASEAN. There is close 
contact, including meetings, between the two organizations. But ASEAN cannot be an 
effective mediator, not only because of the clause of non-intervention in the ASEAN charter 
but also because ASEAN cannot exert pressure and is not forceful at the moment as decisions 
are taken by consensus.  
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5.7. Cyprus 
 
 

The UN’s involvement in Cyprus 
 
The UN was invited by both conflict parties to assist in the settlement of the dispute. The 
reasons for the UN’s involvement can be found in the Secretary-General’s report on Cyprus 
of 1999. 
 
In 2006, the Secretary-General’s good offices mandate continues to exist. It is not suspended 
as such but at the moment there is not a process of particular talks and the Secretary-General 
has not appointed a new special envoy. However, Mr. Gambari, the Under-Secretary-General 
of the Department of Political Affairs, continues to monitor the situation. He was just on the 
island recently speaking to the parties. They have talked about creating technical committees 
and had discussions about some of the day-to-day issues. The Special Representative of the 
Secretary-General and Head of Mission of UNFICYP, Michael Moller, is also in contact with 
the parties and is aware of what is going on.  
 
 

Impartiality: present 
 
The UN’s impartiality was acknowledged by both parties. This is often difficult to evaluate 
because in any negotiation there is a discrepancy between what the parties say at the table, 
what they say to the public, and what they may actually think. It might even be a negotiating 
tactic of the parties to imply that the UN is biased but this cannot necessarily be taken as an 
indication of how the parties really feel.  
 
In the last round of talks, one of the parties initially did not want a strong UN role in the 
negotiations but preferred having a conversation amongst the disputants only. Consequently, 
the UN had a very facilitating role and let the parties run their own discussions. The UN 
simply created opportunities for the parties to come together and helped mediate their talks 
but stayed in a back-seat role.  
 
In particular, for a very long period of time, the parties asked the UN not to put forward a 
proposal. But in 2002, the Secretary-General decided that there was no other way to move the 
process forward than to present a proposal which reflected everything that the parties had 
been saying to one another and to the UN in the previous two years.  
 
 

Credibility: present 
 
The conflict parties accepted the UN as a credible mediator with no own interest except for 
the peaceful settlement of the dispute.  
 
The mediator is clearly a very important character and the parties do need to trust that the 
mediator is fulfilling the role of good offices on behalf of the Secretary-General. Alvaro de 
Soto had that respect and trust of the parties and they knew that he was trustworthy. 
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Member States Pressure: absent 
 
Pressure of the international community was not so much an issue in Cyprus. The dispute had 
been going on for a very long time and the UN had been engaged for a very long time. For the 
Cypriots, this is the most important question, it has been on their minds for decades and they 
want to see it resolved. They have become quite used to the UN’s presence and it did not 
cause any pressure on them.  
 
What was indeed applying pressure on the parties for the 1999 round of negotiations was the 
pending EU accession. That was one of the key circumstances that gave rise to impetus for 
new talks.  
 
A lot of support came from the EU in the process. There were also a number of states, the so-
called group of friends of the Secretary-General, which were briefed regularly by the 
mediation team, in particular the UK and the US. They followed the process closely and were 
involved in the discussions. However, all of the decisions were those of the UN. Some people 
in Cyprus believe that the US and the UK dictated some of the elements of the settlement plan 
but that was certainly not the case. The plan was solely drafted by the UN team based on what 
they had received from the parties about what they wanted to see in the plan.  
 
 

P5 Engagement: present 
 
The member states and the P5 have always been supportive of the UN being engaged The US 
and the UK had a leading role in the support of the Secretary-General’s mission but they did 
not initiate the negotiation process. The 2003 resolution, after the collapse of the talks in the 
Hague in March, was sponsored by the UK.  
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: absent 
 
Cyprus is not dependent on resources coming in from outside. There is a conflict but without 
fighting or a humanitarian crisis. The island functions more or less normal. The UN peace 
operation is a comforting presence for each side and provides a sense of security on the island 
but the UN is not needed to provide resources or run humanitarian programs. The Greek 
community is very well-off and enjoys a very high living standard.  
 
If the UN had stayed in Cyprus during a transitional period, the Cypriots would have needed 
donor support but practically they would have been able to deal with the situation themselves. 
 
The implementation power of the UN played a role although the peace operation was 
conducted separately from the talks and it is a small peace operation. In the course of the 
negotiations, it became clear that the Greek Cypriots wanted the UN presence to remain in 
Cyprus for a few years to take on a transitional administrative role if a settlement was reached 
but that was not agreed to by the parties. None of the parties wanted the UN presence to be on 
the island for a very long time. Part of the settlement actually regulated the ultimate draw-
down of UN forces.  
 
The Turkish Cypriots called for assistance with the relocation of people as those who would 
have been displaced under the settlement agreement would have needed relocation assistance. 
But this concerned only a relatively small number of people. The settlement agreement 
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allowed for a national structure to assist with that, so it would not have been the UN to aid 
with the relocation.  
 
 

Mediator of Last Resort: absent 
 
In Cyprus, the UN was not a mediator of last resort. All participants to the negotiation process 
believed that the UN was the only appropriate mediator in the Cyprus problem and no one 
even considered changing that. It was not a question of willingness on the part of the UN; it 
was just a question of who the most appropriate mediator was. In the international community 
there was no question that it should be the UN. And the conflict parties as well wanted the 
negotiations to be under UN auspices.  
 
 

Central Authority: present  
 
When talking about central authority, one needs to distinguish the two forms of UN 
engagement in Cyprus. The peacekeeping element has been there for decades. The disputants 
had turned to the UN for protection and to help end the fighting on the island. The Greek 
Cypriots wanted to maintain the status quo so that the Turkish forces could not advance any 
further. No one expected the peacekeeping operation to be present for thirty years.  
 
Turning to the Secretary-General under his good offices mandate is less about protection.  
Instead, the parties sought the UN’s assistance to help them mediate a solution. They turned 
to the UN for its impartial role, for that neutral, trustworthy, independent third party that has 
some statue and some recognition which the UN has.  
 
 

Legitimacy: absent 
 
The Security Council and General Assembly resolutions were accepted by the Greek 
Cypriots. The Turkish Cypriots were sceptical about the Security Council resolutions because 
these acknowledged the Greek Cypriots as the government of the Republic of Cyprus. But in 
the subsequent stages of the negotiations, it was actually the Turkish Cypriots who were 
asking for the process to go through the Security Council.  
 
Throughout the Cyprus conflict, it was very difficult for the Turkish Cypriots to accept that 
the Security Council resolutions acknowledge the Greek Cypriots as the legitimate 
government of Cyprus and that they referred to the Turkish involvement as invasion and 
occupation. This has led to the international isolation of the Turkish Cypriot community 
because they realized that the UN member states have not been supportive of their position 
through the Security Council resolutions. Still, the Turkish Cypriots respected the UN and the 
good offices mission as an independent mediator.  
 
 

Brand Name Power: absent 
 
The UN has a unique image but brand name power played a minor role for the selection of the 
UN as the best mediator.  
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Reputation: present  
 
The parties did acknowledge the experience of the UN and appreciated it. The UN has been a 
mediator and a negotiator in the resolution of a number of conflicts. It has it been involved in 
similar cases before which played a role in the Cyprus mediation. However, any party to the 
negotiation focuses only on the UN characters involved in this particular negotiation. Overall, 
de Soto had the respect and trust of the parties and that was also related to his experience in El 
Salvador. The parties knew him to be an experienced negotiator.  
 
 

Experience: present 
 
Every team member had his or her own experience in negotiation and mediation and drew on 
that. Although experience in similar cases is valuable, one needs to be very careful about 
directly using other cases as blueprints because each conflict has its own particularities. When 
drafting the settlement plan for Cyprus, the UN team considered some aspects of the Bosnian 
context. Some of the team members had worked in Bosnia and were aware of some of the 
problems that emerged in the Bosnian situation. They were very careful not to repeat these 
mistakes and not to use that model exactly. There are lessons that can be learnt from every 
conflict and from every mediation. 
 
The UN plan was the product of what the parties were sharing with the UN during the 
negotiations and in separate meetings. The UN’s job was not to invent a new plan but to put 
together the negotiated solution between the parties.  
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: present 
  
In the Department of Political Affairs, the UN does have expertise in mediating conflicts. 
That was also the case in Cyprus.   
 
 

Resources and Logistics: present 
 
The UN member states supported the mediation team in a number of ways. An important 
form of support was funding. When a technical team of experts was pulled together on very 
short notice, different member states provided experts to that team.  
 
 

Commitment of the Secretary-General: present 
 
The Secretary-General is committed in many situations but he did play a special role in 
Cyprus. In 1999, he felt that there was a real chance for a solution on the island. And 
sometimes, the presence of the Secretary-General can make a difference because of the 
international figure that he is and the sort of authority that he lends to the situation. It was felt 
that there were certain points in the negotiations where his presence and engagement would 
help move the process forward.  
 
The Secretary-General has a position of moral authority. He does not have any international 
legislative authority. In the Cyprus case, there was no need for a moral authority as such. The 
Secretary-General in general has that position of authority and moral authority. In his good 
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offices mission, he acts as an impartial and credible figure in international relations. The good 
offices mission is representing the Secretary-General in that way.  
 
 

Other potential mediators 
 
More recently there has been some discussion whether the EU should play a larger role. The 
EU certainly did begin to get more involved and provided a lot of support but they were not 
an acceptable mediator for the Turkish Cypriots.  
 
In some circumstances it might be possible to find a particular country that during some 
conflicts can act as an independent third party. In the case of Cyprus, any country would be 
bound by the Security Council resolutions which do not acknowledge the Turkish Cypriot 
community. That recognition issue was incredibly key for both sides. It was one of the 
fundamental issues for the negotiations. So, Turkey could obviously never be a mediator. This 
leaves some kind of international body rather than a single member state as a mediator.  
 
Having a small NGO mediate the conflict would not have worked for the parties, also because 
there had been the UN peacekeeping force on the island for so long. When this force went in 
and when the first good offices efforts were made in the 1960s, the UN had been engaged 
from the beginning. 
 
All the participants agree that the UN has to remain the mediator. There is not any question 
about that. 
 
 

Reasons for Failure – or was it a Failure? 
 
The Cyprus peace talks do not necessarily count as a failure. Clearly, the settlement plan has 
not gone through in 2004. But the story is not over yet.  
 
For thirty years the parties have not managed to sit down and talk to one another and come up 
with a solution. It was important for them to have a very comprehensive proposal on the table. 
And even though in the end it was not accepted by one of the parties, this process cannot be 
regarded as another failure. One can say that if one only looks at the results but in fact a huge 
amount was achieved during the negotiations. For the first time ever, a comprehensive plan 
was put on the table and there was actually a document to work with. For the first time in a 
very long time the parties did come together and were negotiating with one another.  
 
Over the previous thirty years, each side has made promises to the respective constituency 
and a lot of mythology had built up around what a solution might look like. But any solution 
has to be a compromise and this negotiation process demonstrated what a realistic 
compromise solution might look like. This helped not only the leadership but also the 
population to start thinking much more rationally about what the future might look like.  In 
any negotiation there is give and take, so they had to start thinking much more realistically 
about what they were prepared to give and where their bottom line was. That exercise had not 
ever happened before and is quite fundamental to any solution that will happen on the island. 
When the peace talks continue sooner or later, this process and that document will form the 
basis of the settlement.  
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There were a number of different factors that accounted for the impetus for the talks in 1999 
and for the final outcome. The parties had different stages of being willing to negotiate and 
engage in the process. One of the factors is timing; when the parties are actually ready to line 
up. Throughout this round of talks there were a number of elections that took place in Greece 
and in Turkey, for the Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots. Any time there is an electoral or 
voting process, that has a political impact in the community and therefore also on the talks 
because it changes the engagement of different players. Obviously, if there is a change in 
leadership, this will also have an effect on the negotiating parties. 
 
Overall, there were a number of different factors that accounted for the outcome. Clearly, 
when Cyprus acceded the EU without a solution being reached, that changed a lot of the 
pressure for the Greek Cypriots. It just put them in a much stronger position.  
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6. FACTORS IN LITERATURE 
 
 

6.1. Guatemala 
 
 

Impartiality: present 
 
Jonas (2000: 43): “[…] the Serrano government had successfully insisted that the UN replace 
its initial observer, Francesc Vendrell, viewed by the Guatemalan government as ‘pro-URNG’ 
[…].” 
 
 

Credibility 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Member States Pressure: present 
 
Jonas (2000: 42): “Eventually, this process [of internal direct negotiations] ran up against the 
limits of operating in a purely Guatemalan context, without the added weight of the UN and 
the international community to overcome strong internal resistances. The importance of the 
international community became evident during the Serranazo (May-June 1993), when 
leading government such as the United States and Germany threatened to withhold trade as 
well as aid unless the constitutional order was immediately restored […].” 
 
Jonas (2000: 43): “At the request of both parties, the UN became the moderator, paving the 
way for significantly increased involvement by the international community.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 46): “A separate international factor was the message from the June 1995 Paris 
meeting of the Consultative Group of Donor Countries (mainly the United States and Europe 
and international lending institutions): Major funding for Guatemala would be withheld until 
a final peace accord was signed and until tax reforms in Guatemala guaranteed internal 
financing. This message seemed to particularly affect the attitude of some big-business 
sectors, and thereafter, the more modernizing groups within CACIF became much more 
interested in the peace talks.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 48): “[…] its [MINUGUA’s] presence had a ‘dissuasive impact,’ serving as a 
tangible, on-the-ground reminder that the world was watching the human rights situation in 
Guatemala very carefully.”  
 
Jonas (2000: 51). “Alongside the vastly improved bilateral dynamics between the government 
and the URNG, one could detect an effort by the government to sideline the UN and decrease 
international community pressures under the guise of the ‘new understandings’ between the 
two belligerent parties. (The implicit message: ‘We love each other so much that we need no 
intermediary.’) […] this dynamic – indirectly a new expression of old antagonisms of the 
Guatemalan elites toward the UN – was to emerge more clearly in early 1997, immediately 
affecting the signing of the final peace accord […]. […] Hence, some believe, both 
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MINUGUA and the UN negotiating team assumed a ‘lower profile’ during the first part of 
1996 – which coincided with the budget crisis of the UN General Secretariat […]. ” 
 
Jonas (2000: 58): “[…] extensive UN involvement (and that of the international community 
as a whole) made a decisive difference, by taking the process out of the circumscribed world 
of Guatemala, opening the door for the country to enter the world of the twenty-first century. 
International pressure and presence was required to overcome the convoluted, ideologically 
overdetermined logic of Guatemalan politics, the legacy of a thirty-six-year Cold War civil 
war. As one URNG leader acknowledged (New York Times, Mar, 27, 1996), ‘We couldn’t 
have kept it alive among Guatemalans. Without the persistence of the UN, the peace process 
would have been impossible.’” 
 
Jonas (2000: 61): “[…] although the organized forces in Guatemalan civil society prepared to 
monitor compliance with agreements reached, it was clear that they would need continual 
support from the international community, including citizens’ movements and international 
NGOs as well as governments and the UN.” 
 
 

P5 Engagement: present 
(Discrepancy with interview; priority is given to the information obtained from 
the interview.) 

 
Jonas (2000: 59): “[…] central UN involvement in the historic ‘backyard’ of the United States 
has been perceived as posing a challenge to U.S. domination in the hemisphere.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 122-123): “Beginning in 1994, the U.S. government became a member of the 
‘Group of Friends’ whose purpose was to facilitate the peace process and support the UN as 
its moderator. The very fact that the United States was one of the Friends governments […] 
was an important contribution to the peace process, insofar as it implicitly recognized the 
URNG as a legitimate negotiating partner. It was also an advance over the U.S. role in the 
Salvadoran peace talks, in which the United States was so totally identified with the 
government side that it could not have been a Friend of the peace process. It role as a Friend 
in Guatemala presumed a neutral U.S. stance, but the reality was often more complex. In 
practice, for example, Washington favored the position of the Guatemalan government/army, 
without first having negotiated the substantive issues, as was stipulated in the Oslo process.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 123): “By virtue of its long relationship with the Guatemalan army […] the 
United States remained the only international player with the leverage to pressure for 
demilitarization.” 
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: present 
 
Jonas (2000: 45): “During the tense interim before arrival of the MINUGUA mission in 
November 1994, government and army officials repeatedly objected that the planned mission 
was too large and, in any case, should not be empowered to initiate investigations into human 
rights abuses. These delays, coinciding with the Truth Commission crisis, undermined the 
credibility of the entire peace process.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 47): “The other decisive novelty of 1995-1996 that strengthened the impetus 
toward peace was the presence and active functioning of MINUGUA throughout Guatemala.” 
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Jonas (2000: 47): “Despite the delays in its deployment, MINUGUA represented a crucial 
commitment from the international community – in the UN-lingo, a ‘confidence-building’ 
institution – particularly coming prior to the signing of final peace accords and at a moment of 
stagnation and high tension in the negotiations.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 48): “Since it embodied resource expenditures, MINUGUA became the most 
concrete expression of the international community’s interest in Guatemala. It also 
represented a promise of what the international community could do for Guatemala after the 
signing of final peace accords, a down payment of sorts.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 50): “Beyond its human rights and incipient peacekeeping functions, then, 
MINUGUA was structurally part of the calculus of the peacemaking process.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 50): “After taking office, the new government – recognizing, among other 
things, that international funding was contingent upon signing a final peace accord – took a 
very positive stance toward the negotiations, raising expectations that a final peace accord 
would be signed in 1996.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 66, note 19):”This budget crisis cast the spotlight on larger issues. In the words 
of the UN secretary general, the struggle over funding for MINUGUA ‘goes to the heart of 
the purposes for which the UN was created’; it was this widely shared perception that led the 
UN and the international community to commit resources to Guatemala prior to a final peace 
accord.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 61): “[…] even more important […] would be the role of the international 
community (the donor countries and the international financial institutions – the IMF, the 
World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank) in conditioning financial support upon 
compliance with the accords.” 
 
 

Mediator of Last Resort 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Central Authority: present 
 
Jonas (2000: 45): “Both because of the complexity of the issues and because of serious 
tensions over the timetable for the negotiation process – tensions so serious as to require top-
level UN intervention – the Accord on Identity and Rights of Indigenous Peoples was not 
reached until March 1995.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 57): “[…] by the beginning of 1994, both parties to the Guatemalan conflict had 
become convinced that a high-level UN role was essential to the success of the negotiations. 
U moderation of the peace process dramatically raised the stakes for all concerned and made 
the entire peace process much less reversible.” 
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Legitimacy: present 
 
Jonas (2000: 42): “By late 1993, […], both sides were more inclined toward a central role for 
the UN. The URNG came to appreciate more clearly the necessity of UN involvement in 
getting its full agenda discussed and reaching binding agreements.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 58): “[…] UN involvement was the best guarantee against a peace that changed 
nothing, which would be an unstable peace and could not last. The Guatemalan accords 
between the government and the insurgents were designed to be internationally endorsed as 
well as internationally verified […].” 
 
 

Brand Name Power 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Reputation 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Experience: present 
 
Jonas (2000: 49): “The other significant innovation in MINUGUA’s mandate (doubtless a 
‘lesson’ from the experience in El Salvador) was to couple verification with the strengthening 
of national institutions charged with human rights protection (the UN term is ‘institution-
building’).” 
 
Jonas (2000: 52): “UN and other international officials viewed the accord as reflecting a 
number of lessons from the Salvadoran experience, particularly concerning coordination 
between the UN and the international financial institutions (IMF, World Bank, Inter-
American Development Bank) during both the negotiation and the implementation phases.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 59): “The Guatemala experience serves as a reminder of the particularity of each 
case. […] despite the lessons to be learned from other experiences (for example, El Salvador), 
these should not be turned into formulas.” 
 
Jonas (2000: 228): “Despite the initially fierce resistances by its elites, Guatemala eventually 
followed a path similar to the Salvadoran. There were also major negative lessons from El 
Salvador (mainly, on socioeconomic issues), which were taken into account in the 
Guatemalan negotiations.” 
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: present 
 
Jonas (2000: 45): “As this crisis moved toward resolution during the fall of 1994, negotiations 
were resumed on the next theme, indigenous rights. Both because of the complexity of the 
issues and because of serious tensions over the timetable for the negotiation process – 
tensions so serious as to require top-level UN intervention – the Accord on Identity and 
Rights of Indigenous Peoples was not reached until March 1995.” 
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Resources and Logistics 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Secretary-General's Commitment 
 
[No references] 
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6.2. Cambodia 
 
 

Impartiality: absent  
 
Levy (2000: 149): “Each of the P-5 states had complicated interests and roles to play in the 
negotiations. Aside from the United Kingdom, which remained relatively disinterested (but 
filled an important role because of its perceived neutrality), the remaining P-5 states each had 
ties to one of the factions […]Although the P-5 states were officially and technically 
mediators of the conflict between the four Cambodian factions, they were also akin to parties 
in a multistate negotiation. Other than the United Kingdom, each P-5 state had a strong 
interest in the outcome, and at one level they were negotiating the terms of their 
disengagement from the conflict.” 
 
 

Credibility: present 
 
Levy (2000: 149): “On the other hand, although each of the parties’ motivations differed, each 
had a common purpose: to settle the Cambodian conflict.” 
 
 

Member States Pressure: absent 
 
Levy (2000: 146): “The rationale for involving the international community—so that the 
ultimate agreement would be witnessed and guaranteed—backfired in that too many countries 
complicated the work of the conference.” 
 
 

P5 Engagement: present 
 
Solomon (1999: 275): “The United States took a lead role in constructing a UN peace process 
through conference diplomacy sponsored by the United Nations and through informal 
dialogue.” 
 
Solomon (1999: 279): “The United States played a leading, catalytic role in moving the five 
permanent members of the Security Council in 1990 to design a political process that would 
bring peace to Cambodia.” 
 
Solomon (1999: 314): “The United States was an important catalyzer of the diplomatic 
process in the year from September 1989 through August 1990 as it structured the Perm Five 
negotiations that produced a framework agreement for a UN-managed peace process.” 
 
Doyle and Suzuki (1995: 129): “[T]he patrons pressured their clients to accept a UN 
transitional authority that would ensure a politically neutral environment for a free and fair 
national election.” 
 
Solomon (1999: 314-315): “[The United Nations] provided neutral ground for the Security 
Council consultations and a political backing through votes of the Security Council and the 
General Assembly in support of the settlement plan.” 
 



VI. Appendix  

 132

Levy (2000: 139): “In its intervention to resolve the civil war in Cambodia, the United 
Nations entered in the form of the permanent members of the Security Council (P-5): 
China, France,Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States. The mechanism 
was one of active mediation by representatives of the P-5 […]”  
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: present 
 
Doyle (2001: 540): “In Cambodia the USSR and China are said to have let their respective 
clients in Phnom Penh and the Khmer Rouge know that ongoing levels of financial and 
military support would not be forthcoming if they resisted the terms of a peace treaty that 
their patrons found acceptable.” 
 
Solomon (1999: 292): “[B]y drawing on the authority and resources of the United Nations, we 
would enable – or pressure – China and Thailand to end their support of the Khmer Rouge.” 
 
Levy (2000: 139-140): “The study shows that the P-5, when working together, can marshal 
considerable resources to build postconflict economic and political structures.” 
 
 

Mediator of Last Resort: present 
 
Levy (2000: 144): “The ultimate success in achieving the 1991 Agreement must be seen as 
the culmination of a long diplomatic process. Earlier efforts, both regional and international, 
had failed.” 
 
Levy (2000: 153). “For a full decade, attempts at achieving a settlement had proved fruitless: 
UN efforts, regional diplomacy (JIM I & II were successful in bringing the parties to the 
table), and the 1989 French-Indonesian cosponsorship of an international conference had each 
failed to settle the conflict. Although these earlier efforts proved necessary in setting the terms 
of the debate, ultimately, the P-5 representatives, over the course of six meetings held in New 
York and Paris between January and August 1990, hammered out the Framework Document.” 
 
Levy (2000: 156): “Perhaps the greatest pressure came from the realization on the part of each 
of the Cambodian factions that international attention could not remain indefinitely focused 
on attaining a solution. The P-5 settlement talks were in some sense the ultimate appeal. On 
the ground, war had failed, and the parties were war-weary. Regional solutions had failed. 
The 1989 conference, too, had failed. The P-5 countries were now involved, offering the 
Cambodians their final shot at an internationally brokered settlement.” 
 
 

Central Authority: present 
 
Solomon (1999: 282): “The United Nations was not, however, a prime mover in the politics 
of the settlement, but a screen behind which China, the Soviet Union, and Vietnam privately 
resolved their differences over the future of Indochina.” 
 
Solomon (1999: 291): “The United Nations, moreover, was viewed as an institution that 
would ‘internationalize’ the diplomacy of a settlement.” 
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Solomon (1999: 292): “[B]y drawing on the authority and resources of the United Nations, we 
would enable – or pressure – China and Thailand to end their support of the Khmer Rouge.” 
 
 

Legitimacy 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Brand Name Power 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Reputation 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Experience 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: present 
 
Solomon (1999: 282): “[T]he United Nations […] was a relatively neutral and competent 
international vehicle for both constructing and implementing a settlement process.” 
 
Levy (2000: 155): “The United Nations played a significant part during the P-5 negotiations 
by dispatching fact-finding missions to study communications and infrastructure, existing 
administrative structures, and other important on-the-ground conditions. Moreover, UN 
administrators in New York produced the working papers that facilitated and informed the 
work of the P-5.” 
 
 

Resources and Logistics: present 
 
Solomon (1999: 291): “[T]he United Nations could muster international financial resources in 
support of a settlement, at a time when U.S. post-Cold War foreign affairs budgets were 
contracting.” 
 
 

Secretary-General's Commitment: present 
 
Franck (1995: 9): “Notably, the Secretary-General’s good offices have played a major role in 
global efforts to settle the 20-year Cambodian civil conflict. As elsewhere, his role as a 
neutral mediator and implementer of agreements was given a supportive context by decisions 
made, and resolutions passed, in the political organs. Building on precedent, however, the 
mediator’s role was carefully differentiated from the political agenda of other UN organs. […] 
[S]uccessive General Assembly resolutions […] had called for an immediate withdrawal of 
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foreign troops, even as they summoned the Secretary-General to exercise his good offices. He 
agreed to do so, but only on the basis of his independent authority, and by distancing himself 
from other parts of the Assembly’s resolutions.” 
  

 



VI. Appendix  

 135

6.3. El Salvador 
 
 

Impartiality: absent 
(Discrepancy with interview; priority is given to the information obtained from 
the literature.) 

 
Messing (2000: 178): “Ruben Zamora notes that de Soto was generally perceived as 
antimilitary, a trait that the FMLN liked and the military disliked. Both Vargas and Cristiani 
also were offended by de Soto’s characterization of the armed forces. […] According to 
Vargas, this perception of de Soto’s antimilitary bias heightened tension within the armed 
forces.” 
 
Messing (2000: 181): “Cristiani, remembering his frustration with de Soto, offers the 
recommendation that the mediator should be impartial and convey to each side the 
opposition’s demands.” 
 
De Soto (1999: 357): “Vendrell and I […] explained that if the secretary-general undertook to 
mediate between the government of El Salvador and the FMLN, he would be strictly impartial 
[…].” 
 
De Soto (1999: 357): “I made no commitment except to be strictly impartial.” 
 
 

Credibility: absent 
(Discrepancy with interview; priority is given to the information obtained from 
the literature.) 

 
Messing (2000: 177-178): “In interviews with some of the key players in the peace process, 
there was some belief that de Soto brought his own agenda to the negotiating table. Escobar 
Galindo believed that de Soto wanted to extend his power beyond the negotiation of a peace 
agreement; in sum, he sought to transform the country and develop institutions. Vargas 
believed that de Soto used the peace process as an opportunity to make the institutions more 
liberal than the reality of the country demanded. Cristiani argues that de Soto’s personal 
agenda kept de Soto from being trusted by either side, stating that he thinks ‘the real issue for 
a mediator should be how to gain trust from both sides, not how to gain distrust from both 
sides.’ Samayoa and Zamora did not view de Soto’s proposals as creating the problems that 
Cristiani described, although Samayoa did recall that ‘at times, the trust of de Soto was high 
and at times very low.’” 
 
Messing (2000: 171): “[T]he United Nations had already established its credibility in the 
region through its role as an observer of previous dialogues between the parties.” 
 
 

Member States Pressure: present 
 
Messing (2000: 174): “In a number of unmediated conflicts, UN member states would 
independently organize a ‘Group of Friends’ composed of ambassadors or other envoys 
sent directly from the member state governments. The Groups of Friends would primarily act 
behind the scenes as advisors or providers of services to the process and particular partners 
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over the course of the negotiation. Such a group was organized for El Salvador, and both the 
FMLN and the Salvadoran government found the presence of the Group of Friends a useful 
part of the negotiations. The Group of Friends included Mexico, Venezuela, [Colombia] and 
Spain. De Soto consulted with the ambassadors of the Group of Friends countries, as did 
members of the FMLN and government negotiation teams. […]The Friends were able to give 
finishing touches that the United Nations was unable to give […].” 
 
Messing (2000: 179): “The talks [on 31 December 1991 in New York were held] under 
intense international pressure […].” 
 
Messing (2000: 181): “[H]aving a process with international involvement allows the parties to 
make concessions that their constituents would not ordinarily allow them to make. As an 
example, the eventual success of the negotiations on constitutional reforms could not have 
happened without the pressure from numerous international actors.” 
 
De Soto (1999: 365): “My insistence that the secretary-general and I have the right to consult 
with governments that in our judgement could usefully assist in our efforts was first a 
precautionary measure: I did not want to expose us to criticism later by one or the other party 
for consulting with the United States, the Soviet Union, or Cuba about those efforts, as I was 
convinced would be necessary in order to obtain and retain their support, or at least, to contain 
any failure on their part to cooperate with us. On the other hand, it was the basis for enlisting 
the advice and diplomatic assistance of those governments that came known as the ‘friends of 
the secretary-general’. While I consulted with a wider number of governments than is publicly 
known, the core ‘friends’ were Colombia, Mexico, Spain, and Venezuela, all but Spain 
members of the original Contadora Group.” 
 
 

P5 Engagement: absent 
 
Messing (2000: 176): “At the start of the process, the secretary-general consulted with the 
governments of Cuba, the United States, and the Soviet Union to ensure that they would not 
undermine the process and received a reasonable commitment from each of them.” 
 
De Soto (1999: 349): “[The Secretary-General] kept the council informed in general terms 
about his efforts as they unfolded, but he neither sought nor was issued any guidance or 
instructions on the exercise of his good offices. The Security Council, a body of fifteen 
members, resisted isolated attempts to have it interfere in the conduct of the mediation, quite 
properly leaving it in the hands of the secretary-general and his representative.” 
 
De Soto (1999: 357): “Vendrell and I […] explained that if the secretary-general undertook to 
mediate between the government of El Salvador and the FMLN, […] the role of the Security 
Council in negotiations conducted by the secretary-general was minimal. I assured them that 
Perez de Cuellar was particularly adept at keeping the Security Council in the picture only as 
much as was necessary to maintain its support, but not enough to allow it a margin for 
micromanaging the process. The Security Council’s role, in any case, would not be under 
Chapter VII of the UN Charter, which provides for coercive measures.” 
 
De Soto (1999: 370): “The combination of the Security Council mandate, the request from the 
Central American presidents, and the secretary-general’s extended hand to the three 
influential outside powers  made it unseemly for any of [the three powers U.S, Soviet Union 
and Cuba] to deny him their support or raise obstacles to his actions – at least overtly.” 
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De Soto (1999: 372): “[R]elations between the United Nations and the United States during 
the El Salvador negotiations travelled a rocky road. […] Notwithstanding Bush’s vocal 
support for the secretary-general’s and my efforts, there seemed to exist, at certain levels, a 
reluctance to accept the consequences of the mediation […].” 
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: present 
 
Messing (2000: 181): “[T]he international community’s involvement helps secure economic 
aid to implement the agreements after the process.” 
 
 

Mediator of Last Resort: present 
 
Messing (2000: 161): “Recognizing the need for peace, the parties sought out the United 
Nations to mediate the dispute, after eliminating other possibilities such as the Organization 
of American States (OAS).” 
 
Messing (2000: 168): “The UN intervention was not the first effort at dialogue between the 
FMLN and the Salvadoran government. There had been previous attempts at negotiations 
during the conflict.” 
 
Messing (2000: 169): “Both the FMLN and the El Salvadoran government believed that the 
United Nations was the only institution able to mediate a peaceful settlement. […] [T]he two 
other potential mediators, the Roman Catholic Church and the OAS lacked key elements to 
negotiate a long-term settlement.” 
 
Messing (2000: 171): “[B]oth the FMLN and the government recognized the limited number 
of organizations that could help negotiate a peace agreement. […] [T]he United Nations was 
selected more out of necessity than conviction. De Soto stated that with Contadora and the 
OAS eliminated, ‘it was only natural that they would come to the United Nations, if only by a 
process of elimination.’” 
 
De Soto (1999: 356): “At this juncture, with the effective withdrawal from the scene, long 
since, of the Contadora Group as a diplomatic agent, and the eclipse of Baena Soares 
following his San Salvador misadventure, the United Nations was the only would-be mediator 
left standing. Within a matter of weeks, we were approached, first by the FMLN, then by the 
government.” 
 
 

Central Authority: present 
 
Messing (2000: 167): “Crisiani clarified his position, explaining ‘[w]hat we had to get was 
something within the process that would generate pressure on the FMLN to not do ‘weird 
stuff’ and so the idea came of calling the Secretary-General and asking for an intermediation 
process.’ Cristiani believed that the United Nations would act as a safeguard to ensure that 
negotiations would continue.”  
 
Messing (2000: 170): “Cristiani agreed, stating that they needed to get the United States and 
the Soviet Union to agree to stop support for the war simultaneously. ‘The OAS could not get 
the US and USSR to the table. The United Nations can… [t]hey see each other every day.’ 
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Both sides agreed that the OAS did not have the international authority they believed was 
necessary for the agreements.” 
 
 

Legitimacy: present  
 
De Soto (1999: 345): “[The mediator’s impartiality and] the backing of the UN Security 
Council, which gave him legitimacy, eventually fostered a series of agreements between the 
two parties that ended the civil war […].” 
 
De Soto (1999: 349): “In early 1989, the United Nations Secretary-General Javier Perez de 
Cuellar had received the backing of the Security Council, and the legitimacy that derived 
from it […].” 
 
 

Brand Name Power 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Reputation: present 
 
Messing (2000: 171): “[T]he United Nations had already established its credibility in the 
region through its role as an observer of previous dialogues between the parties. The UN 
Observer Group in Central America (ONUCA) had accustomed people to accepting UN 
involvement in the region, and the organization had made contacts over the years on a 
confidential and informal basis with the FMLN.” 
 
 

Experience: absent  
 
Messing (2000: 169): “[T]he United Nations had not had a significant role in the region prior 
to this instance.” 
 
Messing (2000: 171): “The involvement was unorthodox on two levels: First, the United 
Nations did not normally involve itself in internal conflicts; and second, the United Nations 
had not had a history of involvement in Latin America generally.” 
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: present 
 
Messing (2000: 167): “[…] Cristiani set up the January meeting with Secretary-General Perez 
de Cuellar in New York to receive his assurance that the meeting would not simply promote 
dialogue, but rather would finish the process.” 
 
Messing (2000: 170): “[T]he conflict was rooted in political causes and had many 
international links that could not be effectively addressed by the Church.” 
 
Messing (2000: 171): “[M]any key members of both the FMLN and the Salvadoran 
government had faith in the organization’s ability to broker a peace agreement.” 
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Resources and Logistics: present 
 
Messing (2000: 174): “[T]he Group of Friends provided valuable financial support to the 
process. Many of the peace talks were held in Mexico, and the Mexican government provided 
the financial resources to conduct the process. The governments of Costa Rica and Venezuela 
also financed talks.” 
 
De Soto (1999: 365): “I pay tribute to the friends, especially to the ambassadors of Colombia, 
Mexico, Spain, and Venezuela to the United Nations, for their solidarity, support, and 
intellectual contribution.” 
 
 

Secretary-General's Commitment: present 
 
Messing (2000: 177): “The secretary-general invited the General Command of the FMLN and 
President Cristiani to come to New York to discuss the issue of the reintegration of the FMLN 
into society.” 
 
Messing (2000: 179): “One factor that contributed to the timing of the peace process was the 
conclusion of Perez de Cuellar’s tenure as secretary-general. In conversations, the parties and 
de Soto stated that they felt pressure to reach a settlement before the end of Perez de Cuellar’s 
term. […] Perez de Cuellar’s departure became a true deadline, because everyone assumed 
that if he left office without a settlement the process would lose momentum. […] Perez de 
Cuellar was supposed to leave for vacation with this wife on the evening of December 31, 
1991. According to Cristiani, Perez de Cuellar would say that he promised his wife he would 
leave for the Bahamas at six, so he was leaving. Cristiani would then call a press conference 
saying that if Perez de Cuellar leaves, ‘I’m taking the next plane down to Salvador and to hell 
with this process!’ […] [T]he parties reached an agreement at midnight of the new year.” 
  
De Soto (1999: 375): “[Perez de Cuellar] frequently told me that it was up to me to determine 
when he should involve himself personally. He was thus able to maintain a healthy distance 
from details and intricacies. He know that excessive intervention could undermine me and 
expose him, and was therefore conservative about intervening. […] During the two rounds in 
New York, for instance, much of the work fell to me and my colleagues; but it required his 
personal invitation and drawing power to bring the principles to New York and he therefore 
lent his name to it; it sufficed amply.” 
 
De Soto (1999: 379): “No one can doubt that the imminence of the departure from office of 
Perez de Cuellar at midnight on December 31, 1991, coupled with a private signal from Perez 
de Cuellar’s successor to Cristiani that the priority accorded to the El Salvador negotiation 
would plummet after January 1, 1992, galvanized the negotiation.” 
 
Franck (1995: 10): “In El Salvador, the Secretary-General played an even more active role. 
Beginning in December, 1989, he conducted negotiations to bring about a dialogue between 
the Government of El Salvador and the FMLN guerrillas.” 
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6.4. East Timor 
 
 

Impartiality 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Credibility 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Member States Pressure: present 
 
A/52/349 paragraph 7: “Recently, President Nelson Mandela of South Africa took an 
important initiative to lend support to my good offices.” 
 
Marker (2003: 15): “Later on, these representatives [mentioned under 13. Resources and 
Logistics] were to form the ‘Core Group’ of unofficial advisers on East Timor. […] We used 
the Core Group not only for advice and to keep them informed, but also for coordination with 
the Security Council (drafting of resolutions) and most importantly to prevail on their 
governments to lean on the Indonesian or Portuguese governments whenever we felt it 
necessary to do so.”   
 
 

P5 Engagement: present 
 
Marker (2003: 11): “Naturally, as events progressed, the role of the Security Council 
increased from the important to the crucial […].”  
 
Marker (2003: 50): “The importance of the United States’ role in the East Timor crisis […] 
can never be underestimated, and I was determined to establish a pragmatic working 
relationship with Washington.” 
 
Marker (2003: 51): “There had been an extremely effective and productive relationship 
between Washington and Jakarta throughout the Cold War and its immediate aftermath. 
Political and military links had been very close, and economic relations were extensive […]. 
On the other hand, in Congress there was a strong and vocal group which had agitated against 
Jakarta’s human rights record in Indonesia generally, and in East Timor in particular. […] 
Tom Pickering [US Under Secretary of State] assured me that the US would be fully 
supportive of the UN effort, and would respond positively to any call for action or 
assistance.”  
  
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid 
 
[No references] 
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Mediator of Last Resort: absent 

 
Marker (2003: 16): “Previous attempts to involve representatives of East Timor in the 
negotiating process had been strongly rebuffed by Indonesia, and the most that had been 
achieved was the establishment of the All Inclusive East Timorese Dialogue (AIETD), an 
unofficial organization of East Timorese representatives from the diaspora as well as the 
island itself.”   
 
 

Central Authority 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Legitimacy 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Brand Name Power  
 
[No references] 
 
 

Reputation 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Experience 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: present 
 
Marker (2003: 13): “[Francesc] Vendrell [Director of the Asia Pacific Division of the 
Department of Political Affairs and first assistant to Jamsheed Marker] had a vast knowledge 
of the South East Asia region, and it was not acquired simply through the long experience of 
his duties.”   
 
 

Resources and Logistics: present  
 
A/53/349 paragraph 8: “From 20 to 23 October 1997, another round of the All-Inclusive 
Intra-East Timorese Dialogue (AIETD) was held at Krumbach Castle in Austria, with the 
assistance of the host Government, Austria, and a number of other Member States that 
contributed financially. […] I am most grateful to a number of Member States, and especially 
to the Government of Austria, for providing the financial support and the facilities for the 
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organization of AIETD, which forms an important element in the search for a solution to the 
problem of East Timor.” 
Marker (2003: 14): “[…] we were fortunate enough to have the invaluable help, advice and 
support of a number of very able diplomats posted to missions to the UN. Most prominent of 
these were Ambassador Penny Wensley of Australia, Ambassador Nancy Sonderberg of the 
United States, Ambassador Steward Eldon of the United Kingdom, Ambassador Yukio 
Takasu of Japan, and Ambassador Michael Powles of New Zealand. […] They were true to 
their offer in word and deed, providing me with important information and intelligence 
obtained from their governments, the value of which was immeasurably bolstered by the 
supplementary advice rendered through the personal skills of the diplomats themselves.”  
 
Marker (2003: 16): “A preliminary meeting was held in London, and two subsequent 
meetings were held in Austria, generously financed and efficiently organized by the Austrian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.”  
 
 

Secretary-General's Commitment: present 
 
A/52/349 paragraph 3: “[…] I appointed as my Personal Representative for East Timor Mr. 
Jamsheed Marker […] although I have remained personally engaged in the process.” 
 
A/52/349 paragraph 4: “[…] I invited the two Foreign Ministers to meet with me in New 
York on 19 and 20 June 1997, in order to consider a revised format for the tripartite talks 
aimed at institutioning more structured and intensive negotiations.” 
 
Marker (2003: 10): “When Kofi Annan assumed the office of Secretary-General of the United 
Nations in January 1997, he decided that the East Timor issue needed a push, and a more 
vigorous approach than it had been hitherto accorded. In creating the post of Personal 
Representative of the Secretary-General (PRSG), he signaled his personal and active 
commitment to a solution of the East Timor problem.”  
 
Marker (2003: 11): “Kofi Annan’s role in the East Timor negotiations was absolutely crucial, 
and its importance cannot be emphasized enough. It went far beyond the titular and involved 
an active, lively interest in the progress of the process, spurred when necessary by effective 
initiatives and interventions.”   
 
Marker (2003: 46): “Kofi Annan’s meetings on June 19, and 20, 1997, with the Foreign 
Ministers of Indonesia and Portugal, formed the beginning of the meaningful negotiations on 
East Timor.”  
 
Marker (2003: 49): “Our two days of discussions [on June 19 and 20, 1997] concluded with 
an agreement on the format and framework of future negotiations. The Foreign Ministers 
would meet with the Secretary-General for a periodic review of the situation, while the 
substantive talks would be carried out at the level of senior officials […].”  
 
A/53/349 paragraph 3: “On 3 April 1998, I met separately in London with the then Vice-
President of Indonesia, B. J. Habibie, and Prime Minister Antonio Guterres of Portugal and 
discussed the need for early progress in the negotiations. On 8 June 1998, I had a useful 
meeting with the President of Portugal, Jorge Sampaio, in New York.” 
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6.5. Myanmar 
 
 

Impartiality 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Credibility 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Member States Pressure: absent  
 
A/60/422 Summary: “It [the National Convention] also fails, in its present format, to adhere 
to the recommendations made by successive resolutions of the General Assembly.” 
 
 

P5 Engagement: absent 
 
Security Council Report 04/2005: “The United States has been the driving force behind 
efforts to address Myanmar at the Council level on the grounds that the situation there, with 
its refugee flows and drug trade, constituted a threat to international peace and security.” 
 
<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Myanmar>: “[W]ith China supporting the junta, any drastic 
change in the country’s political situation seems unlikely.” 
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: absent 
 
A/60/422 paragraph 8: “The United Nations funds and programmes, and the organizations, 
tasked to provide humanitarian assistance for the people of Myanmar have been compelled to 
operate in a more restricted operational environment, with authorities imposing onerous fees, 
bureaucratic hurdles, and extensive restrictions on both travel to projects sites and the import 
of supplies and equipment.” 
 
Asia Times August 1, 2005: “[M]ost UN agencies and international non-government 
organizations (NGOs) working inside the country have had their activities severely restricted 
by the military regime.” 
 
 

Mediator of Last Resort 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Central Authority 
 
[No references] 
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Legitimacy 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Brand Name Power 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Reputation 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Experience 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Resources and Logistics  
 
[No references] 
 
 

Secretary-General's Commitment: present  
(Discrepancy with interview; priority is given to the information obtained from 
the literature.) 

 
E/CN.4/2003/33: “On my part, I encouraged the Government to start its political dialogue 
with Daw Aung San Suu Kyi as soon as possible when I met with Foreign Minister Win Aung 
during the fifty-seventh session of the General Assembly.” 
 
E/CN.4/2005/130 paragraph 3: “In an effort to facilitate national reconciliation and 
democratization in Myanmar, the Secretary-General convened and chaired a high-level 
consultative meeting of interested Member States on 29 September 2004, during the fifty-
ninth session of the General Assembly. […] The Secretary-General, together with his Special 
Envoy, then met with the head of the Myanmar delegation to the General Assembly, U Tin 
Winn, then Minister in the Prime Minister’s Office and Labour Minister, and the new Foreign 
Minister, U Nyan Win, to brief them on the outcomes of the high-level meeting.” 
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6.6. Cyprus 
 
 

Impartiality: absent 
(Discrepancy with interview; priority is given to the information obtained from 
the literature.) 

 
S/1999/707 paragraph 5: “In pursuing the Secretary-General’s mission of good offices, my 
predecessors and I have dealt with the two sides on an equal footing and, together with our 
representatives, have conducted our work on an equal and even-handed basis. However, the 
Turkish Cypriot contention is that other aspects of their situation place them at a disadvantage 
and undermine the commitment to political equality. A major challenge for the negotiations is 
how to translate this commitment into clear, practical provisions to be agreed upon by both 
sides.” 
 
S/2003/398 paragraph 24: “Perhaps the key obstacle to negotiation was the status issue. Mr. 
Denktash argued that the Turkish Cypriot side was disadvantaged by the recognition enjoyed 
by the Republic of Cyprus and the non-recognition of the “Turkish Republic of Northern 
Cyprus”. He blamed Security Council resolutions for this situation, and said that those 
resolutions inevitably tied me and my Special Adviser to an approach which, try as we might, 
could not be truly impartial, and which ignored the "realities". The fact that the status of the 
two leaders in the talks under my auspices was scrupulously equal did not assuage Mr. 
Denktash's concerns about their unequal status outside the negotiating room.” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 43: “The changes made in the finalization process were designed to 
address to the extent possible the key outstanding concerns conveyed by the leaders to the 
United Nations, bearing in mind the attitude of both parties, and the need to maintain the 
overall balance.” 
 
 

Credibility 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Member States Pressure 
 
[No references] 
 
 

P5 Engagement: present 
 
S/2003/398 paragraph 149: “Members of the Security Council gave me unflagging support. 
Several Governments had designated special envoys who were in periodic contact with my 
Special Adviser. I [the Secretary-General] would like to single out in particular the support 
and advice received from the special envoy of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, Lord Hannay, and the special envoy of the United States of America, 
Thomas Weston.” 
 



VI. Appendix  

 146

S/2004/437 paragraph 5: “The Security Council in resolution 1475 (2003) of 14 April 2003 
gave its strong support to my ‘carefully balanced plan’ – namely, the ‘Basis for Agreement on 
a Comprehensive Settlement of the Cyprus Problem’ dated 26 February 2003 – as a ‘unique 
basis for further negotiations’, and it called on all concerned to negotiate within the 
framework of my good offices […].” (See also S/2004/302 paragraph 2. Security Council 
Resolution 1475 was initiated by the United Kingdom.) 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 10: “I [the Secretary-General] wrote in similar terms to the Prime 
Ministers of the guarantor Powers Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom inviting them to 
have a representative on hand for the resumption of negotiations.” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 63: “I [the Secretary-General] also received the confirmation that I had 
requested from the Governments of Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom that they agreed 
to the submission of the plan to referendum, and that, upon its approval and completion of 
their internal ratification procedures, they would sign into force the Treaty on matters related 
to the new state of affairs by 29 April 2004.” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 69: “I [the Secretary-General] am grateful to the Council for the strong 
substantive support received following my report of 16 April 2004 (S/2004/302).” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 82: “As I [the Secretary-General] trust this report demonstrates, the 
plan was a clear improvement, for both sides, on the plan which received the strong support of 
the Security Council only 13 months ago and which was accepted by both sides as a basis for 
negotiation leading to referenda. It represented the culmination of a 54-month effort, 
conducted with the strong support and practical backing of the Council. It conforms to the 
Council's long-held vision of a settlement.” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 94: “I [the Secretary-General] wish to thank the Security Council for 
its strong support of my efforts […].” 
 
 

Implementation Power and Economic Aid: absent 
 
S/2003/398 paragraph 123: “[M]y plan provides for a largely self-funding solution of the 
property issue (contrary to a global exchange scheme proposed by the Turkish Cypriot side). 
Reinstatement and compensation honouring individual property rights would also give funds 
to many of the people who would need to relocate because of the territorial adjustment to let 
them provide for themselves. Nonetheless, that aspect of the settlement would need to rely on 
substantial international funding. The European Commission was in the process of organizing 
an international donor conference for this purpose when the process came to a regrettable end 
at The Hague.” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 46: “I [the Secretary-General] did not propose a full-blown United 
Nations administration of these areas from day one […].” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 70: “During the negotiations, both parties indicated that they would be 
looking to the international community for assistance in implementing the settlement, 
particularly the economically weaker Turkish Cypriots, who expressed concerns about their 
ability to undertake all the necessary steps without such help. The European Commission 
organized a high-level preparatory meeting in Brussels on 15 April 2004 to discuss the 
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financial needs involved in a settlement, ensure that the necessary initial support would be in 
place, and prepare for a larger pledging conference later in the year.” 
 
 

Mediator of Last Resort: absent 
 
S/2003/398 paragraph 4: “The Cyprus problem has been on the agenda of the Security 
Council for close to 40 years. It is the oldest item continuously on the Secretary-General's 
peacemaking agenda.” 
 
Hampson (2003: 27): “The UN may find itself the mediator of choice because of its previous 
involvement in these protracted conflict cases, e.g. Cyprus.” 
 
 

Central Authority 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Legitimacy: absent 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 89 and 90: “After the proclamation of the "Turkish Republic of 
Northern Cyprus" in 1983, the Security Council, by resolution 541 (1983), considered the 
declaration legally invalid, and called on all States not to recognize any Cypriot state other 
than the Republic of Cyprus. By resolution 550 (1984), the Council reiterated this call and 
called upon all States not to facilitate or in any way assist the secessionist entity. Recognition 
or assisting secession are clearly contrary to the resolutions of the Security Council, and 
would be contrary to the entire goal in view.” 
 
 

Brand Name Power 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Reputation 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Experience 
 
[No references] 
 
 

Expertise and Professionalism: present 
 
S/2004/437 summary: “[p]ositive results were achieved at the technical level by experts from 
the two sides assisted by United Nations experts.” 
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S/2004/437 paragraph 29: “In contrast to the slow progress at the political level, the 
participants in the seven technical committees established by agreement of the leaders under 
the chairmanship of the United Nations produced extremely positive results.” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 71: “The United Nations ensured that the plan and information about it 
had been freely available on its web site in Greek and Turkish since early 2003. The United 
Nations also provided information and materials and gave briefings to civil society groups on 
request.” 
 
S/2004/437 Annex II: A description of the work of the technical committees 
 
S/2003/398 Paragraph 16: “My Special Adviser assembled a core team of two to four 
professionals and one or two general staff. This core team was assisted by input from 
throughout the United Nations system, involving the Department of Political Affairs, the 
Department of Peacekeeping Operations (including UNFICYP), the Office of Legal Affairs, 
the Department of Public Information, the United Nations Development Programme and the 
United Nations Office for Project Services (including the UNDP/UNOPS office in Cyprus), 
and by a number of consultants who joined my Special Adviser's team in the last two months 
to oversee the work of the technical committees, including a secondee from the European 
Commission. A number of countries, including Canada, Germany, Switzerland and the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, were on standby ready to send experts to 
assist in the technical finalization process leading up to a referendum on 30 March 2003.” 
 
 

Resources and Logistics: present 
 
S/2003/398 paragraph 149: “The United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Finland, Sweden, 
Denmark and Switzerland provided funding for a special aircraft without which the travels of 
my Special Adviser in the region – as well as my own mission late in February – would have 
been extremely complicated and time-consuming.” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 31: “I [the Secretary-General] therefore took up the generous offer of 
the Government of Switzerland to make available premises in Bürgenstock, a hotel complex 
near Lucerne, beginning on 24 March.” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 94: “I [the Secretary-General] wish to thank […] the many Member 
States who provided diplomatic assistance, material resources, technical expertise or 
conference support; the European Union, including the European Commission, for the truly 
exemplary assistance and support it provided, in what was a model of European Union/United 
Nations cooperation; and the many international organizations, including those of the United 
Nations system, which rolled up their sleeves and joined in this team effort.” 
 
S/2003/398 paragraph 16: “The budget for my effort over the period [between late 1999 and 
early 2003] ran to $3,148,500.” 
 
 

Secretary-General's Commitment: present 
 
S/2003/398 summary: “Accordingly, I submitted a comprehensive settlement proposal on 11 
November 2002, a first revision on 10 December 2002, and a second revision on 26 February 
2003.” 
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S/2003/398 paragraph 8: “From December 1999 to November 2000, the leaders, at my 
invitation, attended five sessions of proximity talks, alternately in Geneva and New York, to 
prepare the ground for meaningful negotiations leading to a comprehensive settlement. I was 
present at every session of talks which were otherwise hosted by my Special Adviser.” 
 
S/2003/398 paragraph 15: “In the course of the negotiation, I met the leaders on 11 occasions, 
including my visit to Cyprus in May 2002 and my trip to Turkey, Greece and Cyprus in 
February 2003.” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 12: “The [three-stage] procedure enlarged the role foreseen for me [the 
Secretary-General], from completing any unfinished parts of the plan (‘filling in the blanks’) 
to resolving any continuing and persistent deadlocks in the negotiations […].” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 31: “I [the Secretary-General] myself would join the effort on 28 
March [2004].” 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 38: “Only after all opportunities for dialogue had been exhausted, and 
every effort made to sound the parties out on possible changes, did I [the Secretary-General] 
make a series of bridging proposals.” (See also S/2004/302 paragraph 5: “I joined the process 
on 28 March and submitted an overall bridging proposal on 29 March.”) 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 41: “By this stage, and with agreement clearly not achievable, the 
process had moved to Phase 3 as envisaged in the 13 February agreement, in which I [the 
Secretary-General] would use my discretion, in the event of continuing and persistent 
deadlock, to finalize the text on the basis of my plan. Eventually, at close to midnight on 31 
March 2004, I presented a finalized plan, which included further changes beyond those 
already suggested in my bridging proposals, including certain alterations of those proposals.” 
(See also S/2004/302 paragraph 6: “On 31 March 2004, in Bürgenstock, after consultations 
and as invited by the parties, I finalized the text of the ‘Comprehensive Settlement of the 
Cyprus Problem’ […].”) 
 
S/2004/437 paragraph 71: “I [the Secretary-General] myself recorded an address to the people 
of Cyprus, underlining the unique opportunity that was at hand, and reassuring them of the 
commitment of the United Nations to ensure full implementation. This message received 
extensive coverage on both sides.” 
 
Franck (1995: 12 ff.): “The case of Cyprus is both the longest running good offices effort of 
the Secretary-General and the one which best illustrates its difficulties and frustrations.” 
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7. THRESHOLDS 
 
 

7.1. Impartiality 
 

 
 
 

7.2. Leverage 
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7.3.1. Original Status Thresholds 
 

 
 
 

7.3.2. Amended Status Thresholds 
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8. TOSMANA REPORTS 
 
 

8.1. Explaining Outcome 1, excluding Remainders 
 
 
Tosmana Report 
  
Algorithm: MultiValue TopDown 
File: D:\Noras Diplomarbeit\Software\Tosmana\Daten 20.11..xml 
Settings: 
 Minimizing Value 1  
 including   
 
Truth Table: 
  
v1: Impartiality v2: Leverage 
v3: Status  
 
O:  Outcome id:  Country ID 
  
v1 v2 v3 O id 
2 2 2 1 East Timor 
2 1 1 1 Guatemala 
1 2 2 1 Cambodia 
0 2 2 1 El Salvador 
0 0 0 0 Myanmar 
1 0 2 0 Cyprus 
 
  
Result: 
 
 Leverage{2} * Status{2} + Impartiality{2} * Leverage{1} * 
Status{1}  
 (East Timor+Cambodia+El Salvador) (Guatemala) 
 
 
 
Created with Tosmana Version 1.255 
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8.2. Explaining Outcome 0, excluding Remainders 
 
 
Tosmana Report 
  
Algorithm: MultiValue TopDown 
File: D:\Noras Diplomarbeit\Software\Tosmana\Daten 20.11..xml 
Settings: 
 Minimizing Value 0  
 including   
 
Truth Table: 
  
v1: Impartiality v2: Leverage 
v3: Status  
 
O:  Outcome id:  Country ID 
  
v1 v2 v3 O id 
2 2 2 1 East Timor 
2 1 1 1 Guatemala 
1 2 2 1 Cambodia 
0 2 2 1 El Salvador 
0 0 0 0 Myanmar 
1 0 2 0 Cyprus 
 
  
Result: 
 
 Impartiality{0} * Leverage{0} * Status{0} + Impartiality{1} * 
Leverage{0} * Status{2}  
 (Myanmar) (Cyprus) 
 
 
 
Created with Tosmana Version 1.255 
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8.3. Explaining Outcome 1, including Remainders 
 
 
Tosmana Report 
  
Algorithm: Graph-based Agent 
File: D:\Noras Diplomarbeit\Software\Tosmana\Daten 20.11..xml 
 
Settings: 
 Minimizing Value 1  
 including  R  
 
Truth Table: 
  
v1: Impartiality v2: Leverage 
v3: Status  
 
O:  Outcome id:  Country ID 
  
v1 v2 v3 O id 
2 2 2 1 East Timor 
2 1 1 1 Guatemala 
1 2 2 1 Cambodia 
0 2 2 1 El Salvador 
0 0 0 0 Myanmar 
1 0 2 0 Cyprus 
 
  
Result: (all) 
 
 Leverage{1,2} 
 (East Timor+Guatemala+Cambodia+El Salvador) 
 
 
 
Created with Tosmana Version 1.255 
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8.4. Explaining Outcome 0, including Remainders 
 
 
Tosmana Report 
  
Algorithm: Graph-based Agent 
File: D:\Noras Diplomarbeit\Software\Tosmana\Daten 20.11..xml 
 
Settings: 
 Minimizing Value 0  
 including  R  
 
Truth Table: 
  
v1: Impartiality v2: Leverage 
v3: Status  
 
O:  Outcome id:  Country ID 
  
v1 v2 v3 O id 
2 2 2 1 East Timor 
2 1 1 1 Guatemala 
1 2 2 1 Cambodia 
0 2 2 1 El Salvador 
0 0 0 0 Myanmar 
1 0 2 0 Cyprus 
 
  
Result: (all) 
 
 Leverage{0} 
 (Myanmar+Cyprus) 
 
 
 
Created with Tosmana Version 1.255 
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