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ABSTRACT 

This study is a multivariate empirical analysis of 593 mediation 

events in international conflicts between 1945 and 1990. The 

structure of the analysis is based on an explicit conceptual framework 

of the nature of international mediation. The analysis employs an · 

appropriate, yet sophisticated, multivariate technique to further our 

understanding of the dynamics of the forces that bring about 

successful mediation. 

Four clusters of variables are examined, relating respectively 

to the dispute, the parties, the mediator, and the mediation event. 

From these clusters six key variables are identified: issue type; the 

power disparity between the parties; the level of fatalities; the 

relationship between the mediator and the parties; the mediation 

environment; and the nature of the mediator's strategy. These 

variables are analysed simultaneously and are found to be reliable 

determinants of mediation outcome. 

The analysis breaks new ground by identifying the direct and 

interactive impacts of these variables on mediation success, and by 

using these relationships to build a predictive multivariate model of 

the dynamics of international mediation. From this model a matrix 

of key mediation forces is generated which enables the prospective 

mediator to assess his/her likelihood of success in a given situation. 
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1.0 

INTERNATIONAL MEDIATION: AN INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Why Study International Conflict Mediation? 

The late 1980s and early 1990s has been a time of rapid change in 

international relations. The collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of 

the Cold War have fundamentally changed the global stage on which 

nations act, and interact. As this process began peace researchers and 

students of international relations envisaged two possible scenarios for the 

future. Many hoped that the end of the cold war would herald a new era 

of peace and cooperation. Others feared that the lack of balance between 

the superpowers and the removal of the ultimate threat of global 

destruction would allow numerous smaller conflicts to escalate. Sadly, it 

seems the latter has proven to be the case. 

The recent growth in ethnic conflict in former Eastern Bloc states 

has been startling. The collapse of the mechanisms of repression which 

dominated these societies has fanned the flames of disputes which have 

been smouldering for decades. States whose political boundaries 

encompass several 'nations' have been torn apart in the clamour for self 

determination. 

At the same time, some states which previously might have shied 

away from armed confrontation out of fear of global escalation, now 

seem much more prepared to pursue aggressive foreign policies through 

violent means. This gives rise to considerable potential for destabilisation 

in international relations at both regional and global levels. Individuals, 

states, and organisations, fearing both the consequences of systemic 

destabilisation and the costs of direct involvement in a dispute, have been 



8 

quick to intervene. But the outcomes of these attempts often fall short of 

expectations. The major reason for this is the continuing lack of 

knowledge about modes of conflict intervention and their effectiveness. 

Now, more than ever before, there is a fundamental need build a better 

understanding of the phenomenon of third party intervention in 

international conflict. 

Mediation is widely regarded as the most common form of third 

party intervention in international disputes (Bercovitch, 1984; 

Butterworth, 1976; Holsti, 1987). Yet we have only limited knowledge of 

the conditions under which international mediation is most likely to be 

effective. Some scholarly works depict mediation as a somewhat 

mysterious phenomenon with the potential to settle almost any dispute. 

More realistically, it has been argued that the scope for effective 

mediation is much narrower than many studies would have us believe. 

Moore (1986: 301) prudently advises potential third parties that 

"mediation is not a panacea for all types of conflict. Mediators should be 

aware of all procedures for dispute resolution and the conditions under 

which each is most effective". It is the aim of this thesis to clarify those 

conditions under which international mediation is most effective, and to 

help mediators decide if and when to tender their services or answer calls 

for assistance. 

This study is a multivariate empirical analysis, and as such it will 

fill an important gap in existing mediation research. It employs 

sophisticated data analysis techniques to systematically identify and 

analyse the key variables which influence mediation success. The need 

for such a study was concisely summarised by Raymond & Kegely (1985: 

37) in the following observation: 

Much of the investigative work on mediation possesses an 

impressionistic, speculative quality. Few studies have been 



guided by either explicit models or an articulated theory. As 

a result, there is a need to sift through the literature on 

mediation, extract propositions about the conditions that give 

rise to successful mediation efforts, and generate the 

evidence required to test contending hypotheses regarding 

the causal web linking background conditions to mediation 

outcome. 
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It is the untangling of this causal web that is the task at hand. At the 

end of this first chapter a clear theoretical model of international 

mediation will be presented which will act as the conceptual framework 

for the following investigation. This framework will suggest four 

categories into which the many variables at work in an international 

mediation can be divided. Each of these categories will later be examined 

in turn. Popular hypotheses relating to the relationship between various 

individual variables and mediation success have been gleaned from over 

one hundred studies of mediation. These will be tested using an original 

data base of nearly 600 mediation attempts. 

Using the findings from these simple relationships as a guide, more 

complex multivariate models of the dynamics of international mediation 

will be built and evaluated. The multivariate models will be analysed 

using sophisticated statistical techniques that enable the simultaneous 

analysis of several variables at once, but still remain sensitive to the 

nature of the data being used. An analysis of this scale and complexity 

has never before been conducted, and it is hoped that this thesis will make 

a valuable contribution to our understanding of international mediation. 

In addition to the descriptive analysis, sound recommendations will be 

made that will help to improve the effectiveness of mediation in 

international relations. 



This chapter will begin by clearly articulating the focus of this 

study. Following a brief discussion of contending definitions of 

mediation and this particular level of analysis, I will outline the nature of 

mediation research to date. Different approaches to the study of 

mediation will be identified, and the advantages and disadvantages of each 

will be discussed. A review of the strengths and weaknesses of previous 

empirical studies will lead us to the presentation of the conceptual 

framework on which the subsequent analysis is based. 

1.2 Conflict and Conflict Mediation 

The study of conflict in the social sciences can be divided into three 

broad foci: The study of the nature of conflict itself (ie. is it good/bad, 

destructive/creative), the study of how conflict arises, and the study of 

how conflict terminates. Within this third category much attention has 

been directed toward understanding how to engender the end of a conflict 

if it is proving to be socially, emotionally or physically harmful. Into this 

category falls the study of third-party intervention (ie. arbitration and 

mediation). 

Despite its importance, serious attempts to study mediation have 

only been fairly recent. In their review of the history of mediation 

studies Mitchell and Webb (1988) note that scholarly neglect of mediation 

began to change with the publication of seminal works by Young (1967) 

Burton (1969) and Walton (1969). This academic interest in mediation 

grew naturally out of the interest in negotiation that flourished in the 

1960s and early 1970s. This interest in negotiation was first manifested 

in individual case studies which utilised anecdotal and historical 

information to describe particular negotiations, or to support the author's 
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theories about the negotiation process. The disadvantage of this 

ideographic method was that reliable statements about negotiation in 

general cannot readily be made on the basis of information taken from a 

single case. As a result attention gradually moved to a more nomothetic 

approach, which rests on the systematic empirical analysis of a large 

sample of cases from which sound, broadly applicable generalisations can 

be drawn. 

The study of mediation has followed a similar path. The literature 

on mediation has grown rapidly in recent years, but it continues to be 

dominated by ideographic studies. The majority of works are single (or 

collected) case studies, or eclectic, anecdotal practitioner handbooks based 

on the personal experiences of mediators. Attempts at more systematic 

analysis have been made, but these are rare (and rarer still in the study of 

international mediation), and, almost without exception, they are limited 

to studies of bivariate relationships. This study can be seen as a extension 

of existing empirical studies. It takes the next logical step in the field by 

exploring complex multivariate models. 

It is customary in the opening pages of works such as this to spend 

some time clarifying the level of analysis and defining the subject matter, 

it is to this that I now turn. 

1.3 The Level of Analysis 

Conflict occurs at all levels of social interaction: interpersonal, 

intergroup, and international. Consequently, the study of conflict 

mediation has been an eclectic and interdisciplinary affair. Theories and 

findings relating to one level of analysis are frequently applied to other 

levels with little thought given to the fundamental differences between 
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them. It seems unlikely, for example, that the forces at work in a 

mediation between a husband and wife will be exactly the same as those at 

work in a mediation between two warring nations. Clearly the level of 

analysis should not be ignored. 

This does not mean that hypotheses from other fields are of no use. 

On the contrary, extensive use will be made here of hypotheses from 

interpersonal and intergroup (industrial) studies. But when considering 

these hypotheses we must remember that in this study the focus is on 

international mediation. Therefore while we formulate hypotheses based 

on what we know of interpersonal and intergroup mediation, these cannot 

be valid until tested in the international field. 

There are those who would argue that while mediation is a complex 

phenomenon, it operates in essentially the same way regardless of context 

(eg: Burton 1969, 1972; Doob 1970; Fisher 1964, 1983). However 

mediation in international relations is different because conflict in 

international relations has certain unique characteristics. A number of 

contextual features which differentiate international disputes from other 

forms of conflict have been highlighted by Touval (1985). He argues that 

conflict between nations occurs in a specific context and has several 

unique features: (a) the costs are high, (b) because of the interdependence 

of the international system conflicts can involve more than just the initial 

disputing parties. That is, competition for power and influence between 

disputants (and allies) tends to effect the relative power of others in the 

system. As a result, ( c) third parties are likely to intervene to protect 

their own interests. And, because they tend to jealously guard their own 

sovereignty, autonomy, and freedom of action, (d) states are not problem

solving oriented. 

As will be discussed below the terms 'state' and 'nation' will be used 

interchangeably as the basic units of analysis in this study, for both are 
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actors at the international level. This permits the inclusion of distinct 

ethnic, cultural, religious, or socio-political groups (or peoples) which do 

not have a recognised 'state' structure but which nonetheless engage in 

conflict at the international level (eg Serbia/Bosnia-Hertzegovina, 

Lebanon etc.). 

1.4 Defining Mediation 

Researchers and theorists in mediation studies often note that "there 

1s still no universally accepted or authoritative definition of 

mediation"(Lewicki, Weiss, & Lewin 1992: 236; see also Kressel & Pruitt 

1985; 1989). The question of definition is an important one, but one that 

should not be laboured at the expense of the analysis proper. Thus 

definitional intricacies will only be dealt with briefly here. 

A raft of contending definitions of mediation are discussed by 

Bercovitch (1992). Different studies based on different approaches, and 

focussing on different aspects have utilised, from a wide range of options, 

that definition which supports or reinforces their particular approach, and 

their findings. Many definitions are too narrow, concentrating on such a 

specific area that what is said is not easily generalisable. Others are so 

broad that they fail to direct research toward any worthwhile focus. 

Definitions of mediation have tended to shape analyses by 

identifying what sorts of behaviour will be regarded as mediation, and 

what sorts of behaviour will not. But definitions which centre on the 

behaviour of the mediator have proven problematic (Lewicki, Weiss & 

Lewin 1992). When mediation involves directive strategies it has 

sometimes been excluded from analyses because the mediator is regarded 

as having gone beyond the bounds of 'traditional/apolitical mediation' (See 

Smith 1985; Touval 1985). 



14 

Traditional definitions reject so-called 'power mediation', 

pressuring, and aggressive or directive mediator behaviour as these 

transcend the narrow conception of the mediator as a neutral 

bystander/facilitator. However, there has been a change in the 

conventional wisdom regarding this point in recent years. While the 

altruistic mediator/facilitator may still play a part in international 

mediation (evidenced by the activities of the Quakers, International Red 

Cross etc.), some theorists now hold that mediator interests and power 

politics have an extremely important influence (Touval 197 5; Touval & 

Zartman 1989; Zartman & Touval 1985). 

Behavioural definitions have also resulted in unnecessary quibbling 

over the boundaries between conciliation, facilitation, good offices, 

shuttle diplomacy, 'pure' mediation, and power mediation. This desire to 

categorise behaviours and study them separately ignores the reality that 

when intervening in an international conflict a third party may 

demonstrate all, or any combination, of these behaviours. 

Mediation is a dynamic process which has many behavioural 

expressions, but which is clearly identifiable because it takes place in a 

specific context. Acknowledging the realpolitik of international 

mediation, a behavioural definition will be avoided. Instead, a contextual 

definition will be employed which enables us to identify mediation 

situations. 

The definition that will be used here is taken from Bercovitch, 

Anagnoson & Wille (1991:8). Accordingly mediation is defined as "a 

process of conflict management where disputants seek the assistance of, or 

accept an offer of help from, an individual, group, state or organisation 

to settle their conflict or resolve their differences without resorting to 

physical force or invoking the authority of the law". This definition 

acknowledges the common components in any mediation situation: a) the 
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dispute or conflict itself; b) the disputing parties, or disputants; c) the 

third party, the mediator, importantly defined as an individual, group, 

state or organisation; and d) the actual mediation process, or mediation 

event, during which an attempt is made to manage the conflict. 

Importantly, this definition is also shaped by a general conception 

of the aims and objectives of international mediation, which is to manage 

the conflict at hand. At the more flexible and adaptive levels of 

interpersonal and intergroup conflict, mediation is often regarded as an 

effective form of conflict resolution. But the high human cost of 

interstate violence, and the social and political restrictions placed on 

actors in international conflict, means that mediation at this level is more 

appropriately regarded as conflict management. 

Mediation in an international dispute is conducted between the 

representatives of states and nations. As such it can only hope to bring 

these representatives to agree on the substantive issues at hand, and to 

strive for a reduction in violent behaviour. International mediation 

cannot hope to resolve the underlying conflict between the peoples of the 

disputing nations. In concluding their discussion of eight case studies of 

mediation Touval and Zartman (1989) found the technique to have been 

generally successful. But they also note that "in the broadest sense, even 

where important issues were resolved, the mediation only provided 

conditions by which the parties could learn to live together; it did not 

effect any deep reconciliation of the parties or a restructuring of their 

perceptions of each other"(l989:134-135) Conflict resolution is an 

enormous cognitive task with numerous physical, social and psychological 

obstacles. But conflict management in international relations requires 

only the recognition of conflict on a substantive physical level, therefore 

it is considerably more feasible. 
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By stating that international mediation operates at a specific conflict 

management level, I am not suggesting that its contribution is not 

important. On the contrary, the contribution that can be made by 

mediation is of paramount importance if any deeper reconciliation is to 

ever take place. If conflict management is successful it opens a window 

of opportunity for deeper conflict resolution to begin. By removing the 

stumbling block of continuing physical violence, conflict management 

removes the single greatest impediment to the eventual successful 

resolution of the conflict. 

Not all theorists of international mediation would agree with this 

perspective. The problem-solving school (Burton 1969, 1972; Doob 

1970; Kelman 1979; see also Hill 1982) would argue that the underlying 

cause of the conflict must be addressed in the first instance. In their 

mediation workshops they attempt to get the representatives attending to 

resolve the deeper issues at the heart of their conflict. Unfortunately even 

if some change in perceptions does occur among the few people present in 

this isolated and controlled environment, it is extraordinarily difficult for 

these representatives to transmit their new perception to others outside the 

workshop. 

To a certain extent whether one sees mediation as conflict 

management or conflict resolution is related to whether one defines 

conflict objectively or subjectively. From a subjective perspective 

conflict exists only when those in conflict perceive themselves to be in 

conflict. While at the objective level a conflict exists when an observer 

sees and identifies a conflict situation. Thus a situation may be regarded 

as a conflict even if the parties are not aware of it (eg: class conflict, or 

the happy slave syndrome). The perspective being advanced here does 

not deny underlying structural conflict, but it does give priority to its 

observable violent manifestations. 
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Webb (1988) discusses the impact that objective and subjective 

definitions of conflict have on the aims and objectives of mediators. He 

states "there may well be occasions when to attempt to end a violent 

conflict through mediation, but without changing the structural basis of 

the conflict, may not be the best course of action."(1988: ??) It is argued 

here that the elimination of overt violence is a necessary step toward 

resolving structural conflict. This is often best achieved one step at a 

time. Ending subjective violent conflict will be difficult enough without 

tackling underlying objectivist aims, so mediation should deal, first and 

foremost, with the observable violence and leave underlying structural 

change to subsequent conciliation and problem solving exercisesl. 

Holsti (1988b) is another theorist to discuss the difference between 

conflict management and conflict resolution. He regards conflict 

management as a procedural technique which clarifies issues and 

misperceptions with the aim of war avoidance. He argues that in many 

cases a resolution is only possible after the conflict has undergone a 'test 

of arms' where capabilities become clear and commitment to issue 

positions might be challenged. Thus there is an inconsistency between the 

goals of conflict management (war avoidance) and conflict resolution: ie. 

to avoid war will prolong the conflict and delay resolution. 

Rarely is it, however, that a mediator intervenes, or is requested to 

do so, before armed conflict has broken out Thus mediation, as conflict 

management, is much more likely to work toward de-escalation rather 

than war avoidance. Also, it would seem more probable that the direct 

opposite of Holsti' s argument would hold true. In many cases the 

outbreak of violence makes resolution much less likely by creating 

1This emphasis on conflict management should be remembered when we come to discuss 
the operational definition of mediation success that will be used in this investigation, a 
definition which rests on observable reduction in violent behaviour. 
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greater psychological and material commitments to the conflict. In such 

cases processes aimed at resolution have little hope of success, and the 

primary aim must be to de-escalate the conflict to an acceptable level. 

Mediation sets up structures whereby resolution is more likely by 

(1) performing a management (de-escalatory) function, and (2) enabling 

agreement on substantive issues which may lay the foundations for a 

fuller rapprochement. 

1.5 Different Approaches to the Study of Mediation 

The study of mediation has been approached in many ways. Before 

discussing the approach that will be used here it is important to 

acknowledge possible alternatives. To this end it is useful to categorise 

different mediation studies according to their basic epistemological 

orientation. For example, Lewicki Weiss and Lewin (1992) separate 

theories of mediation into descriptive and normative approaches, while 

Bercovitch and Lamare (1992) divide studies of mediation into three 

types: descriptive, normative and prescriptive. Both of these reviews use 

the term 'normative' inappropriately. The differentiation being made is 

between those studies which purport to describe international mediation, 

and those studies which purport to advise mediators, or prescribe 

effective action in a mediation situation. Both descriptive and 

prescriptive studies are, to differing extents, founded on the same 

normative rationale: we study international mediation in order to improve 

its effectiveness because we see it as a morally desirable alternative to 

violent conflict. 

With this 1n mind, studies of mediation can be regarded as 

primarily descriptive, or prescriptive. However Lewicki et al (1992) 

argue that greater attempts should be made to combine the two 
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approaches. When speaking of studies that combine both prescriptive and 

descriptive approaches a distinction should be made between essentially 

prescriptive works which use illustrative cases in a somewhat haphazard 

fashion, and research that is essentially descriptive but which attempts to 

generate conclusion.s in the form of concrete recommendations for 

mediation practice. The latter combination is by far the most desirable. 

Unfortunately descriptive studies often deny their normative foundations, 

and neglect their potential for making valuable prescriptive contributions 

based on sound evidence. Descriptive works are discussed in more detail 

in section 1. 6. 

The main criticism of prescriptive works is that they usually have 

little reliable evidence with which to support their recommendations. 

These works tend not to regard mediators as people with concrete 

resources and capabilities, but rather as rational decision makers in an 

ideal-type world. Prescriptive works are often handbooks of advice for 

mediation practitioners based on personal experience (eg: Jackson 1952; 

Maggiolo 1971), or advice based on a particular theory (eg:Fisher & Ury 

1978). Others are written from a specific perspective such as 

international law (Merrills 1991) or problem solving (Burton 1969; Doob 

1970; Hill 1982; Kelman and Cohen 1979), and most are replete with 

situation-specific maxims supported by illustrative cases, which are not 

usually dealt with in any systematic manner (Susskind and Babbitt 1992; 

Young 1967, 1972). 

1.6 Descriptive Studies of Mediation 

Descriptive studies analyse real actors in real situations. They 

attempt to describe conflict behaviour without moralising, or imposing 

value structures. There have been calls for more descriptive work to find 
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out what is actually happening in mediation between nations (Bercovitch 

et al 1991; Bercovitch & Lamare 1992). Descriptive studies can be 

further divided into (1) case studies, (2) observation/interviews, (3) 

experimental studies, and (4) systematic data analyses. 

(a) Case Studies 

The case study approach describes a single mediation, or single 

conflict, in considerable detail. The information gained is then used as a 

basis for broad generalisations about international mediation, or to 

illustrate the validity of a particular mediation theory. Harbottle (1980) 

provides an example of anecdotal practitioner advice based on personal 

experience in one case. Many case studies are characterised by 

inconsistency, often focusing only on a particular aspect of a mediation, 

although Stenelo's (1972) study is a notable exception. The idiosyncrasies 

of an individual case, while interesting, usually render little that is 

applicable to other situations. To counter this problem a comparative 

case study approach can be adopted (eg: Zartman and Touval 1985; 

Bercovitch and Rubin 1992). But differences between the analytic 

paradigms used in each case often render these studies just as unhelpful as 

individual case studies. 

(b) Observation/Interviews 

These studies involve the direct observation of the mediation by the 

researcher, interviews with both mediators and disputants, or the 

completion of self-report questionnaires by the mediator and/or the 

disputants. Labour-Management mediation studies which have utilised 

this approach include: Blake, Sheppard & Mouton (1964); Douglas 

(1962); Kerr (1954); Kolb (1983); Kressel (1972); Simkin (1971); 

Stevens (1963); and Walton (1969). Questionnaire type studies often 
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place considerable emphasis on the actions of the mediator ( eg: Kolb 

1985; Shapiro, Drieghe & Brett 1985), but they also depend on the 

mediator's ability to report his/her own activities reliably Unfortunately, 

this kind of study is not possible in the international arena where access to 

mediators, much less actual mediations, is severely restricted. 

(c) Experimental· Studies 

Experimental studies attempt to simulate mediation in a controlled 

environment where factors thought to affect mediation can be 

manipulated. There have been a large number of experimental studies of 

mediation in various contexts. Many of these are summarised in Rubin 

(1980). They include: Bartunek, Benton & Keys 1975; Bigoness 1976; 

Brookmire and Sistrunk 1980; Erickson, Holmes, Frey, Walker & 

Thibaut 1974; Harnett & Wall 1983; Johnson & Pruitt 1972; Johnson & 

Tullar 1972; and Wall 1979. This research has largely been conducted in 

the United States using college students in game-like or single-issue 

situations. The validity of transfering the lessons learned in these 

situations to the complex reality of international relations has not been 

tested. But the general applicability, and hence the utility, of these 

findings is doubtful. 

Further, the use of college students in experimental studies has a 

number of risks. One study (Wittmer, Carnevale & Walker 1991: 608) 

acknowledged reports that some participants did not take the experiment 

seriously, and other participants felt that undergraduates were too 

inexperienced to mediate a dispute effectively. Such reports undermine 

the integrity of the experiment and the validity of the results. This is true 

of the results at face value, but may be even more serious when results 

are generalised to other levels of analysis. 
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(d) Systematic Data Analysis 

These studies collect data on a sizeable sample of mediations and 

describe the trends and correlations that can be observed. Attempts to 

apply this more useful empirical approach to the study of international 

mediation have been few: Bercovitch 1986; 1989; Bercovitch et al 1991; 

Butterworth 1976; Frei 1976; Holsti, 1966; Levine 1971; Raymond & 

Kegley 1985; Wall 1981. Shortly, we will look at these studies in more 

detail. 

1.7 The Empirical Analysis of International lVIediation 

The lack of coherence and common direction, and indeed the 

plethora of contradictory maxims and propositions that has resulted from 

the dominance of ideographic studies have been a cause of great concern 

to those who come to review the state of mediation research. Mitchell 

and Webb's (1988: 6) comments are typical: 

It would have been reasonable to suppose that... . .. there 

would exist at least the beginnings of a useful, explanatory and 

(perhaps) predictive theory of mediation, culled from a 

comparison of the many examples of that process in managing 

international disputes. Nothing could be further from the 

truth. 

More descriptive studies are required to increase our knowledge of 

what is actually happening in international mediation. It is clear from a 

comparison of the approaches discussed above that more systematic data 

analysis is required. Only through a rigourous systematic analysis of 
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mediation in its actual context can we come to a better understanding of 

the nature of the phenomenon. 

Empirical studies are subject to many of the criticisms that have 

plagued the 'social sciences' for years. Critics of a positivistic, empirical 

approach to the study of human behaviour have argued that the social 

sciences will never achieve the precision of the natural sciences and can 

never generate universal laws · which will govern, and indeed predict 

behaviour in all cases. In response, one can only accept this to be true, 

and reply that this does not necessarily lessen the importance of the work. 

One must accept the limitations but also acknowledge the value of the 

contribution that can be made. 

Pruitt (1986: 239) has written that "while a science of negotiation 

and mediation is possible, it will never be an exact science. The problem 

is that human behaviour is buffeted by many forces making it quite 

variable. Hence social science theory is limited to predicting probable 

effects and outcomes in the average case." It cannot be denied that in the 

complex arena of international mediation, where costs are high and time 

is often short, that predictions of probable outcomes in the average case 

would be of enormous value to both mediators and negotiating parties. 

As mentioned above, systematic empirical studies of international 

mediation have been rare. These will now be briefly reviewed so that we 

may learn from their mistakes, strengths, and weaknesses. 

In an early study Holsti (1966) presented limited figures on the 

outcomes of international conflicts. His data on mediation are somewhat 

disjointed, however, as a result of coding mediation by international 

organisations into a separate category: 'multilateral conferences'. Holsti's 

conclusions are weakly supported due to the small number of mediations 

(n=9) and conferences (n=l6) analysed. 
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Levine introduces his paper as "the first stages of a study of factors 

correlating with mediation outcomes"(197 l: 23). However, he fails to 

present any factors that are clearly correlated with mediation success or 

failure, nor does he perform a single bivariate crosstabulation involving 

mediation outcome. Instead, the paper is comprised of a discussion of the 

framework and approach used, and the presentation of a list of mediation 

efforts between 1816 and 1960. This list· might be a useful guide for 

anyone wishing to pursue their own research, but Levine himself does not 

develop the analysis of this list to any great extent. The information he 

presents is of some historical interest, but it does nothing to build an 

understanding of the mediation process and how it might be influenced by 

contextual forces. Levine's failures are surprising given his opening 

acknowledgement of the inadequacies of contemporary and past research. 

He notes, for example, that the historical tradition of mediation study has 

resulted in "a willingness to recount events, but rarely to generalise on the 

basis of their findings"(l971: 23). 

However, Levine's discussion of his mediation framework is a 

valuable contribution indeed. In discussing possible approaches to the 

study of mediation Levine (1971) lists three possible research foci: (1) to 

analyse disputant and third party decision making processes, (2) to analyse 

external behaviour in a three party bargaining situation, and (3) to 

analyse mediation outcomes as products of a number of environmental 

and actor contingent characteristics. Citing the limitations of the other 

two approaches, Levine opts for the latter of the three. 

Frei (197 6) looks at the influence of a number of contextual 

variables on mediation outcome. His approach at first appears to be 

promising. But there a number of fundamental flaws in his methodology 

which casts doubt on the validity of his findings. Firstly his definition of 

success is unduly broad. Frei deems a mediation to be a success if an 
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offer of mediation is accepted by the parties within five days of the offer 

being made!. Secondly, Frei does not make the operationalisation of his 

concepts explicit. And thirdly, the smallness of his data base (n=65) casts 

doubts on the robustness of his results. 

Butterworth (1976) presents data and synopses of mediation cases 

but, somewhat astoundingly, performs no data analysis. Much of the 

coding for Butterworth's data is highly subjective (eg: (a) different, (b) 

somewhat different, (c) very different) which permits considerable 

measurement error. Bercovitch (1986) reports some results from a 

reworking of Butterworth' s figures but ultimately found his data to be of 

little use. 

Wall's (1981) mediation paradigm was an early attempt to build a 

theoretical model within which one might frame a more comprehensive 

study of mediation. His model of mediation contains some useful 

features, and serves as the predecessor to the model developed by 

Bercovitch et al (1991) that will be used here. But Wall follows his 

model with a 'synthesis' which fails to capitalise on the potential offered 

by his paradigm. Wall's 'synthesis' is a collection of maxims and 

observations gleaned from the literature. Little attention is paid to the 

problem of transferral of level of analysis, and none of the observations 

are presented as testable hypotheses. This is followed by an attempt to 

establish a descriptive framework by categorizing mediation techniques. 

He offers a matrix for cross classifying successful tactics and contextual 

scenarios. However the matrix is of only limited practical use as it is 

overly detailed, too big to be manageable, and contains too many 

simultaneous classifications (ie it lacks mutual exclusivity). In addition 

many of Wall's categories are highly subjective, unobservable, and can 

not be easily operationalised. 
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Raymond and Kegley (1985) examined the popular salience of 

international mediation in relation to changes in international norms and 

structures. The motivation behind this focus was the belief that 

international norms are important characteristics of the international 

system, and that systemic characteristics are major contextual influences 

in international mediation. Their study was based on a content analysis of 

various publications and scholarly treatises (n=244) which mentioned 

mediation between 1820 and 1964. 

Raymond and Kegley' s ground-breaking work was an important 

forerunner to the approach used here. They made a number of advances 

that have not been emulated since. They began by formulating two 

models, in the form of regression equations, and testing them via a 

Generalised Least Squares (GLS) multiple regression method. In light of 

their first results they reformulated the most promising model and tested 

again. Their final model was made up of one dependent variable and 

three independent variables. It explained an impressive amount of 

variance in the dependent measure (R=.43), and translated into the 

conclusion that "the most conducive international environment for the 

development of norms that advocate the use of mediation is a multipolar 

system characterised by stability in the system's hierarchy" (1985: 46). 

They conclude the paper by presenting a quasi path-analysis model of the 

contextual sources of mediation success. This is useful even though they 

have explored only one (systemic influences) of the four clusters that 

make up their model. 

The works of Bercovitch (1986; 1989; Bercovitch et al 1989; 

Bercovitch & Lamare 1992) are good examples of systematic empirical 

analyses of the factors effecting mediation success. But these works have 

dealt only with simple bivariate relationships (except for limited attempts 

by Bercovitch & Lamare 1992). Simple bivariate steps are useful, up to a 



27 

point, for building a general understanding of basic relationships, but they 

fail to tackle the complexities found in real mediation situations. 

What are the lessons that can be learned from this review of past 

studies? Firstly, it is important to base one's analysis on a sound 

theoretical understanding of mediation. A clearly laid out model or 

conceptual framework is invaluable to the researcher as the basis of a 

coordinated study and a rigourous systematic analysis, and assists the 

reader in the interpretation of aims, objectives and findings. Secondly, 

the operationalisation of all variables should be made explicit so that 

findings may be replicated and the robustness of conclusions tested. And 

thirdly, the next step in the process of empirical analysis, the formulation 

and testing of multivariate hypotheses, needs to be advanced. Bivariate 

analysis is valuable, and indeed it will be utilised below to provide the 

building blocks with which to construct multivariate models, but the time 

has come for greater emphasis to be placed on appropriate methods of 

multivariate analysis. 

Accordingly, this thesis is dedicated to developing the multivariate 

analysis of international mediation, and the operationalisation of all 

variables used will be made explicit. But first the conceptual framework, 

or foundation, on which the following analysis is constructed, will be laid 

out. 

1.8 A Conceptual Framework for the Empirical Analysis 

of International Mediation 

Much of the existing literature on mediation places enormous 

emphasis on the mediator and his/her attributes as the key to achieving a 

successful outcome (eg. Brett, Drieghe & Shapiro 1986; Carnevale 1986; 

Young 1972). From this perspective mediation may often be regarded as 
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an art or a skill that one may acqmre. Successful mediation is thus 

presumed to be dependent on the efforts of gifted and able mediators. It 

is as if other factors cannot, or do not, impinge on a mediation 

relationship. 

In all of the descriptive studies discussed above we can make an 

important differentiation between those studies which emphasise the 

·central role played by the mediator, and those which emphasise the impact 

of other variables. Some have recognised that the context of a mediation 

plays an important role in shaping both its character (Carnevale & Pruitt 

1992) and its outcome (Bercovitch 1986; 1989). But other theorists 

assume that mediation will be useful in any context, provided the 

mediator has the necessary skills, and that the negotiating parties and the 

nature of the dispute will have a minimal impact (Young 1972; Burton 

1972; Mitchell 1981) 

Ott is one theorist who stresses the importance of context in 

international mediation. He notes that there are many ways a mediator 

can contribute to the management of a conflict situation. But he maintains 

that in much of the theoretical literature on mediation "there is a frequent 

failure ...... to emphasize that this contribution is heavily contingent upon 

such factors as the nature of the issues at stake, the perceptions of these 

issues, the distribution of power among the protagonists, the personalities 

of key actors, and the identity of the mediator" (1972: 598) 

Raymond and Kegley (1985) suggest that context, process, and 

motivational variables make up the determinants of successful mediation. 

Motivational variables (which are related to Carnevale's (1986, 1989) 

models of mediator strategy choice) are almost impossible to 

operationalise, gain access to, and test in the international arena. 

Raymond and Kegley's own study follows what they refer to as the 
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general emphasis in studies of international mediation that has been placed 

on contextual variables. 

An emphasis on context would seem to be particularly appropriate 

at this level of analysis. International mediations are usually easily 

identifiable, and their outcomes can be clearly observed. Unfortunately 

nothing but the vaguest information is available about the behaviour the 

mediator and the parties exhibit behind closed doors. The mediation 

process cannot be ignored, however, and the framework on which this 

study is based recognises both process and mediation context. 

The conceptual framework of mediation presented in Figure 1. 8 is 

based on the model first suggested by Wall (1981) and later refined by 

Bercovitch et al (1991). The framework does not deny the impact of the 

mediation process, but it does accord it equal status with the context in 

which a mediation takes place. The framework provides an excellent 

basis for an empirical analysis of international mediation. Within the 

framework the outcome of a mediation is held be contingent on both 

context and process. Mediation context is divided into three clusters of 

variables: the nature and characteristics of the dispute, the nature and 

characteristics of the parties, and the nature and characteristics of the 

mediator. The mediation process gives rise to a distinct cluster of 

variables relating to the nature and characteristics of the actual mediation 

event. 

The four clusters of variables identified in the framework are 

closely related to the definition of mediation discussed in section 1 .4. The 

specific variables which make up each cluster will be identified and 

defined in Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6. The framework is in not a directly 

operationalisable model for mediation, nor is it intended to be. Rather, it 

is a theory based organisational tool that will guide both researcher and 

reader through the following analysis. 
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Each of these four clusters of variables will be explored 

individually (once the question of methodology has been addressed). 

Firstly the interactive dynamics between the variables in each cluster will 

be established, than we will attempt to identify the particular variables in 

each cluster that have an important effect on the success of international 

mediation. In the penultimate chapter those variables identified as being 

important within the separate clusters will be brought together in a 

combined cluster analysis. 

But, before the analysis proper can begin, some time must be 

devoted to the selection and explanation of an appropriate method. It is to 

this task that we now turn. 
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2.0 

DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

2.1 The Data 

This study made use of existing data generated by Dr. Jacob 

Bercovitch and his research associates. The dataset was refined and 

considerably expanded by this researcher to encompass a greater number 

of mediation cases and several new variables, such as the civil liberties 

and political rights records of the disputants.2 The data were generated 

from information in Keesings Archives, the New York Times and the 

New York Times Index. These sources were systematically scanned for 

all information regarding disputes and mediation attempts between 1945 

and 1990. Occasionally more detailed historical accounts were consulted 

when data was not readily available. 

A total of 241 disputes were examined, yielding total of 593 

mediation cases3. An international dispute is defined here as a conflict 

between two states or nations4 which involved the exercise of military 

force. No minimum threshold was placed on the number of fatalities 

needed to qualify as a legitimate dispute. 

2 A copy of the coding sheet completed for each dispute can be found in Appendix I. 
3 A list of the disputes covered can be found in Appendix II. 
4This includes conflicts between 'states' and 'nations', such as Israel-Palestine, and 
conflicts between 'nations' and 'nations', for example the conflict in the former 
Yugoslavia. 



Below is a list of the variables for which each dispute was coded: 

Variable 

Vl 
V2 
V3 
V4 
vs 
V6 
V7 
V8 
V9 
VlO 
Vll 
V12 
V13 
V14 
V15 
Vl6 
V17 
Vl8 
V19 
V20 
V21 
V22 
V23 
V24 
V25 
V26 
V27 
V28 
V29 
V30 
V31 
V32 
V33 
V34 
V35 
V36 
V37 
V38 
V39 
V40 
V41 
V42 
V43 
V44 
V45 
V46 

Label 

Dispute Number 
Duration ( Grouped) 
Duration (Raw) 
Fatalities (Grouped) 
Fatalities (Raw) 
Dispute Intensity 
System Period 
Geographic Region 
Issue One 
Issue Two 
Issue Three 
Final Outcome 
Dispute Initiator 
Identity: Party A 
Identity: Party B 
Time in Int System A 
Time in Int System B 
Alignment 
Power A (Raw) 
Power B (Raw) 
Power A (Grouped) 
Power B (Grouped) 
Prev Relation 
Pol System A 
Pol System B 
No. Parties A 
No. Parties B 
Homogeneity A 
Homogeneity B 
Political Rights A 
Political Rights B 
Civil Liberties A 
Civil Liberties B 
Repeating Data Variable 
Conflict Management Type 
Third Party Identity 
Mediator Rank 
Strategies 
Prev Relationship 
Prev Attempts 
Prev Att this Med 
Timing (Grouped) 
Timing (Raw) 
Initiated by 
Environment 
Outcome 

Column 

1-3 
5 

6-8 
9 

10-16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

24-26 
27-29 
30-32 

33 
34 
35 

36-37 
38-39 

40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

53-56 
57 

58-60 
61-62 

63 
64 
65 
66 
67 

68-70 
71 
72 
73 

32 
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The outcomes of the 593 mediation cases are shown in Table 2.1. 

In this table we can see that the majority of mediations failed (n=326). 

This is perhaps an indication of the great deal we have yet to learn about 

mediation as a form of conflict management. Full agreement on all the 

issues involved was comparatively rare (n=46). Mediation was more 

likely to secure a partial settlement (n=121) or an agreement to a cease

fire (n=l00). 

Table 2.1 Mediation Outcome 

Outcome n % 

Unsuccessful 326 55.0 

Cease-fire 100 16.8 

Partial Settlement 121 20.4 

Full Settlement 46 7.8 

Total 593 100 

For the purposes of the analysis below the three outcome types, 

'Full settlement', 'Partial Settlement', and 'Cease-fire', will be grouped 

into a general 'success' category. In all of these cases mediation 

succeeded in managing the conflict by bringing about a reduction in the 

level of overt hostilities. The question of which conditions engender 

which sort of successful outcome is an interesting one, but it is a question 

that is better left to later study. In the same vein as learning to walk 

before one learns to run, it would seem prudent to examine the 

determinants success in general before tackling the more complicated 

question of specific outcome type. 
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An additional 122 cases were found in which mediation was offered 

but not accepted by the disputing parties. These cases have been excluded 

from the analysis because mediation per se did not take place. The 

question of which conditions shape the acceptance and rejection of 

mediation offers is also beyond the scope of the present analysis. 

A total of 45 % of all mediation attempts achieved some degree of 

success. Thus, all things being equal, the average likelihood of successful 

mediation would be 45%. This should be remembered when we come to 

assess the impact of different variables on mediation outcome. 

2.2 Bivariate and Multivariate Analysis 

In the opening paragraphs of almost every treatise on the subject an 

acknowledgement is made that mediation is a very complex phenomenon. 

Yet, almost without exception, these works fail to fully incorporate this 

complexity in their analysis. The lack of more complex models and 

multivariate analyses is quite staggering. Most empirical studies analyse 

bivariate relationships, or correlations between separate individual 

variables. But they stop short of a multivariate analysis which would 

examine the impact of these variables in the presence of other variables. 

Frei (1976: 82) concludes his study with the admission: "The results 

presented above refer. to bivariate observations only; no doubt a 

multivariate approach might considerably refine these findings". And 

another bivariate study of variables relating to mediation outcome stated 

that "a more thorough understanding of the interaction of these variables 

and their relative importance is necessary"(Bercovitch et al 1991: 17). In 

the field of international mediation only Raymond and Kegley (1985) 



3 5 

have published multivariate findings5 and these were in relation to only a 

limited aspect of the incidence of mediation attempts. 

Studies of mediation at other levels of analysis have attempted 

multivariate analysis with varying degrees of complexity and success (eg: 

Carnevale, Lim & McLaughlin 1989; Kochan & Jick 1978; Sheppard, 

Blumenfeld-Jones & Roth 1989). A recent advance in this area is the 

study of 73 cases of community mediation by Zubek, Pruitt, Pierce, 

McGillicudy and Syna (1992). They performed a number of multivariate 

regression analyses examining interrelated antecedents of short term 

success. Some aspects of their methodology were questionable, but their 

findings were usefully presented in a path-analysis type model which 

clearly showed the significant relationships between the variables in their 

study. This style of presentation has many advantages. It gives a 

comprehensive picture of the forces at work 'at a glance'. It makes 

complex patterns of interrelationships and influences easier to understand 

by displaying them in concrete terms. And accompanying signs ( + or -) 

and coefficients facilitate direct comparison of the relative strength and 

direction of probable cause and effect relationships. 

Lewicki et al (1992) have noted a willingness to build models of 

mediation, but a reluctance to test these models. This is largely because 

few models are constructed in such a way that they give rise to testable 

multivariate hvnotheses. The 'models' to which Lewicki et al refer are 
., .l. 

often little more that loosely knit theories. What we need are concrete 

models which propose specific causal relationships between mediation 

variables. These variables, in turn, must be related to sound concepts that 

can be reliably operationalised. Such models would reflect the complex 

reality of international mediation, would form complex multivariate 

ssee section 1.7 
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hypotheses in and of themselves, and should ideally be tested in their 

entirety. 

2.3 Qualitative Data and Multivariate Analysis 

The ultimate dependent variable in this analysis, the success or 

failure of a mediation attempt, is inherently qualitative. Similarly several 

of the independent variables, such as issue tangibility and mediation 

environment, cannot, and should not, be measured in quantitative terms. 

Therefore we must employ a multivariate method that is appropriate for 

data of this type. This relatively simple statement has enormous 

consequences for the type of analysis that will be conducted here. In 

traditional multivariate analysis qualitative data has been ignored or dealt 

with inappropriately. One of the major contributions of this thesis is to 

employ a multivariate analysis technique that is appropriate to the level of 

data measurement at hand. 

In the past, the analysis of qualitative data has been limited to the 

use of two-dimensional contingency tables. But as a result of the 

development of loglinear techniques in the last twenty years this limitation 

no longer applies. Loglinear methodology enables the researcher to 

examine multidimensional contingency tables containing qualitative (or 

categorical) data. This technique has not been widely used in political 

science. But thanks to developments built on the pioneering work of 

Goodman (1970, 1971, 1973) loglinear methodology has attained high 

profile in sociology and psychometrics precisely because of the 

advantages it offers in both theory and application over traditional 

multi variate techniques. 

Traditional multivariate techniques like Analysis of Variance 

(ANOV A) and Multiple Regression (MR) are designed for, and are 
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strictly only appropriate for, continuous or interval level data. I reject 

the all too common practice of arbitrarily 'redefining' qualitative 

variables as continuous, and the resulting "measurement error, bias, and 

the loss of a significant amount of information" (King 1989: 4; see also 

King 1986; O'Grady & Medhoff 1988) 

This analysis remains qualitative and does not attribute meaning to 

arbitrarily assigned numerical values. Many of the variables at work in 

international mediation are simply not compatible with traditional 

multivariate techniques. This will be the first application of loglinear 

methodology to the study of international mediation. Therefore, while 

the primary aim is to further the study of mediation, the secondary aim is 

to demonstrate the potential advantages of this methodological approach. 

The first of these advantages has already been established: loglinear 

analysis is a technique which treats the data at the appropriate level. 

The strength and utility of the results generated by loglinear 

analysis, and loglinear' s model building and hypothesis testing approach 

have considerable intuitive appeal. Loglinear techniques are in many 

ways analogous to ANOV A yet because they are specifically designed to 

deal with qualitative (or categorical) data they produce models that are 

more powerful, and results that are more robust in terms of both 

statistical theory, and the substantive hypotheses under investigation 

(Kennedy 1983: 229-234) 

2.4 Loglinear Methodology 

The analysis presented below follows the methodology developed 

by Goodman (1973) and later refined by Kennedy (1983) in his excellent 

introductory text on loglinear analysis for behavioural research. It is also 

influenced by Agresti(l 990), Christensen (1990), Gilbert (1981), 
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Haberman (1978a, 1978b), Knoke & Burke (1980), Marascuilo & Busk 

( 19 87) and Reynolds ( 1977). 6 

A brief non-technical explanation of the method will be given here. 

A conscious effort is made to leave the text free of complex statistical 

information, but the reader must be prepared to assimilate a limited 

amount of new terminology and some concepts which may be unfamiliar. 

For those unfamiliar with the technique, and those in search of 

mathematical formulae and proofs, a simplified example of the loglinear 

method is given in Appendix III. 

In conventional two-dimensional (bivariate) contingency tables the 

objective is to determine if one or both variables have an effect on the 

distribution of values in the other, or to establish that they have no effect 

at all. Similarly, in multi-dimensional contingency table analysis, the 

main objective is to identify which variables are independent, which 

variables influence other variables, and most importantly, which pairs or 

groups of variables have a combined, or interactive effect on others. Of 

course any inference of cause and effect must be based on theory. In 

searching for effects we are looking for patterns in the data across the 

cells of the table. 

The first step in multidimensional contingency table analysis is to 

establish which variables will make up the table. The aim is then to 

identify the interactive effects that have the strongest influence on the 

data. That is, which relationships between variables are responsible for 

the observed distribution of the data within the cells of the table. More 

specifically, in this study we want to know which variables, relationships 

6All calculations and computations were performed using procedures CROSSTABS, 
LOGLINEAR, and HILOGLINEAR in the statistical computing package SPSSx version 
4.1. For further information see Norusis (1985) and Clogg & Becker (1986). 
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and interactions will influence whether a mediation case will fall into the 

success category or the failure category. 

In each of the four clusters of variables that we will look at below 

we first test the 'null hypothesis' that the variables involved are 

independent of each other. If they do not appear to be independent, we 

will posit a causal model made up of those variables, and relationships 

between variables, that previous studies and mediation theories have· 

thought to be influential. This hypothesised model will then be expressed 

in loglinear terms and tested for its ability to reproduce the cell 

frequencies observed in the table (goodness of fit). 

For example, if we have a table made up of three dichotomous 

variables, A, B and C, there are four different possible interactions 

between these variables that might influence the spread of cases across the 

eight cells in the table (assuming the variables are not mutually 

independent). These possible interactions are (AB), (AC), (BC), and 

(ABC). Another way to think of these interactions is as sub-tables of the 

main ABC table7. If we wanted to know how the cases in the ABC table 

are distributed then we need to have all the bits of information contained 

in each of these interactions, or sub-tables. 

But, if we believe that the link between A and B is so strong that it 

will determine the distribution of cases across C, then we can posit a 

loglinear model that contains only one piece of information: (AB). If the 

information in this sub-table is sufficient, then the (AB) model will 

produce estimated cell frequencies for the whole table that fit the 

observed cell frequencies fairly well. If this is so, then to predict the 

values across the ABC table we need only know the value of (AB). In 

7The (ABC) interaction is a sub-table of the main ABC table only when the lower order 
interactions are controlled for. 
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loglinear models a piece of information like (AB) 1s refered to as a 

'term', an 'effect', or an 'interaction'. 

The reader will see how the above scenano would become 

extremely complicated with the introduction of three or four more 

variables. It is this complexity that will be tackled below. In complex 

tables the aim is to identify a few important interactions (from among 

forty of fifty possibilities) that accurately reproduce the cell frequencies 

across the whole table. Taking this back to the study at hand, this means 

that we aim to identify those few pieces of information that are required 

to predict how cases will be distributed across all the combinations of 

variables that will be studied, and, more importantly, which pieces of 

information are required to accurately predict whether a mediation event 

will be a success. 

The distinctive feature of loglinear models is that rather than the 

proportion of cases in the table margins8 being used to estimate cell 

frequencies, the marginal odds will provide the basis for estimation. In 

multidimensional tables the conditional odds are calculated to find the 

likelihood of a case falling into a given category combination.9 In larger 

and more complex tables an iterative proportional fitting algorithm is 

used to obtain expected frequencies. "The procedure uses the marginal 

tables fitted by the model to ensure that expected cell frequencies sum 

across the other variables to equal the corresponding observed marginal 

totals"(Knoke and Burke 1980: 22). 

In other words, each term (or hypothesised interaction) in a model 

gives the loglinear procedure a certain piece of information (ie a set of 

conditional odds) with which to generate expected cell frequencies. 

8fu complex tables the table margins, at various levels, are in fact sub-tables made up of 
several variables. 
9Because of the nature of the estimation procedure the natural logarithm (log to base e) of 
the odds is prefered rather than the odds proper. 
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Therefore a model which produces expected frequencies similar to the 

observed frequencies, but which contains only a few terms, must contain 

those terms that have an important impact across all the variables. 

A model which includes all the possible interactive effects between 

the variables being analysed is called 'saturated'. The saturated model 

will reproduce the observed cell frequencies perfectly, but it is of no use 

to the researcher because it does no identify the variables and interactive 

effects that are the most important. In complex tables, models that 

contain many interactive effects between several variables can start to 

produce results similar to the saturated model. Such models are to be 

avoided. Keeping models as simple as possible will aid interpretation and 

understanding. 

An important feature of loglinear analysis is that if the fit of a 

hypothesised model is inadequate we can then test the strength of 

individual interactive effects in the model and suggest possible revisions 

to the original hypothesis. 

When selecting the best model we strive for (a) a parsimonious 

model which contains the smallest number of terms (ie contains only those 

terms which have an important effect on the distribution of the data) 

avoiding, where possible, complex individual terms, called higher-order 

interactions, so as to facilitate model interpretation, and (b) acceptable 

goodness of fit (a model which produces expected cell frequencies that fit 

the observed data reasonably well). 

Two related model types will be employed: general loglinear 

models, and logit models. General loglinear models do not differentiate 

between dependent and independent variables. They will be used to 

explore the dynamics between all the variables in a cluster. Logit models 

will be used when one variable has been designated as the response or 

dependent variable. In logit analysis, interactions between independent 
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variables that do not effect the dependent variable are of no interest, and 

only terms involving the dependent variable are fitted. 

Much of this analysis is built on a causal modeling method 

analogous to path analysis.(Christensenl990; Kennedy 1983; Knoke & 

Burke 1980) The method fits logit models to a series of recursive causal 

models and is similar to logistic regression. 10 Both general loglinear 

models and logit models are based on Maximum Likelihood (ML) 

estimation techniques, rather than least-squares proce<lures.11 

2.5 Loglinear Test Statistics 

Four test statistics will be used that require some explanation. The 

first is used to test the general goodness of fit of both logit and general 

models, the next two are used in loglinear follow-up analysis to aid in 

model selection. And the last is analogous to the R2 statistic common in 

multiple regression analysis. The reader may find it useful to refer back 

to this section during the analysis proper. 

2.5.1 Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square (L2) 

The Likelihood Ratio Chi Square statistic or L2 (Sometimes written 

G2
) is used to test goodness of fit, or the overall agreement between the 

expected cell frequencies generated by a model and the actual cell 

frequencies observed in the data (Kennedy 1983: 89). For a full 

explanation of the calculation of this statistic, and its relationship to the 

lOfor a discussion of the similarities, indeed ambiguities between lo git models and 
logisitic regression see Christensen (1990). 
l lfor a full discussion of the advantages of ML estimation and the potential of likelihood 
models of inference in political science research see King (1989). 
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more common Pearson X2 statistic see Agresti (1990), Kennedy (1983), 

and Marascuilo & Busk (1987). 

A model with a good fit will have a relatively small L2 , and is 

generally said to be adequate when the P-value is greater than .05 (Gilbert 

1981: 68; Agresti 1990: 176) Most researchers will be familiar with the 

Pearson chi-square statistic (X 2) as a test of independence in two-

dimensional contingency table analysis where a significant- X2 has a p-

value smaller than .05, indicating disagreement between the data and the 

null hypothesis. However, when testing a general loglinear model the 

opposite is the case. A non-significant L2 (p>.05) is the desired result as 

this indicates agreement between the given model and the data. For ease 

of understanding we will say that a p-value greater than .05 is 

'significant'. This should not be confused with the component L2 (see 

below) which can be interpreted as one would normally interpret the 

conventional X2. 

As the L 2 and the degrees of freedom of the model converge, the fit 

of the model can be said to improve. But it is a mistake to add too many 

terms to a model simply to make the L2 value smaller, at the expense of 

the degrees of freedom. An ideal model would be one that surpasses the 

significance threshold, and in which L2 equals the degrees of freedom 

(Kennedy 1983: 222). 

2.5.2 The Component L2 

The L2 statistic, because of its additive properties, can be divided 

into component parts. As a result, the strength of an individual 

interactive effect can be found by calculating it's component L2
. The 

component L 2 of an effect is the difference in general goodness of fit that 

results from adding that effect to a particular model. An important effect 
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will considerably improve the fit of the model, and therefore will have a 

large component L 2• 

To accurately test the impact of each effect we must deal with the 

model in a systematic fashion. All hypothesised models will be arranged 

according to our understanding of the nature and temporal sequence of 

the variables. As we move from left to right in each model we will find 

variables that are at first responses, but then become explanatory 

influences on subsequent variables. To test the individual contribution of 

each effect we move through the model in a stepwise fashion, testing the 

various explanation-response relationships in series. This step by step 

process is outlined in Kennedy (1983:211-223). 

Determining the impact of each component term in a model is 

sometimes refered to as partitioning the L 2 . Partitioning the L 2 into its 

components offers considerable insights into the relative strength of 

individual interactive terms. But it is important to remember that this 

process serves only as a guide to revising the hypothesised model. Model 

building must be driven first and foremost by theory. 

To calculate the component L2 of each effect we assess the change 

in the goodness of fit given by comparing a model containing the term in 

question with the identical model not containing that term. To ensure that 

we are testing only the contribution of that specific term we must 

'control' for all other possible influences, therefore the term being tested 

should be removed( or added) to the model containing all terms of the 

same order. A three-way interaction term should by tested for its 

relative contribution to the full three-way interaction model. A full 

example of the calculation of a component L 2 is given in chapter 3. 
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2.5.3 Parameter Estimates (A) 

The parameter estimates (or As) for each effect can be analysed for 

relative size and statistical significance. Naturally, an important effect 

will have a relatively large parameter estimate. 

Parameter estimates will appear as coefficients on the path diagrams 

of the final models presented for each cluster. -Parameter estimates are 

not multiplicative, as in traditional path analysis, -because the data, and 

hence the method, is qualitative and does not lend itself to such equations. 

Thus we cannot multiply paths between variables to estimate the size of 

indirect causal effects (Knoke & Burke 1980: 45). Lambdas are, 

however, excellent indicators of the relative strength of interactive effects 

within the given model. Via a simple formula A can be transformed into 

the odds of a case falling into a given combination of categories. For a 

comprehensive discussion of the interpretation of loglinear A parameter 

estimates see Alba (1987). Here we only compare the relative size and 

direction of As and perform standard Z-tests of significance. A 

significant A will have a Z-value greater than ±1.96. 

2.5.4 Loglinear R2 

It should be noted that this measure is not directly equivalent to R2 

in regression analysis. In essence it gives a measure of the variance 

explained beyond that which can be accounted for in the null hypothesis. 

It is more fully discussed in Christensen (1990: 150), Haberman 

(1978a:.17)and Kennedy (1983:.228). This loglinear R2 is calculated as 

follows: 

R2 = L 2(M0) - L 2(M) 
L2(Mo) 
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Where L2(M0) is the fit of the null hypothesised model and L 2(MJ 

is the fit of the model of interest. 

By expanding on Christensen's (1990: 150) explanation of this 

equation it can be seen that: 

If the (M0) model is the smallest interesting model, then L2(M0) is a 

measure of the total variability in the data. This is because L2(M0) 

is the measure of the total variability · between the smallest 

interesting model (the null hypothesis) and the largest model (the 

saturated model). The saturated model contains all possible 

interactive terms and fits the data perfectly (L2=0.000, df=O, 

p=l.000), while the null hypothesis (mutual independence or 

outcome independence) contains no interactive terms and represents 

the poorest fit. Therefore L2(M0) is the difference between the best 

fitting model and the worst fitting model, ie. the total variability in 

the data. It follows that L2(M0) - L 2(MJ measures the amount of 

the total variability that is explained by the model of interest (M). 

Thus R2 is the proportion of the total variability explained by the 

(MJ model. The model of interest (NI) is usually the model that 

has been accepted as being the best combination of fit and 

parsimony. 

This equation applies equally well to Logit models (Christensen 

1990: 317). R2 will be of particular interest in the logit analysis of each 

cluster. As we deal with each cluster in turn the L 2 of the null lo git 

model (ie the model of outcome independence) will represent the amount 

of variability in outcome that is related to the cluster at hand. Therefore 

the R2 of the best logit model will measure the proportion of the variance 

in outcome (related to that cluster) that is accounted for by the 

interactions in the logit model. Later, when we combine the important 

logit variables from each chapter in a combined cluster analysis we will 
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get an overall measure of the amount of variability in outcome in relation 

to all the clusters. Thus the R2 of the combined cluster best logit model 

will give an accurate measure of the proportion of overall variability in 

outcome that can be explained by the most influential terms from all of 

the clusters of variables. 

2.6 A Summary of the Methodological Procedure 

The analysis of each of the four clusters of mediation variables (the 

dispute; the parties; the mediator; and the mediation event) in chapters 3 

to 6 will have the same basic methodological structure. This is outlined 

below. The first group of steps relate to the general loglinear analysis of 

the cluster as a whole. A specific focus on the dependent variable, 

'outcome', follows in the steps that relate to the logit analysis. 

(1) First a number of bivariate hypotheses will be presented, tested and 

the findings discussed. This will furnish the building blocks for the 

the multivariate analysis. 

(2) The multivariate analysis will begin with a test of the null 

hypothesis of mutual independence. That is, we will test the 

hypothesis that the variables in the cluster are not related and do 

not interact. 

(3) Next a multivariate model will be hypothesised, based on the 

bivariate findings. The model will be shown graphically to 

facilitate interpretation. The goodness of fit of the model will be 

tested. 
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(4) An analysis of the component L2s of the individual terms, or 

interactions, in the model will test the significance of the 

hypothesised terms, and test the non-significance of null

hypothesised terms. If necessary the hypothesised model will be 

revised on the basis of this information. For example, the analysis 

of component L 2 may identify terms that have been left out of the 

model that should be incorporated, and terms originally included 

that do not make a significant contribution to the model's 

predictive ability. We must then test the goodness of fit of any 

revised model. 

(5) As a final check, if required, there will be an analysis of As to 

identify possible further revisions to the model. The R 2 of 

contending models can also be examined. 

(6) If the fit of the revised model is adequate, we will check As for 

significance and present the model graphically to facilitate 

comparison of the relative importance of interactive effects. If the 

fit of the model is not adequate there will be a discussion of 

possible reasons. 

(7) The R 2 for the final general model will be calculated to indicate the 

amount of variability in the data (in the cluster at hand) that is 

explained by the model. 

Having identified the general model which best explains the important 

interactions in the cluster as a whole, the next step is to highlight the 
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terms in the final general model which relate to outcome and perform a 

logit analysis in which outcome is specified as the dependent variable. 

(8) As always, the first step is to test the null hypothesis. Therefore 

we begin by testing the null logit model, in which outcome is 

hypothesised as independent of the other variables in the cluster. 

(9) Based on the best general model, arrived at in steps 1-7 above, we 

can posit a multivariate logit hypothesis, or logit model. We then 

test the ability of the model to reproduce the observed distribution 

of cases in the dependent variable. In other words, we will see 

how well the hypothesised model predicts mediation success and 

failure. 

(10) Calculate R 2 for the lo git model to indicate the amount of 

variability in outcome, in relation to the cluster at hand, that is 

explained by the model.(remembering that only a certain amount 

of variability in outcome can be related to each cluster) 

In chapter 7 the variables from chapters 3 to 6 that were found to have an 

important impact on the success and failure of mediation will be 

combined and analysed together. 
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3.0 

THE DISPUTE 

3.1 Introduction 

One of the most important components of a mediation relationship 

1s undoubtedly the nature and characteristics of the dispute. Some 

disputes are amenable to mediation, others frustrate the efforts of 

numerous mediators. In this section I will explore the impact that 

different disputes can have on the effectiveness of mediation. 

It seems a truism to suggest that the nature of a dispute will have a 

significant impact on the success or failure of a mediation attempt. 

Kressel and Pruitt, in their excellent review of mediation research, 

conclude that unfavourable dispute characteristics "are likely to defeat 

even the most adroit mediators"(1989: 405). While Ott argues that "the 

success or failure of mediation is largely determined by the nature of the 

dispute, with the characteristics and tactics of the mediator marginal at 

best"(l972: 597). 

This chapter will begin by rev1ew1ng three general aspects 

pertaining to the nature of the dispute which are generally thought to 

affect its outcome, these are: ( a) the intensity of the dispute; (b) the 

duration of the dispute at the moment of intervention; and ( c) the issues at 

the heart of the dispute. The results of a bivariate analysis of the 

relationship of each of these aspects with mediation success will then be 

used as a guide for hypothesizing and testing multivariate models. 
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3.2 Dispute Intensity 

In his review of experimental research into mediation Rubin (1980) 

found that most experimental studies suggest third party intervention will 

be least effective when conflict is at its most intense. But at the 

international level few studies have tested this most fundamental of 

propositions. Frei' s (197 6) analysis of the effect of dispute intensity on 

mediation outcome is inconclusive. He does not make his 

operationalisation of intensity explicit, and the small number of cases 

considered render his findings weak and unreliable. Undaunted, Frei 

does suggest that 'mild conflict' is more amenable to mediation. In more 

reliable studies Bercovitch (1986, 1989; Bercovitch et al 1991) has found 

that a low number of fatalities in a dispute is correlated with successful 

mediation outcome. 

When discussing the impact of dispute intensity on the likelihood of 

success in international mediation we are immediately confronted with 

two fundamental difficulties; definition and operationalisation. While 

intensity is regarded by most analysts as an important dispute 

characteristic there is a general lack of agreement as to the exact nature of 

'intensity'. 

Kressel and Pruitt (1989) conclude that high intensity disputes will 

be unlikely to experience successful mediation. But under the rubric of 

intensity they include such diverse factors as the 'severity of prior 

conflict', the 'level of hostility', levels of 'anger' and 'intensity of feeling', 

as well as the strength of 'negative perceptions'. They do not suggest how 

these can be defined, let alone operationalised. In a discussion of public 

sector labour mediation Kochan and Jick argue that "the intensity of the 

impasse will be negatively related to the effectiveness of the mediation 

process"(l978: 213). But what they mean by 'intensity' is not made 
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explicit. This lack of definitional prec1s10n leads to considerable 

difficulty in operationalising dispute intensity. To avoid this confusion I 

will use a relatively simple indicator of intensity, the number of fatalities 

at the time of intervention, to test the hypothesis 'that mediation is less 

likely to succeed in high intensity disputes'. 

The most obvious measure of the intensity of an international 

dispute is the number of lives lost. One can logically expect a high level 

of intensity to be reflected in the number of fatalities incurred by both 

sides. Unfortunately, due to the nature of international conflict and the 

changes in levels of violence, it is often very difficult to obtain figures 

relating to the number of fatalities that have been suffered up to the time 

of intervention. It is much easier to obtain figures of the total number of 

fatalities suffered once the dispute has ended. Using this information an 

aggregated 'fatalities at the time of mediation' (F) measure can be 

calculated with the following formula: 

Where Ft equals the total number of fatalities in the dispute, Mt 

equals the total number of months that the dispute lasted, and Mi equals 

the number of months elapsed at the time of intervention. This gives an 

average number of 'fatalities per month' for the whole dispute, which is 

then multiplied by the number of months elapsed. This is not the most 

ideal measure, but it does give a reasonably accurate indication of the 

intensity of the dispute at the time of the mediation. 
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By coding fatalities into groups ranging from 0-100 up to 10001 

plusl2, the impact that this measure of intensity has on the likelihood of 

mediation success can be seen in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 Outcome by Fatalities at the Time of Mediation 

Fatalities 
5001-

0-100 101-1000 1001-5000 10000 10001+ 
(n=98) (n=lOO) (n=95) (n=85) (n=215) 

Failure % 40.8 46.0 55.8 63.5 61.9 

Success% 59.2 54.0 44.2 36.5 38.1 

x2=17.85 
df=4 
P<.0014 

There is clearly a strong, statistically significant relationship 

between low fatalities and successful mediation. In low fatality situations 

mediation has a much better chance of bringing about an effective 

settlement. We can see in table 3.2, when the number of fatalities at the 

time of intervention was one hundred or less mediation was successful in 

59.2% of the cases, and even when fatalities rise to one thousand the 

likelihood of success is still better than 50%. 13 When the number of 

fatalities at the time of intervention rises beyond 5000 a negative impact 

can be seen. And in high fatality disputes (ie more than 10,000 deaths) a 

low success rate of only 38.1 % is found. It is particularly important to 

note that this last category constitutes some 36% of all mediation cases. 

12The coding divisions of the (F) measure reflect the patterns observed in the raw data. 
l3Jt will be remembered that in Table 2.1 we saw that, all things being equal, the average 
likelihood of success is 45%. 



54 

This is an important finding. But we must remember that Table 3.2 

examines the relationship between dispute intensity and mediation success 

in isolation form all other variables. We do not yet know if there are 

other forces at work that impact on this relationship. This caveat applies 

to all the bivariate analyses in this and subsequent chapters. The presence 

and influence of other forces will be studied when we come to the 

multivariate section. 

3.3 The Duration of the Dispute 

A number of studies speak of a crucial moment in the life cycle of a 

dispute at which mediation will be most likely to succeed. Zartman 

(1985) has suggested that a combination of 'plateaus', 'precipices', 

'deadlocks' and 'deadlines' will produce moments of 'ripeness', when a 

dispute will lend itself to successful intervention. This notion of ripeness 

is supported by Haass (1988), Merrills (1991) and Susskind and Babbitt 

(1992). The same concept has been refered to variously as "the age of the 

conflict"(Frei 1976: 76), the critical moment (Kressel & Pruitt 1985), 

optimal moment (Rubin 1981), or window of opportunity (Kriesberg 

1987). The assumption is that in the waxing and waning of the complex 

social forces in an international dispute, there will be moments at which 

both parties will be more amenable to mediation. The exact nature of this 

moment is a matter of much debate. 

Some theorists, such as Claude (1971) and Edmead (1971) have 

suggested that mediation should be attempted early in the dispute, before 

positions become fixed, attitudes harden, and an escalating cycle becomes 

entrenched. Others, like Ott (1972) and Pruitt (1981), suggest that 

mediation will be more successful later in a dispute when conflict costs 
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have become intolerable and both parties stand to lose too much by 

continuing their dispute. 

Both Rubin (1981) and Moore (1986) discuss the question of the 

timing of intervention at length. They explore the consequences of both 

early and late intervention and emphasise the difficult nature of the 

problem. While suggesting that one should judge each case on its merits, 

both theorists argue that the risks involved in intervening too late are 

greater than the possible damage that might result from a premature 

mediation effort. Thus, both cautiously support mediating early in a 

dispute. 

We can test the hypothesis that mediation will be more successful 

early in a dispute by crosstabulating outcome with the duration of the 

dispute at the time of the mediation. This crosstabulation is given in table 

3.3. Duration is coded as the number of months elapsed at the time of 

intervention. 

Table 3 .3 Outcome by Duration at the Time of Mediation 

Months 
0-3 4-12 13-36 36-120 121-

(n=l 10) (n=121) (n=l27) (n=l 12) (n=l23) 

Failure % 48.2 52.9 51.2 67.0 56.1 

Success% 51.8 47.1 48.8 33.0 43.9 

X2=9.57 
df=4 
P<.05 

Remembering that the average likelihood of success is 45% we can 

see in table 3.3 that mediation any time in the first 36 months has a better 

than average chance of being successful. 51.8% of mediations that took 
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place in the first three months of a dispute achieved some degree of 

success. The relationship observed in table 3.3 is statistically significant 

(p<.05), but the positive impact of intervention at an early stage of the 

dispute does not appear to be particularly strong. 

3.4 The Issues 

It would seem logical that the issues at the heart of the dispute will 

be very influential in determining the outcome of mediation efforts. 

Kochan & Jick claim that "Mediation is more effective at resolving some 

types of conflicts or dealing with some sources of impasse than with 

others" ( 1978: 213). There is general agreement with this statement in 

the mediation literature. But there is disagreement as to exactly which 

issues are the most amenable to mediation. 

Ott (1972) has argued that mediation will be more successful in the 

absence of vital national security interests, and he draws attention to the 

particular difficulties faced when the question of territorial control is 

involved. Lall supports this view, noting that ''when territory is at stake 

the party in possession tends to resist third party involvement"(l966: 

100). 

On the other hand, Northedge and Donelan (1971) pinpoint matters 

of national 'honour' as being particularly problematic. Bercovitch (1984) 

and Hiltrop (1989) lend weight to this argument. In a studies of labour 

mediation they found that tangible issues such, as pay disputes, were more 

amenable to mediation than disputes over intangible 'matters of principle', 

such as union recognition. Kressel and Pruitt (1989) also conclude that 

'matters of principle' will defy mediation. 
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In order to make sense of this somewhat confused picture, the issues 

1n each dispute studied here were coded into the following 

categories: 'territory', 'ideology', 'security', 'independence', 'resources' or 

'other'. The coding allowed for each dispute to have a primary, 

secondary, and peripheral issue, but at this stage only the primary issue 

will be considered. As it is difficult to say anything meaningful about 

'other' this category does not appear in the crosstabulation of issue and 

outcome shown in Table 3 .4.1. 

Table 3 .4.1 Outcome by Primary Issue 

Ten-itory Ideology Security Independence Resources 
(n=215) (n=l13) (n=140) (n=103) (n=lO) 

Failure % 55.3 49.6 59.3 59.2 30.0 

Success% 44.7 50.4 40.7 40.8 70.0 

x2=5.64 (Missing 

df=4 
cases=l2) 

P<.23 

Unfortunately Table 3 .4.1 does little to clarify the situation. 

Disputes over resources seem particularly amenable to mediation, but the 

number of cases involved (n=l0) creates several of reservations. There 

also seems to be a small increase in success rate in disputes over 

ideological issues. The weak summary statistics presented at the foot of 

Table 3 .4.1 further suggest that there is no clear trend in this 

crosstabulation. 

It is possible to divide these issues into two categories suggested by 

the studies mentioned above: tangible, and intangible issues. The idea 

here is that tangible issues lend themselves to mediation, while intangible 

issues, due to their cognitive complexity, do not (Aubert, 1963). The 



5 8 

importance of identifying types of issues at stake was recognised by 

Rosenau (1968) with respect to foreign policy behaviour, and is becoming 

increasingly acknowledged in international conflict studies. Diehl (1992), 

for example, emphasises the value of examining issue type, and in 

particular he supports the typology of tangible and intangible issues. 

Another to make this distinction is Vasquez (1983). In an empirical 

analysis he found issue type to have little direct impact on cooperation

conflict behaviours, but when combined with other intervening variables 

issue tangibility was found to have an important influence. This 

interesting finding should be kept in mind when we move on to 

multivariate analysis. In another study, at the community mediation level, 

Zubek et al (1992) found intangible issues positively correlated with 

hostile behaviour and negatively correlated with parties achieving their 

goals in the mediation. 

The results of a crosstabulation of outcome by issue type can be 

seen in Table 3.4.2. 

Table 3.4.2 Outcome by Issue Type 

Failure % 

Success % 

x2=.21 
df=l 
P<.64 

Tangible 
(n=225) 

54.2 

45.8 

Intangible 
(n=356) 

56.2 

43.8 

(Missing cases=12) 

Issue tangibility is operationalised here according to Rosenau' s 

(1968) simple criteria: an issue can be said to be tangible if it's end can be 

photographed and it's means purchased. Thus disputes over territory and 
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resources can be grouped together into a 'tangibles' category, while 

independence, security and ideology disputes can be grouped into 

'intangibles'. 

In Table 3.4.2 mediation appears to be less successful in disputes 

over intangible issues than in disputes over tangible issues, but only 

slightly so. The observed relationship is not statistically significant so we 

must conclude that the type of issue at stake does not directly effect 

mediation success. However we cannot yet completely discard this 

variable. It will be useful to include it in our multivariate analysis to see 

if issue type acts in concert with other variables to influence outcome 

3.5 Multivariate Analysis 

In the preceding bivariate analysis two variables with a direct 

impact on outcome were identified: 'fatalities', and 'duration'. The latter 

of these two relationships being only marginally significant. In this 

section these two variables, along with 'issue type', will be analysed 

simultaneously to identify their interactive effects (a) on each other, and 

(b) on mediation outcome. 

For ease of analysis each of these variables is dichotomisedl4 into 

the categories shown in Table 3.5.L The notation column gives the single 

14Variables are dichotomised to facilitate logit analysis and to facilitate the interpretation 
of parameter estimates. Reducing variables to two categories also minimises the potential 
for sampling zeros (empty cells) to skew the larger tables. Many of the variables in this 
study are already dichotomous or fall naturally into two categories. Where this is not the 
case every effort is made to preserve the existing patterns and distributions in the data 
when collapsing the variable. However there remains a danger that some of the 'fine 
detail' in the data may be lost. This danger is more than compensated for by the 
opportunity to analyse the variables and their interactions simultaneously. 

All findings and conclusions in the multivariate analysis strictly only apply to the 
collapsed variable categories given in table 3.5.1. This applies in all subsequent chapters 
also. 
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letter that will represent the respective variables in the in the loglinear 

modelling process. 

Table 3.5.1 Dispute Variables and Categories for 
Multivariate Analysis 

Variable 

Outcome 

Fatalities 

Issue Type 

Duration at 
time of 
Mediation 

Notation 

(0) 

(F) 

(I) 

(D) 

Categories 

(a) Success 
(b) Failure 

(a) 0 - 5000 
(b) 5001 + 

(a) Tangible 
(b) Intangible 

(a) 0 - 36 mths 
(b) 37 + mths 

The first multivariate test we must perform on these variables is the 

test of the null hypothesis; the hypothesis that the variables in Table 3.5.1 

are unrelated. The null hypothesis, or model of mutual independence, 

will be called DM0 (for Dispute Model0), and is expressed using the 

loglinear notation as: 

DM0=(I, D, F, 0) 

The reader should note that as this is the null hypothesis there are 

no interactive terms in the model. For example, the model does not 

contain terms like (ID), which would suggest a relationship between Issue 

and Duration. If the estimated cell frequencies produced by model DM0 

fit the observed data well we would accept the conclusion that these 

variables are completely independent of each other. 
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It is worthwhile to pause at this point to recall exactly what the 

loglinear test of model DM0 entails. The procedure first constructs a 

multidimensional contingency table by crosstabulating the variables in 

Table 3 .5 .1. This yields a 16 cell table of Issue x Duration x Fatalities x 

Outcome, which we can call the IxDxFxO contingency table.is As shown 

above, the first model to be tested against this table, model DM0, contains 

four separate pieces of information: (I,D,F,O). The loglinear procedure 

uses these four pieces of information, essentially the marginal distribution 

of the individual variables, to estimate frequencies for all 16 cells in the 

table. The degree to which model DM0 accurately reproduces the actual 

observed cell frequencies is called the goodness of fit of that model. The 

measure of the goodness of fit of a loglinear model is the L 2 statistic 

described in section 2.5 .1. 

A loglinear test of the hypothesised model DM0 gives a goodness of 

fit of: 

L2 DM0 = 236.59 df=ll p=.000 

Remembering that the criteria for acceptable goodness of fit are a 

relatively small L2 approaching the degrees of freedom (df) and a p-value 

greater than .05, we can see that the null hypothesis does not fit the data 

well. 

The next step is to hypothesise a model based on the bivariate 

findings, and on our understanding of the possible relations between these 

variables. Using the notation given in table 3.5.1, the important bivariate 

15This complex multidimensional contingency table is not given because it would be 
extremely difficult to show 'on paper', and even harder to interpret. This problem is 
compounded in tables of greater magnitude such as those that will be examined in other 
chapters. In terms of the actual analysis a hard copy of the table is not required as it is 
much easier to computer generate. In fact, attempting to show the table in two 
dimensions detracts from the conceptualisation of the multidimensional nature of the 
multivariate analysis. The table has 16 cells because each variable has two categories, 
therefore the IxDxFxO table has 2x2x2x2=16 possible combinations of categories. 
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relationships identified so far are the effect of fatalities on outcome (FO), 

and the effect of duration on outcome (DO). These effects will form part 

of the first hypothesised model of the interactions between the dispute 

variables. There are also other interactions that we can hypothesise. 

Despite the capacity of modern military forces to mobilise in a very 

short time, it would still seem logical to expect a strong correlation 

between brief duration and low fatalities. Therefore the (DF) term will 

be also included in the initial model. 

Recalling the earlier discussion of issue types, there is a common 

belief among mediators that certain issues are easier to mediate than 

others. One might expect, as a result, that disputes over easier (tangible) 

issues will be mediated more quickly than disputes over more difficult 

(intangible) issues. And it is equally likely that tangible issue disputes will 

result in fewer fatalities. So an impact of issue type on duration (ID) and 

on fatalities (IF) are also hypothesised. By combining all these interactive 

effects our new model, called DM1, can be expressed in the following 

way:16 

DM 1=(IF, ID, DF, DO, FO) 

To help the reader understand what is meant by this notation the 

model is represented diagrammatically in Figure 3.5. Each of the arrows 

between the variables in Figure 3.5 represents one of the terms, or 

interactive effects, listed above. The ordering of the variables in Figure 

3.5 is decided by the researcher not by the loglinear procedure. It is 

16Model (DMo) consisted of only the main effects for each variable. The main effect is 
the independent non-interactive effect of each variable (ie. the independent marginal 
distribution). The main effects of all variables are included in (DM 1) but they are not 
written separately. It is assumed that each variable continues to have and independent 
effect to some degree, therefore all main effects are incorporated in general models. Our 
interest is in determining which interactions are important above and beyond these 
independent effects, therefore only interactive effect will be given in the model notation. 
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based on a common sense understanding of which variables precede 

others. Data analysis cannot establish causality, only correlations. The 

decision as to whether a correlation makes sense as a causal relationship 

must be made by the researcher. 

Using the pieces of information m model DM1 to estimate cell 

frequencies over the IxDxFxO contingency table gives the following 

measure of goodness of fit: 

L2 DM1 = 29.35 df=6 p<.000 

While this is a considerable improvement, the fit of this model is 

still far from adequate. The L2 measure of 29.35 has not come close to 

converging with the degrees of freedom of 6, and the significance 

threshold of .05 has not been reached. DM1 is an inadequate model, so 

we must pursue a better alternative. 

To find a better alternative model we now turn to test each 

individual term in model DM 1 to see if they all make a significant 

contribution to the fit of the model. It is also prudent at this stage to test 

all terms hypothesised as null (ie those terms which have been left out of 

the model) to see if any of these might improve the fit of the model. In 

effect this involves calculating the component L 2 of every possible 

interaction or relationship between the variables in the IxDxFxO 

contingency table. 

We examine the model in a step by step fashion to identify 

significant interactions with a view to revising the model. This entails 

performing a sequence of logit analyses within the model. A logit 

analysis is a specialised loglinear analysis in which one variable is 

designated as the dependent variable. Between the variables at hand, as 

laid out in Figure 3.5, there are a number of possible relationships that 
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make sense. In this and other groups of variables one can identify 

sequences of relationships where a particular variable can at first be a 

dependent variable, and then later be seen to be an explanatory variable. 

To deal with this phenomenon, we move through the model in a recursive 

fashion, submitting each possible explanation-response relationship to a 

separate logit analysis. 

The first step, examining the first possible causal relationship in the 

D M 1 model, is a lo git analysis of the sub-table comprising [ID]. The 

underlined variable is the designated dependent variable. This is followed 

in turn by an analysis of the component contribution of the various 

interactions making up the [IDEl sub-table, and the full [IDFQl table. The 

results of this analysis are given in Table 3.5.2 below. 

Table 3.5.2 Component L2 for Dispute Cluster Interactions 

Component Component 
Effect L2 df p< 

Step One: [ID] 
(ID) 70.03 1 .001 

Step Two: [IDF] 
(IF) .05 1 .90 

(DF) 107.55 1 .001 

(IDF) 1.48 1 .03 

Step Three: [IFDO] 
(IO) .23 1 .70 

(DO) 1.47 1 .30 
(FO) 7.81 1 .01 

(IDO) .02 1 .90 
(IFO) 18.36 1 .001 

(DFO) .46 1 .50 

(IDFO) 5.31 1 .05 
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The component L2 is a useful measure of the relative contribution 

that a single term makes to a model 17, but the reader will recall from 

section 2.5 .2 that it differs from the general L2 measure in terms of 

interpretation. Essentially the component L2 can be interpreted in the 

same way as the more familiar Pearson X2 statistic. Therefore we can 

identify a term that makes an important contribution to a model by virtue 

of its large component L2 measure, and p-value smaller than .05. 

From Table 3.5.2 we can see that two of the initially hypothesised 

effects, (IF) and (DO), have a small component L2 that is not statistically 

significant. The poor result of the (IF) term indicates that there is no 

significant relationship between issue type and the number of fatalities at 

the time of intervention. Interestingly, the effect of the duration of the 

dispute on outcome, the (DO) relationship, loses its impact in the presence 

of these other variables. It will be remembered that the direct effect 

noted in the bivariate analysis was on the significance borderline. The 

17Table 3.5.2 gives the component L 2 for all hypothesized and null hypothesized effects 
when fitted to full logit models of the same order within their respective sub-tables. In 
logit models the main effects of independent variables are not fitted, but the main effect of 
the dependent variable is fitted in all cases. The general manner in which a component L 2 

is calculated was described in Chapter 2. An example taken from table 3.5.2 will now be 
given: 

The term (IFO) is a second-order, or three-way interaction term. Therefore the 
component contribution made by (IFO), which is written L2(IFO), is found by comparing 
the full three-way interaction model with a model that is the same except for the absence 
of (IFO): 

L 2(IFO)= L2(0, IO, DO, FO, IDO, DFO) 
-L2(O, IO, DO, FO, IDO, DFO, IFO) 

= 23.67 
-5.31 

= 18.36 

Thus the component L2 for (IFO), as seen in Table 3.5.2, is 18.36. Degrees of 
freedom for all components is 1 because only one term has been removed from the 
model. Probability (p-value) is taken from standard Chi-square distribution probability 
tables. 
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(IF) and (DO) terms do not make a significant contribution to the 

predictive power of the model, therefore they will be discarded. 

At the same time, the step by step analysis of component effects has 

revealed two significant interactive terms, originally left out of the 

model, that should be considered for inclusion. The first is the three-way 

interaction between issue type, fatalities and outcome (IFO). This tells us 

that above and beyond the direct impact of fatalities on outcome is a 

combined effect of fatalities and issue type on outcome. It is most likely 

that the effect of low fatalities on successful outcome is enhanced in 

disputes over tangible issues. An examination of the parameter estimates 

(see below) will enable us to confirm the nature of this interaction. The 

(IFO) effect will be included in the revised model. 

The third order interaction (IDFO) also yields a component L 2 that 

just manages to reach the statistical significance threshold, but for reasons 

of parsimony interactions of this order are to be avoided if at all possible. 

This effect will not be incorporated in the revised model at this stage. We 

may return to it later if the revised model fits poorly. 

The revised model, DM2, contains the following terms: 

DM2=(ID, DF, FO, IFO) 

A general loglinear test of the ability of this revised model to 

reproduce the observed cell frequencies yields a goodness of fit of: 

L2 DM2 =10.52 df=7 p=.161 

This is an adequate goodness of fit, and a statistically significant 

result. The model is parsimonious, containing only four out of a possible 

11 interactions, and is an adequate predictor of cell frequencies. 
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Therefore DM2 is selected as the best model of the dynamics of the 

'Dispute' cluster of variables. 

The amount of variance explained by this model, over and above 

that explained by the null hypothesis of mutual independence, is given by 

the R2 equation described in section 2.5.4: 18 

R2 DM2= L2 DMo - L2 DM2 
L2 DM0 

- .956 

Thus DM2 accounts for some 95% of the variance in the data, 

across all the variables in the cluster, beyond that explained by the null 

hypothesis. We can see from this that DM2 incorporates all the influential 

relationship between variables in this cluster. 

Model DM2 is shown diagrammatically 1n figure 3.6. The 

coefficients on the paths in Figure 3.6 are the A, or parameter effects of 

each interactive term, with the statistical significance Z-values given in 

brackets. All the A are positive indicating correlations between the first 

categories of each variable (categories marked (a) in Table 3.5.1). All A 

in the model are significant (Z>±l .96). 

The correlation between tangible issues and brief duration is 

particularly strong. This could mean that tangible issues encourage 

mediators to intervene early, or on the other hand it may mean that 

disputes over intangible issues tend to last a long time and are therefore 

more likely to experience mediations at later dates. Not surprisingly, 

l8The reader is reminded that this measure cannot be interpreted in the same way as the 
more common statistic found general regression analyses. In the loglinear context it 
gives us a means of comparing the model at hand with the null hypothesis, essentially 
enabling us to measure the degree of improvement that the model at hand represents over 
the null hypothesis. 
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there is also a strong correlation between brief duration at the time of 

mediation and a low number of fatalities. 

The strongest influence on outcome in this cluster of variables is the 

number of fatalities at the time of intervention. When fatalities are low 

the odds of mediation being successful are much better than when 

fatalities are high. In addition to this a combination of low fatalities and 

tangible issue ·type has a further positive effect on the likelihood of a 

successful outcome. 

The fatalities (F) and issue type (I) variables will be incorporated in 

the combined analysis in Chapter 7, along with the most influential 

variables from the other separate clusters. In that chapter we will see if 

these variables influence, or are influenced by, other variables from the 

other clusters identified in the conceptual framework in Figure 1.8. 

Before moving on to the next cluster we turn our attention to the 

ultimate dependent variable in this analysis: Outcome. DM2 explains 

much of the dynamics of the dispute cluster of variables, but how well 

does the model account for the variability in mediation success and failure 

that is related to these variables. 19 To find out we conduct a logit test of 

the [IDFO] table where (0) is explicitly designated as the dependent 

variable. The null hypothesis in the logit analysis is the model of outcome 

independence: (0). A test of the model in which only this term is 

stipulated gives a fit of: 

L2(O)=42.60 df=7 p=.000 

As we would have expected based on the findings above the fit of 

the model is poor, showing that outcome is not independent. 

l9Qnly a certain amount of the variance in outcome is related to this cluster of variables, 
the remainder is generated by the other clusters identified in the conceptual framework. 
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A logit model based on DM2 fits only those terms directly 

influencing outcome (FO, IFO). This model gives a fit of: 

L2(FO, IFO)=8.44 df=5 p=.134 

This model fits the data well and surpasses the threshold of 

statistical significance. It appears that the general analysis has indeed pin

pointed the terms with a significant impact on outcome. The R 2 for this 

logit model shows that some 80% of the variability in the data between 

the null model and the saturated model is explained by these two terms: 

R2(FO,IFO)= L 2(O)L 2(FO,IFO) 
L 2(0) 

= .802 

In other words, of all the variance in outcome that is associated 

with the dispute cluster, about 80% can be explained by these two 

relationships. 
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4.0 

THE PARTIES 

4.1 Introduction 

The second cluster of variables in the conceptual mediation 

framework (Figure 1.8) relates to the nature and characteristics of the 

disputing parties. A distinction is made here between a nation/state 

involved in a conflict, which is said to be a disputing party, and that 

nation's negotiator, who is merely the party's representative. Significant 

emphasis has been placed on the influence of the personality and 

experience of the parties' representatives, particularly in industrial 

mediation. It is acknowledged here that this may well be an influential 

factor, but attempts by this researcher to gather data about parties' 

representatives were frustrated by a lack of reliable and accurate 

information. Unlike information on the mediator in a dispute, details 

relating to the negotiators who represented the parties are sketchy at best, 

and often simply not available. Therefore the impact on mediation of the 

characteristics of the parties representatives will not be assessed here. 

The focus in this chapter is on the impact of the characteristics of the 

parties (nations/states) themselves. 

Theoretical literature on the impact of these variables is 

characterised by confusion and contradiction. Many theorists seem to 

ignore the possible impact of party characteristics. Others stress that the 

nature and attitudes of the parties often pose a major obstacle to successful 

mediation. Logically, one would expect certain types of parties to 

facilitate mediation success, just as some sorts of dispute are more 

amenable to mediation than others. 
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In this chapter, five aspects of the nature of the disputing parties 

which have attracted considerable attention in previous works on 

international mediation will be examined. They will be analysed firstly 

for their direct relationship with outcome, and then combined in a 

multivariate analysis to identify interactive effects and their relative 

importance. These five aspects are: (a) the alignment of the parties; (b) 

the power disparity between the parties; ( c) the parties' previous 

relationship; (d) the parties' domestic political systems; and (d) the 

internal homogeneity of the disputing parties. 

4.2 The Alignment of the Parties 

The respective alignment of the disputing parties is likely to be an 

important determinant of their success in conflict management attempts. 

Particularly when one recalls the pervading influence of the major 

political blocs that dominated much of the period being analysed. It 

would seem logical to suggest that the greater the ideological difference 

between disputing parties, the less will be the likelihood of successful 

mediation (Druckman & Zechmeister 1970; Raymond & Kegley 1985). 

It could be argued that political alliances no longer carry the weight 

they once did, and that we have entered an age where economic alliances 

are more influential in international relations. But the distinction between 

the political and the economic is often a hard one to make. Frei (1976) 

found that close economic interdependence enhances chances of successful 

mediation. But such economic interdependence is certainly more likely 

between members of the same political bloc than between members of 

opposing boles. The point is that while international alliances may now 

be recast in terms of economics, the question of respective alignment is 
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still an important one. Therefore the data at hand, although coded in 

terms of political blocs, is still relevant. Regardless of the basis of the 

alignment the hypothesis remains that parties from the same bloc will 

have a greater likelihood of mediation success than parties from opposing 

blocs. 

The respective alignment of the parties was coded into four possible 

combinations: (a) parties from opposing blocs; (b) parties from the same 

bloc; (c) One party a member of a bloc and the other unaligned; and (d) 

both parties unaligned. The result of a crosstabulation of this party 

alignment variable with mediation outcome can be seen in table 4.2. 

Table 4.2 Outcome by Party Alignment 

Bloc 
Member 

Opposing Same vs Both 
Bole Bloc Unaligned Unaligned 
(n=170) (n=84) Nation (n=275) 

n=64 

Failure % 52.4 41.7 70.3 57.1 

Success% 47.6 58.3 29.7 42.9 

x2=13.06 
df=3 
P<.005 

From this crosstabulation we can see that when both parties are 

members of the same bloc there is a considerably enhanced likelihood of 

success (58.3% ). Although, one should note that the smaller number of 

cases in this category (n=84) indicates that mediation was not often 

necessary between members of the same bloc. 

When parties are in opposing bole's, and when both parties are 

unaligned the likelihood of success is close to the average of 45%. But 
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when a bloc member is involved in a dispute with an unaligned party 

there is a pronounced negative effect. One reason for this particularly 

interesting result may be that parties who enter a mediation situation with 

bloc support would be less likely to make concessions to a party that did 

not have the same sort of peer-group backing. 

The relationship that we see in table 4.2 is statistically significant 

but the clear effects are only apparent in those categories with the smallest 

number of cases. 

4.3 Power Disparity Between the Parties 

Numerous theories of mediation have supported the hypothesis that 

"The greater the power disparity between the disputants, the less the 

likelihood of successful mediation" (Raymond & Kegley 1985:38; see also 

Curle 197l;Latour, Houlden, Walker & Thibaut 1976; Simkin 1971) 

Ott (1972) argued that a large power disparity is an impediment in 

mediation, as the party with the power advantage sees little reason to 

compromise. Experienced mediation and negotiation practitioner Arthur 

Lall (1966: 344) supports this contention with his observation that 

powerful states tend to be more inflexible than less powerful states. Both 

Ott and Oran Young ( 1967) further argue that a small power disparity 

between the parties will increase mediation effectiveness by creating 

balance and symmetry in the mediation relationship. 

In his analysis of this question, Frei (1976) was unable to find 

evidence to confirm either a positive or negative impact of power 

disparity. But Bercovitch (1986) reported that an analysis of 

Butterworth's (1976) data showed that mediation was more likely to 

achieve some degree of success when power capabilities were evenly 
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matched. He also reported that mediation had almost no impact in 

disputes where the power disparity between the parties was high. 

The power of the disputing parties in this study was coded 

according to a modified version of the the Cox-Jacobsen scale (Cox & 

Jacobsen 1973). A copy of the coding guide for this scale can be found in 

Appendix IV . According to this index each party was assigned a power 

score from Oto 40. From the difference between the two parties scores a 

power disparity variable was created. The power disparity scores ranged 

from 0 to 26. A crosstabulation of mediation outcome with this power 

disparity variable is shown in Table 4.3. The power disparity score is 

grouped according to observed trends in the raw data. 

Table 4.3 Outcome by Power Disparity 

Low Medium Hio-h b 

(0-4) (5-10) (11+) 
(n=245) (n=224) (n=l23) 

Failure % 48.6 55.4 66.7 

Success% 51.4 44.6 33.3 

x2=10.86 (Missing 

df=2 
Cases= 1). 

P<.015 

The results in table 4.3 support the hypothesis that a large power 

disparity detracts from mediation effectiveness. In mediations where the 

power disparity was greater than 10 points on the power disparity scale 

only one case in three was successfully mediated. It is also apparent that 

symmetry of power capabilities increases the likelihood of mediation 

success. In cases where power disparity was low, or where there was in 
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fact no disparity in the parties' power capabilities, the success rate 

(51.4%) was better than the average. 

With a x2 of 10.86 and a p-value of less than .05 the correlation in 

Table 4.3 can be said to be statistically significant. 

4.4 The Parties' Previous Relationship 

The next question to be addressed is that of the nature of the 

parties' relationship prior to the outbreak of the conflict at hand. Conflict 

resolution theorist Morton Deutsch (1973) has emphasised the importance 

of the parties' previous relationship in determining how they will deal 

with their conflict. It follows that the nature of the parties' prior 

interactions, and the consequent value they place in their on-going 

relationship, will be important determinants of mediation success. Parties 

with a history of peaceful and friendly interactions will be more likely to 

approach conflict management efforts with a cooperative attitude, thus the 

hypothesis is that a history of cooperative relations will have a positive 

impact on the likelihood of mediation success. 

Empirical evidence on this point is unclear. In an early paper 

Bercovitch (1986: 160) reported that the previous relationship between 

the parties had "no discernible impact" on the outcome of international 

mediation. But then, in a subsequent study, Bercovitch et al (1991: 12) 

found evidence to suggest that "previous friendly relations between the 

parties facilitate mediation and increase its chances of success". 

The previous relationships of all disputing parties in this study were 

coded into four categories: (a) friendly relations; (b) no contact; (c) 

antagonism, without armed conflict; and (d) previous armed conflict. 

The cross tabulation of outcome by parties' previous relationship can be 

seen in table 4.4. 



Table 4.4 Outcome by Parties' Previous Relationship 

Failure % 

Success% 

x2=10.61 
df=3 
P<.015 

Friendly 
(n=20) 

20.0 

80.0 

No Contact Antagonism 
(n=3) (n=319) 

66.7 57.1 

33.3 42.9 

Previous 
Armed 
Conflict 

(n=251) 

55.0 

-45.0 
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Table 4.4 shows a very high mediation success rate for parties who 

have a history of friendly relations. There is support for the above 

hypothesis, but this support is not without some reservations. The 

number of mediations which involved previously friendly parties is very 

small (n=20). Not surprisingly most mediations took place between 

disputants with a history of antagonistic interactions or actual armed 

conflict. In both these categories little deviation is seen from the average 

likelihood of success. 

Although table 4.4 shows a statistically significant relationship, the 

small number of cases involved in the 'friendly' and 'no contact' 

categories undermines the robustness of the results. In the overwhelming 

majority of mediation attempts the previous relationship of the parties has 

little impact on mediation outcome. Whether this changes under the 

influence of other variables will be considered in the multivariate section. 
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4.5 The Parties' Political Systems 

A common topic for debate in the study of international relations 

has been the Kantian proposition that democracies tend not to fight each 

other (Ember, Ember & Russett 1992; Bremer 1992).But, at the same 

time there is evidence to suggest that democracies do not go to war less 

often than other types of states (Maoz & Abdolali 1989). 

A popular explanation for this is that democracies internal 

structures are more amenable to non-vio~ent conflict management. 

Ember et al (1992: 577) explain that "According to this hypothesis, the 

culture, perceptions and practices that permit compromise and peaceful 

resolution of conflicts without the threat of violence within countries 

come to apply to other democratic countries as well" 

If such a statement should hold true for entry into violent conflict 

then one would logically expect this domestic propensity for non-violent 

conflict management to be reflected in international mediation attempts. 

How well do democracies perform in mediation after conflict has already 

broken out? If one fallows the trends described above one might expect 

mediation to be more successful in disputes between two democracies. 

Whereas disputes involving two non-democratic polities, or a mixture of 

democratic and non-democratic states, might have fewer chances of 

success. 

In order to test this proposition each disputing party's political 

system was coded into one of the following categories: Monarchy, Multi

party, One-party, Military Junta, and Other. Each mediation case was 

then coded according to whether both parties were multi-party polities, 

only one party was a democracy, or neither parties were multi-party 

systems. The result of a crosstabulation of this 'participation by a multi

party democracy' variable, with outcome, can be seen in table 4.5.1. 



Table 4. 5 .1 Outcome by Nf ulti-Party polity 
participation 

Both Only One Neither 
Multi-party Multi-party Multi-party 

systems system system 
(n=-40) (n::::257) (n=296) 

Failure % 40.0 61.1 51.7 

Success % 60.0 38.9 48.3 

x2=8.80 
df=2 
P<.013 
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Table 4.5.1 lends some support to the hypothesis that democracies 

are more likely to mediate successfully with other democracies. However 

table 4.5.1 can also be seen to reflect Maoz and Abdolali' s (1989) 

contention that democracies behave differently only with respect to other 

democracies. In mediation between multi-party polities and all other 

polity types the success rate dropped dramatically. Also in support of 

previous related findings we can see that cases in which democracies 

fought democracies have been few (attracting only 40 mediation 

attempts). 

Clearly the great majority of mediations do not take place between 

democratic multi-party polities, and the observations above do not help us 

to generalise about the average mediation case. Consequently, a more 

generally applicable indicator is required. 

An interesting possibility arises when one considers that the 

enhanced success rate may not be a function of matching ,nulti-party 

polities, but merely a function of matching similar polities. Nations, like 

people, may tend to cooperate better with others that they know, 
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understand, and can identify with. The obvious commonalities between 

nations with the same domestic political structures may inhibit negative 

stereotyping and minimise the misconceptions which form part of the 

conflict escalation spiral. From this perspective the hypothesis is recast 

as: mediation between nations with the same domestic political structures 

will be more successful than mediation between nations with different 

structures. 

Table 4.5.2 Outcome by Political 
system comparison 

Same Different 
Systems Systems 

(n=l77) (n=416) 

Failure % 46.9 58.4 

Success % 53.1 41.6 

x2=6.66 
df=l 
P<.01 

By matching the political system coding for the parties m the 

dispute it was possible to separate mediations into two groups, those 

between nations with the 'same systems' and those between nations with 

'different systems'. Table 4.5.2 shows these groups crosstabulated with 

outcome. There is clear support for the hypothesis, with mediations 

between parties having the same systems experiencing a 53% success rate. 

However a similar problem to that mentioned above has arisen 

because matched-polity mediations comprise only 29% of all mediation 

attempts. An additional doubt can be raised with regard to coding polities 

merely according to their nominal status. It could be argued that being a 

democracy by name is no guarantee of having an ideal-type democratic 
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culture, and similarly that some one-party regimes can be more 

benevolent than others. A better test might be to examine the human 

rights records of the countries involved. 

It would seem likely from this perspective, that mediations in which 

there is little disparity between the human rights records of the parties 

will be more likely to be successful. To assess this influence each party 

was given a rating for 'political rights' and 'civil liberties' based on the 

scale developed by Freedom House, shown in Appendix V. This yielded a 

score from 1 to 7 for each aspect which was added to give each party an 

overall 'human rights' score with a range from 2 to 14. The difference 

between the the two parties' scores gives a 'human rights disparity' score 

for each mediation which ranged from O (no disparity) to 12 (maximum 

disparity). To facilitate interpretation these scores have been collapsed to 

the categories shown in Table 4.5.3. 

Table 4.5 .3 Outcome by Human Rights 
Disparity 

Failure % 

Success% 

x2=1.24 
df=2 
P<.54 

Low 
Disparity 

(0-1) 
(n=232) 

52.2 

47.8 

Medium 
Disparity 

(2-5) 
(n=265) 

56.6 

43.4 

Hiah 
b 

Disparity 
(6+) 
(n=96) 

57.3 

42.7 

A mild trend relating human rights disparity to mediation success 

can be observed in Table 4.5.3, but the relationship is not statistically 

significant. We can see however, that mediations between parties with a 
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similar human rights record have a better chance of success than those 

cases in which the human rights disparity between the parties is relatively 

greater. The applicability of this measure to all mediations makes it 

particularly attractive. The possible impact of human rights disparity 

acting in concert with other variables will be assessed in the multivariate 

section. 

4.6 The Internal Homogeneity of the Parties 

Several studies of international mediation have pondered the impact 

of differences in the internal composition of the disputing parties 

(Bercovitch 1986; Frei 1976; Glenn, Johnson, Kimmel & Wedge 

1970;.Raymond & Kegley 1985; Susskind & Babbitt 1992). It has been 

suggested, for example that "the greater the cultural differences between 

disputants, the less the likelihood of successful mediation" (Raymond & 

Kegley 1985: 38). In this study the concept of 'cultural differences' is 

translated into the disparity between parties characterised by internal 

homogeneity, and non-homogeneous parties. 

Bercovitch (1986: 160) suggests "the more clearly identifiable and 

united the parties are the higher the chances of a successful mediation". 

He has noted the difficulty for both the negotiators and mediators if one 

or both of the disputing states suffers from a lack of internal cohesion 

which undermines the authority of the negotiating representative. Kressel 

and Pruitt (1989) also conclude that severe internal discord will have a 

negative impact on intervention outcome. Clearly, effective mediation is 

unlikely if one of the negotiating representatives is unable to guarantee 

compliance with the mediated settlement. 
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The hypothesis, then, is that mediations involving internally 

fragmented or fractionalised parties will tend to be less successful than 

mediations between relatively homogeneous states. To test the validity of 

this proposition each party was given an aggregate religious, lingual and 

racial homogeneity rating from 1 to 5, based on the Internal Homogeneity 

Scale described in full in Appendix VI. Parties scoring at the top end of 

this scale were classified as homogeneous, and those scoring in the mid

range and at the bottom of the scale were classified as relatively non

homogeneous. Iviediations could then be divided into three groups: (a) 

those between two homogeneous parties; (b) those between a 

homogeneous party and a non-homogeneous party; (c) and those between 

two non-homogeneous parties. A crosstabulation of this comparative 

homogeneity variable with outcome is given in Table 4.6. 

Table 4.6 Outcome by Comparative Homogeneity 

Both Only One Neither 
Homogeneous Homogeneous Homogeneous 

(n=234) (n=228) (n= 131) 

Failure % 54.3 59.2 48.9 

Success % 45.7 40.8 51.1 

x2=3.68 
df=2 
P<.16 

Table 4.6 does not support the hypothesis that the involvement of 

internally homogeneous parties will engender successful mediation. on 

the contrary, shows a small trend toward a greater likelihood of success 

in cases that do not involve homogeneous parties. In mediation cases 

where neither party was internally homogeneous the likelihood of success 
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was 51.1 %. However, as the summary statistics at the foot of Table 4.6 

show, this slight trend is not statistically significant and no clear 

correlation can be seen. 

4.7 Multivariate Analysis 

In the preceding bivariate analysis party alignment, power 

disparity, and the parties' previous relationship were found to have 

statistically significant correlations with mediation success. In this section 

these variables, along with human rights disparity and comparative 

homogeneity, will be analysed simultaneously to identify their interactive 

effects (a) on each other, and (b) on mediation outcome. It will be 

interesting to see if the direct effects identified in the bivariate analysis 

retain their significance in the presence of the other variables. 

As in chapter 3, the variables in the multivariate analysis have been 

dichotomised. The collapsed categories and the loglinear notation that 

will be used to represent the cluster of six variables that will be analysed 

below, are shown in Table 4.7.1. 



Table 4.7 .1 Party Cluster Variables 
and Categories for Multivariate Analysis 

Variable 

Outcome 

Alignment 

Previous 
Relations 

Power 
Disparity 

Human Rights 
Disparity 

Comparative 
Homogeneity 

Notation 

(0) 

(A) 

(R) 

(P) 

(H) 

(C) 

Catecrories 

(a) Success 
(b) Failure 

(a) Opposing Bloc/ 
Bloc vs Unaligned 

(b) Same Bloc/ 
Both Unaligned 

(a) No Armed Conflict 
(b) Armed Conflict 

(a) Low (0-4) 
(b) High (5+) 

(a) Small (0-1) 
(b) Significant (2+) 

(a) Both Homogeneous 
(b) One or more 

Non-Homogeneous 
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By combining these variables for simultaneous analysis we have at 

the heart of the procedure a 64-cell contingency table comprising 

Alignment x previous Relations x Power disparity x Human rights 

disparity x Comparative homogeneity x Outcome. I will refer to this as 

the AxRxPxHxCxO table. 

As before, I begin by conducting a test of the null hypothesis. The 

null hypothesis model that will be tested, written PM0 for Party Modelo, 

posits the mutual independence of all the variables in the AxRxPxHxCxO 

table, and is expressed thus: 

PM0 = (A, R, P, H, C, 0) 
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Using loglinear methods we can test the ability of the set of 

marginal odds that this model represents to accurately predict cell 

frequencies across the aforementioned 64-cell multidimensional 

contingency table. This test yields a goodness of fit of the PM0 model of: 

L2 PM0 = 537.31 df=57 p=.000 

The reader will recall that a model can be said to be acceptable 

when the L2 measure approaches the degrees of freedom, and the p-value 

is less than .05. This is clearly not the case in the above result. PM0 

does not fit the data well. We can conclude from this that the variables at 

hand are not independent of each other, thereby rejecting the null 

hypothesis. 

The search now begins for a parsimonious model that is an accurate 

predictor of cell values. This means we must identify the relationships 

and correlations that shape the distribution of the data across all of the 

variables in the AxRxPxHxCxO table. Based on the bivariate findings, 

the first potential model should contain the effect of alignment on 

outcome (AO), the effect of previous relations on outcome (RO) and the 

effect of power disparity on outcome (PO). 

In addition it would seem likely that the parties previous relations 

would be a function of other contextual influences. Specifically, the 

relative alignment of the two parties should have a bearing on whether or 

not they have been in previous armed conflict. Therefore the (AR) 

interaction will be included in the hypothesised model. 

Other relationships can also be hypothesised at this stage. For 

example we might similarly expect parties with similar human rights 

records and similar internal homogeneity not to have been involved in 
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previous armed conflict against each other, so we should incorporate the 

(HR) (CR) terms. Also, parties with a high power disparity may be less 

likely to enter into violent conflict, as the weaker party would be likely to 

pursue other means of conflict resolution. Thus the (PR).term will form 

part of the first model. 

Putting these terms together, the first hypothesised model of the 

dynamics of the party variables and mediation outcome, PM 1, can be 

expressed: 

PM1=(AR, HR, CR, PR, AO, RO, PO) 

For ease of interpretation PM 1 is represented diagrammatically in 

Figure 4.7.1. Each one of the hypothesised interactive terms in the model 

is represented by an arrow between the relevant variables. It is important 

to note that variables (A) (C) (H) and (P) have been placed on the same 

temporal point at the far left of the model. This is because causal 

relationships between these variables seem unlikely. 

A loglinear test generating cell frequencies using PM 1 and 

comparing these with the frequencies observed in the AxRxPxHxCxO 

table, shows a surprisingly poor goodness of fit: 

L2 PM1 = 442.54 df=50 p=.000 

PM 1 fits the data little better than the null hypothesis and is clearly 

in need of substantial revision. Identifying the particular interactions and 

relationships, in PM1 that do, and do not, make a contribution to the fit of 

the model can be done following the same method used in chapter 3. An 

analysis of component L 2 ' s will be conducted to test the significance of the 

individual hypothesised terms in PM1 , and to help identify terms that 
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(R) ~------------
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have been hypothesised to be null but which may be worthy of inclusion 

in a revised model. 

The reader will recall that this is done by examining the model in a 

step-wise fashion, performing a sequence of logit analyses within the 

model. In each logit analysis one variable is designated as the dependent 

variable. As was noted in chapter 3, in any group of variables one can 

identify sequences of relationships where a particular variable can at first 

be a dependent variable, and then later be seen to be an explanatory 

variable. To deal with this phenomenon we submit each possible 

explanation-response relationship to a separate logit analysis. 

In the cluster of variables at hand, as laid out in Figure 4. 7, there 

only two temporal steps. This is because it is argued here that causal 

relationships between alignment (A), comparative homogeneity (C), 

human rights disparity (H), and power disparity (P), simply do not make 

sense. It would not seem possible, for example, for the power disparity 

between the parties to be related to the difference in their human rights 

record, nor for parties comparative homogeneity to determine their 

political alignment. Thus, the analysis of component for all the relevant 

terms in the AxRxPxHxCxO table can be done in two logit analysis steps. 

The first logit sub-table encountered in the model shown in Figure 

4.7 .1 is the [ACHPR] sub-table. This has the previous relationship of the 

parties (R) as the response variable and alignment (A), human rights (H), 

homogeneity (C), and power disparity (P) as explanatory variables. The 

second step in the logit analysis is the [ACHPRO] table as a whole with 

outcome explicitly designated as the ultimate dependent variable. The 

results of this analysis of component terms can be seen in Table 4.7.2 

below. 



88 

Table 4.7.2 Component L2 for Party Variables Cluster 

Component Component 
Effect L2 DF P< 

Step One: [ACHPR] 
(AR) 4.20 1 .05 
(PR) 69.87 .001 
(HR) .42 1 .70 
(CR) .27 1 .70 

(APR) 33.18 1 .001 
(AHR) .32 1 .70 
(ACR) 15.53 1 .001 
(PHR) 23.69 1 .001 
(PCR) .38 1 .70 
(HCR) 19.34 1 .001 

Higher order terms could not be assessed 

Step Two: [ACHPRO] 
(AO) 1.58 1 .30 
(RO) .81 1 .50 
(PO) 8.37 1 .01 
(HO) 1.20 1 .30 
(CO) .15 1 .70 

(ARO) .71 1 .50 
(APO) 1.47 1 .30 
(AHO) .14 1 .80 
(ACO) .04 1 .90 
(RPO) .38 1 .70 
(RHO) .83 1 .50 
(RCO) 2.49 1 .20 
(PHO) .15 1 .70 
(PCO) 3.60 1 .10 
(HCO) .62 1 .50 

(ARPO) .16 1 .70 
(ARHO) 2.19 1 .20 
(ARCO) 2.76 1 .10 
(APHO) 3.34 1 .10 
(APCO) .71 1 .50 
(AHCO) 1.03 1 .50 
(RPHO) .02 1 .90 
(RPCO) .34 1 .70 
(RHCO) .53 1 .50 
(PHCO) 1.00 1 .50 

Higher order terms could not be assessed 

The first point that must be made about Table 4.7.2 is that the component 

L2 could not be assessed for many higher order interactions. The reason 



89 

for this, in this case, is that in many of the interactions between three or 

more variables several empty cells were found. 20 Because there were too 

many empty cells in the marginal sub-tables that each interaction 

represents, the loglinear procedure did not have enough information to 

estimate cell frequencies for all the cells. Empty cells are encountered 

when one attempts to stretch the available data across too many 

combinations of variables. This would suggest that too many variables 

have been incorporated in the current cluster. Alternatively, empty cells 

can occur if the data is skewed across the multidimensional contingency 

table. However, interactions of the third and forth order should be 

avoided as they tend to be difficult to interpret, so the loss of intelligible 

information as a result of this anomaly will not be great. 

If one examines Table 4.7.2 one can see that several hypothesised 

terms are non-significant. The reader will remember that unlike the 

general L 2, the component L 2 can be interpreted in the same way as the 

Pearson X2 statistic. Therefore one can identify a term that makes an 

important contribution to a model by virtue of its large component L2 

measure, and p-value smaller than .05. 

Non-significant terms highlighted by Table 4.7.2 include the impact 

of human rights disparity on previous relationship (HR), and the impact 

of comparative homogeneity on previous relationship (CR). Also non

significant are the interactive effects between alignment and outcome 

(AO), and previous relationship and outcome (RO). The re-

categorisation of these variables may be partially responsible for this loss 

of significance, but it also appears that a multivariate approach has shown 

20fo attempts to fit higher order terms to both of these lo git sub-tables too many sampling 
zeros ( empty cells) were encountered and the Maximum Likelihood estimator did not 
reach its convergence criteria. All higher order models were over-fitted and replicated the 
saturated model. No reliable parameter estimates were generated and component L 2 ' s 
could not be calculated. 
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that isolated bivariate relationships can lose their importance m the 

presence of other variables. 

One particularly notable result in Table 4.7 .2 is the lack of an 

impact on outcome from a previous relationship involving by armed 

conflict. The insignificant contribution of the (RO) term supports the 

contention that a history of armed conflict between the disputants has on 

effect on the likelihood of mediation success. Power disparity is identified 

as the only variable in this cluster with a significant impact on mediation 

success (PO). 

Table 4.7.2 highlights a number of complex interactions relating to 

previous relations (R) that have significant component L 2s. The first of 

these is the (APR) interaction between alignment, power disparity, and 

previous relations. The strength of this term suggests that when power 

disparity and alignment combine they have an enhanced impact on 

likelihood of the parties having been involved in previous armed conflict. 

Similarly, a history of previous armed conflict is influenced by 

combinations of alignment and comparative homogeneity (ACR), power 

disparity and human rights disparity (PHR), and human rights disparity 

and comparative homogeneity (HCR). The exact nature and relevance of 

these complex relationships will be discussed below. But, in the meantime, 

it would seem prudent to formulate a new model in light of the 

information learned from the analysis of component L2s in Table 4.7.2. 

Combining all the significant terms identified gives us a revised 

model, PM2, which is written: 

PM2 = (AR, PR, APR, ACR, PHR, HCR, PO) 
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Power disparity is retained as the only variable which continues to 

have an important influence on mediation outcome. A general loglinear 

test of PM2 gives a fit of: 

L2 PM2 = 310.99 df=50 p=.000 

This result is a considerable improvement on that of PM1 , but the 

fit of PM2 is still very poor. PM2 has a non-significant p-value and the L2 

measure, of 310. 99, could not, by any stretch of the imagination, be said 

to be approaching the the degrees of freedom figure of 50. This tells us 

that the set of information in PM2 is not sufficient to accurately predict 

the cell values in the computer-generated AxRxPxHxCxO table. 

Why has the model failed to adequately fit the data? One clue lies 

m the surprising number of complex interactions involving the four 
1independent1 variables. The variables alignment (A), human rights 

disparity (H), comparative homogeneity (C), and power disparity (P) 

were placed at the same temporal point in the model because it is 

hypothesised that causal relationships between them are unlikely to exist. 

However, as a result of the poor performance of PM2, an ad hoc analysis 

was conducted which revealed a large number of statistically significant 

and highly complex correlations between these four variables.21 A 

further exploration of these effects will not be pursued for two reasons. 

Firstly, over complex terms are to be avoided due to our criterion of 

parsimony. Secondly, it remains this researcher's conviction that no 

theoretically sound causal relationship exists between the variables m 

21 A test of partial associations of a hierarchical saturated model run through SPSSX 
procedure Hiloglinear was performed to test all possible combinations of variable 
interactions. It showed the following interactions to be significant: (ARPC, ARP, RPH, 
ARC, APC, PCO, AHC, RHC, PHC, AR, PO, AP, PR, AC, PC) Most of these terms 
do not make sense as causal relationships. A model containing these terms still returns a 
non-significant fit of L2=106.20, df=42, p=.000. 
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question. In short, the considerable variance m the data that is not 

explained by PM2 is due to correlations between (A), (H), (C), and (P) 

which are not causal relationships, and are therefore of no interest. 

Even though the fit of the model is not strictly adequate PM2 will 

be retained as the best available model of the causal dynamics of the party 

cluster variables and outcome. PM2 is shown diagrammatically in Figure 

4.7 .2. The coefficients on the paths in Figure 4. 7 .2 are the A, or 

parameter effects, of each interactive term, with the Z-scores of statistical 

significance given in brackets. Positive A indicate correlations between 

the first categories of each variable (categories marked 1(a) 1 in Table 

4.7 .1). Negative A indicate a correlation between the first category of the 

first variable/s and the second category of the final variable. The signs of 

the A sum to zero across all the combinations of categories in the variable 

under examination (Knoke & Burke 1980). All A in the model are 

significant (Z>±l.96). 

Using Figure 4.7.2 one can assess the relative importance, and the 

respective nature, of the individual relationships that have been identified. 

The (PO) term, with a statistically significant A of .11 is clear evidence 

of a correlation between low power disparity and mediation success. In 

terms of its small A, in relation to the other effects in the model, the (PO) 

term is the least statistically significant. But, because of it is the only 

term in model incorporating outcome, it is the most important term from 

the theoretical perspective. 

The simple two way relationships (PR) and (AR) seem to make 

sense. The extremely strong correlation between low power disparity and 

no armed conflict in the parties previous relations (PR) is in accord with 

the idea that a balance of power in international relations acts as a 

deterrent. The negative A on the (AR) interaction suggests that 'opposing 

bloc or bloc vs unaligned' parties are more likely to have had a past 



Alignment 
(A) 

Comparitive 
Homogeneity 

(C) 

Human Rights 
Disparity 

(H) 

Power Disparity 
(P) 

Figure 4.7 .2 Selected Model PM2 of the Dynamics of the Party Variables and Outcome 

Previous Relations Outcome 
~1 -------=---- (R) (0) 



93 

history of armed conflict than are parties from the 'same bloc or both 

unaligned' category. 

The higher order interactions, (APR), (ACR), (PHR), and (HCR) 

are more difficult to interpret. In the (APR) term one finds 'opposing 

bloc' alignment and 'low' power disparity negatively associated with 'no 

armed conflict' previous relations. Of course the reciprocal A infers a 

positive association between 'opposing bloc' alignment, 'low' power 

disparity, and previous 'armed conflict'. It may be that the observed A 

for this relationship is a function of just one of these combinations of 

factors, or it may be a function of them all in unison. 

The (ACR) interaction between alignment, comparative 

homogeneity, and previous relations reflects two tendencies. Firstly, 

when parties are in opposing blocs ( or bloc vs unaligned) and one or 

more of the parties is non-homogeneous, there is a positive correlation 

with a history of armed conflict. Also, when parties are from the same 

bloc (or are both unaligned), and are both internally homogeneous, there 

is a positive correlation with previous relations free of armed conflict. 

The negative A on the (PHR) interaction suggests, somewhat 

confusingly, that a combination of low power disparity and a small human 

rights disparity is positively correlated with previous armed conflict 

between the parties. It also infers that a combination of high power 

disparity and significant human rights disparity, are associated with a 

history of no armed conflict between the parties. 

The last of the three-way interactions in PM2 is that between human 

rights disparity, comparative homogeneity, and previous relations, or 

(HCR). The relatively significant relationship shows that if both parties 

are internally homogeneous and there is only a small disparity in their 

human rights records, then there is a tendency for their past relations to 

have been free from armed conflict. At the same, time this pattern is 
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reflected in the combination of a significant human rights disparity, and 

the involvement of at least one non-homogeneous party, being positively 

correlated with a past history of armed conflict. 

Each of these complex effects, and particularly the (PHR) 

relationship, deserves detailed consideration that is beyond the scope of 

this thesis. They are presented as a starting point for further discussion, 

and perhaps further research. 

The degree of variance in the data across the AxRxPxHxCxO table 

that is explained by PM2 is: 

R2 PM2 = L2 PMo -L2 PM2 
L2 PM0 

= .421 

The revised model accounts for some 42% of the variance, beyond 

the variance explained by the null hypothesis of mutual independence. 

The second aspect of the model evaluation is, of course, to 

determine how well the model selected in the above general analysis 

accounts for the variance in the ultimate response variable: outcome. We 

do this via a logit analysis of the [ACHPROJ table where outcome is 

specifically designated as the dependent variable. 

First we must test the null logit model which posits outcome as 

independent, and contains only the main effect for outcome (0). This 

model shows an adequate fit: 

L2(0)=35.13 df=26 p=.109 

The fit is by no means outstanding, the L2 still has some way to go 

to meet the degrees of freedom, but the fit of the model is statistically 
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significant. Strictly speaking, therefore, we cannot reject the null 

hypothesis that outcome is independent of the party cluster of variables. 

However, loglinear model selection is all about selecting the best model 

available, and the null model explains none of the variance in outcome 

(small as it is) that is related to this cluster of variables. Also, we know 

from our analysis above that at least one variable has an impact of some 

sort on mediation success, so it is wise to test the logit model based on 

Piv12 to see if a better fitting logit model can be found. 

The logit model based on PM2 contains only one interactive effect: 

the impact of power disparity on outcome (PO). The fit of this model is: 

L 2(P0)=28.37 df=25 p=.291 

This model is a considerable improvement on the null hypothesis 

and is clearly the better model. Not only has the measure of statistical 

significance improved, but the L2 measure and the degrees of freedom 

have almost converged. 

The addition of the(PO) term results in an increased explanation of 

about 19% of the variance in outcome that is associated with the party 

cluster of variables: 

R2(PO)= L2(0)-L2(PO) 
L 2(0) 

= .192 

As a result 'power disparity' will be held over to chapter 7 for the 

combined cluster analysis of those variables with an important impact on 

outcome. It is an important result to find that this is the only variable that 

is an important determinant of outcome, out of all the aspects of the 

nature and characteristics of the parties that have been analysed here. In 
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the analysis of the combined clusters we shall see if the influence of 

power disparity observed so far will be maintained in the presence of 

other forces. 
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5.0 

THE MEDIATOR 

5.1 Introduction 

The majority of studies of mediation, be it at the interpersonal, 

industrial, or international level, have been characterised by a mediator

centric approach. Considerable emphasis has been placed on the personal 

qualities that a mediator requires in order to mediate effectively. As is 

the tendency with all subjective and idiosyncratic approaches, the list of 

desirable, indeed necessary, mediator qualities rapidly became vast and 

diverse. But little progress has been made toward a coherent and widely 

applicable body of knowledge relating to mediator characteristics. 

Access to the kind of personal details emphasised in these studies is 

restricted in the international arena. So in this chapter idiosyncratic 

personality issues will not be examined. Instead the focus will be on the 

more tangible (and more easily operationalisable) substantive nature and 

characteristics of the mediator that form part of the mediation context. 

The cluster at hand is comprised of three mediator related variables 

which have been the topics of considerable debate in scholarly works on 

mediation. They are: (a) mediator rank; (b) the relationship between the 

mediator and the parties; and ( c) the familiarity of the mediator with the 

dispute (ie number of previous mediation attempts by the mediator). 

First the relationship of each of these variables to the success and failure 

of mediation will be examined individually, then they will be combined in 

a multivariate analysis. 
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5.2 Mediator Rank 

Mediators in international conflict come in many shapes and 

forms 22. Theories abound as to the relative advantages and disadvantages 

of these various intermediaries, and which of them are most likely to be 

effective. 

The rank of the mediator ·has long been regarded as a vital factor in 

international mediation. A well respected and experienced mediator, and 

particularly one who can exercise a degree of power and leverage over 

the parties, is often thought to have an important positive influence (Ott 

1972; Zartman & Touval 1985). Unfortunately existing empirical 

research in this area is unhelpful. Frei's (1976) findings on the impact of 

mediator rank are inconclusive, and Bercovitch et al report that in their 

analysis of mediator rank "the emerging pattern was not completely 

clear" (1991: 15). 

Susskind and Babbitt suggest, as one of the major prerequisites for 

effective mediation, that "international or regional interests with a stake 

in the dispute must exert pressure for resolution"(1992: 34). The fora in 

which international and regional concerns are most frequently, and 

aguably most effectively, brought to bear, are international and regional 

organisations of states. In organisations such as the United Nations, the 

Organisation for African Unity, and the European Community a 

collective pressure can be exerted, particularly on member states, that is 

likely to outweigh the pressure for a successful mediation outcome that 

any singular state could apply. Thus the hypothesis that will be tested 

here is that mediators from international and regional organisations will 

be more successful than other mediators. 

22An alphabetized list of all the mediators involved in the 593 mediations analysed can be 
found in Appendix VII. 
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The rank of the mediator in each mediation studied was coded into 

one of ten different categories, reflecting the diversity of actors on the 

international mediation stage. These categories ranged from private 

individual, leader of a national organisation, leader or representative of a 

small or large government, through to representative or leader of a 

regional or international organisation. The ten separate categories 

utilised can be seen in the crosstabulation of mediator rank and outcome 

in Table 5.2. 

From Table 5 .2 we can see that the mediators with the best success 

rate are the representatives of regional organisations. They are followed 

by the leaders of small governments, the representatives of small 

governments, and the leaders of regional organisations. Each of these 

four types of mediators experienced a success rate better than the average 

rate of 45%, although the small number of cases in the 'leader of a 

regional organisation' category (n=l4) weakens the confidence with 

which one can report this particular finding. The hypothesis stated above 

is supported only with respect to regional organisations, and not with 

respect to their larger international counterparts. 

In general, the results in Table 5.2 fly in the face of conventional 

wisdom on this topic. Advocates of realpolitik would argue that leaders 

and representatives of large governments and international organisations 

have greater resources at their disposal and can exert more leverage in a 

mediation situation. If this were so, we would expect these sorts of 

mediators to have a greater likelihood of success than other mediators. 

However the results of this analysis show the direct opposite to be true. 

There are a number of possible explanations for why mediators 

who appear to be relatively weaker might be so successful. It has been 

suggested, for example, that mediators from international organisation 

are less likely to be effective because they are forced to take on cases that 



Table 5.2 Outcome b_l Mediator Rank 

Failure % 

Success% 

x2=31.89 
df=9 
P<.001 

Private 
Individual 

(n=27) 

66.7 

33.3 

Leader of a 
National 

Organisation 
{rl=D 

100.00 

Rep. of a 
Regional 

Organisation 
(n==~J1 

37.6 

62.4 

Leader of a 
Regional 

Organisation 
(n=14) 

50.0 

50.0 

Rep. of an 
International 
Organisation 

(11:::1_21) 

61.3 

38.7 

Leader of an 
International 
Organisation 

(n=42) 

76.2 

23.8 

Rep. of a 
Small 

Government 
(n=?41 

45.2 

54.8 

Rep. of a 
Large 

Government 
(n=l48) 

60.1 

39.9 

Leader of a 
Small 

Government 
(n=442 

43.2 

56.8 

Leader of a 
Large 

Government 
(n=16) 

68.8 

31.3 
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others might avoid for fear of failure (Frei 1976). The United Nations is 

perhaps the most active mediating organisation, and this tendency to take 

on seemingly intractable cases that have resisted mediation elsewhere 

might well explain its chequered record in international mediation. But, 

in this case, the most inhibiting factor must be the cold war deadlock on 

the Security Council which dominated almost all of the period under 

review. A UN Security Council without 'teeth' seriously undermined the 

authority, power and leverage of UN mediators. In light of the plethora 

of un-vetoed resolutions, impositions of sanctions, and Security Council 

backed military actions and peacekeeping exercises since Iraq's invasion 

of Kuwait, one can only speculate as to how the last 45 years might have 

been different had unanimity on the Security Council been achieved 

earlier. 23 

It seems rather dismissive to suggest that regional organisations are 

more successful simply because they are active in disputes that are easier 

to mediate. Much has been written on the effectiveness of the various 

regional organisations in mediating international disputes (see Amoo & 

Zartman 1992; Coronado 1985; Maksoud 1985; and Oluo 1982) The case 

can be made that regional organisations, particularly those that meet on a 

regular basis, hold a dispute management advantage by keeping indirect 

lines of communication open between the parties (Merrills 1991). Parties 

no longer in direct contact as a result of a conflict, may have an 

opportunity in their regional organisation forum to clarify their 

understanding of each others positions and goals. 

But a more interesting and compelling argument for the success of 

regional organisations can be extrapolated from work by Barkun (1964). 

He suggested that systemic values can often perform an implicit mediatory 

23p or a fuller discussion of the UN in international conflict management see Tunnicliff 
(1984), Merrills (1991) and Jonah (1992). 
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function between disputants. If systemic values do affect the behaviour of 

disputants toward each other then one might expect the shared values of a 

regional sub-system or political/economic bloc to aid a mediator in a 

dispute involving parties from the same system or bloc. Arguably, 

regional organisations promote value systems, or at least shared interests, 

which are more immediate and more tangible for the parties involved 

than the value systems of broader international organisations. One might 

therefore expect regional organisations to perform more effectively as 

mediators. 

5.3 The Relationship Between the Mediator and the 

Parties 

The influence of the nature of mediators relationship with the 

parties prior to and during the mediation has been emphasised by most 

mediation theorists. But the type of relationship which is most conducive 

to effective mediation is still hotly debated. 

Prevailing theoretical opinion on this question has undergone 

considerable change in recent years. Most early works stressed the 

importance of mediator impartiality, even neutrality, for ensuring 

successful mediation (Jackson 1952; Northedge & Donelan 1971; Young 

1967). It was often suggested that "The greater the impartiality of the 

mediator, the greater the likelihood of successful mediation" (Raymond & 

Kegley 1985:38; see also Coplin 1966; Maggiolo 1971; Rubin & Brown 

1975) The theory behind this is that an impartial mediator will deal even

handedly with both parties and will be able to facilitate an agreement that 

favours neither party unduly and will therefore be acceptable to all. 
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More recent work, largely sparked by Touval (1975; 1985), has 

promoted the ideas that mediators become involved in disputes for self

interested reasons, and that a mediator who has a close relationship with 

one of the parties may have the advantage of additional power and 

leverage. Touval contends that "The purpose of the mediator's 

intervention is not merely conflict resolution, but also the protection and 

promotion of the mediators own interests" (1985: 374). And Smith 

(1985: 371) argues that a biased mediator can be effective when he/she 

has "at least some significant interest in the welfare of both parties and 

some power over each". On the face of it this may seem odd, but in fact 

Smith is not arguing that biased mediator needs to be biased toward both 

sides. Rather, the point is that the mediator is interested in the parties on

going relationship and its systemic consequences. 

The impact of mediator alignment toward one or other of the 

disputants has been investigated at several levels. In a simulated labour

management mediation experiment Brookmire and Sistrunk (1980) found 

only limited evidence of a direct effect arising from parties perceptions of 

mediator impartiality. In an experimental study Wittmer, Carnevale and 

Walker (1991) found that mediator alignment had little effect on 

bargaining behaviour, but overt support for one party did have an impact. 

They concluded that an unfavourably aligned mediator who made even

handed recommendations was still acceptable to both parties, supporting 

Touval' s (197 5) propositions regarding mediator bias. 

On the other hand, Frei ( 197 6) looked at international mediator 

alignment in terms of religious, ideological, economic, and racial/ethnic 

frames of reference. He found, in all four areas, that when a mediator 

belonged to the same reference group as both parties, or was outside the 

reference group of both parties, the chances of success were higher than 

if the mediator shared a reference group with only one of the disputants. 
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While the trend he finds is only small, Frei's findings support the 

hypothesis that impartiality engenders successful mediation. 

Unfortunately, Frei does not deal with the possibility of a combination of 

reference group alignments and non-alignments and the possible impact 

this may have. Nor does he address the question of overt political 

alignment, perhaps the most influential factor in formal international 

relations. 

In the mediation events studied here the relationship between the 

mediator and the parties was coded according to their relative political 

alignment. Cases were divided into five categories: (a) no previous 

relationship between the mediator and the parties, (b) mediator from a 

different bloc to both parties, ( c) mediator from the same bloc as only 

one party, (d) mediator from the same bloc as both parties, and (e) mixed 

relationship. A mixed relationship was coded for those cases in which 

parties were from opposing blocs but the mediator had maintained 

reasonable relations with both parties, usually because the mediator was 

non-aligned, and for those cases where the mediator and both parties had 

no major political alignment. 

The crosstabulation of the mediator's relationship with the parties 

by mediation outcome, shown in Table 5.3, supports the proposition that 

impartiality increases the likelihood of mediation success. When the 

mediator comes from the same bloc as both the disputing parties the 

likelihood of success is a very high 62.1 %. In cases in which the 

mediator was not aligned with either party the success rate was also above 

average. And the mixed relationship scenarios described above also seem 

to engender mediation success. 
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Table 5.3 Outcome by the Relationship Between the Mediator and the 
Parties 

Mediator Mediator Mediator 
No Previous from Bloc from Same from Same Mixed 
Relationship Different to Bloc as One Bloc as Both Relationship 

(n=192) Both Party Parties (n=38) 
(n=49) (n=140) (n=174) 

Failure % 66.1 49.0 68.6 37.9 34.2 

Success% 33.9 51.0 31.4 62.1 65.8 

x2=47.88 
df=4 
P<.000 

However, if the mediator is clearly aligned with one of the 

disputants there is a noticeable negative impact. The likelihood of success 

in such cases drops to only 31.4%. The absence of an official relationship 

between the mediator and the parties prior to the mediation attempt also 

appears to have a negative effect. The low success rate in these situations 

is probably due to the parties lack of trust of a mediator with whom they 

have had no previous dealings. 

Despite the persuasive arguments of Touval and his associates, these 

results show that a mediator who is relatively impartial is in the best 

position to mediate effectively. The statistically significant findings in 

Table 5 .3 lend considerable weight to the proposition that mediator 

impartiality engenders mediation success. A mediator who can act even

handedly, whether from the same bloc as both parties or from a different 

bloc to both, is most likely to have a positive impact. 

However, the tools of political power and leverage can still be seen 

to have some relevance. In cases where the mediator is from the same 

bloc as both parties the likelihood of success increases by 10% over those 

cases where the mediator is aligned to a different bloc to both. In the 
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former of these scenarios there can be little doubt that an element of self 

interest motivates the mediator. The desire to maintain peace and stability 

within one's own political bloc would be a powerful impetus to intervene. 

And in such cases the mediator would be able to bring the collective 

pressure of the bloc to bear in a way that a mediator from another bloc 

could not. Also, a lack of this sort of political 'currency' is evident in the 

failures of mediators who have had no substantive relationship with either 

party prior to the mediation. 

The least successful mediators are those that are obviously aligned 

with only one of the disputants. Clearly, mediator bias has a negative 

effect on mediation success, and mediator impartiality, be it through close 

ties to both parties or close ties to neither, has a positive impact on the 

likelihood of successful mediation. 

5.4 The Familiarity of the Mediator with the Dispute 

It would seem sensible to expect that the greater a mediator's 

knowledge of the parties and the dispute at hand, the greater will be the 

likelihood that he/she will be able to bring about a successful settlement. 

A study by Carnevale, Lim and McLaughlin (1989), for example, found 

mediators general knowledge about the issues in a dispute to be positively 

associated with general settlement. 

Rubin (1981) discusses at some length the question of the prior 

experience of the third party with the disputants. He argues that the 

impact this experience will depend on the success of the previous 

encounters. If a mediator has had successful prior dealings with the 

parties he/she may have a trusted position which can work in his/her 

favour. Conversely, if previous meetings have not been fruitful the 
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parties may have a negative conception of the skills and abilities of the 

mediator which will detract from subsequent mediation attempts. 

Rubin also raises the interesting notion that prior third party 

experience with the disputants may prove counter-productive. This 

negative effect may arise if the parties feel that the mediator has become 

too involved in the conflict, and is too close to the parties to act 

impartially and effectively. 

Testing Rubin's complex, and contradictory, hypotheses would 

involve a highly subjective assessment of the disputants perceptions of the 

mediator. For the purposes of this analysis a more simplistic, yet more 

objective, reliable, and concrete indicator of mediator familiarity with the 

dispute will be used: the number of previous attempts the mediator has 

had at managing the dispute. 

A mediator who has had more than one attempt at managing a 

dispute may have increased effectiveness for several reasons. He/she may 

be able to establish a closer relationship with the parties and increase 

potential leverage. Repeated attempts may demonstrate commitment and 

a personal investment in the dispute outcome. And, increased familiarity 

and experience may enable the mediator to recognise opportunities for 

utilising different strategies to their maximum potential. 

To test the hypothesis that greater mediator familiarity with the 

dispute will increase the likelihood of success, each mediation attempt was 

coded according to the number of previous attempts by the same 

mediator. A crosstabulation of this measure with mediation success and 

failure is shown in Table 5 .4. 
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Table 5.4 Outcome by Number of Previous Attempts by the Mediator 

No 1 2 3 4 or more 
Attempts Attempt Attempts Attempts Attempts 

(n=392) (n=104) (n=47) (n=24) (n-26) 

Failure % 55.9 55.8 53.2 50.0 46.2 

Success% 44.1 44.2 46.8 50.0 53.8 

x2=1.27 
df=4 
P<.87 

Table 5 .4 shows that the likelihood of mediation success does 

increase slightly as the number of mediation attempts rises, but the 

observable trend is not statistically significant. The small number of cases 

in which there had been 2, 3, and 4 or more previous attempts weakens 

the degree of confidence that can be placed in these findings. 

However, given the possibility that the chances of success may 

increase as the number of attempts increases, and also given the obvious 

lack of repeated efforts by mediators, it is possible to conclude that 

international mediators may be too easily deterred by initial failure. 

Consequently one could recommendation that mediators persist in their 

mediation efforts despite early set-backs. 

5.5 Multivariate Analysis 

The four variables that make up the 'nature and characteristics of 

the mediator' cluster that will be assessed in this multivariate section are 

mediator rank, the relationship between the mediator and the parties, 

mediator familiarity with the dispute, and mediation outcome. Table 
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5.5.1 shows these variables, their loglinear shorthand notation, and their 

collapsed categories. 

Table 5.5.1 Mediator Cluster Variables 
and Categories for Multivariate Analysis 

Variable 

Outcome 

Mediator Rank 

Relationship 
Between the 
Mediator and the 
Parties 

Mediator 
Familiarity with 
the Dispute 

Notation Cateaories 

(0) (a) Success 
(b) Failure 

(Iv1) (a) Rep. or Leader of a 
Regional Organisation 
/Small Government 

(b) Rep. or Leader of an 
International Organisation 
/Large Government 
/National Organisation or 

Private individual 

(R) (a) Impartial 

(T) 

(Mediator from same 
Bloc as both / 
Mediator from different 
Bloc to both /Mixed ) 

(b) Partial 
(No Previous Relationship 
/Mediator from the same 
Bloc as One Party) 

(a) No Previous Attempts 
(b) One or more Previous 

Attempts 

As in the preceding chapters the variables have been dichotomised 

to facilitate a reliable multivariate analysis. The main reason for 

dichotomising the variables is to avoid the 'empty cells' phenomenon, 

encountered in chapter 4, where the data is stretched over so many cells 
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that the loglinear procedure cannot generate reliable estimators. By 

dichotomising variables one runs the risk of weakening the nature and 

strength of their relationship with outcome, particularly in the case of the 

mediator rank variable which is collapsed from ten categories to two. 

But if the essence of the variable is preserved the relationship should still 

hold true. In the case of mediator rank, for example, the categories have 

been collapsed into those that have a positive impact on mediation success, 

based on the findings in section 5 .2, and those that have a negative effect. 

This collapsed coding still yielded a statistically significant bivariate 

result, indicating that the essential nature of the interaction had not been 

lost. In this section, however, other variables are introduced, producing 

other interactions which may themselves alter the nature of isolated 

bivariate relationships. 

The loglinear procedure begins with the construction of a 

multidimensional contingency table comprising mediator rank x the 

relationship between the mediator and the parties x mediator familiarity 

with the dispute x mediation outcome. The basis for the analysis, then, is 

a 16-cell MxRxTxO contingency table. 

The first multivariate test that must be conducted in relation to this 

cluster of variables is the test of the null hypothesis, or the hypothesis of 

mutual independence. The null hypothesis, which will be called Mediator 

Modelo, or MM0, suggests that no interactive effects exist between the 

variables in the cluster. It is written: 

MM0=(M, R, T, 0) 

A test of the ability of the null hypothesis MM0 to reproduce 

observed cell frequencies in the MxRxTxO table shows a particularly 

poor fit: 
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L2 MM0 == 120.03 df==l 1 p==.000 

The very large L 2 and the lack of a significant p-value demonstrate 

the poor predictive qualities of the model at hand. The null hypothesis 

MM0 is rejected, and a new hypothesis must be formulated. 

In the preceding bivariate analysis two significant relationships 

were evident: the impact of mediator rank on outcome (MO) and the 

effect of the relationship between the mediator and the parties on outcome 

(RO). Therefore the new model will contain the (MO) and (RO) terms. 

The impact of the familiarity of the mediator with the dispute was not 

significant in the bivariate analysis, however, the (TO) will still be 

included in the new model so that we can test for significant interactions 

in the presence of the other variables. 

In addition, a strong association is likely between mediator rank and 

the relationship of the mediator to the parties (MR). For example 

regional organisations would be more likely to intervene in disputes 

within their region and, by their very nature, in disputes between parties 

that are members of the regional organisation itself. As regional 

organisations tend not to cut across the boundaries of political blocs there 

should be a strong association between regional organisation mediators 

and same bloc relationships. Similarly small states' leaders and 

representatives tend not to venture beyond their local region, nor into 

disputes involving parties from other blocs. The leaders and 

representatives of large states or international organisations are much 

more likely to become involved in disputes that go beyond their own 

political groupings. Indeed, mediators from international organisations 

may be called to intervene in disputes between parties with which they 

have had no previous official relationship. As a result the (MR) term will 

be added to the hypothesised model. 
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The new model MM1 is shown diagramatically in Figure 5.5.1, and 

is written: 

MM1 =(MR, MO, RO, TO) 

The MR term is. joined by a double headed arrow in Figure 5.5.1. 

Given the nature of the categories of these two variables it is possible to 

argue the causality of the relationship in either direction. Therefore the 

relationship is not shown in any specific causal direction, but is instead 

shown as a two directional association based on the theoretical argument 

made above. 

The MM1 model yields a fit of: 

L2 MM1 =7.53 df=7 p=.376 

MM 1 appears to fit the data very well, but before we can be 

satisfied that it is the best explanatory model we should check that each of 

the hypothesised terms makes a significant contribution to its fit. We 

should also check whether a better model could be found by the inclusion 

of terms that MM1 implicitly hypothesises as null. 

A breakdown of component L2's, the measure of the relative 

contribution of each contending term, can be seen in Table 5.5.2 below. 

To test the impact of the hypothesised (MR) association it is treated as a 

causal relationship with (M) as the dependent variable. Thus the 

component L2 's are found by logit analysis of two sub-tables of the 

general MxRxTxO table. The first step is the [TRM] table and the second 

step is the [TRMOJ logit table with outcome as the dependent variable. 



Figure 5.5.1 Model MMI of the Dynamics of the Mediator Cluster of Variables and Outcome 
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Outcome 
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Table 5.5.2 Component L2 for the Mediator Cluster of Variables 

Component Component 
Effect L2 DF P< 

Step One: [TRM] 
(TM) 1.40 1 .30 
(RM) 64.05 1 .001 

(TRM) 1.30 1 .30 

Step Two: [TRMO] 
(TO) .00 1 .98 
(IYIO) .56 1 .50 
(RO) 37.73 1 .001 

(TMO) .01 1 .95 
(TRO) .89 1 .50 
(MRO) .20 1 .70 

(TRMO) .06 1 .90 

Table 5.5.2 shows that both the effect of mediator rank on outcome 

(MO), and the impact of mediator familiarity with the dispute on outcome 

(TO), have non-significant component L 2 ' s. That is, the contribution to 

the goodness of fit of MM 1 that is made by these terms is negligible. The 

poor performance of the (TO) term is not unexpected, but the failure of 

the (MO) relationship to return a significant component L2 is somewhat 

surpnsmg. 

Even when dichotomised the mediator rank (M) variable continued 

to have a significant bivariate correlation with mediation success 

(x2=8.39, df=l, p<.005) but when analysed with the other variables this 

direct effect loses its impact. In light of the strong (RM) correlation and 

the effect of the mediator's relationship with the parties on outcome (RO), 

it is likely that the direct (MO) effect observed earlier was only a function 

of these two stronger effects. The multivariate analysis has exposed what 
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appeared to be an important causal relationship to be only a by-product of 

two more powerful correlations. This is a clear example of the 

untangling of the causal web of forces at work in mediation that I refered 

to in the introductory chapter. 

Table 5.5.2 confirms the strength of the association between 

mediator rank and the relationship of the mediator to the parties (RM), 

and the impact of that relationship on outcome (RO). None of the terms 

earlier hypothesised to be null were found to have significant component 

L2 's. 

Removing the non-significant terms (TO) and (MO), produces a 

revised model MM2 expressed as: 

MM2 =(T, RM, RO) 

MM2 hypothesises the association between relationship and rank, 

and the effect of mediator relationship with the parties on mediation 

outcome, and hypothesises the independence of (T). The (T) notation for 

the number of previous attempts made by the mediator is given to remind 

us that it is retained in the cluster and is fitted in the model as an 

independent variable. 

This revised model produces an improved goodness of fit of: 

L2 MM2 =8.47 df=9 p=.487 

MM 2 has fewer terms than MM 1 and is therefore a more 

parsimonious model. This increase in simplicity has cost the model little 

in predictive power. In fact, MM2 is more statistically significant than 

MM 1. The L2 measure for MM2 has virtually converged with the degrees 

of freedom, indicating a good fit of the model to the data. As a result of 
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all these reasons, MM2 is retained as the best explanatory model of the 

dynamics of the mediator variables and mediation outcome. 

MM2 is shown diagrammatically in Figure 5.5.2. The parameter 

estimates, or A, for the interactive terms are given, with the Z-value of 

significance in brackets. 

It is important to pause at this stage an consider the implications of 

as laid out in Figure 5.5.2. Perhaps the model would have been better 

titled 'the absence of dynamics in the mediator cluster', for the above 

process has succeeded in indentifying the only two important relationships 

among these variables, and has eliminated a large number of other 

potential terms. 

The familiarity of the mediator with the dispute has been found to 

be independent of all the other variables in the cluster. We saw in the 

bivariate analysis that the number of previous attempts by the mediator 

has little impact on the likelihood of a successful mediation. The 

multivariate result confirms this to be true even when other variables are 

present. 

The loglinear model selection process has also highlighted the 

strong connection between mediator rank and the nature of the 

relationship between the mediator and the parties. The positive parameter 

estimate indicates a strong association between the first categories of each 

variable (the categories marked (a) in Table 5.5.1). Thus impartial 

mediators (from the same bloc as both parties/different bloc to both 

parties/mixed) tend to be the representatives or leaders of regional 

organisations or small governments, and vice versa. 

The most important effect identified is that of the relationship 

between the mediator and the parties on mediation outcome. The A of .29 

shows a strong correlation between intervention by an impartial mediator 

and a successful mediation outcome. This is an extremely important 
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finding. It confirms what was learned in the bivariate analysis, and 

establishes the positive impact that an impartial mediator has on a dispute 

even when other related variables are factored in. The 'relationship' 

variable will be carried through to the combined cluster analysis in 

Chapter 7, where we will see if its impact continues to be strong in the 

presence of an even wider range of variables. 

When compared to the null hypothesis MM2 explains about 93% of 

the unexplained variance across the cluster: 

R2MM2 = L2 MMo - L2 MNI2 
L2 MMo 

= .929 

This further suggests that all the important interactive relationships 

between the variables have been successfully identified. 

Turning now to the explanatory power of MM2 in relation to the 

ultimate dependent variable (outcome) we first fit the null hypothesis of 

outcome independence to the logit table [RMTO]. Giving the following 

fit: 

L2(O)=47.48 df=7 p=.000 

As we already know (R) and (0) to be linked, it is not surprising to 

see this poor fit. Outcome appears not to be independent, and the null 

hypothesis is rejected. 

The logit model for determining outcome is derived from the best 

general model, MM2, and contains only one interactive term (RO). A test 

of his model achieves the following outstanding fit: 

L2(RO)=l.73 df=6 p=.943. 
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Therefore, one can conclude that the general model selection 

process has succeeded in identifying the important determinant of 

outcome from this cluster. This is further supported by the loglinear R2 

for the (RO) logit model: 

R2(R0)= L 2(0)-L2(RO) 
L 2(0) 

== .964 

From this we can see that the logit model based on MM2 explains 

96% of the variance in outcome that is associated with this cluster, beyond 

that explained by the null hypothesis. This further supports the above 

findings, and lends weight to the appropriateness of the selection for the 

combined analysis of the (R) relationship between the mediator and the 

parties (or mediator impartiality) variable. 
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6.0 

THE MEDIATION EVENT 

6.1 Introduction 

The final individual cluster of variables to be examined is the 

cluster that is related to the mediation process. The preceding clusters 

dealt with the aspects of mediation context as set out in the conceptual 

framework of international mediation in Figure 1.8: the dispute, the 

parties, and the mediator. In this cluster we focus on the mediation 

process, as manifested in the nature and characteristics of the mediation 

event. By mediation event I mean the actual meeting of the mediator and 

the disputing parties' representatives. 

This mediation event cluster is made up of three different variables: 

(a) the initiation of the mediation; (b) the mediation environment; and (c) 

mediator strategy. The impact that these factors might have on mediation 

success has been the cause of considerable speculation amongst mediation 

theorists. In this chapter I will test some of the diverse hypotheses that 

this theorizing has given rise to. The three variables in the cluster will be 

examined first for their individual impact on mediation success and 

failure, then they will be analysed simultaneously in order to identify any 

multivariate interactive effects that might exist. 

6.2 The Initiation of Mediation 

A question which often plagues international mediators is whether 

to volunteer mediation services, or to wait for parties involved in, or 

associated with, a dispute to request their intervention. Many mediators 
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feel that they should wait for some sign from the parties that are willing 

to deal constructively with their dispute. A request for mediation would 

certainly be such a sign. On the other hand a mediator may also feel that 

the cost to the mediator, the parties, and the international community of a 

continuation of the dispute are too high. The mediator would therefore 

feel justified in attempting to initiate mediation unilaterally. 

Clearly the greatest potential for mediation success must exist when 

both parties request a third party's services. At least one mediation 

theorist supports the argument that initiation by both parties bodes well 

for success because "cooperative initiation... .. . usually m1mm1zes 

escalatory dynamics" in the dispute (Moore 1986:47). 

A number of problems arise for the prospective mediator when the 

request for mediation comes from only one of the disputants, or from 

other interested third parties outside the conflict itself. In the former case 

resistance by one party may be offset by concessions from the party that 

initiated the mediation. And in the latter resistance from both parties may 

be countered by the added pressure exerted by a concerned international 

community. But in both cases the resistance of either or both parties will 

present a major obstacle for the mediator. 

It has also been suggested that the reasons for parties requesting or 

accepting mediation may have little to do with a willingness to settle the 

dispute (Touval and Zartman, 1985). Their interests may be in relieving 

international pressure, pursuing a relationship with the mediator, stalling 

for time, or projecting the image that they are willing to settle for other 

political or tactical reasons. In such cases a request for mediation by one 

or both of the parties may have no impact at all on the likelihood of 

successful settlement. 

In his study of British labour mediation Hiltrop (1985) found that 

when mediation was initiated by both parties there was a considerable 
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likelihood of success (71 % ). When only one disputant requested third 

party intervention the success rate dropped to 50%, and when when the 

mediator intervened of their own initiative the chance of success was 

reduced to only 33%. Hiltrop argues that success is more likely when 

both parties initiate the mediation, for a number of reasons. Firstly, it 

demonstrates to the mediator that both parties wish to reach an 

agreement, or at least are open to suggestions. Secondly, it signifies a 

commitment from the parties that they will cooperate with the mediator. 

Thirdly, it may mean that one or both of the parties may be prepared to 

move their issue positions. And lastly, it may create a psychological 

commitment by the parties to see the mediation through. 

To test the proposition that mediation is more successful when 

initiated by both parties, the initiator of each mediation attempt was coded 

into one of five distinct categories: (a) one party, (b) both parties, (c) the 

mediator, ( d) a regional organisation, and ( e) an international 

organisation. This 'mediation initiator' variable is crosstabulated with 

mediation success and failure in Table 6.2. 

Table 6.2 Outcome by Mediation Initiator 

Failure % 

Success% 

x2=32.09 
df=4 
P<.001 

One Party 
(n=63) 

58.7 

41.3 

Both Parties 
(n=l 14) 

37.7 

62.3 

Mediator 
(n=228) 

58.8 

41.2 

Regional International 
Organisation Organisation 

(n=60) (n=l 18) 

40.0 

60.0 

70.3 

29.7 

( IO missing cases) 

The results of the above crosstabulation support the hypothesis that 

mediation is more likely to be successful when requested by both parties. 
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In such cases the success rate is an impressive 62.3%. It would seem clear 

from this that a request for mediation that originates from both parties 

implies, in most cases, a willingness to settle the dispute. The only 

other category of mediation initiator which engenders an above average 

success rate is the regional organisation category. When mediation is 

initiated by a regional organisation there is a 60.0% likelihood of success. 

This result is likely to be related to the same sorts of systemic pressures 

that were discussed with reference to the representatives of regional 

organisations as the actual mediators (section 5.2). 

This is in stark contrast to the success rate of 29.7% for mediations 

initiated by larger, global international organisations. In this case, also, 

the factors which inhibited the performance of the UN as a mediator 

would have had an impact on the sorts of disputes that prompted it to call 

for mediation by someone else, and on the subsequent effectiveness of that 

mediation attempt. 

When only one party calls for mediation, or when a mediator 

initiates an intervention before a request is made, the likelihood of success 

is around 41.0%. This latter finding is particularly interesting, for the 

prospective mediator who has only two choices; offer to mediate, or sit 

and wait for an invitation to do so. To wait for the ideal situation (an 

invitation from both disputants) may take a long time, and the mediator 

might have to tolerate considerable physical, emotional, and political 

damage in the interim. If a mediator initiates the mediation, however, 

one could hardly say there was a pronounced negative effect, with the 

likelihood of success only slightly less than the average success rate of 

45%. Consequently, on the basis of the information in Table 6.2, one 

might recommend to an indecisive mediator to go ahead and tender 

his/her services. 
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However, it is likely that the mediator's decision to offer to 

mediate, or not to do so, will have a more important role when other 

variables are factored in. For example, if the mediator initiates the 

mediation then he/she may have greater control over the physical 

environment in which the mediation will take place. Who initiates the 

mediation may also impact on the sorts of strategies available to the 

mediator. These issues will be explored in the multivariate analysis. 

6.3 The Mediation Environment 

The idea that mediation will be more effective when conducted on 

neutral ground, or in an unbiased environment is a popular notion in 

mediation theory. But it is a notion that has hardly ever been tested at the 

international level. 

Proponents of the problem-solving workshop approach to 

international mediation have long advocated the necessity of mediating on 

neutral ground (Burton 1969; 1972), and many other theorists have 

argued convincingly that the mediation environment can have a major 

impact on the effectiveness of international mediation. Moore (1986) 

suggests mediating on neutral ground for several reasons. Away from the 

'camp' of both parties interruptions can usually be minimized, and 

distance from the conflict and from the everyday environment may 

encourage the psychological distance needed for an open minded 

exploration of the issues. 

Mediating on one of the parties' home territories may hinder 

mediation efforts. The host party can control the environment to its 

advantage by arranging strategic interruptions, for example. Also, the 
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host party will have better access to information resources, while the 

visiting party may be slowed in its ability to make decisions. 

A meeting on neutral ground puts the parties at a mutual 

disadvantage, and creates a 'level playing field' for the mediation. 

Maggiolo (1984) notes that a neutral setting gives the mediator greater 

procedural control, emphasising the mediators role as 'chairman', and 

establishing that this is as much the mediator's meeting as it is the parties'. 

A neutral environment, then, may help create a balanced mediation triad. 

Rubin (1981) also supports site neutrality as a factor which will facilitate 

the mediation. But he notes that a mediator may prefer a site that favours 

one party in order to offset a power imbalance between the disputants. 

Mediations in this study were divided into three spatial categories, 

according to whether they took place (a) in the territory of one of the 

disputing parties, (b) in the mediator's territory, or ( c) at some other 

neutral site. To accommodate mediations that took place over a longer 

period and which were spread over a number of different environments 

a composite ( d) category was also created. This mediation environment 

variable was crosstabulated with mediation outcome to test the hypothesis 

that mediation is more effective in a neutral environment than in a biased 

environment. 

The impact of mediation environment on the outcome of a 

mediation can be seen in Table 6.3. When the mediation event takes place 

within the territorial borders of one of the disputing parties the mediation 

environment has no discernible impact on the likelihood of mediation 

success. The 45% success rate in these mediations is the same as the 

average success rate that one might expect in any randomly chosen case .. 

Thus there is no evidence of the potential negative impact of a biased 

mediation environment. 



Table 6.3 Outcome by Mediation Environment 

Failure % 

Success% 

x2=1 l.22 
df=3 
P<.011 

One 
Party's 

Territory 
(n=149) 

55.0 

45.0 

Mediator's 
Composite Territory 

(n=184) (n=l36) 

63.6 45.6 

36.4 54.4 

Neutral 
Territory 

(n=l09) 

50.5 

49.5 

(15 missing cases) 
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But support for the hypothesis can be seen in the increase in the 

mediation success rate in those mediations that took place on neutral 

territory or on the mediators home ground. The high success rate for 

mediations that take place in the mediator's territory may be related to the 

greater potential for the mediator to exercise control over the 

environment, and the greater organisational and informational resources 

the mediator is likely to have at hand. 

The negative effects of the disruption involved in a senes of 

meetings held in a number of different places is evident in the poor 

success rate of 'composite' environment mediations. It would seem most 

advantageous to ensure that a mediation event is restricted to one physical 

setting. This would provide a sense of stability that would encourage 

participants to focus on the task at hand, rather than expend undue 

amounts of energy and time adapting to to their surroundings. 

The trend that can be seen in Table 6.3 is statistically significant, 

but it is not particularly strong. However, it is possible to hypothesise 

that the impact of this variable will be greater when assessed in the 

presence of other variables. This hypothesis will be tested in the 

multivariate section below. 
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6.4 Mediator Strategy 

The relative effectiveness of different mediator strategies and 

tactics is perhaps the most contentious topic in mediation studies. Interest 

in this area has prompted countless experimental and observational studies 

relating to how mediators decide which strategy or tactic to employ, 

which approaches are most effective, and in which situations. 

There is a good deal of confusion in the literature over the use of 

the terms 'strategy' and 'tactic'. Various studies of mediator's strategies, 

styles, tactics and techniques have focussed on similar phenomena under 

different names, and on different phenomena under the same name. This 

makes the effective comparison of findings difficult, if not impossible. 

The study utilises the definitions of 'strategy' and 'tactics' developed 

by Kolb (1983a; 1983b; 1985), which provide a clear and logical 

differentiation of these concepts. According to Kolb strategy "refers to 

an overall plan, approach, or method a mediator has for resolving a 

dispute". Whereas "tactics are operational. They are concrete behaviours 

that may be observed ...... Tactics are the behavioural specifics of 

strategy" (1983a: .249). Behavioural specifics are difficult to access at the 

international level. It is virtually impossible to observe international 

mediators in action due to the security arrangements and veil of secrecy 

that shroud such events. As a result reports of mediator behaviour tend 

to be general rather than specific. The mediators general strategy is 

usually known but the specifics of which tactics were utilised at which 

stage of the mediation event tend to remain unknown. Consequently, as 

we strive for concrete and more easily operationalisable indicators, only 

mediator strategy will be considered here. 



125 

Unfortunately, even when one has narrowed one's scope to this 

extent, one still strikes confusion in the literature on mediation strategy as 

a result of the lack of a broad typology of strategies that is universally 

applicable. Kressel and Pruitt (1985:.195) correctly note that the lack of 

a 'common language'. in this area has led to numerous idiosyncratic 

differences between studies. Bercovitch (1984), Brett et al (1986), 

Carnevale (1986), Fogg (1985), Kolb (1983a; 1983b), Wall (1981), and 

Touval and Zartman (1985) all categorise mediator behaviour in different 

terms. 

The typology developed by Kressel (1972) and later used to good 

effect by Kochan & Jick (1978), Bercovitch (1984), and Carnevale & 

Pegnetter (1985) among others, appears to be the best. The three classes 

of strategy identified by Kressel were originally 'reflexive', 'non

directive', and 'directive', but have been more accurately recast as 

'communication/facilitation', 'procedural' and 'directive' strategies.24 

A communication/facilitation strategy is characterised by mediator 

efforts to "orient themselves to the dispute and to establish the ground 

work upon which their later activities will be built" (Kressel & Pruitt 

1985:.188). This includes establishing communication between the 

mediator and the parties and helping the parties to articulate their 

concerns. The role of the mediator is to facilitate the dialogue without 

constraining the parties or attempting to push them in any particular 

direction. 

A procedural strategy involves setting down meeting procedures 

and communication guidelines so that the parties are better able to 

formulate their own settlement. This focus on form and structure 

24 A parallel categorisation of mediator behaviour in to the roles of communicator, 
formulator and manipulator can be found in the work of Zartman and Touval (1985; see 
also Touval & Zartman 1989). 
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assumes that parties will find their own solutions if the mediator gives 

them a controlled procedural framework to work within. 

A directive strategy deals directly with the issues at the heart of the 

dispute. The mediator will use a combination of sticks and carrots to 

cajole and encourage the disputants toward settlement. The mediator may 

even suggest the terms of the settlement, and pressure the parties to agree. 

The use of directive strategies has given rise to such phrases as 

'aggressive mediation', or 'power mediation'. 

There has been considerable research into the question of the 

relative effectiveness of different mediation strategies, at all levels of 

analysis. Some studies found no significant correlation between mediator 

behaviour and outcome.(Shapiro, Drieghe & Brett 1985; Wall & Rude 

1985). But others have found evidence to support a number of 

contending hypotheses. 

Kochan and Jick (1978), for example, found mediators in industrial 

disputes who employed aggressive tactics were generally more successful 

than their more reflexive counterparts. Support for directive tactics can 

also be found in Pruitt, Fry, Castrianno, Zubek, Welton, McGillicuddy 

and Ippolito(1989). On the other hand, a survey of mediators by 

Carnevale and Pegnetter (1985) recommends the use of communication 

and facilitation strategy. They argue that their study "provides evidence 

that mediators view reflexive tactics as more effective than the other 

types"(l985: 78). Carnevale, Lim, and McLaughlin (1989) found that 

strategies tend to be selected on a contingent basis. They also found that 

certain strategies are more likely to be effective in some contexts than in 

others. They suggest that a directive strategy may be detrimental in the 

long term because it fails to address the underlying relationship, and 

believe that 'contextual/trust' tactics may be more effective in ensuring a 

lasting settlement. 
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At the international level, Bercovitch (1986) found that passive 

strategies were most common, but that directive 'manipulation' strategies 

had the highest success rate (53% of cases). And in a more recent study 

Bercovitch et al (1991) found further support for the effectiveness of 

active/directive strategies in the international context. 

To test the hypothesis that directive mediator strategy enhances the 

likelihood of mediation success, the general strategy employed by the 

mediator in each of the mediation attempts in this study was coded 

according to categories outlined above; (a) communication/facilitation, (b) 

procedural, and ( c) directive. The result of the crosstabulation of this 

'mediator strategy' variable and the outcome of the mediation, is given in 

Table 6.4. 

Table 6.4 Outcome by Mediator Strategy 

Failure % 

Success% 

x2=18.39 
df=2 
P<.001 

Communication 
/Facilitation 

(n==211) 

66.8 

33.2 

Procedural 
(n:=93) 

51.6 

48.4 

Directive 
(n==277) 

47.7 

52.3 

(12 missing cases) 

There is reasonably strong support for the above hypothesis in 

Table 6.4. The likelihood of success in mediations where directive 

strategy was employed was 52.3%, which is above the average success 

rate of 45%. Directive strategies would appear to be relatively effective, 

but not overwhelmingly so. What is perhaps more noticeable in Table 6.4 

is that a communication/facilitation strategy looks to be particularly 
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ineffectual in the international arena. When mediators used this more 

reflexive approach the success rate was only 33.2%. A directive strategy 

would therefore seem to be preferable to the communication/facilitation 

approach at his level of analysis. 

However this bivariate analysis fails to tackle the suggestion, made 

by Carnevale, Conlon, Hanish & Harris (1989) among others, that certain 

strategies are more likely to be effective in some contexts than in others. 

In the following multivariate analysis we will be able to compare the 

impact of directive and non-directive strategies when other contextual 

forces are at work. 

6.5 Multivariate Analysis 

In the preceding bivariate analysis all three variables in the cluster 

(mediation outcome, mediation initiator, environment, and mediator 

strategy) were found to have statistically significant individual effects on 

outcome. In this section these variables will be analysed simultaneously to 

identify their interactive impact (a) on each other, and (b) on mediation 

success and failure. 

Again, to facilitate effective analysis, the variables have been 

dichotomised. The variables, their respective loglinear notation, and their 

collapsed categories are shown in Table 6.5.1. 
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Table 6.5.1 Variables and Categories for 
Mediation Event Cluster Analysis 

Variable Notation Categories 

Outcome (0) (a) Success 
(b) Failure 

Initiator (N) (a) Mediator 
(b) Other 

Environment (E) (a) Unbiased 
(Mediator's or Neutral 
Territory) 
(b) Biased 
(Parties' Territory or 
Composite) 

Strategy (S) (a) Directive 
(b) Non-directive 

The mediation initiator (N) variable has been recoded into the 

categories 'mediator' and 'other', reflecting the choice that faces real 

mediators; to offer to mediate, or to wait for an invitation. Considerable 

differences were observed in Table 6.2 between categories that have now 

been grouped together as 'other' initiators, but these differences reflected 

the impact of forces over which the potential mediator has no control. 

The variable as it is now recast is much more useful to the prospective 

mediator. Also, as was noted in section 6.2, it is likely that the mediator's 

decision to offer to mediate will have a an important impact when other 

variables are factored in. 

The collapsing of the other variables' categories, as in the preceding 

chapters, is guided by a combination of the observable trends in the data, 

and by logical divisions based on relevant theory (as covered in the 

respective bivariate sections). 



130 

The first multivariate test we must perform on these variables is the 

test of the null hypothesis. In this case the null hypothesis, or model of 

mutual independence, will be called MEM0 (for Mediation Event Model0). 

Using the above loglinear notation the null hypothesis is expressed as: 

MEM0=(N, E, S, 0) 

One should pause at this point to recall exactly what the loglinear 

test of model MEM0 entails. The procedure first constructs a (computer 

generated) multidimensional contingency table by crosstabulating the 

variables in Table 3.5.1. This gives a 16 cell table of mediation iNitiator 

x Environment x mediator Strategy x mediation Outcome x, which I will 

call the NxExSxO contingency table. The first model to be tested for its 

ability to explain the forces at work in this table, MEM0, contains the 

four separate pieces of information shown above: (I, D, F, 0). The 

loglinear procedure uses these four pieces of information, essentially the 

marginal distributions of the individual variables, to estimate frequencies 

for all 16 cells in the table. If these pieces of information are sufficient to 

accurately and adequately predict the cell frequencies in the NxExSxO 

table then MEM0 will be said to fit the data well. 

A test of the ability of MEM0 to reproduce observed cell 

fre_quencies in the NxExSxO table yielded a goodness of fit of: 

L 2 MEMo =52.67 df=ll p=.001 

The null hypothesis does not fit the data well and it is consequently 

rejected. One can infer from this that the variables in the NxExSxO table 

are in some way related. The task now is to find the model which 

identifies the important relationships between the variables at hand, and 
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which would consequently be said to be the model that best represents 

their interactive dynamics. 

A potential explanatory model can be hypothesised, based on 

theory, and the earlier bivariate findings. In the bivariate analysis all 

three variables were found to have significant direct effects on mediation 

success , so the impacts of initiation on outcome (NO), mediator strategy 

on·outcome (SO), and environment on outcome (EO), should be included 

in the model. 

A number of other potentially influential relationships also warrant 

inclusion. The first of these is the relationship between initiator and 

environment (NE). If the mediator initiates the mediation then he/she 

may have greater control over the environment in which the mediation 

will take place. We can hypothesise, for example that if the mediator 

initiates the mediation then he/she would also have more control over the 

terms under which the mediation is conducted. Therefore the mediation 

is more likely to take place within the mediator's (or neutral) territory. 

If we further extend the hypothesis that a mediation initiated by the 

mediator will tend to be conducted on the mediator's terms, then the 

mediator would have a mandate for the use of directive strategies; 

strategies that the parties might, in other circumstances, tend to resist. 

Thus, we can expect the initiator variable to have an impact on the type of 

strategy used, so we will include the (NS) term in the hypothesised model. 

At the same time, however, there may be an impact of environment 

on strategy (ES). The mediator may be less likely to use directive 

strategies when he/she feels that they are on a particular disputant's 'turf'. 

So the (ES) term should also be included in the model. 

Combining these six interactive terms gives a hypothesised model 

that we can call MEM1, and which is written: 
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MEM1=(NE, NS, ES, NO, EO, SO) 

MEM 1 is shown in digrammatical form in Figure 6.5.1. The 

explanatory power of MEM1 is a dramatic improvement on the null 

hypothesis, with a goodness of fit of: 

L2 MEM1 =5.30 df=5 p=.380 

MEM1 fits the data well. The L2 measure is close to the degrees of 

freedom, and the model returns a significant p-value. However, as shown 

in previous chapters, the model selection process must be completely 

thorough. It would be premature to accept MEM1 as the best model of 

the dynamics of the cluster without testing the significance of each 

individual term. It is also important to confirm the non-significance of 

those terms that MEM1 implicitly hypothesises to be null. 

The test of the contribution made by each term is the analysis of the 

component L2 for each term. A list of component L2 's for the whole 

cluster is given in Table 6.5.2. Component terms were fitted to logit 

models based on the [NE], [NE.S.], and [NESO] logit tables. 

One can see in Table 6.5.2 that both the initiator and outcome (NO) 

and initiator and strategy (NS) relationships fail to reach the component 

L2 significance threshold (of P<.05). But is important to note that the 

(NS) interaction between mediation initiator and the mediator's strategy is 

very close to significance.25 None of the null hypothesised terms have a 

large component impact, so no new terms will need to be considered. 

25The parameter estimate for this term in the model was also very close to the 

significance threshold: A(NS) = -.07 Z-value = -1.66. Significance is reached when the 
Z-value is greater than ±1.96. 
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Table 6.5.2 Component L2 for the Mediation Event Variables Cluster 

Component Component 
Effect L2 DF P< 

Step One: [NE] 
(NE) 12.26 1 .001 

Step Two: [NES] 
(NS) 3.18 1 .10 
(ES) 11.22 1 .001 

(NES) 1.27 1 .30 

Step Three: [NESO] 
(NO) .90 1 .SO 
(EO) 6.58 1 .02 
(SO) 9.42 1 .01 

(NEO) .38 1 .70 
(NSO) .17 1 .70 
(ESO) 2.50 1 .20 

(NESO) 1.04 1 .so 

As a result of the information in Table 6.5.2 two revised models 

can be tested and compared before the best model is selected. Firstly, if 

both the non-significant (NO) and (NS) terms are removed we are left 

with the revised model MEM2, which contains only four interactive 

terms: 

MEM2=(NE, ES, EO, SO) 

A general loglinear test of MEM2 returns a fit of: 

L2 MEM2 = 9.46 df=7 p=.221 
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Secondly we can postulate a model which removes only the (NO) 

term and retains the (NS) term. This is done not simply because the (NS) 

interaction was only marginally non-significant, but more importantly 

because it seems theoretically sound that mediation strategy would be 

influenced by whether the mediator initiated the mediation. This model 

will be called MEM3, and is written: 

MEM3=(NE, ES, NS, EO, SO) 

A general loglinear test of MEM3 returns a fit of: 

L2 MEM3 = 6.20 df=6 p=.401 

The task of choosing the best model for this cluster demonstrates 

how loglinear model selection must be guided by theory as well as 

methodology. MEM3 fits the data better than both MEM1 and MEM2 

because the L2 figure is comparatively closer to the degrees of freedom. 

But MEM2 is a more parsimonious model, having fewer component terms 

with greater degrees of freedom, and an adequate if not outstanding 

goodness of fit. The parameter estimates for MEM3 show the (NS) 

relationship between initiator and strategy is still, only just, non

significant: A(NS)=-.08 Z=-1.80. The individual (NS) term is not 

strictly statistically significant, but the MEM3 model as a whole has a 

much greater probability (p-value) than MEM2 and would therefore seem 

to be a more robust general model. MEM3 would seem to be the better 

model. 

However, the most compelling reason to select MEM3 as the best 

model of the dynamics of this cluster is that the (NS) term has a sound 
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theoretical interpretation. Contingency theories of mediator behaviour 

would expect the source of the mediation initiation to influence mediator 

strategy. The (NS) term also warrants inclusion because the negative sign 

on the parameter estimate suggests a correlation between mediator 

initiation and non-directive strategy. This is an intrinsically interesting 

result which should prompt further discussion and research. For all the 

above reasons MEM3 is selected as the best explanatory model of the 

dynamics of the mediation event cluster of variables. 

MEI\!13 is shown diagrammatically in Figure 6.5.2. The coefficients 

on the paths between the variables are the A, or parameter estimates of 

each interactive term. Positive parameter estimates indicate correlations 

between the first categories of each variable (categories marked (a) in 

Table 6.5.1). 

Moving from left to right in Figure 6.5.2 one can see, firstly, the 

negative correlation between mediator initiation and an unbiased 

environment. This tells us that when the mediator is the initiator, the 

meeting tends to take place within the territory of one of the parties. The 

most likely explanation for this is that the mediator has to make 

concessions to at least one of the parties to get them to agree to his/her 

offer of mediation. A party would be more likely to accept the 

mediator's offer if the meeting is to take place within its own territory. 

Conversely, it also seems that when the mediation is initiated by someone 

other than the mediator, the mediator is in a position to accept with the 

proviso that the meeting take place on the mediator's turf, or in a neutral 

environment. 

The link between mediation initiator and mediator strategy also 

shows a negative A, indicating an association between the mediator as the 

initiator and the use of a non-directive strategy. The reason for this may 

be related to Carnevale and Pegnetter's suggestion "that mediators view 
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reflexive tactics as more effective than the other types"(1985: 78). If this 

is so then a mediator who has successfully initiated a mediation may be 

more likely to proceed with the strategy that he/she fells is the most 

effective in general. 

At the same time, however, this negative coefficient tells us that 

when other parties initiate the mediation, the mediator has a greater 

tendency to exercise directive strategies. This refutes the hypothesis 

suggested earlier, by showing that when the disputants or other related 

parties are the initiators, the mediator feels that he/she has a mandate to 

put pressure on the parties, and to direct them toward a solution. 

The link between environment and mediator strategy (ES) shows a 

positive association between an unbiased environment (mediator's or 

neutral territory) and the mediator using a directive strategy. This 

finding supports the hypothesis that mediators are more comfortable, and 

perhaps feel themselves to be more effective, using directive strategies 

when the mediation is taking place in an unbiased setting. 

The two relationships in the model which directly effect mediation 

success or failure.are those between environment and outcome (EO) and 

mediator strategy and outcome (SO). The latter of these two effects has 

the greatest impact. It is clear from this analysis that, even when other 

variables are involved, the use of a directive strategy is positively 

associated with successful outcome. The former relationship, between 

environment and outcome (EO), shows a positive correlation between an 

unbiased environment and mediation success. There can be little doubt 

that an environment which favours neither disputant is the most conducive 

to effective mediation. 

It is important to note that both unbiased environment and directive 

strategies are negatively associated with initiation by the mediator. 

Therefore the conditions which increase the chances of mediation success 
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are most likely to be come about if the mediator waits for the disputants, 

or other concerned parties, to initiate the mediation. The reader may 

recall from the simple bivariate analysis of initiator and outcome in 

section 6.2, it was possible to draw the conclusion that there would be 

minimal negative impact if the mediator initiates the mediation. The 

multivariate analysis has shown that there can be important indirect 

repercussions from the mediator's decision to initiate a mediation. Based 

on the multivariate findings one would offer a different recommendation 

to a mediator than would have been offered on the basis of the bivariate 

analysis alone. This clearly demonstrates the advantages of multivariate 

analysis. 

The loglinear R2 measure for MEM3 confirms it's substantial 

explanatory power: 

R2 MEM3 = L2 MEM0 -L2 MEM3 
L2 MEM0 

= .882 

MEM3 accounts for about 88% of the variance in the data across all 

the variables in the cluster, other than the variance that is explained by the 

null hypothesis. 

We can now assess how well the model selected as the best 

expression of the dynamics of the whole Mediation Event cluster, 

accounts for the variance in the ultimate dependent variable: outcome. 26 

To determine this a logit test of the [NESO] logit table is conducted, in 

which outcome (0) is explicitly designated as the dependent variable. The 

26 Before turning to the logit analysis of this cluster it should be remembered that both 
contending models (MEM2) and (MEM3) contained the same interactions with outcome 
so the model selection previously conducted has no consequent impact on the logit 
analysis below. 
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null hypothesis in the logit analysis is the model of outcome independence. 

A test of the model which contains only the (0) term gives a fit of: 

L2(O)=24.87 df=7 p=.001 

This poor fit confirms that outcome is not independent, therefore 

the null hypothesis is ·rejected. 

A logit model based on the best general model, N1EM3, fits only the 

two terms that were identified as directly influencing outcome: (EO) and 

(SO). A loglinear test of this model gives the following fit: 

L2(EO, SO)=4.93 df=5 p=.425 

This model fits the data very well and easily achieves statistical 

significance. The general analysis has succeeded in identifying the 

interactive effects in the cluster which have the most important impact on 

outcome. This confirms the decision to select the environment (E) and 

mediator strategy (S) variables for inclusion in the combined cluster 

analysis in Chapter 7. 

The loglinear R2 for the (EO, SO) logit model shows that of all the 

variability in outcome that is related to this cluster, some 80% is 

accounted for by the impact of environment on outcome, and mediator 

strategy on outcome. The loglinear R2 for the (EO, SO) logit model is 

given below: 

R2(EO, SO)= L2(O)-L2(EO, SO) 
L 2(0) 

= .802 
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7.0 

A COMBINED MODEL 

7.1 Combining The Clusters 

In Figure 1. 8 a conceptual framework of international mediation 

was presented. That framework identified the four different clusters of 

variables, related to mediation context and process, that have shaped the 

structure of the analysis so far. In the four preceding chapters each of 

these clusters (the dispute, the parties, the mediator, and the mediation 

event) was individually analysed. Within each cluster several important 

causal relationships have been identified, along with a number of 

interesting correlations worthy of detailed investigation that is beyond the 

scope of this study. 

This chapter takes from each of the separate clusters those variables 

that have been found to influence mediation outcome. These influential 

variables will be analysed in combination, in an attempt to identify a 

causal model of the interactive forces which effect the likelihood of 

successful mediation. In the earlier chapters, bivariate relationships were 

put to the test in the presence of other variables from the same cluster. 

Similarly, in this chapter relationships that were found within a cluster 

will be tested in the presence of relationships from other clusters. In this 

combined analysis we may begin to see cross-cluster interactions at work. 

In this chapter, however, the focus has shifted slightly. The 

emphasis here will be less on the general dynamics of the cluster, and 

more on the relationships which effect mediation success and failure. In 

keeping with the methodology used thus far, the combined cluster will be 

examined firstly for models which explain the distribution of data across 
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all the incorporated variables, then secondly for logit models which focus 

directly on outcome. But in this chapter the first step is of lesser 

importance. The variables that have been selected for the combined 

cluster analysis are only those variables with significant impacts on 

outcome. Many variables are not included in this cluster27, and the 

previous chapters have shown that several of the excluded variables have 

important impacts on the variables that have been included. Therefore 

we should expect a considerable amount of variance in the general model 

of this combined cluster to remain unexplained. 

Nevertheless, the first step of selecting a general model will still be 

conducted for a number of reasons. Firstly, it will maintain the 

methodological structure and integrity of the work. Secondly, selecting a 

general model will identify important interactions with outcome and 

guide the selection of a logit model. And thirdly, it will determine which 

interactions between the variables of the different clusters are significant. 

The identification of cross-cluster interactions that influence 

mediation success will be of particular interest. The conceptual 

framework shown in Figure 1.8 is a useful tool to help focus and 

structure the analysis, but it would be unwise to expect correlations and 

interactions to confine themselves within the framework's neatly 

compartmentalized clusters. 

The variables which are combined to form the general cluster are 

taken from seemingly different areas, yet they are all related to the same 

topic. Thus one must be particularly wary of the difference between 

spurious associations and causal relationships. The data alone cannot 

27To attempt to combine all the variables that have been analysed in the preceding 
chapters would present a theoretical, interpretational, and computational task of 
overwhelming proportions. In fact, given the limitations of the size of the dataset and the 
capacity of the available computer software it is simply not possible. The focus of this 
chapter on factors which effect mediation outcome is more compelling, in terms of 
mediation theory, and has far greater practical implications. 
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determine causality. The jump from association to causal relationship 

must be based on sound theory. 

7.2 The Variables and the Data 

The seven variables which will make up this combined cluster are 

shown in Table 7 .2 below. 

From the dispute cluster (Chapter 3) we take the fatalities (F) and 

the issue type (I) variables. The reader may remember that in that 

particular cluster there were two interactive effects with significant 

impacts on mediation success. The first was the relationship between 

fatalities and outcome (FO), where low fatalities was seen to increase the 

chances of a successful mediation. The second was and the combined 

impact of fatalities and issue type on outcome (IFO). This relationship 

showed the positive joint effect of low fatalities and tangible issue on 

mediation success. 

In the parties cluster (Chapter 4) the multivariate analysis identified 

the power disparity (P) as the only variable influencing outcome. The 

relationship between power disparity and mediation outcome (PO) 

showed that the likelihood of success is enhanced by a low power 

disparity between the parties. 

In the mediator cluster (Chapter 5) there was also only one 

influential variable, the relationship between the mediator and the parties 

(R). The resulting (RO) effect showed a tendency for mediation success 

to be associated with a mediator-parties relationship of relative 

impartiality. 
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Table 7 .2 Variables and Categories 
for Combined Cluster Analysis 

Variable Notation Cateaories 

Outcome (0) (a) Success 
(b) Failure 

Issue Type (I) (a) Tangible 
(b) Intangible 

Power (P) (a) Low (0-4) 
Disparity (b) High (5+) 

Fatalities (F) (a) 0-5000 
(b) 5001+ 

Relationship (R) (a) Impartial Mediator 
Between the (Same bloc as both 
:rviediator and parties/ different bloc 
the Parties from both) 

(b) Partial Mediator 
(Same bloc as one/ No 
previous relationship) 

Environment (E) (a) Unbiased 
(Mediator's or Neutral 
Territory) 
(b) Biased 
(Parties' Territory or 
Composite 

Mediator (S) (a) Directive 
Strategy (b) Non-directive 

From the mediation event cluster (Chapter 6) we take the 

environment (E) and mediator strategy (S) variables. The relationship 

between environment and outcome (EO) indicated that an unbiased 

environment facilitated successful mediation. At the same time, the 

relationship between mediator strategy and outcome (SO) indicated a 

strong correlation between the use of directive strategy and mediation 
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success. It will also be remembered that there was also a significant 

interaction between environment and strategy (ES). This term should be 

kept in mind for the model selection process below. 

At the heart of the loglinear procedure in this chapter is a computer 

generated multidimensional contingency table that incorporates these 7 

variables simultaneously. This gives a 128 cell table28 which 

crosstabulates Issue type x Power disparity x Fatalities x Relationship 

between the mediator and the parties x Environment x mediator Strategy 

x mediation Outcome, which can be refered to, a good deal more 

concisely, as the IxPxFxRxExSxO contingency table. 

A total of 554 cases of mediation will be analysed in this section. 

Thirty-nine missing cases result from the combination of a few missing 

cases in environment (E), strategy (S), and power disparity (P) where full 

information was not available. The analysis requires the distribution of 

these 554 cases across the 128 cells of the IxPxFxRxExSxO contingency 

table. The data set employed here is one of considerable size, but a table 

of this magnitude stretches the usefulness of the data to its upper limits. 

The value of a data set of this size can be seen in the fact that only 11 

empty cells can be found in the IxPxFxRxExSxO contingency table. 

Despite this, there may still be some complications associated with fitting 

higher-order interactive terms to a table with so many cells. 

7.3 A General Model of the Dynamics of Mediation 

As always the first step is to test the null hypothesis of mutual 

independence. The null hypothesis for the combined cluster suggests that 

28Each of the seven variables has two categories. Thus cross tabulating them all creates a 
2x2x2x2x2x2x2=128 cell table. 
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all the variables in the IxPxFxRxExSxO contingency table are 

independent. The null hypothesis for this cluster,CM0 (for Combined 

Modelo), is written: 

CMo =(I, P, F, R, E, S, 0) 

A loglinear test of the ability of CM0 to accurately reproduce cell 

frequencies across all the cells in the IxPxFxRxExSxO table yields the 

following goodness of fit: 

L2 CM0 = 315.76 df=120 p=.000 

The criteria for an adequate goodness of fit are, of course, an L2 

that approaches the degrees of freedom, and a p-value greater than .05. 

Clearly the estimated cell frequencies generated by CM0 do not fit the 

data well. This is not a surprising result, as we already know that all of 

the variables are, at the very least, related to outcome. In short, the 

variables are not independent, so the null hypothesis is rejected. 

The search for the best model of the interactive dynamics of these 

variables begins by taking the significant terms found in the previous 

chapters and hypothesizing a model based on those findings. This model, 

which will be called CM1, contains all the relationships discussed in 

section 7 .2 above, and is written: 

CM1=(FO, IFO, PO, RO, ES, EO, SO) 

Because CM1 is based on separate cluster analyses, it contains no 

cross-cluster interactions and can therefore be thought of as the model of 

cluster independence. If the four clusters of variables laid out in the 
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conceptual framework are independent then one would expect CM1 to fit 

the data in the IxPxFxRxExSxO contingency table reasonably well. A 

loglinear test of the fit of CM1 gives the following results: 

L2 CM1 = 206.25 df=l13 p=.000 

CM I also fits the data poorly which indicates that a number of 

cross-cluster effects may exist. 

Developing hypotheses relating to cross-cluster relationships across 

this many variables is a formidable task. There are a huge number of 

highly complex combinations of variables that could potentially be 

included in a hypothesised model. And, as was noted earlier, there is a 

dearth of multivariate hypotheses in current mediation literature. 

However, based on existing mediation theory and a commonsense 

understanding of which variables might logically precede others, it is 

possible to hypothesise a relatively simple model of cross-cluster 

dynamics. 

One might expect, for example, That both the type of issue, and the 

power disparity between the parties will have an impact on the number of 

fatalities. Therefore the (IF) and (PF) terms would be included in the 

hypothesised model. 29 It would also seem logical for the choice of 

mediator strategy to be influenced by the number of fatalities (FS), the 

power disparity between the parties (PS), and the relationship between the 

mediator and the parties (RS). It is also likely that the the relationship 

between the mediator and the parties would have an impact on the 

physical environment in which the mediation will take place. The 

29 A number of simple cross cluster interactions will be hypothesized at this stage, but as 
none of them involve the ultimate dependent variable, outcome, they will not be 
extensively elaborated. In essence they are put forward simply to provide a structured 
model on which to base the subsequent analysis of component L 2s. 
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territory of an impartial mediator would probably be a more mutually 

acceptable setting than the territory of a mediator with clear affiliations 

to one of the disputants. Therefore the (RE) term will be included in the 

hypothesis. 

Adding these six cross-cluster terms to those already included in 

CM1 gives a model that can be called CM2, and which is written: 

CM2=(IF, PF, FS, PS, RS, RO, FO, TFO, PO, RO, ES, EO, SO) 

So that the reader can, no doubt, begin to grasp the level of 

complexity to which a 7-variable multivariate analysis quickly escalates. 

To facilitate the interpretation of CM2, it is shown diagrammatically in 

Figure 7.3. At first glance Figure 7.3 may not appear to be a particularly 

parsimonious representation. But in fact CM2 contains only 13 out of a 

possible 119 potential interactive terms. At this level of analysis the 

concept of parsimony becomes somewhat relative. 

A loglinear test of the ability of CM2 to accurately estimate cell 

frequencies across the IxPxFxRxExSxO contingency table yields the 

following results: 

L2 CM2 = 196.74 df=107 p=.000 

CM2 fits the data only slightly better than CM1. This unimpressive 

fit suggests that there are many more cross-cluster relationships among 

the combined variables than the few simple relationships posited in CM2• 

As a result of this finding it is necessary assess the individual 

contributions of the interactive terms in CM2, and also to test the non

significance of the terms which are implicitly hypothesised to be null. 

This is done via the analysis of the component L2s for each potential 
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term. The analysis follows the series of recursive sub-tables that can be 

derived from Figure 7.3. This entails the performance of a logit analysis 

of each of the possible sets of explanation-response relationships that one 

can see by moving from left to right in Figure 7.3. The five tables are 

[IPF], [IPFR], [IPFRE], [IPFRES...] and the full table [IPFRESO]. In each 

case a different variable is the designated dependent variable. 

For a series of tables of this size an enormous number of models 

are tested, and an equally large number of component L 2s calculated. 

The results of this analysis are somewhat cumbersome so only the 

statistically significant terms will be reported here. The full tables can be 

found in Appendix VIII. 

The analysis of the component contributions of the individual 

effects identified 22 terms with a significant component L 2 • We can 

construct a model containing all of these terms, which will be called CM3: 

CM3=(IF,IPF, PR, IPR, IFR, PE, RE, FRE, ES, IPES, IFRS, IRES, 

FO, RO, EO, SO, IFO, PEO, FSO, ESO, IRSO, IPESO) 

A loglinear test of CM3 shows a considerable improvement in 

goodness of fit in relation to the data across the combined cluster of 

variables: 

L2 CM3 :::: 118.19 df=98 p=.081 

The relative reduction in the difference between the L2 and the 

degrees of freedom shows the fit of CM3 to be better than that of CM2 . 

The p-value for CM3 narrowly exceeds the statistical significance 

threshold. The performance of CM3 as an explanatory model is far from 
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ideal, and possible rev1s10ns should be explored before the model 1s 

accepted as the best one available. 

Closer scrutiny of the parameter estimates generated by CM3 shows 

three higher-order terms to have non-significant parameter estimates, or 

A. These terms are: 

A(IFRS)=.02 

)"(IRES)=.03 

A(IPESO)=-.04 

Z=.42 

Z=.74 

Z=-.82 

As one should always strive for parsimony in the model selection 

process, it is appropriate to remove these complex higher-order terms 

and assess the impact on the general fit of the model. Removing these 

terms leaves us with a revised model that will be called CM4: 

CM4=(IF,IPF, PR, IPR, IFR, PE, RE, FRE, ES, IPES, FO, RO, EO, 

SO, IFO, PEO, FSO, ESO, IRSO) 

A loglinear test of the predictive power of the information 

contained in CM4 yields a better goodness of fit than that of CM3 : 

L2 CM4 =119.67 df=lOl p=.099 

While the L2 measure has increased slightly, the difference between 

the L2 and the degrees of freedom has reduced due to the greater degrees 

of freedom associated with a model containing fewer relationships. As a 

result, the fit of CM4 can be said to be an improvement on the fit of CM3 . 

In addition, CM4 returns a greater p-value, indicating greater statistical 

significance. Even though it contains 19 interactive terms, CM4 is still 
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relatively parsimonious in that it has identified these 19 influential 

relationships from among 119 contending terms. The ability of CM4 to 

reproduce the observed cell frequencies in the IxPxFxRxExSxO 

contingency table is adequate. 

The interactions identified in CM4 account for an impressive 62 % 

of the variance in the data across the whole cluster, beyond the variance 

explained by the null hypothesis: 

R 2 C1i14== L 2 CMo -L2 CM4 
L2 CMo 

= .621 

CM4 is tentatively accepted, pending later analyses, as the best 

model of the cross-cluster relationships between those variables that have 

been identified as having important impacts on mediation success. 

The fit of CM4 is adequate, but not outstanding. This was to be 

expected given the earlier acknowledgement that several variables 

relating to those incorporated in the model are not present, therefore 

considerable variance in the data will be due to exogeneous influences. 

Further refinement of the model will not be attempted at this stage. As 

noted above, the emphasis in this chapter is on the relationships between 

the combined variables and outcome. The pursuit of additional 

interactive terms that have no direct impact on outcome would divert 

attention away from this more important task. 

The individual terms which make up CM4 are given in Table 7.3 

along with their respective parameter estimates. The model is presented 

in tabular form to facilitate interpretation. At this point in previous 

chapters a diagrammatical representation of the best general model has 

been presented. But CM4 is obviously a highly complex model and a clear 
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diagram of these relationships is almost impossible to depict. By now the 

reader will be familiar enough with the notation to interpret Table 7 .3 

with reasonable ease. 

Table 7 .3 The interactive effects which make up model CM4 

Effects 
(IF) 

(IPF) 
(PR) 
(IPR) 
(IFR) 
(PE) 
(RE) 

(FRE) 
(ES) 

(IPES) 
(FO) 
(RO) 
(EO) 
(SO) 
(IFO) 
(PEO) 
(FSO) 
(ESO) 
(IRSO) 

A Z-value 
.23 4.81 
.09 1.87 
.12 2.49 

-.10 2.33 
.16 3.34 

-.15 3.37 
.08 1.79 

-.10 2.39 
.13 2.96 

-.08 1.85 
.20 4.37 
.26 5.76 
.08 1.60 
.13 3.01 
.16 3.21 

-.13 -2.91 
-.11 -2.50 
-.07 -1.64 
.11 2.45 

The reader may note that five of the terms in Table 7 .3 return 

parameter estimates that narrowly fail to reach the statistical significance 

Z-value of ±1.96. However, because these terms are only marginally 

non-significant, and as each of them makes a significant component L 2 

contribution to the fit of the model ( as well as for the reasons discussed 

above), no further refinement of the model is desirable. 

Before turning to look specifically at those terms which shape 

mediation outcome, the interactive effects which are not directly related 

to outcome will be discussed briefly. These relationships, the first ten 



1 5 1 

terms listed in Table 7.3 , will be addressed individually in the order that 

they appear in the table. As already noted, a positive "A indicates a 

correlation between the first categories of each variable (the categories 

marked (a) in Table 7 .2 ). These relationships and associations are all 

deserving of detailed analysis that is beyond the scope of this study. A 

face-value interpretation of each will be given here so that these effects 

might prompt interest, discussion, and further research. 

The (IF) interaction supports the hypothesis that when issues are 

tangible, fatalities will tend to low. In addition to this, the (IPF) term 

supports the notion that when issues are tangible and power disparity is 

low, then fatalities will also tend to be low. 

The (PR) relationship indicates that when the power disparity 

between the disputants is low, an impartial mediator is n1ore likely to 

intervene. This may reflect a tendency by mediators with a vested 

interest in one of the disputants to pursue mediation when the party of 

interest is at a power disadvantage. However, the (IPR) term suggests 

that when issues are tangible and power disparity is low, then there is a 

tendency for a partial mediator to be involved. Perhaps in such 

circumstances partial mediators feel that they will be able to overcome 

perceptions of bias, and perhaps mediators with no previous relationship 

with the parties see this scenario as the most amenable also. To further 

complicate matters, the (IFR) parameter estimate shows an association 

between tangible issues, low fatalities, and and impartial mediator. The 

impact of these diverse factors on who offers to mediate, and on who is 

acceptable to the disputants, is as fascinating as it is complex. 

The association between power disparity and mediation 

environment, (PE), shows that when power disparity is low mediation 

tends not to take place on unbiased territory. This is probably a function 

of. the desire of many mediators to mediate on neutral ground when there 
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is a high power disparity between the disputants, in an attempt to off-set 

that disparity. Also related to the mediation environment is the 

relationship between the mediator and the parties. The (RE) correlation 

between an impartial mediator and a neutral mediation environment tells 

us that when the mediator is relatively impartial the offer of mediation in 

a neutral environment, or on the mediators turf, tends to be more 

acceptable. However the (FRE) effect ·suggests that when fatalities are 

low and the mediator is relatively impartial then there is a tendency for 

the mediation to take place in a biased environment. It may be that in 

such circumstances a neutral environment is not regarded as necessary, or 

it may be that the relationship is shaped by the reciprocal effect that high

fatality, partial-mediator cases tend to be mediated in an unbiased 

environment. 

With regard to mediation strategy, one can see that an unbiased 

environment tends to encourage the use of directive tactics, as evidenced 

by the (ES) interaction. However the complex (IPES) relationship would 

seem to suggest that when issues are tangible, power disparity is low, and 

the environment is unbiased, then non-directive strategies will tend to be 

used. 

All of these relationships involve variables that, in turn, influence 

mediation. In fact, some of these effects are component parts of higher 

order interactions involving outcome. For example each of the (IF), 

(PE) and (ES) relationships has a direct impact on mediation success in 

the form of the (IFO), (PEO) and (ESO) interactions. It is to these direct 

determinants of mediation success that the analysis now turns. 
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The final nme terms in CM4 , as listed m Table 7 .3, are the 

interactions which relate specifically to outcome. In this section we can 

assess whether the model selection process in the previous section 

successfully identified the relationships that have an important impact on 

mediation success. As in previous chapters these relationships will be 

examined in a separate logit analysis in which outcome (0) is explicitly 

designated as the dependent variable. In short, we need to test the 

predictive power, in relation to outcome, of the logit model that is 

derived from the selected general model (in this case, CM4). 

Naturally, we first examine the null logit model for the combined 

cluster. As we have already established that all the variables in the cluster 

are related to mediation success and failure, we can expect the null logit 

model of outcome independence (0) to fit very poorly. A test of the 

ability of the information contained in this model to accurately estimate 

cell frequencies in the [IPFRESO] logit table gives the following result: 

L 2(0)=162.46 df=62 p=.000 

In accordance with our expectations, the goodness of fit of the null 

hypothesis model is very poor. The differential between the L2 and the 

degrees of freedom is considerable, and the fit is not statistically 

significant. The null hypothesis of outcome independence is rejected. 

The logit model based on CM4, the selected best general model, can 

now be tested. This logit model, for the sake of brevity, will be refered 

to as CM4A, It is expressed in full as: 
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CM4A==(FO, RO, EO, SO, IFO, PEO, FSO, ESO, IRSO) 

CM4A is tested for its ability to explain mediation success and 

failure by comparing the expected frequencies generated by the model 

with the observed frequencies found in the [IPFRESO] logit table. The 

result of this test is as follows: 

L2 CM4A =53.35 df=53 p=.461 

This test shows CM4A to have an exceptional goodness of fit. The 

set of relationships in CM4A is able to generate estimated cell frequencies 

that fit the observed data extraordinarily well. The L2 measure of the 

goodness of fit of CM4A is virtually equal to the degrees of freedom in the 

model, indicating an ideal fit. The model is clearly significant, with a p

value of .461 that far exceeds the required threshold of .05. CM4A is 

selected as the best model of the interactive impact of the combined 

variables and mediation outcome. 

The loglinear R2 for CM4A shows some 67% of the variance in 

outcome that is associated with these variables, beyond the variance 

explained by the null hypothesis, can be accounted for by these nine 

interactions: 

R2 CM4A = L2(0)-L2 CM4A 
L 2(0) 

= .672 

This is a remarkably strong result. A model containing only nine 

interactive effects that can account for 67% of the unexplained variance 

in outcome, is quite an outstanding model. 



155 

The importance of these finding cannot be understated. The model 

selection process has succeeded in identifying a parsimonious model with 

considerable explanatory power. The parsimony of CM4A is beyond 

doubt, as it contains only 9 interactions from total of 63 possible 

multivariate relationships between outcome and the variables of the 

combined clusters. The predictive power of the model is attested to by 

the strong summary statistics above. 

What this rneans, in effect, is that the key outcome-influencing 

relationships in the data have been identified. In short, the nine 

interactions in CM4A are the major determinants of mediation success and 

failure. The impact of these nine terms is such that simply by knowing 

the nature of these relationships (ie by knowing their respective marginal 

odds) we are able to estimate cell frequencies across the entire [IPFRESO] 

logit table with an impressive degree of accuracy. Therefore, given any 

combination of the combined variables, the model can accurately estimate 

the number of cases that fall in the success category of outcome. In turn 

this enables the researcher to estimate the likelihood of a given mediation 

falling into the success category, so long as the qualities of that mediation 

are known, in relation to the six combined cluster variables. The 

implications of this will be developed in section 7.5. 

It should be remembered that the L 2 statistic tells us the general fit 

of the model. Variations in the fit of the model across the various cells of 

the [IPFRESO] table are to be expected. In other words, the model will 

be a better predictor in some cases than others. The variations in the fit 

of the model will also be discussed below. But before dealing with these 

more general implications, it is necessary to consider in greater detail the 

nature of the interacting relationships that are stipulated in CM4A, 

CM4A is presented diagrammatically in Figure 7.4. The coefficients 

on the paths between the variables are the parameter effects, or A (that 
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are also given in Table 7 .3). A positive A indicates a correlation between 

the first categories of each variable (the categories marked (a) in Table 

7.2 ). Several of the interactive effects in CM4A are familiar from the 

preceding chapters, but some of the higher-order effects deserve further 

explanation. Most of the variables in the cluster, with the exception of 

issue type (I) and power disparity (P), have a direct impact on mediation 

outcome, but all the variables are also involved in interactions with other 

variables. Each interaction has its own unique impact on mediation 

outcome. 

By comparing the parameter estimates in Figure 7.4 it can be seen 

that the interaction with the biggest impact on mediation outcome is that 

of the relationship between the mediator and the parties (RO). The large 

parameter estimate for this relationship (A=.26 Z=5.76) indicates that the 

(RO) term makes a substantial contribution to the fit of the model. If the 

(RO) term were to be withdrawn from CM4A it would have a greater 

impact on the predictive capacity of the model than would the withdrawal 

of any other term. 

A positive A indicates a correlation between the first categories of 

each variable. Therefore the (RO) relationship shows that mediation is 

more likely to be successful when an impartial mediator is involved. 

Clearly, a mediator that is evenly disposed toward both parties will 

encourage an atmosphere of trust and fairness that is most likely to 

engender a successful conflict management outcome. If we compare the 

findings in this Chapter with those in Chapter 6, we see that the (RO) 

relationship has lost virtually none of its impact, despite the presence of 

all the other variables. Thus, the positive impact of mediator impartiality 

seems to be pervasive. 

The second most important relationship is the link between 

fatalities and outcome. The strong parameter estimate for this 
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relationship highlights the influence of a low number of fatalities on 

mediation success. In this case we see that when fatalities in the dispute 

are less than 5000, at the time of intervention, then there is a greater .__, 

likelihood that the mediation will be successful. As well as this direct 

effect, fatalities also combines with other variables to have a further 

impact. 

The third direct interaction between a single variable and outcome 

involves mediator strategy (SO). The term is shaped by the positive 

impact of directive strategy. Mediation success is tends to be more likely 

when the mediator uses a directive strategy. However, before 

recommending that all mediators in the field attempt to utilise directive 

strategy one should remember that other factors also come into play. As 

we will see below, this positive impact must be weighed against the 

negative effect observed in the (ESO) and (FSO) interactions. In these 

cases a directive strategy may not be the most appropriate, nor the most 

effective. 

The link between environment and mediation success (EO) is 

another direct relationship with a positive impact, which can have a 

negative effect when combined with other variables. Although the 'A for 

(EO) is not significant, the term does make a significant component 

contribution to the fit of CM4A, An unbiased mediation environment is 

associated with successful mediation. But an unbiased environment 

combines with both power disparity (PEO) and mediation strategy (ESQ) 

to have a negative effect on mediation success. 

In the presence of the other forces at work in this cluster the power 

disparity (P) of the disputants loses the direct impact on outcome that was 

observed in Chapter 4. Together with environment, however, these two 

variables have a combined impact on mediation outcome (PEO) that is 

extremely interesting. The negative 'A on the (PEO) term tells us that a 
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low power disparity and a neutral mediation environment are associated 

with mediation failure. On the face of it this may seem strange, but if 

one follows through the combinations of categories of these variables one 

can see that the nature of the A may be a function of the greater 

likelihood of success in and high power disparity mediations conducted in 

a biased environment. It can be infered from this that in disputes between 

· parties that are unequal in terms of their respective power, mediators 

tend to mediate on the territory of the power-disadvantaged party, 

probably in an attempt to create more equal negotiating positions. The 

ability to identify these cross-forces between and within variables is a 

major advantage of loglinear multivariate analysis. 

The combined effect of environment and strategy on outcome 

(ESQ) is another seemingly paradoxical interaction. We have seen 

already how an unbiased environment is directly associated with 

mediation success. We have also seen that a directive mediation strategy 

has a positive direct effect on successful mediation. But the A for the 

(ESQ) term suggests that unbiased environment and directive strategy in 

combination tend to be unsuccessful. The reciprocal effect is, of course, 

that non-directive strategies tend to be more effective in an unbiased 

environment. This suggests that when neither party is advantaged or 

disadvantaged by the mediation environment, they will be more likely to 

respond positively to facilitation than direction. 

In a similar vein, the combined impact of fatalities and mediator 

strategy on outcome (FSO) has considerable repercussions. For while 

directive strategies are generally more effective, the negative A on the 

(FSQ) interaction suggests that they are not as effective when fatalities are 

low. In fact this relationship suggests that the combination of directive 

strategies and low fatalities is associated with failure. It would seem that 

non-directive strategy tends to be most effective when fatalities are still 
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below 5000. It is worth noting, however that the strength of this negative 

(FSO) effect is of a lesser magnitude than the individual positive direct 

effects of (SO) and (FO). The implications of this can only be gauged 

when all the interactions are considered simultaneously. 

The strong interaction between issue type, fatalities and outcome 

(IFO) that was found in the dispute cluster analysis is again apparent, 

even when a ·number of other forces are so obviously at work. The 

negative A on this interaction reaffirms the earlier finding that when 

tangible issues are at the heart of the dispute, and fatalities are relatively 

low, there will be a greater likelihood of mediation success. 

CM4A contains a single 4-way interaction. It is the combined 

impact of issue type, the mediator-parties relationship, and mediation 

strategy, on the dependent variable; outcome (IRSO). The interpretation 

of this complex term is, however, relatively straightforward. The 

positive A for this interactive effect tells us that successful mediation will 

be more likely in situations where issues are tangible, the mediator is 

impartial, and directive strategies are employed. 

Each of the above relationships is deserving of a separate study of 

its own. Together they present considerable challenges, both to existing 

mediation theory, and to one's interpretive skills. Figure 7.4 clearly 

shows the interactive dynamics of these key success-influencing variables. 

It goes a considerable way toward untangling the 'causal web' to which 

Raymond and Kegley refered. Exactly how the various strands of this 

web relate to one another, and the consequences for mediation success, 

are the next questions that must be answered. Each of the interactive 

effects in Figure 7.4 is of interest in itself, but the greatest interest 

remains in what CM4A as a predictive model can tell us about the 

likelihood of mediation success in any given situation. It is to this task 

that the analysis now turns. 
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7.5 A Guide for Decision Makers. 

On the basis of the network of relationships shown in Figure 7.4 

one cannot make the general statement that, for example, when fatalities 

are low the likelihood of success increases by 'X' amount. One can say 

that if fatalities are low then there will be a positive impact on the 

likelihood of success. But this positive impact must be balanced against 

other potentially negative forces. Even though fatalities may be low, 

there may be other factors present that are not conducive to a successful 

outcome. What we can do, however, is to look at the impact of all the 

variables together, using the cell frequency estimates generated by CM4A, 

and determine the likelihood of success given each combination of 

positive and negative influences. 

From a rather nebulous computer printout of the cell frequencies in 

the IxPxFxRxExSxO contingency table, and the cell frequencies estimated 

by CM4A,it is possible to extract the observed and expected cell counts for 

success and failure given every possible combination of variable 

categories. Comparison of success and failure counts enables one to 

calculate the likelihood of success in every possible scenario that can be 

generated using the six key variables in . The resulting 64 different 

mediation scenarios, and their respective observed and predicted 

likelihood of success are, are presented in Table 7.5. 

Despite its size, the interpretation of Table 7 .5 is relatively 

straightforward. There is enormous potential for the application of Table 

7 .5 as a decision making matrix for international mediators, as will be 

demonstrated below. The table gives only the likelihood of success in 
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Table 7 .5 A Guide for Mediators 
Relation-
ship 
Between CMiA 
the Predicted Observed 
Mediator Likelihood Likelihood 

Issue Power and the Environ- Mediator of Success of Success 
TyEe DisEarity Fatalities Parties ment Strateg}.'. % % (n) 

Tangible Low 0-5000 Impartial Unbiased Directive 74 75 (3) 

Nondirective 69 60 (6) 

Biased Directive 84 100 (10) 

N ondirecti ve 66 58 (7) 

Partial Unbiased Directive 35 25 (i) 

N ondirecti ve 57 80 (4) 

Biased Directive 50 50 (6) 

Nondirective 54 55 (6) 

5001+ Impartial Unbiased Directive 54 100 (1) 

N ondirecti ve 24 0 (0) 

Biased Directive 68 100 (1) 

Nondirective 22 0 (0) 

Partial Unbiased Directive 18 0 (0) 

Nondirective 16 100 (3) 

Biased Directive 29 28 (2) 

Nondirective 15 10 (1) 

High 0-5000 Impartial Unbiased Directive 84 100 (10) 

Nondirective 80 50 (2) 

Biased Directive 75 50 (4) 

Nondirective 52 63 (5) 

Partial Unbiased Directive 49 28 (2) 

Nondirective 71 75 (3) 

Biased Directive 36 60 (3) 

Nondirective 38 50 (6) 

5001+ Impartial Unbiased Directive 68 67 (4) 

Nondirective 36 25 (l) 

Biased Directive 0 0 (0) 

Nondirective 14 0 (0) 

Partial Unbiased Directive 28 60 (3) 

Nondirective 26 13 (1) 

Biased Directive 18 18 (2) 

Nondirective 9 11 (2) 
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Table 7.5 A Guide for Mediators (continued) 
Relation-
ship 
Between CMiA 
the Predicted Observed 
Mediator Likelihood Likelihood 

Issue Power and the Environ- Mediator of Success of Success 
T1Ee DisEarity Fatalities Parties ment strategr % % (n) 

Intangible Low 0-5000 Impartial Unbiased Directive 48 50 (2) 

Nondirective 70 75 (3) 

Biased Directive 63 55 (6) 

Nondirective 67 71 (5) 

Partial Unbiased Directive 36 29 (2) 

Nondirective 30 67 (2) 

Biased Directive 51 50 (3) 

Nondirective 28 36 (4) 

5001+ Impartial Unbiased Directive 53 47 (7) 

Nondirective 50 40 (2) 

Biased Directive 68 75 (9) 

Nondirective 46 40 (6) 

Partial Unbiased Directive 40 60 (3) 

Nondirective 16 25 ( 1) 

Biased Directive 56 60 (3) 

Nondirective 14 27 (4) 

High 0-5000 Impartial Unbiased Directive 63 67 (2) 

Nondirective 81 86 (6) 

Biased Directive 49 60 (3) 

Nondirective 53 50 (6) 

Partial Unbiased Directive 50 50 (10) 

Nondirective 44 27 (3) 

Biased Directive 37 40 (4) 

Nondirective 18 13 (3) 

5001+ Impartial Unbiased Directive 67 71 ([5) 

Nondirective 64 67 (8) 

Biased Directive 53 73 (8) 

Nondirective 33 33 (1) 

Partial Unbiased Directive 55 44 (8) 

Nondirective 25 27 (4) 

Biased Directive 41 20 (4) 

Nondirective 8 5 (I) 
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each mediation situation (the likelihood of failure can be easily deduced 

from these figures). The first column of figures given (moving from left 

to right) is the predicted likelihood of success generated by CM4A, The 

next column gives the likelihood of success actually observed in the data. 

The final column is the observed cell count, or number (n) of successful 

mediations. 

Table 7 .5 has three immediate uses, each which will be described 

below. Firstly, it enables the reader to identify areas, or mediation 

scenarios, where CM4A is an effective predictive model, and areas where 

it is less accurate. Secondly, the table can be used to assess the impact of 

a particular variable or interaction in different situations. Thirdly, and 

most importantly, it can serve as a decision making guide for 

international mediators. 

The first of these uses is of greatest interest to those involved in the 

ongoing study of international mediation. As was noted above, even 

though the goodness of fit of CM4A is excellent, we can still expect the fit 

to vary across the table. For each of the combinations of the 

IxPxFxRxExSxO variable categories, Table 7 .5 enables us to compare the 

predicted likelihood of success generated by CM4A with the actual 

likelihood of success observed in the data. From this comparison it is 

possible to further evaluate the effectiveness of CM4A as a predictive 

model of mediation success. The model can be regarded as a good 

predictor where there is little or no difference between the predicted and 

observed likelihood. Where there is a large discrepancy between the two 

figures the model can be regarded as a poor predictor. 

In areas where CM4A is a good predictor one can be confident that 

the interactions in the model are indeed the key relationships that 

determine the chances of mediation success. Of equal importance, 
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however, is that in those areas where CM4A is a poor predictor one can 

imply that other forces are at work that have not been included in the 

model. 

For example, CM4A seems to be a poor predictor of success in the 

range of mediations that took place in disputes over tangible issues, where 

the parties had a low power disparity, and where fatalities had risen to 

over 5000 at the time of intervention. Also, throughout the table, 

mediations in disputes involving tangible issues and an unbiased mediation 

environment were generally not accurately predicted by CM4A, In such 

cases other interactions, or even other variables, seem to be coming into 

play. In this way Table 7.5 serves a particularly useful purpose by 

highlighting areas where further research would be most usefully 

directed. 

The question arises as to the degree of difference between predicted 

and observed likelihood of success that can generally be regarded as 

acceptable. This will tend to depend on the particular mediation situation 

to which one applies the table. As will be discussed below, a large 

difference between predicted and observed likelihood may have greater 

repercussions where both figures are close to the average likelihood of 

success of 45 % , than where both figures are closer to 0% or 100%. In 

general though, if one applies the conventional '.05' threshold that has 

been used throughout the analysis then a difference of 5% would be said 

to be acceptable. A difference of 5% or less can be seen in nearly 40% of 

the mediation scenarios.30 A decision maker in the international arena, 

using the table to inform a particular mediation decision, might find this 

criterion to strict, or too broad, depending on the circumstances. But, in 

30if this criterion is relaxed to 10% then the difference between observed and predicted 
likelihood would be acceptable in over 50% of mediation scenarios, and if the cutoff were 
extended to 15% (still a relatively small difference) then 70% of scenarios would be 
predicted to within the acceptable margin. 
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general terms, we can see that CM4A is indeed a very good predictor of 

the likelihood of mediation success. 

The second use to which Table 7 .5 can be put is to assess the impact 

of a particular variable or interaction in different mediation situations. 

In this way it is possible to gain an even better understanding of the way 

in which the separate interactions in CM4A relate to one another. In CM4A 

the relationship between the mediator and the parties clearly has the 

greatest impact on outcome (RO). But is the extent of this impact 

uniform across the whole table? We can assess this by taking a 

hypothetical mediation scenario, gauging the difference in likelihood of 

success for both an impartial and a partial mediator, and then changing 

one aspect of the scenario to see if the impact of the (R) variable also 

changes. 

For example, one can locate in Table 7.5 a mediation scenano 

where issues are intangible, power disparity is low, fatalities are less than 

5,000, the mediator-parties relationship is partial, the mediation 

environment is biased, and the mediator uses a non-directive strategy. In 

this scenario the predicted likelihood of mediation success is 28%. If one 

takes the same scenario but factors in an impartial mediator the predicted 

likelihood of success jumps to 67%. In this scenario, then, the impact of 

an impartial mediator is considerable. 

However, one can also take a similar scenario to that described 

above, but where the issues are tangible rather than intangible. In the 

case where issues are tangible, power disparity is low, fatalities are less 

than 5,000, the mediator-parties relationship is partial, the mediation 

environment is biased, and the mediator uses a non-directive strategy the 

predicted likelihood of success is 54%. And if one makes the same 

change as that made above, by factoring in an impartial mediator, the 

predicted likelihood of success improves to 66%. In both scenarios an 
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impartial has a clear positive impact. But in the second scenario the 

impact is much less dramatic. The extent of the impact of the mediator

parties relationship varies considerably across the different combinations 

of variable categories. 

Following on from this, it can be noted that in the latter scenario 

discussed above, where issues are tangible, the likelihood of success is 

better than the average in both cases. Going back to CM4A it would seem 

that this would be due to the interaction between issue type, mediator

parties relationship, mediator strategy, and outcome (IRSO). This 

interaction suggested that successful mediation will be more likely in 

situations where issues are tangible, the mediator is impartial, and 

directive strategies are employed. If one takes the same base scenario 

suggested above and factors in all three of these aspects we have a 

situation where issues are tangible, power disparity is low, fatalities are 

less than 5,000, the mediator-parties relationship is impartial, the 

mediation environment is biased, and the mediator uses a directive 

strategy. In this scenario the predicted likelihood of success is 84%. This 

observation lends further weight to the earlier findings. The positive 

impact of the (IRSO) interaction is, in this scenario at least, quite 

outstanding. 

It is easy to see that by using Table 7 .5 in this way we can refine 

our understanding of the function of individual relationships in different 

settings, and consequently further our knowledge of interactive dynamics 

in international mediation. But perhaps the most compelling use of Table 

7 .5 is as a decision making guide for international mediators, statesmen, 

politicians, and officials. 

It was stated in the introduction to this thesis that one of its aims is 

to clarify those conditions under which international mediation is most 

effective, and to help mediators decide if and when to tender their 
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services or answer calls for assistance. The matrix presented in Table 7 .5 

satisfies this aim by clearly showing which scenarios are most conducive 

to a successful mediation outcome. The decision to mediate a dispute 

involves a commitment of resources and a risk of political reputation. 

Such decisions are not taken lightly in the international context. Using 

Table 7 .5 as a guide, international decision makers would at least be able 

to make a more accurate assessment of the extent of the risk involved. 

Mediation is clearly not a cure-all for international conflict. It 

would seem logical to use this particular method of conflict management 

when and where it is effective. Table 7 .5 enables a potential mediator to 

assess his/her likelihood of success in a given situation. It also enables the 

mediator to decide if he/she would be the most appropriate third party, in 

terms of the mediator-party relationship. 

Of course there will always be situations in which a mediator will 

be committed to intervene for specific moral or political reasons. In such 

cases, however, Table 7.5 serves a useful purpose as a guide to success 

maximization. By assisting the mediator to decide whether to push for a 

biased or unbiased mediation environment, and to decide which strategy 

would be most effective, the table will enable a mediator to maximize the 

likelihood of success in a potentially bad situation. 

A couple of examples from Table 7 .5 clearly illustrate these points. 

For instance, if one was contemplating a dispute over intangible issues, 

with a high power disparity between the parties, in which fatalities have 

already risen to over 5,000, and in relation to which one would be 

regarded as a partial mediator, one might well be reluctant to offer to 

mediate or to accept an invitation to do so. The predicted likelihood of 

success in such scenarios ranges from 55% down to only 8%. However, 

if one is committed to mediate then the best course of action would be to 
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employ a directive strategy in an unbiased mediation environment. This 

would maximize the likelihood of a successful mediation outcome at 55%. 

One of the best case scenarios for a successful mediation outcome is 

in disputes over a tangible issue, where there is a low power disparity 

between the parties, fatalities are less than 5000, the mediator is 

impartial, the mediation environment is biased toward one of the parties, 

and where a directive strategy is used. In these mediation situations the 

predicted likelihood of a successful outcome is 84%. In such cases one 

can be confident, based on one's knowledge of the status of the six key 

variables, that there is an 84% likelihood of success. It is notable that of 

the mediations analysed in this study that fit this description 100% 

resulted in a successful outcome. But because the analysis has not 

identified the variables or relationships that are responsible for this 

difference of 16 percentage points one cannot support the higher 

likelihood of success with any degree of confidence. 

At the top end of the scale ( or at the bottom) this margin of error 

between the predicted and observed likelihood of success is of lesser 

consequence. If one predicts a likelihood of 84%, but has reservations 

that other factors may be at work that could further enhance the chance 

of mediation success, the prospect of mediation does not become any less 

desirable. However, a large difference between predicted and observed 

likelihood may have greater repercussions where both figures are close to 

the average likelihood of success of 45%. Consider, for a moment, the 

scenario of a dispute over intangible issues, involving low power 

disparity, a death toll less than 5,000, a partial mediator, an unbiased 

mediation environment, and the use of a non-directive mediation strategy. 

CM 4A predicts a likelihood of success of 30% in such cases, but the 

observed likelihood of success is some 67%. The predicted success rate is 

less than the average, and the observed success rate is better than the 
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average. In such cases it would be better to err on the side of 

conservatism and base any related decision on the lesser of the two 

figures. Because the model has not identified the other factors which 

have shaped the outcome in the observed data, there can be no guarantee 

that these unidentified factors will be present in every case that fits this 

scenario. One should base one's decision only on the verifiable data at 

hand. On this basis, such mediation scenarios should be avoided. 

While one must be aware of the varying degrees of confidence that 

can be placed in its various predicted success rates, it is nevertheless very 

clear that Table 7.5 yields a substantial amount of information to assist in 

the making of success-maximizing mediation decisions. The table will 

enable the appropriate allocation of resources, and the implementation of 

effective mediation strategy. As such it will be an invaluable aid to all 

actual and potential mediators in the international context. 
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CONCLUSION 

8.1 A Brief Summary 
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The substantive task of this study is now complete, and the 

intricacies of the findings presented in the preceding chapters will not be 

restated here. This chapter contains only a brief general summary and 

assessment. It is useful at this point to reflect on the structure of the 

analysis and the methodology used. The implications of the above 

findings for the study and practice of international mediation should also 

be considered. 

The reader will recall from the introductory chapter that this study 

has taken up the gauntlet thrown down by Raymond and Kegley in their 

analysis of the impact of international norms on the popularity of 

mediation. It is appropriate at this stage to return to their challenge to 

evaluate how well it has been met. Raymond and Kegley correctly noted 

that few studies of international mediation: 

... have been guided by either explicit models or an articulated 

theory. As a result, there is a need to sift through the literature on 

mediation, extract propositions about the conditions that give rise 

to successful mediation efforts, and generate the evidence required 

to test contending hypotheses regarding the causal web linking 

background conditions to mediation outcome. (1985: 37) 

Taking the first point raised above, this study has been guided from 

the very beginning by an explicit conceptual framework of the nature of 
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international mediation. The framework given 1n Figure 1.8 has 

provided the structure for the subsequent analysis. Using the framework 

as a guide has been particularly valuable for a number of reasons. It has 

given a shape to the analysis and ensured that the work as a whole has 

maintained its coherence. As a result the relationship of each step in the 

analysis to the others has been obvious at all times. 

The framework enables the researcher to tackle the complex subject 

matter in a series of sound and manageable steps. By narrowing the focus 

to four relatively small clusters of variables, from which only the most 

important were forwarded to the combined analysis, the framework 

ensured that the combined analysis remained grounded in theory, and that 

it was conducted at an intelligible level. It also ensured that it yielded 

interpretable results that could be reapplied to concrete mediation 

scenanos. 

This study has easily met the other aspects of Raymond and 

Kegley's challenge. It has gathered and tested propositions about the 

factors that give rise to mediation success. It has assembled the data 

required to test these propositions. And it has employed an appropriate, 

and yet sophisticated, multivariate analysis technique to further our 

understanding of the causal web that links background variables to 

mediation outcome. This last aspect has been one of the most important 

contributions of this thesis. 

At the same time that the structure of the analysis proved 

advantageous, so to did the methodology. The application of loglinear 

methodology produced robust, uniquely useful, intuitively pleasing, and 

easily accessible results. The greatest advantage of the loglinear method 

is that it treats the data in a way that is appropriate to the level at which it 

was measured. The importance of this cannot be underestimated, for it is 

a major advance in methodological honesty in this field. 
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Of course the method is also of major importance by virtue of 

enabling the systematic analysis of a number of variables simultaneously. 

The construction and testing of hypothesised multivariate models of 

variables' causal dynamics has demonstrated the huge potential of this 

technique in the analysis of international mediation. Of particular note 

has been the facility to derive path-analysis type diagrams of the various 

relationships between variables. This facility is· a very effective aid to 

model interpretation. 

A number of the results in this study will have major implications 

for mediation theory. In terms of individual findings, one of the most 

dramatic of these is the obvious importance of an impartial mediator. 

The positive impact of a mediator who is equally disposed toward both 

parties is repeatedly evident. This finding refutes the conventional 

wisdom of recent years and implies the need for a re-evaluation of a 

number of existing mediation theories. 

But perhaps the most important implication of this study has come 

from the general demonstration that the extent of the impact of different 

mediation variables is contingent on the dynamic interaction of other key 

factors. The search for the one vital determinant of mediation success 

must surely be over. It has been replaced by the quest for the best 

combination of factors that is most conducive to mediation success. 

This thesis has begun this quest, and in doing so it has successfully 

achieved the aims that were set out in the introductory chapter. The 

analysis has successfully exposed and untangled the web of contextual 

forces which engender success in international mediation. It has 

identified the six key variables which largely determine mediation success 

and failure: issue type; the power disparity of the parties; the level of 

fatalities; the relationship between the mediator and the parties; the 

mediation environment; and the nature of the mediator's strategy. 
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The analysis has broken new ground by identifying the direct and 

interactive impacts of these variables on mediation success, and by using 

these relationships to build a predictive multivariate model of the 

dynamics of international mediation. From this model a matrix of these 

key mediation forces has been generated which enables the prospective 

mediator to assess his/her likelihood of success. This matrix can even aid 

in the selection of an appropriate mediator, mediation environment, or 

the most effective mediation strategy. 

The predictive model developed is a strong and accurate estimator 

of mediation success rates in most cases. But certain conflict types have 

been identified in which other factors, outside the bounds of the model, 

appear to be at work. These factors need to be identified, so as to better 

our understanding of this most complex phenomenon: mediation in 

international conflict. In this way the analysis has highlighted areas 

where future research might be most usefully directed. 

In conclusion, this study has shown mediation to be more effective 

in some types of international conflict than in others. In those conflicts 

where it is effective its use should be actively encouraged. And in those 

in which it is less effective, alternative methods of conflict resolution 

should be sought. Amid the burgeoning international conflicts of the post 

cold war era, the application of the most appropriate and effective 

conflict management technique to a given situation will be of paramount 

importance. The findings of this analysis have made a substantial 

contribution toward this end. 
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APPENDIX I 

CODING SCHEDULE FOR ALL MEDIATION CASES 

The following is a list of all the variables in the dataset used for this 
study. Included are the variable names and variable labels as used in the 
original SPSSx command file, along with the value labels and codes for 
each variable's characteristics. Where necessary a brief description of the 
variable is given. Calulation criteria and codes for the more complex 
variables can be found in the other appendicies. 

DISPUTE CHARACTERISTICS 

Vl DISPUTE NUMBER 
Each dispute has an individual code number. 
See Appendix II. 

V2 DURATION 
Total duration of the dispute in months. 

(1) 0-1 months 
(2) 1-3 
(3) 4-6 
(4) 7-12 
(5) 13-24 
(6) 25-36 
(7) 36+ 
(9) Unknown 

V3 DURATION (RAW) 
The actual number of months 

V4 FATALITIES 

(1) 100-500 
(2) 501-1000 
(3) 1001-5000 
(4) 5001-10000 
(5) 10000+ 
(9) Unknown 

VS FATALITIES (RAW) 
The actual number of fatalities. 
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V6 DISPUTE INTENSITY 
Fatalities per month 

(1) 0-500 
(2) 501-1000 
(3) 1001-10000 
(4) 10000+ 
(5) Unknown 

V7 SYSTEM PERIOD 

(1) 1945-55 
(2) 1956-65 
(3) 1966-75 
(4) 1976-85 
(5) 1986-90 
(6) 1990-

V8 GEOGRAPHIC REGION 

(1) North America 
(2) Central and South America 
(3) Africa 
(4) South West Asia 
(5) East Asia and the Pacific 
(6) Middle East 
(7) Europe 

V9 ISSUE ONE 

(1) Territory 
(2) Ideology . 
(3) Security 
(4) Independence · 
(5) Resources 
(6) Other 

Vl0 ISSUE TWO 
Coding as for V9. 

Vll ISSUE THREE 
Coding as for V9. 



V12 FINAL OUTCOME 
The eventual outcome of the dispute. 

(1) Ongoing 
(2) Lapse 
(3) One party victory 
(4) Abated 
(5) Partial settlement 
(6) Full settlement 

V13 DISPUTE INITIATOR 
Code number of the initiating party. 

PARTY CHARACTERISTICS 

V14 IDENTITY: PARTY A 
Party identity code. 

V15 IDENTITY:PARTY B 
Party identity code. 

V16 TIME IN IS A 
Length of time in the international system (IS), party A. 

(0) Not applicable 
(1) 0-5 years 
(2) 6-20 
(3) 21-50 
(4) 51-100 
(5) 100+ 

Vl7 TIME IN IS B 
Length of time in the international system (IS), party B. 
Coding as for Vl6. 
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V18 ALIGNMENT 
The political alignment of the disputing parties. 

( 1) Members of opposing blocs 
(2) Members of the same bloc 
(3) Bloc member vs. unaligned 
( 4) Both unaligned 

V19 POWER A (RAW) 
Raw power score for party A. See Appendix IV. 

V20 POWER B (RAW) 
Raw power score for party B. See Appendix IV 

V21 POWERA 
Power score for party A. See Appendix IV 

V22 POWERB 

(1) Not applicable 
(2) 1-7 
(3) 8-13 
(4) 14-20 
(5) 21-26 
(6) 27-30 
(7) 30+ 

Power score for party B. See Appendix IV. 
Coding as for V21. 

V23 PREY. RELATION 
The nature of the parties relationship prior to the dispute. 

(1) Friendly 
(2) No previous relationship 
(3) Previous conflict, no (military) hostilities 
(5) 1 Previous dispute 
(6) More than 1 previous dispute 
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V24 POL SYSTEM A 
Nature of the political system in party A. 

(1) Monarchy 
(2) Multi-party 
(3) One party 
( 4) Military regime/junta 
(5) Other 

V25 POL SYSTEM B 
Nature of the political system in party B. 
Coding as for V24. 

V26 NO. PARTIES A 
Number of additional parties associated with party A. 

(1) No other party involved 
(2) Additional 1-2 parties involved 
(3) Additional 3-5 parties involved 
( 4) More than 5 parties involved 

V27 NO. PARTIES B 
Number of additional parties associated with party B. 
Coding as for V26. 

V28 HOMOGENEITY A 
Index of internal homogeneity for party A. 
See Appendix VI. 

V29 HOMOGENEITY B 
Index of internal homogeneity for party B. 
See Appendix VI. 
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V30 POLITICAL RIGHTS A 
The political rights score of party A. See Appendix V. 

V31 POLITICAL RIGHTS B 
The political rights score of party B. See Appendix V 

V32 CIVIL LIBERTIES A 
The civil liberties score of party A. See Appendix V 

V33 CIVIL LIBERTIES B 
The civil liberties score of party B. See Appendix V 

CONFLICT MANAGEMENT CHARACTERISTICS 

V34 REPEATING DATA VARIABLE 
Key ('occurs') variable in the repeating data format. 

V35 MEDIATION TYPE 

(0) No conflict management activity 
( 1) Mediation 
(2) Negotiation 
(3) Arbitration / Adjudication 
( 4) Referral to international organisation 
(5) Multilateral conference 

V36 THIRD PARTY IDENTITY 
Mediator/Third party code number. 
See Appendix VII. 
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V37 MEDIATOR RANK 

(0) No mediation 
(1) Private Individual 
(2) Leader of a national organisation 
(3) Representative of a regional organisation 
( 4) Leader of a regional organisation 
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(5) Representative of an international organisation 
( 6) Leader of an international organisation 
(7) Representative of a small government 
(8) Representative of a large government 
(9) Leader of a small government 
( 10) Leader of a large government 

V38 STRATEGIES 
The primary strategy employed by the mediator. 

(0) No mediation 
(1) Mediation offered only 
(2) Communication/Facilitation 
(3) Procedural 
(4) Directive 
(5) Supervisory 
(6) Unspecified 

V39 PREY. RELATIONSHIP 
The previous relationship of the mediator with the parties. 

(0) No mediation 
( 1) No previous relationship 
(2) Different bloc 
(3) Same bloc as one party 
( 4) Same bloc as both parties 
(5) Mixed relationship 
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Y40 PREY.ATTEMPTS 
The number of previous mediation attempts in this dispute. 

(0) 0 
(1) 1-2 
(2) 3-4 
(3) 5-6 
(4) 7-8 
(5) 9-10 
(6) 10+ 
(9) No mediation 

Y41 PREY. ATT. THIS MED. 
Number of previous attempts by this mediator. 

Y42 TIMING 

(0) 0 
(1) 1 
(2) 2 
(3) 3 
(4) 4 
(5) 5 
(6) 5+ 
(9) No mediation 

The timing of the conflict management attempt. 
ie. the number of months elapsed at the time of 
intervention. 

(1) 1-2 
(2) 3-6 
(3) 7-12 
(4) 13-24 
(5) 25-36 
(6) 36+ 
(9) No Management 

Y43 TIMING (RAW) 
As for Y 42, but in this case the exact figure is given. 



V 44 INITIATED BY 
Request for conflict management initiated by 

(0) No management 
( 1) One party 
(2) Both parties 
(3) Mediator 
( 4) Regional organisation 
(5) International organisation 
( 6) Unspecified 

V45 ENVIRONMENT 
The physical environment in which conflict management 

takes place. 

V46 OUTCOME 

(1) Party A's territory 
(2) Party B's territory 
(3) Mediators territory 
( 4) Neutral site 
( 5) Composite 
(6) Offered only 
(7) Unspecified 
(9) No management 

The outcome of the conflict management attempt. 

(0) No management 
(1) Mediation offered only 
(2) Unsuccessful 
(3) Ceasefire 
( 4) Partial settlement 
(5) Full settlement 
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001 
002 
003 
004 
005 
006 
007 
008 
009 
010 
011 
012 
013 
014 
015 
016 
017 
018 
019 
020 
021 
022 
023 
024 
025 
026 
027 
028 
029 
030 
031 
032 
033 
034 
035 
036 
037 
038 
039 
040 
041 
042 
043 
044 
045 
046 
047 
048 
049 
050 

APPENDIX II 

LIST OF DISPUTES STUDIED 

Chinese Civil War 
Britan-India 
France-Levant 
Netherlands-Indonesia 
USSR-Iran 
France-Indochina 
Greek Civil War 
Yugoslavia-USA 
France-Madagascar 
Pakistan-India 
India-Hyderabad 
Costa Rican Civil War 
Israel-Egypt 
Malayan Insurgency 
USSR-UK (Berlin Crisis) 
Burma-Taiwan (KMT) 
Costa Rica-Nicaragua 
Eritrea-Ethiopia 
Pakistan-Afghanistan 
Albania-Greece 
China-Taiwan (Formosa Straits) 
USA-USSR (Air Incidents) 
Korean-War 
Afghanistan-Pakistan 
China-Tibet 
Syria-Israel 
Oman-Saudi Arabia 
Egypt-UK (Suez Canal Zone) 
France-Tunisia 
Italy-Yugoslavia (Trieste) 
China-Portugal (Macao) 
Kenya-UK 
USSR-USA (Air Incidents) 
Israel-Jordon 
Burma-Thailand 
China-USA 
Guatemalan Civil War 
France-Algeria 
Nicaragua-Costa Rica 
Turkey-Syria 
UK-Cyprus 
Sudan Civil War 
Aden-UK 
China-Tibet 
China-Burma 
Israel-Jordon 
USSR-Hungary 
USSR-Poland 
Suez War 
Cuban Civil War 

1945- 1949 
1945- 1948 
1945- Dec.1946 

Latel945- Nov.1949 
Aug.1945- Oct.1947 
Dec.1945- Jun.1949 

1946- 1951 
Aug.1946 

Mar.1947- Aug.1947 
Oct.194 7- Jan.1949 
Jan.1948- Sep.1948 
Mar .1948-Apr .1948 
May 1948-Jan.1949 
J un.1948-J ul.1960 

J un.1948-May 1949 
Aug.1948- 1954 
Dec.1948-Feb. l 949 
Jul.1949-Dec.1950 

Aug.1949 
Aug.1949 

1950- 1953 
Apr.1950-Oct.1950 
Jun.1950-Jul.1953 

Sep.1950-Oct.1950 
Oct.1950-May 1951 
Apr.1951-May 1951 

1952- 1975 
Jan.1952-Jan.1956 

Jan.1952-Mar.1956 
Mar.1952-Oct.1954 

. Jul.1952-Aug.1952 
Aug.1952-Dec.1963 

Oct.1952-Jul.1956 
Jan.1953-Dec.1954 
Feb.1953-Oct.1953 
Apr.1954-Apr.1955 

Jun.1954-1984 
Nov.1954-Mar.1962 

Jan.1955 
Mar.1955- 1957 

Sep.1955-Oct.1959 
Dec.1955-Mar.1972 

1956-1960 
Mar.1956-Mar.1959 

Jul.1956-Dec.1956 
Jul.1956-Jan.1958 

Oct.1956-Nov.1956 
Oct.1956-Dec.1956 

Oct.1956-Nov.1956 
Dec.1956-Jan.1959 
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051 
052 
053 
054 
055 
056 
057 
058 
059 
060 
061 
062 
063 
064 
065 
066 
067 
068 
069 
070 
071 
072 
073 
074 
075 
076 
077 
078 
079 
080 
081 
082 
083 
084 
085 
086 
087 
088 
089 
090 
091 

092 
093 
094 
095 

096 
097 
098 
099 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 

Syria-Israel 
Yemen-UK 
Honduras-Nicaragua 
Israel-Syria 
Spain-Morocco 
Panama Revolutionaries Conflict 
France-Tunisia 
Egypt-Sudan 
India-Pakistan 
Lebanese Civil War 
China-USA (Quemoy Islands) 
Cambodia-Siam 
North Vietnam-Laos 
France-Tunisia 
Syria-Iraq 
China-Tibet 
China-Nepal 
Cuba-Dominican Republic 
Cuba-Haiti 
China-India 
France-Tunisia 
Congo Conflict 
Pakistan-Afghanistan 
South Vietnam-North Vietnam 
Kurds-Iraq 
Cuba-USA 
Iraq-Kuwait 
France-Tunisia 
USSR-USA (Berlin Air Corridor) 
India-Portugal 
African Territories-Portugal 
Indonesia-Malaysia 
Somalia-Ethiopia 
Eritrea-Ethiopia 
Ethiopia-Somalia 
Netherlands-Indonesia 
China-Taiwan 
Nepal-India 
Syria-Israel 
Egypt-Yemen 
USSR-USA (Cuban Missile 
Crisis) 
Egypt-Saudi Arabia 
India-China 
Somalia-Kenya 
Guinean Security (Conakry 
Raids) 
China-USSR 
Algeria-Morocco 
Cyprus-UK 
Rwanda-Burundi 
North Vietnam-Laos 
Panama-USA 
France-Gabon 
South Vietnam-Cambodia 
Syria-Israel 
North Vietnam-USA 
Israel-Jordon 

Dec.1956 
Jan.1957-Oct.1957 

Apr.1957-Jun.1957 
Jun.1957-Feb.1958 

Nov.1957-Apr.1958 
1958-May 1959 

Feb.1958-May 1958 
Feb.1958 

Mar.1958-Sep.1959 
May 1958-Oct.1958 
Jul.1958-Dec.1958 

Nov.1958-Feb.1959 
Dec.1958-1959 

Feb.1959-Aug.1959 
Mar.1959-Apr.1959 

Mar.1959-Sept.1959 
Apr.1959-Aug.1960 

Jun.1959-Jul.1959 
Aug.1959 

Aug.1959-Feb.1960 
Mar .1960-May 1960 
Jul.1960-Feb.1963 

Sep.1960-May 1963 
Dec.1960-May 1975 

Mar.1961-1966 
Apr.1961-May 1961 
Jun.1961-Oct.1963 
Jul.1961-Sep.1961 

Jul.1961-Nov.1961 
Dec.1961 

1961-1975 
1962-Nov.1965 
1962-Mar.1964 

1962-1992 
1962-1985 

J an.1962-Aug.1962 
Mar.1962-Dec.1962 
Apr.1962-Nov.1962 
Jun.1962-Aug.1963 
Sep.1962-Aug 1967 
Sep.1962-Nov.1962 

Sep.1962-Mar.1964 
Oct.1962-Nov.1962 
Latel962-Sep.1967 

1963-Jan.1978 

Mar.1963-Mar. l 969 
Oct.1963-Sep.1964 

Dec.1963-Nov.1967 
J an.1964-J an.1965 
Jan.1964-end 1966 
Jan.1964-Apr.1964 

Feb.1964 
Mar.1964-Dec.1964 

J un.1964-J ul.1966 
Mid-1964-May 1975 
Dec.1964-Apr.1966 
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107 India-Pakistan 1965-1970 
108 Ghana-Togo Jan.1965-May 1965 
109 Uganda-Zaire Feb.1965-Mar.1965 
110 USA-Dominican Republic Apr.1965-Sep.1966 
111 North Korea-South Korea mid-1965-Mar. l 968 
112 India-Pakistan Aug.1965-Sep.1965 
113 China-India Sep.1965 
114 Lebanon-Israel Oct.1965 
115 Chad-Sudan Nov .1965-Oct. l 966 
116 N amibean Independence 1966-Mar.1990 
117 Ivory Coast-Guinea Mar.1966-Apr.1966 
118 Ghana-Guinea Oct.1966-Nov.1966 
119 Bolivia Guerilla Insurgency Nov.1966-Jul.1970 
120 Zimbabwean Independence 1967-Jan.1980 
121 Guinea-I vary Coast Feb.1967-Sep.1967 
122 Cuba-Venezuela Apr.1967-May 1967 
123 Israel-Egypt Jun.1967 
124 Biafra-Nigeria Jul.1967-Jan.1970 
125 Zaire-Rwanda (mercenaries) Aug.1967-Apr.1968 
126 USSR-Czechoslovakia Aug.1968 
127 Iraq-Kurds Oct.1968-Mar.1970 
128 China-Burma Jan.1969-Nov1969 
129 El Salvador-Honduras Jul.1969 
130 Guyana-Surinam Aug.1969-Nov. l 970 
131 Northern Ireland-UK Aug.1969-1991 
132 North Yemen-Saudi Arabia Nov .1969-J an.1970 
133 Cambodia-USA Jan.1970-Apr.1975 
134 PLO-Jordon Feb.1970-Aug.1971 
135 Iraq-Iran 1971 
136 Tanzania-Uganda 1971-Oct. l 972 
137 Bangladesh-Pakistan Mar.1971-Feb.1974 
138 Iran-DAE Nov.1971 
139 Oman-South Yemen 1972-Aug.1974 
140 Syria-Israel( Golan Conflict) Mar.1972-Jan. l 973 
141 Iran-Iraq Mar.1972-Jun.1972 
142 North Yemen-South Yemen May 1972-Oct.1972 
143 Equatorial Guinea-Gabon Jun.1972-Nov.1972 
144 Iraq-Kuwait Mar.1973-Jul.1975 
145 Israel-Egypt Mid-1973 
146 Israel-Syria Oct.1973-Dec.1974 
147 Turkey-Cyprus Jan-197 4-Jun.1978 
148 Kurds-Iraq Mar.1974-Jul.1975 
149 Israel-Lebanon Apr.1974-Jul.1975 
150 Mali-Upper Volta Dec.1974-Jun.1975 
151 Angola-South Africa 1975-1992 
152 Mozambique-South Africa 1975-1992 
153 Western Sahara 1975-1992 

(Morocco/Mauritania) 
154 Lebanese Civil War Feb.1975-1992 
155 North Korea-South Korea Feb.1975-Jul.1975 
156 Syria-Iraq ( euphrates Dispute) Apr.1975-Latel975 
157 Cambodia-USA May 1975 

(' 'Mayaguez' 'Incident) 
158 Laos-Thailand Jun.197 5-Jan.1976 
159 East Timar-Indonesia Oct.197 5-1992 
160 China-India Oct.1975 
161 Zaire-Angola Nov.1975-Feb. l 976 
162 Cambodia-Thailand Dec.1975-Feb.1976 
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163 Iranian Civil War 1976-1980 
164 Uganda-Kenya Feb.1976-Aug.1976 
165 Bangladesh-India Apr.1976 
166 Kurds-Iraq May 1976-1992 
167 Chad-Libya Jun.1976-Nov.1979 
168 El Salvador-Honduras J ul.197 6-0ct.1980 
169 Thailand-Kampuchea Nov.1976-Dec.1976 
170 El Salvador Conflict Jan.1977-1991 
171 Kampuchea-Thailand Jan.1977-Oct.1978 
172 Zaire-Angola (Shaba Invasion) Mar.1977-May 1977 
173 Ecuador-Peru Jun.1977-Jan.1978 
174 Israel-Lebanon Mid-1977-Late 1977 
175 Egypt-Libya J ul.1977-Sep. l 977 
176 Nicaragua-Costa Rica Oct.1977 
177 Chad Civil War J an.1978-J un.1982 
178 Israel-Lebanon Mar.1978-Jun.1978 
179 Second Invasion of Shaba May 1978 
180 Nicaragua-Costa Rica Sep.1978-Jan.1979 
181 Tanzania-Uganda Oct.1978-May 1979 
182 USSR-Afghanistan (and Civil 1979-1991 

War) 
183 China-USSR J an.1979-Sep.1979 
184 Kampuchea-Vietnam Jan.1979-1991 
185 North Yemen-South Yemen Feb.1979-Feb.1990 
186 Afghanistan-Pakistan Mar.1979-Jul.1979 
187 North Korea-South Korea Mar.1979-Dec.1980 
188 Algeria-Morrocco Jun.1979-Oct.1979 
189 Israel-Syria Jun.1979-Feb.1980 
190 China-Vietnam Aug.1979-J un.1982 
191 Iran-USA (Hostage Crisis) Nov.1979-Jan.198 l 
192 Kampuchea-Thailand Dec.1979-Oct. l 980 
193 Honduras-Nicaragua Jan.1980-1991 
194 Saudi Arabia-North Yemen Feb.1980 
195 Iraq-Iran Feb.1980-1989 
196 India-Bangladesh Nov.1980 
197 Ecuador-Peru Jan.1981-Apr.1981 
198 Cameroon-Nigeria May 1981-Jul.1981 
199 Pakistan-India Jul.1981-Aug.1982 
200 Libya-USA Aug.1981 
201 Malawi-Zambia Aug.1981-Dec.1986 
202 Ugandan Civil War Dec.1981-1990 
203 Israel-Lebanon early 1982-mid-l 983 
204 Zaire-Zambia Feb.1982-Sep.1982 
205 Argentina-UK Apr.1982-Jun. l 982 
206 Afghanistan-Iran Apr.1982 
207 Indonesia-PNG May 1982-Oct. l 984 
208 Libya-Chad (and Civil War) Mid-1982-1992 
209 Laos-Thailand Jun.1982 
210 Sri Lanka-Tamil Conflict Jul.1982-1991 
211 Ghana-Togo Aug.1982-Oct.1982 
212 Guatemala-Mexico Sep.1982-Jan.1983 
213 South Africa-Lesotho Dec.1982 
214 Liberia-Sierra Leone Feb.1983-Mar.1983 
215 Chad-Nigeria Apr.1983-J ul.1983 
216 China-Vietnam Apr.1983 
217 Zaire-Zambia Sep.1983-Jan.1984 
218 USA-Grenada Oct.1983-Dec.1983 
219 India-Bangladesh Dec.1983-Jun.1984 



220 
221 
222 
223 
224 
225 
226 
227 
228 
229 
230 
231 
232 
233 
234 
235 
236 
237 
238 
239 
240 
241 

Vietnam-China 
Ecuador-Peru 
India-Pakistan 
Burma-Thailand 
Turkey-Greece 
Guatemala-Mexico 
Thailand-Laos 
South Africa-Botswana 
North Korea-South Korea 
Nicaragua-Costa Rica 
Mali-Burkina 
India-Pakistan 
USA-Libya 
India-Bangladesh 
Qatar-Bahrain 
Nicaragua-Costa Rica 
Ethiopia-Somalia 
Bouganville-PNG 
Yugoslavian Civil War 
USA-Panama 
Liberian Civil War 
Iraq-Kuwait 

Jan.1984-Mar.1987 
Jan.1984 

early 1984-Sep.1985 
Mar.1984 

Mar.1984-Jan.1988 
Apr.1984 

Jun.1984-Dec.1988 
Oct.1984-May 1986 

Nov.1984 
May 1985-Jun.1985 
Dec.1985-Jan.1986 

1986-1990 
Jan.1986-Apr.1986 
Feb.1986-Apr. l 986 

Apr.1986 
Apr.1986 

Feb.1987-Apr.1988 
Oct.1988-1991 

Mid-1989-1991 
Dec.1989 

Dec.1989- 1991 
Aug.1990 
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APPENDIX III 

LOGLINEAR METHODOLOGY 

The following example of the basic loglinear method used for this 

study is taken from Kennedy (1983) with only minor modifications. 

Sections of the text, and all formulae, have been taken verbatim from 

Kennedy, but an attempt has been made to make the explanation a little 

more user-friendly. This is not a statistics thesis, and I make no claims as 

to the development of loglinear methodology itself. On the contrary, I 

have deliberately followed an established methodological path as laid 

down by Kennedy, Goodman (1971) and others (See chapter 2). The 

example below is provided as a quick reference for those unfamiliar with 

the method, and interested in its basic statistical foundations. 

Let us take as the base for our example the following contingency 

table: 

B 
Marginal 

bl b2 Totals 

A al 33 7 40 
a2 37 23 60 

Marginal 70 30 100 
Totals 

This table is a simple two-dimensional contingency table. By two

dimensional we mean the table contains two variables, A and B. A three 

dimensional table would have three variables, a four dimensional table 
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would be made up of four variables, and so on. Both variables in the 

above table are dichotomous (ie. they contain only two categories each: 

variable A has categories a 1 and a2
, and variable B has categories b 1 and 

b2
) but the methodology is equally applicable to polytomous variables. 

The observed cell frequencies, or the counts in each combination of 

categories, represented by the notation fij (the frequency in the ith 

category of variable A and the jth category of variable B where i and j · 

represent any given category). In this case fij=33, 7, 37, 23. If we were 

interested in exploring the relationship between these two variables we 

would posit a number of causal models which would generate 'expected 

cell frequencies', written Fij , and compare how well the expected cell 

frequencies (Fij) fit the observed cell frequencies (fij), 

In the case of this simple two-dimensional table four different 

models are possible. Each loglinear model is comprised of parameter 

estimates, represented by the greek letter lambda (A), the nature of which 

will soon become apparent. 

The first model we will explore contains only one parameter. That 

is, in this model expected cell frequencies (Fij) for the whole table are 

generated from only one piece of information. This model can be 

written: 

This model is the completely null model. In more complex 

loglinear analysis it is rarely used on its own, but is included as a matter 

of course in all complex models. It is dealt with explicitly here only so 

that we may move logically to the subsequent steps. 



190 

The single parameter in model 1 (A) is the counterpart of the grand 

mean in ANOV A. The model suggests that cell frequencies in the table 

can be explained by using only the grand geometric mean for the table. 

Consider the situation where the data at hand are qualititive, we 

know only the size of our sample, and we wish to know how many cases 

to expect in each of the four cells in the table. We begin by generating 

estimates of the cell frequencies. Because we are essentially dealing with 

proportions a Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimate is most appropriate. 

Where n is the size of the sample, a equals the number of categories in A, 

and b equals the number of categories in B, the ML estimate of expected 

cell frequencies (Fij) is given: 

Fij =nlab 

=100/4 

=25 

That is, the outcomes most likely in the long run are best obtained 

by distributing the n cases uniformly among the ab cells. Therefore, 

using this estimate, the table of expected cell frequencies (Fij) would be as 

follows: 

A a1 

a2 
25 
25 

B 

b2 

25 
25 

Having generated ML estimates of the four expected cell 

frequencies (Fij) the lambda parameter (A) in model 1 can be more 

readily defined. The simple A parameter is the natural logarithm (log to 
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the base e, written ln) of the geometric mean (G) of the expected cell 

frequencies advanced by the model using ML estimation procedures. 

A=ln G 

(ML estimation of Fij is more complex in higher dimensional tables and 

requires the use of a computer based iterative proportional fitting 

procedure, the explanation of which is beyond the scope of this paper) 

At this point we should define the geometric mean. The more 

familiar arithmetic mean is the sum of the scores divided by n. The 

geometric mean (G) is the nth root of the product of the scores. For a 

two-dimensional table containing dichotomous qualitative variables the 

geometric mean is given: 

ab a b 

G= IT (I, I, fij / ab)l/ab 

ij i j 

If we apply this to the values estimated above we get the following: 

4 

G= I1 (100/4) 114 
ij 

= [(100/4)4]1/4 

= 100/4 

= 25 

Performing a logarithmic transformation on the geometric mean G 

we get the parameter estimate for the single lambda parameter in model 1 

A=3.2189 
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Naturally we will want to know how well the expected frequencies 

fitted by model 1 fit the observed cell frequencies. In this case they fit 

very poorly. 

In multidimensional tables several models may fit the data well, and 

comparison of relative A parameter estimates will assist model selection. 

How this is done will be demonstrated below. 

A second possible model contains two parameters that are thought 

to influence the distribution of cells in the table at hand: 

(Model 2) 

The first model used only the sample size, n, to estimate cell 

frequencies and therefore contained only the one A parameter. This 

model uses two pieces of information: n and the marginal totals for 

variable A, written [A]. [A] is known as a fitted marginal, and A\ is the 

marginal effect of variable A. Loglinear models are commonly denoted 

by their fitted marginals, thus Model 2 would simply be expressed as (A). 

Using only these two pieces of information, n and [A], ML estimates of 

cell frequencies would be made, yeilding the following figures: 

b 
Marginal 

bl b2 Totals 

A al 20 20 40 
a2 30 30 60 

100 

Because we known nothing about B, but we do know the marginal 

totals of A and the total sample size, we evenly distribute the cases 

between the categories of B under the constraints of variable A. 
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The parameters in model 2 can now be more easily defined. The 

first parameter is the natural logarithm of the geometric mean of the cell 

frequencies fitted by the model. The geometric mean is given as: 

ab 

G= (II F ij) 1/ab 

ij 

= (20 · 20 · 30 · 30) 114 

= (360 000)u4 

= 24.4951 

Performing the appropriate logarithmic transformation we find 

that: 

A= ln G= ln 24 .49 51 = 3 .19 8 5 

The second parameter Aai acknowledges the marginal differences in 

[A]. As, in this case, we are dealing with dichotomous variables the A ai 

parameter has two specific estimates, A a1 and 11,a2 . The parameter estimate 

associated with any ith category of A is defined by : 

where G\ is the geometric mean of all fitted cell frequencies 

appearing in the ith level of A. If we take the first category of variable A 

in the current example, Ga1 is: 

a 
Gal= (II F1j)l/a 

i 

= (20 . 20) 112 
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= 20 

the natural logarithm of which is: 

lnGa1 = ln 20 = 2.9957 

Therefore the marginal effect of the first category of [A] can be 

defined as: 

= 2.9957 - 3.1985 

= -.2028 

Because the marginal effects for the whole variable must sum to 

zero only the first effect is usually calculated, ie. as Aa1=-.2028 then 

necessarily Aa2=+.2028. 

Now that we have the numerical values for the parameter estimates 

we can generate an example cell frequency, say F11 . Remembering that 

we are operating under the constraints of Model 2 we calculate : 

= 3.1985+-.2028 

= 2.9957 

To find the actual cell frequency we take the anti-log of 2.9957, 

which gives us F 11=19.9994. Aside from the small error due to rounding 

we have reproduced the cell frequency estimated in the table above where 

F 11 =20. All other cell frequencies can be found in a similar way. 
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Because we are dealing with only a two dimensional table the 

example may seem somewhat simplistic. But the reader will appreciate 

how similarly calculated estimates contribute to the prediction of cell 

frequencies in tables with greater dimensions (ie three or more variables). 

If the cell frequencies produced by Model 2 were to fit the actual 

observed data well we would conclude that we can accurately predict the 

cell values in the table when we only have knowledge of the size of the 

sample (n), and the marginal effect (marginal total or marginal 

distribution) of variable A. 

A third possible model 1s known as the model of mutual 

independence. Such models are used as the null hypotheses throughout 

this paper. The mutual independence model fits the main marginal effects 

of all the variables in the table, thus it posits that the distribution of cell 

frequencies across each variable will be unaffected by the distribution 

within the other variables in the table. If the mutual independence model 

fits the observed data well then we assume the variables in question are 

mutually independent. 

In our working example the mutual independence model would be 

written (A, B) and would fit both the marginal totals of [A] and [B]. 

Expressed in terms of loglinear parameters the mutual independence 

model would be written: 

(ivfodel 3) 

Again in this simple two dimensional case the marginal totals of [A] 

and [BJ easily convert into proportions that act as ML estimators of cell 

frequencies. Thus by fitting [A] and [B] marginals we get the following 

table: 



A a1 

a2 

[B] 

28 
42 

70 

B 
b2 

12 
18 

30 

[A] 

40 
60 

100 
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Having used Model 3 to fit a set of cell frequencies we can look 

more specifically at the individual parameter estimates in the model. The 

first parameter A is the natural logarithm of the geometric mean of the 

table as a whole. The geometric mean can be calculated as: 

ab 

G= (IT Fu)l/ab 

ij 

= (28· 12-42-18) 114 

= (254016) 114 

= 22.4502 

The natural logarithm of this is 

A= ln G= ln 22.4502 = 3.1113 

The marginal effect associated with variable A is calculated using 

the cell frequencies fitted in accordance with the marginal totals of [A]. 

Thus for the first category of A we define "Aa1 as: 



where Ga1 is: 
a 

Gal= (IT F lj) 1/a 
i 

= (28· 12) 112 

= 18.3303 

the natural logarithm of which is: 

lnGa1 = ln 18.3303 = 2.9090 

placing this value into the equation above we can find 'A\: 

= 2.9090-3.1113 

= -.2023 
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natually the parameter estimate for the second category of A must 

be: 'Aa2= +.2023 

The marginal effects for variable B are similarly calculated by 

using the cell frequencies fitted in accordance with the marginal 

information in [BJ, thus 'Ab 1 is defined as: 

b 
Gbl= (IT F1j)l/b 

j 

= (28-42) 112 

= 34.2929 



the natural logarithm of which is: 

lnGb1 = ln 34.2929 = 3.5349 

placing this value into the equation above we can find Ab 1: 

= 3.5349 -3.1113 

= .4236 
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Again, because all parameters sum to zero, the parameter estimate 

for the second category of B must be: )..b2= -.4236 

We can see that the A parameter for variable A is smaller than that 

for variable B so we can say that variable B has a greater main marginal 

effect. 

Now that we have calculated individual A parameters we can again 

see how they can be combined to give specific cell frequencies. As an 

example we can find the frequency for the second category of variable A 

and the first category of variable B, F21 • Based on Model three we can 

calculate: 

= 3.1113 + .2023 + .4236 

= 3.7372 

Finding the anti-log of this to give the actual cell frequency yeilds 

F21 =41.9803. Again we have suffered a minor error due to rounding to 
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four significant figures but the resultant expected cell frequency 1s 

equivalent to that estimated in the fitted table above. 

To this point we can see how A can be used to calculate expected 

cell frequencies, and how they can be used as relative comparisons of the 

size and impact of different marginal effects. 

The last model which we might fit to the example data contains the 

marginal effect of A, the marginal effect of B, and the interactive effect 

of A and B. In standard loglinear model building notation this model is 

written as (A, B, AB). Expressed in terms of parameters the model 

produces logs of the expected cell frequencies according to the following 

equation: 
(Model 4) 

This model is the 'saturated model' for the example two

dimensional contingency table. A saturated model makes use of all the 

tabulated data to fit cell frequencies. In tables of higher dimensionality 

staurated models are not usually of interest because they are not 

parsimonious and do not identify specific influential effects. In this 

simple example the saturated model is presented so that we can see how 

the parameter estimate is calculated for an interactive term (ie. the 

interaction between A and B). In tables with greater numbers of 

variables the whole AB table, which we are using as an example here, 

would itself be a fitted marginal. That is, the interaction between A and 

B would be a piece of marginal information that we would use in the 

same way that we have used the marginal distributions of A and B 

seperately in the above examples. 

In this case, because the table is small and because fitting the single 

interactive term constitutes the saturated model (ie uses all tabulated data), 

we do not require ML estimates of expected cell frequencies (Fij) because 
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in this case expected cell frequencies equal observed cell frequencies 

(Fij=fij), In higher order tables, such as those that will be analysed in this 

thesis, a computer generated iterative proportional fitting algorithm is 

used to give maximum likelihood estimates of cell frequencies. 

The first parameter in Model 4 is the by now familiar log of the 

grand geometric mean. But in this case it uses information from the 

marginal distribution of ·A, the marginal distribution of B, and the 

conditional distribution of A and B. In other words, calculation of 

parameters for Model 4 uses not just the information in the margins of 

our original table, but it also makes use of the ( estimated) cell frequencies 

within the body of the AB table itself (hopefully the reader will see how 

this applies more interestingly to tables of higher dimensionality). The 

first parameter in Model 4 is defined as before: 

A=ln G 

Using the ML estimates of the cell frequencies (which in this 

saturated example are the actual cell frequencies) we can calculate the 

geometric mean as follows: 
ab 

G= err Fij) 1/ab 

ij 

= (33-7-37-23) 114 

= (196581) 114 

= 21.0564 

The natural logarithm of this is 

A= ln G= ln 21.0564 = 3.0472 
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The marginal effect associated with variable A is calculated as 

before, with the obvious difference in estimated cell frequencies. Thus 

for the first category of A we define A a1 as the difference between the 

geometric mean for the cells in the first category of A, and the geometric 

mean for the table as a whole, or: 

The geometric mean for the cells fitted in the first category of A, 

a 
oa,= (IT Flj)l/a 

i 

= (33-7) 112 

= 15.1987 

the natural logarithm of which is: 

Inoa1 = In 15.1987 = 2.7212 

placing this value into the equation above we can find A a 1: 

= 2.7212-3.0472 

= -.3260 

natually the parameter estimate for the second category of A must 

be: Aa2= +.3260 
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The marginal effects for variable B are similarly calculated as the 

difference between the geometric mean for the cells in the first category 

of B and the geometric mean for the table as a whole, thus Ab1 is defined 

as: 

To find A, b 1 we firstly calculate the geometric mean of the cells in 

the first category of B, G\: 

b 
Qbl= en F1j) 11b 

j 

= (33-37) 112 

= 34.9428 

the natural logarithm of which is: 

lnGb1 = ln 34.9428 = 3.5537 

placing this value into the appropriate equation we can find A,b 1: 

= 3.5537-3.0472 

= .5065 

Again, because all parameters sum to zero, the parameter estimate 

for the second category of B must be: A,b2= -.5065 

The (AB) interaction ( sometimes refered to as the 'conditional 

distribution' or the 'association' between A and B is represented by the 

A, \bj parameter in Model 4. The A, aibj parameter can be verbally defined 
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as the variability between the ab geometric mean and the grand geometric 

mean, after partialing out the effects of lnG\ -ln G and lnGbj - lnG. In 

other words, A aibj is the difference between the geometric mean for the 

expected cell frequencies fitted to the AB table and the grand geometric 

mean, once we have controlled for the main marginal effects of A and B. 

This is expressed as: 

The geometric mean for the ith level of A and the jth level of B, or 

G\bj, is in this saturated case the same as the observed cell frequency 

(Gaibj=Pibj), In larger tables the geometric mean for interactive terms is 

calculated using an equation similar to that for calculating the geometric 

mean for a main marginal effect. For example in an ABC table where we 

use the subscript k to denote the various categories of variable C the 

geometric mean of the [AB] marginal sub-table would be found by the 

following equation: 

C 

oaibj= (TI Fijk)l/c 
k 

Leaving that aside, for the current example we can find the 

parameter estimate for the first category of variable A and the first 

category of variable B, Aa 1b1 (given that Ga 1b1=f:.1 1b1 =33, the natural log 

of which is 3.4965): 

= 3.4965 - 2.7212 - 3.5537 + 3.0472 

= .2688 
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If we input this value into the equation suggested by Model 4 we 

can find the expected cell frequency for the first category of variable A 

and the first category of variable B (F11 ) thus: 

= 3.0472 + (-.3260) + .5065 + .2688 

= 3.4965 

Finding the anti-log of 3.4965 to give the actual cell frequency 

yeilds F11 = 32.9998. Again we have suffered a minor error due to 

rounding but we can clearly see how the interactive effect and the main 

marginal effects have combined to produce the expected cell frequency 

that can be found in the original table (ie 33). 

The example that we have worked through here has been 

necessarily limited in its scope, but hopefully it has given the reader a 

basic understanding of how loglinear models are constructed, what A 

parameter estimates are, and how they can be interpreted. To summarise, 

the A parameter estimate for a variable, or for an interaction between two 

variables , can be interpreted as a measure of the degree to which the 

geometric mean of the cell frequencies fitted by that variable or 

interaction differs from the grand geometric mean of the table as a whole. 

That is, each A relates to a fitted piece of marginal information (ie. the 

marginal distribution of frequencies in A), so a large A indicates that 

there is a substantial difference between the expected cell frequencies 

generated by a model which includes the marginal effect in question, and 

the expected cell frequencies which would be generated by a model that 

did not include the marginal effect in question. An interaction between 

two variables which has a large A can be said to be an important term in a 

model because it has an important impact on expected cell frequencies. 



APPENDIX IV 

COX-JACOBSEN POWER SCALE 

This measure of the power of a disputing party is a modified 
version of the Cox-Jacobson Scale (Cox & Jacobson, 1973). 
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The power index score for a nation is calculated by adding its 
scores on the following measures. 

All currency-based measures are in US dollars at current prices. 
Since the purpose of the modified scale was to compare states at a 
particular point in time, it was felt unnecessary to convert figures to 
constant prices, as was done in the original. 

Score 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

Score 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Score 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

GNP 

$ Billion 
0-.9 
1-3 
4-6 
7-9 

10-19 
20-29 
30-39 
40-59 
60-99 

100-199 
200-499 

500+ 

GNP per CAPITA 

$ 
0-199 

200-599 
600-999 

1000-4999 
5000-10000 

10000+ 

POPULATION 

Millions 
0-1.9 
2-19 

20-59 
60-99 

100-249 
250+ 

MILITARY SPENDING 

Score $ Million 
1 0-9 
2 10-50 
3 51-100 
4 101-250 
5 251-500 
6 501-750 
7 751-1,000 
8 1,001-5,000 
9 5,001-10,000 
10 10,001-25,000 
11 25,001-50,000 
12 50,001 + 

TERRITORY 

Score Km2 

0 0-50,000 
1 50,001-200,000 
2 200,001-500,000 
3 500,001-900,000 
4 900,001-2,500,000 
5 2,500,001+ 
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APPENDIX V 

POLITICAL RIGHTS AND CIVIL LIBERTIES 

This is variable was coded according to two seven-point scales 
developed by the Freedom House Survey Team (1990). The domestic 
political behaviour (or human rights record) of each state can be given a 
rating with respect to both 'political rights' and 'civil liberties'. On each 
scale, 1 represents the most free and 7 the least free. The following is a 
slightly modified version of the Freedom House coding criteria 

Score 

1 

2 

3, 4, 5 

POLITICAL RIGHTS 

Criteria 

-Free and fair elections; those elected rule 
-Competitive parties or other political groupings 
-The opposition has an important role and power 
-Self determination or high degree of autonomy 
-Self determination for minority groups, or minority participation 

in government through informal consensus 
-Decentralised political power and free subnational elections 

-Still free, but elements such as violence, political discrimination 
against minorities and foreign or military influence on politics 
may be present. 

-As well as the elements noted in category 2, polities in these 
three categories have increasing levels of: 
-military involvement in politics 
-lingering royal power 
-unfair elections and one-party dominance 
-civil war 

And decreasing levels of: 
-freedom to organise non-governmental parties and political 

groups 
-reasonably free referenda or other significant means of 
popular influence on government 

6 -Repressive polity 
-Military junta, one-party dictatorship, religious hierarchy, or 

autocracy 
-Only minimal political rights, such as competitive local elections 
(This category can include traditional monarchies which mitigate 

their lack of political rights through toleration of political 
discussion and acceptance of petitions from the ruled) 

7 -Political rights are absent or virtually nonexistent 
-Extremely oppressive regime 



Score 

1 

2 

3, 4, 5 

6 

7 

CIVIL LIBERTIES 

Criteria 

-Freedom of expression, assembly, demonstration, religion, and 
association 

-The individual is protected from political violence and harms 
inflicted by the courts and security forces 

-Free economic activity 
-Equality of opportunity 
-Government free of corruption 

-Minor deficiencies in some aspects of civil liber.ties, eg: some 
human rights abuses in the courts, or some press censorship 

-Polities in these categories have increasing levels of: 
-state oppression 
-censorship 
-prevention of free association 
-racial, religious, or sexual inequalities 
-State and anti-state political terror 

-And decreasing levels of: 
-personal freedom 
-freedom of expression, movement, and association 

-Little religious freedom 
-Few personal social freedoms 
-Restricted private business activity 
-Restricted expression and association 
-Political prisoners and other political te1rnr 
-Virtually no freedom 
-Society shaped by an overwhelming and justified fear of a 

repressive state 
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APPENDIX VI 

PARTY INTERNAL HOMOGENEITY 

The internal homogeneity of each each of the disputing parties is 
measured on the basis of religion, language, and race, with the index of 
homogenity an average of the three scores. Each measure is coded 
according to the following criteria: 

Score 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Criteria 
Homogeneous - No single significant majority (10% or 
more of the population) or significant combination of 
smaller minorities ( 15 % or more of the population). 

Having a single significant minority ( 10-25 % of the 
population) or a signficant combination of smaller 
minorities (15-25% of the population). 

Having a majority population (51 % or more) but also 
having a large single minority or group of minorities 
(26-49% of the population) 

No majority group, but only one very large 
minority/plurality population (>30% of population and 
>10% more of population than any other single group). 

Greater fragmentation - More than one very large 
minority or several smaller minorities, but no majority 
or plurality population 



Code 

263 
016 
275 
050 

201 

085 

175 
352 
037 
332 
282 
100 
043 
142 
202 
380 

384 
339 

086 
033 
335 

337 
338 

318 

377 

404 
088 
382 

383 

385 

APPENDIX VII 

MEDIATIOR IDENTITY 

Mediator 
Aakrah- see OAU Advisory Mission 
Abdelghani - see Eyadema 
Abdessalam, Dr. Al (Lybian Sec. for Foreign Liason) 
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Abdullah, Shaik. Leader of the Kashmir Moslem Conference 
Abourezek, J. (former US Senator) & G. Hansen (US house of reps) 
Acheson, Dean. (US) Secretary of State 
Ahidtjo - see OAU Fact Finding Mission 
Ahidijo- see OAU Advisory Mission 
Ahtisaari, Martti. UN Special Representative 
Aka - see UN Mission 
al Yafi, Dr. Salim. Assistant Secretary General of the Arab League 

& Reps of Algeria, Egypt, Kuwait, Lybia,Syria 
Alatas - see A vice 
Alatas - see Dung 
Alatas, Ali. (Indonesia) Foreign Minister 
Algeria (unspecified) 
Algeria/Morocco Arbitration commision 
Algerian and Iranian mediators (unspecified) 
Algerian Mediation Team (unspecified) 
Amin, Idi. (Uganda) President 
Amir of Kuwait 
AN'AD, No1th American Defence Agreement countries 
Angola/UN (unspecified) 
Arab Conciliation Committee ( 4-man) Reps from Egypt, Algeria, 

Lybia, Sudan 
Arab Heads of Government (10) (unspecified) 
Arab League 'Troika' Committee on Lebanon (King Aziz of Saudi 

Arabia, King Hassan of Morocco, President Benjedid of Algeria) 
Arab League (unspecified) 
Arab League Commission of Mediation/Conciliation 
Arab League Committee chaired by Shaikh Sabah al Ahmad al Jabir as 

Sabah (Foreign Minister of Kuwait) 
Arab League Committee on Lebanon ( unspecified) 
Arab League Delegation (Asst. Sec. Gen. Lakhdar ai Ibrahim, Ahmed 

Abdel Aziz Jassem- Kuwaiti Ambassador to Syria) 
Arab League Mediation Committee: Foreign ministers of 

Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Quatar, UAE, and Sudan 
Arab League Political Committee (Lebanon, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, 

Sudan, Yemen 
Arab League Technical Committee (unspecified) 
Arab League, Conference of the Foreign Ministers of 
Arab Mission (4-man): General Nemery of Sudan, M. Bali Ladgham 

of Tunisia, Gen. Sadeq of Egypt, Kuwaiti Defence and Foreign 
Minister 

Arab Mission (8-man): General Nemery's mission plus four more 
officials (unspecified) 
Arab Observer Cease-fire Mission (ACOM) 



265 Arafat (PLO), Arab League (unspecified), Shaik al Sabah (Kuwait) 
299 Arafat, Y assir (PLO) 

Aref - see Bella 
123 Argentina, Brazil, Chile & US 
116 ASEAN Conference 
312 Assad (President of Syria) 
331 Assad (President of Syria) & Vice-President Khaddam (Syria) 
096 Atherton Jr., Alfred. (US) Assistant Secretary of State, Near East 
220 Avarez, Luis Alberto Monge. (Costa Rica) President 
356 A vice, Edwige (France) Ali Alatas (Foreign Minister ofindonesia) 

Aziz - see Sultan 
Aziz, King of Saudi Arabia - see Arab League 'Troika' 

376 Aziz, Prince Sultan ibn Abdul (Saudi Defence Minister) 
311 Aziz, Tareq (Iraqi Information Minister) Mr Ali Ghannam (Iraq) 

Baba - see UN Mission 
Babaugida - see Traore 
Baker - see Shevardnadze 

320 Baker, James (US Secretary of state) 
Balafrej - see Hassan 

039 Bandaranaike, Mrs. (Ceylon) Prime Minister 
083 Bareh, Siyad. (Somalia) President 

Barr - see Niilus 
170 Barroso, J oes Durao. (Portugal) Secretary of State 

Bearogvi - see Eyadema 
237 Beck-Fris, Baron Johan. (Sweden) Retired Diplomat 

Beeley - see Murphy 
239 Bella, Ben. (Algeria) President 

& Aref, Abdul Salam. (Iraq) President 
Bendjedid- see Traore 
Benjedid of Algeria - see Arab League 'Troika' 

075 Bergus, Donald. US Rep in Egypt 
& Steiner, Michael. Head of Egyptian Section of US State Dept. 

017 Bernadotte, Count. UN Mediator in Palestine 
307 Bertoli, Cardinal Paulo, Papal Emmissary 
014 Black, Eugene. World Bank President 
409 Bolivian Jesuit Priest (unspecified) 

Bomboko - see OAU Mission 
Bongo - see Traore 

288 Boschuritz, Rudy ( envoy of US President) 
154 Botha, Pik. (South Africia) Foreign Minister 
268 Bourguiba (President of Tunisia) 
004 Britain (unspecified) 
374 Britain/ USA/ France (unspecified) 
234 Britain/US (unspecified) 
218 Broadbent, Edward. Vice-President of Socialist International 
210 Brockway, Lord., 

& Griffiths, James. (Committee for Peace in Nigeria) 
313 Brown, Dean (US Special Enoy) 
064 Brown, George. (UK) Foreign Secretary 
072 Bull, General Odd. Chief of Staff UN Truce Supervision Org. 
018 Bunch, Dr. R. UN Mediator 

Bunker - see OAS Mediation Committee 
032 Bunker, Ellsworth. (US) Ex-Diplomat. 

Burns - see Hammarskjold 
231 Burns, Major-General. UN Chief of Staff, Truce Supervision Org. 
347 Bush, George (US President) 
194 Caffery, Jefferson. (US) Ambassador to Cairo 
094 Cairo Preparatory Conference 
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101 Callaghan, James. (UK) Foreign Minister 
280 Capucci, Mgr. Hilarian (former Greek Catholic Archbishop of 

Jerusalem) & Mgr John Nolan (Papal secretary to the Holy Land) 
Carrea - see UN Mission 

398 Carrington, Lord (EC Rep.) 
188 Carrington, Lord. (UK) 
093 Carter, Jimmy. (US) President/Private individual 
150 Castro, Fidel. (Cuba) Chairman of the Non-Aligned Movement 
223 Catholic Church, (El Salvador) (unspecified) 

Chatti - see ICO Team 
214 Chidambaram, P. (India), 

& Natwarsingh, K. (India) Personal emissaries to Mrs. Ghandi 
Chiribogan - see OAS Team 

001 Christian, General. CinC; NEI 
336 Church Officials (unspecified) 
249 Clarizo, Mgr. Emanuele. Papal Nuncio 

& UN Observer Team (unspecified) 
243 Clarizo, Mgr. Emanuele. Papal Nuncio in Santo Domingo 

Clarke - see US/Individual deputation 
002 Clarke Kerr, Sir A. British Special Ambassador in Batavia 
133 Cochran, Mark. (US) Rep on UN Indonesia Committee 
181 Cohen, Herman. (US) Assistant Secretary of State 
269 Colombian and Venezuelan Presidents (unspecified) 
011 Commonwealth Prime Ministers 
372 Commonwealth Secretariat (unspecified) 
200 Contact Group 

& Waldheim, Kurt. UN Secretary General 
199 Contact Group: Britain, Canada, France, West Germany, US, 
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(unspecified) 
140 Contadora Group, Foreign Ministers of Colombia, Mexico, Panama, 

& Venezuela 
Conway - see Papal Mission 

119 Coordinating Bureau of the Non-Aligned Countries 
-Mediation Committee; Foreign Ministers of Cuba, India, Malaysia, 

Pakistan, PLO, Yugoslavia, Zambia 
151 Cordovez, Diego. UN Under Secretary-General, special envoy to 

Afghanistan 
114 Crocker, Dr. Chester. (US) Ass. Secretary of State, African Affairs 
322 CSCE (Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe) 
113 Cueller, Perez de. UN Secretary-General 
222 Damas, Archbishop Mgr. Arturo Rivera y. (El Salvador) 
350 Davidow, Jeffrey (US Dep. Asst. Sec. of State) 
361 Davis, Nathaniel (US ambassador to Costa Rica) 
230 de Ridder, Col. UN Chief of staff in Palistine 

Diori - see Tubman 
367 Diori, Hamani (President of Niger) 

Dixit - see Ghandi 
010 Dixon, Sir Owen. (Australia) Judge of Australian High Court 
238 Dorsinville, M. Max. UN Representative 
158 Draper, Morris. Chief US Negotiator in Lebanon 

Drier - see OAS Team 
Dueres - see OAS Mediation Committee 

195 Dulles, John F. (US) Secretary of State 
355 Dung, Roland (Foreign Minister of France) Ali Alatas (Foreign 

Minister of Indonesia) 
278 Duval, Cardinal Leon-Etienne (Archbishop of Algiers) 
301 Dymally, Mergun (US Congressman) 
324 EC 'Troika' / CSCE (unspecified) 



319 EC 'Troika' mission of Foreign Ministers of Luxembourg, Italy, 
Netherlands 

325 EC Foreign Ministers/ US State Department/ Netherlands' Foreign 
minister Hans Vanden Broek 

180 ECOWAS Heads of State 
179 ECOW AS Representatives (unspecified) 
252 Egypt (unspecified) 
317 Egypt, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia (unspecified) 
084 Ekangaki. OUA Secretary-General 
225 El Salvador Bishops (2, unspecified) 
198 Escher, Dr. Alfred Martin. Special rep. to the UN Secretary-General 
171 Espiell, Hector Gros. UN Special Representative 
298 European Community (unspecified) 
176 Evans, Gareth. (Australia) Foreign Affairs Minister 
177 Evans, Gareth. (Australia) Foreign Affairs Minister, 

& Indonesia (unspecified) 
227 Evatt, Dr. UN General Assembly President, 

& Trygvie Lie lJN Secretary-General 
255 Eyadema (Togo) President, 

& Kountche, Lt. Col. Seymi. (Niger) President 
256 Eyadema (Togo) President, 

Kountche, Lt. Col. Seymi. (Niger) President, 
Senghor (Senegal) President, 
Bearogvi (Guinea) Prime Minister, 
Mboumosa, Eteki. (OUA) Secretary-General, 
Abdelghani (Algeria) unspecified representative, 
& Ghalib, Arteh (Somalia) Secretary of State 

Eyadema- see OAU ad hoc Committee on Chad 
105 Fahd, Crown Prince. (Saudi Arabia) 
147 Fahd, King. (Saudi Arabia) 
327 Faisal, Prince Saud al (Saudi Foreign Minister) 

Farah - see UN/OUA 
291 Farooq-Ash-Shar (syrian Foreign Minister) 
091 Ford, Gerald. (US) President 
115 Foreign Ministers of Vietnam, Laos, and PRK 

Porer - see USA Team 
358 Frace /Indonesia/Rep. from UN Security Council (unspecified) 
124 France (unspecified) 
125 France/OAU 
066 Freeman, John. (UK) High Commissioner in India 

& James, Sir Morrice. (UK) High Commissioner in Pakistan 
314 French Mission headed by M. George Gorse 
087 Gaddafi, Muammar. (Lybia) 
211 Garba, Brigadier Joseph. (Nigeria) 
191 Gardiner, Robert. (UN Official)/UN Officials (unspecified) 
082 Ghalib, Omar Arteh. (Somalia) Foreign Minister 

Ghalib- see Eyadema 
215 Ghandi, Mr. (India), 

& Dixit, Mr. (India) 
Ghannam - see Aziz, Tareq 

071 Goldberg, Arthur. (US) Rep at the UN 
Goncalves - see Vatican 

400 Gorbachev, Mikhail & Boris Yeltsin 
294 Gorbachev, Mikhail (President of USSR) 

Gowan - see OAU Fact Finding Miss 
012 Graham, Dr. Frank P. (US) UN Mediator 

Griffiths - see Brockway 
Gromyko - see Kissinger 
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098 Gromyko, Andre. (USSR) Foreign Minister 
270 Guarantor Nations of the 1942 Protocol of Rio de Janeiro: Argentina, 

Brazil, Chile, USA 
Guererro - see OAS Team 

102 Guicciardi, Vittorio Winspeare. UN Special Envoy 
190 Gullion, Mr. (US) Ambassador to Leopoldville 
129 Habib, Philip. (US) Special Ambassador to the Middle East 
126 Haig, Alexander. (US) Secretary of State 
152 Halefoglu, Vahit. (Turkey) Foreign Minister 
235 Hammarskjold, Dag. 

& Major-General Bums 
236 Hammarskjold, Dag. 

& Dr. Urrutia (Colombia) Diplomat 
031 Hammerskjold, Dag. UN Secretary-General 

Hansen (US house of reps) - see Abourezek 
Harirri - see Sultan 
Harirri- see Sultan 

034 Hasounah. Secretary-General of the Arab League. 
353 Hassan (King of Morocco) 
021 Hassan, Prince M. & Balafrej, M. (Moroccan Foreign Minister) 
139 Hayden, Bill. (Australia) Foreign Minister 
293 Heath, Edward (Former UK Prime-Minister) 
323 Hexagonal Central European Grouping- (Yugoslavia), Italy, Austria, 

Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Poland 
302 Houphonet-Boigny, Felix (President of Ivory Coast) and other 

ECOW AS Presidents 
041 Hussein. King of Jordan 
390 Ibrahim (Vice President of Sudan) 

Ibrahim - see Arab League Delegation 
Ibrahim - see Kountche 

342 Ibrahim, Lakhar (Arab League Envoy) 
137 ICO Negotiating Team led by President Tome of Guinea 
138 ICO Team led by Secretary-General Chatti 
122 India (unspecified) 
213 India, 5 member government delegation, (unspecified) 
067 Inda/Pakistani Western Boundary Case Tribunal 
173 Indonesia (unspecified) 
174 Indonesia/France (unspecified) 
266 International Comt of Justice (ICJ) Border Commission 
333 Iran (unspecified) 
283 Iraq, Syria, Jordan (unspecified) 
118 Islamic Conference Organisation GOC, led by Zia (Pakistan) 
023 Ismay, Lord. Secretary-General of NATO 
028 Italy (unspecified) 
149 Italy (unspecified) 
160 Jackson, Elmore. 
221 Jackson, Rev. Jesse 
345 Jacobi, Klaus (Swiss secretary of state) 
315 Jallud, Major (Lybia, Prime minister) 

James - see Freeman 
013 Jarring, Gunnar. Security Council Chairman 

Jassem - see Arab League Delegation 
121 Jawara. (Gambia) President; President ofICO 
019 Jessup, P.C. (US) Ambassador-at -large 
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296 Jordan, Yemen, Palestine, Sudan, the Arab Maghreb, PLO, (Officials 
unspecified) 

217 Jurgen, Hans. Special representative of Socialist International 



362 Justinano, Sr. Renan Castrillo (President of UN Security Council -
Bolivia) 

295 Kahd, King (Saudi Arabia) 
354 Kaifu, Toshiki (Prime Minister of Japan) 

Kaunda - see Vorster 
204 Kaunda, K. (Zambia) President 

& van Niekerk, Prof. (Namibia) 
Keita - see Selassie 
Keita - see Tubman 

040 Kennedy, Pres. J.F. (US) 
165 Kennedy, Robert. (US) Attorney-General 
109 Kenya (unspecified) 
416 Kenyatta (Pres. of Kenya) 

Khaddam - see Assad 
305 Khaddam, Maj. Gen. Hikmat Shehabi (Syrian Chief of staff) 
304 Khaddam, Mr. (syrian Foreign Minister, later Vice President) 

Khatri - see UN Mission 
056 Kheir, Ahmed. (Sudan) Foreign Minister 

Kholi - see Saqqaf 
316 Kholy, Dr Hassan Sabry el (special Arab League envoy) 

214 

003 Killearn, Lord. Special commissioner of the British Govt. for 
S.E.Asia 

344 Kirnnitt, Robert (US under-secretary of state) 
411 King Saud of Saudi Arabia 
090 Kissinger, Henry. (US) Secretary of State 

& Gromyko (USSR) Foreign Minister 
089 Kissinger, Henry. (US) Secretary of State 

Kodjo- see OAU Team 
059 Kosygin, Alexander. Soviet Foreign Minister 
418 Kountche (President of Niger), Maj. Abou Kassem Mohammed 

Ibrahim (Sudan) 
Kountche - see Eyadema 

259 Kuwaiti Charge D'affairs (unspecified) 
042 Kuwaiti Crown Prince 

& Prime Minister Sheikh Sabah al Salu al Sebah 
061 La Pira, Professor G. 

& Pimicerio Dr. M. (Italy) Professors at the University of Milan 
Ladgham - see Arab Mission 

386 Ladgham, M. Bali (ACOM Chairman) 
Lara - see OAS Team 

027 Lebanon (unspecified) 
063 Lewandowski (Poland) Rep on ICC 
178 Liberian Council of Churches 

Lie - see Evatt 
229 Lie, Trygvie. UN Secretary General 
368 Liebert, Father (Rainbow Centre) 

Lobo - see OAS Ivestigation Committee 
Lobo - see OAS Team 

167 Lopez. (Philippines) Foreign Secretary 
135 Lozano, Dr. Alfredo. (Colombia) Member of the UN Commission 
141 Lybia (unspecified) 
182 Lybia/PLO (unspecified) 
276 Macbride, Sean (UNESCO Rep) 
009 MacNaughton, General. (Canada) Security Council Chairman 
136 Mahgoub. (Sudan) Prime Minister 

Marinho - see OAS Mediation Committee 
389 Marshall, David (Singapore Chief Minister) 
196 Marshall, Gen. George C. Special envoy to the President 



069 Martin, Paul. (Canada) External Affairs Minister 
045 Maurer, Ion. Prime Minister of Rumania 
246 Mayobre, Jose A. Ex. Sec. UN Economic comm. for Latin America 
260 Mboumosa, Eteki (OAU Sec. General) 

Mboumosa- see Eyadema 
Mcdermott- see OAS 
McFarlane - see Sultan 

030 Mendres. (Turkey) Prime Minister 
162 Merchant, Mr. Livingstone T. (US) Ambassador to Canada 

Millar - see US/Individual deputation 
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080 Minnoz, Luis Weckman.(Mexico) Ambassador in Bonn;UN Mediator 
253 Mobotu. (Zaire) President, 

& Ngouabi. (Congo) President 
Mobutu - see OAU Fact Finding Miss 

169 Mobutu. (Zaire) President 
172 Mock, Dr. Alois. (Austria) Vice-Chancellor 

Mohr - see OAS Team 
168 Moi, Daniel Arap. (Kenya) President 

& Mugabe, Robert. (Zimbabwe) 
111 Moi, Daniel Arap. (Keyna) President 
095 Mondale, Walter. (US) Vice President 
062 Moore, Victor. (Canada) Senior Rep on the ICC 

Moose- see Owen 
247 Mora, Dr. OAS Representative 
022 Moroccoffunisia (unspecified) 
131 Mubarak, Husni. (Egypt) Vice President 

Mugabe - see Moi 
308 Murphy, Mr. Robert (US State Department, under Pres. Eisenhower) 
414 Murphy, Richard, Casper Weinberger, UN Officials 
145 Murphy, Richard. (US) Asst. Secretary of State for the Near East 
029 Murphy, Robert. (US) Deputy Under-Secretary of State 

& Beeley, Harold. (UK) Superintending Under-Secretary of State 
112 Murray, Sir James. Emissary for "Contact Group": 

-Canada, France, UK, US, West Germany 
Murumbi - see OAU Mission 

309 Murville, M. Maurice Couve de (French Represenataive) 
164 Narasimhan, Mr. C.V. Chef de Cabinet of U Thant 
038 Nasser (Egypt) 

Nasser - see Tito 
N atwarsingh - see Chidambaram 

163 Nehru. (India) Prime Minister 
Nemery - see Arab Mission 

370 New Zealand (unspecified) 
Ngouabi - see Mobotu 

258 Ngouabi, (President of Congo) 
Niekerk- see Kaunda 

392 Nigeria, Libya, Cameroon, Sudan, Niger (unspecified) 
393 Nigeria, Libya, Cameroon, Sudan, Niger Central African Republic 

( unspecified) 
394 Nigeria, Libya, Cameroon, Sudan, Niger, Central African Republic, 

Senegal, Benin, Congo, Liberia (unspecified) 
193 Niilus, Leopold. 

& Barr, Canon Burgess. WCC Representatives 
000 No Mediation 

Nolan - see Capucci 
264 Non-Agression and Defence Aid Agreement (ANAD) 
079 OAS (unspecified) 
143 OAS 5 member mission: Argentina, Bolivia, Mexico, Panama, US 
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242 OAS Council (unspecified) 
412 OAS Ivestigation Committee led by Sr. Fernando Lobo (Brazil), with 

reps from USA, Arentina, Costa Rica, Paraguay 
248 OAS Mediation Committee: 

-Ellesworth Bunker (US) 
-Dr. Ilmar Penna Marinho (Brazil) 
-Ramon de Clairmont Dueres (El Salvador) 

365 OAS Peace Committee 
244 OAS Peace Mission: Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Guatemala, 

Panama, Uruguay 
077 OAS Team: 

-Alberto Fuertes Mohr (Guatemala) Foreign Minister 
-Fernando Lara (Costa Rica) Foreign Minister 
-Lorenzo Guererro (Nicaragua) Foreign Minister 

078 OAS Team: 
-Dr. Sevilla Sacasa (Nicaragua) Rep on Permanent Council of OAS 
-Reps from Argentina, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Equador, 

Guatemala, US. 
228 OAS Team: 

-Jose Chiribogan (Equador) 
-John Drier (US) 
-Fernando Lobo (Brazil) 
-Louis Quintanilla (Mexico) 
-Guillermo Vallodo (Paraguay) 

271 OAS Team: Reps from USA, Guatemala, Dominican Republic 
216 OAS, President Curazo Odio (Costa Rica) 
396 OAS, President Osorio (El Salvador), Peurifoy &Mcdermott (US 

Ambassadors to Guatemala and Elsalvador), Mgr. Gennaro 
Verolino (Papal Nuncio) 

110 OAU (unspecified) 
406 OAU / International Red Cross (unspecified) 
395 OAU ad hoc Committee on Chad: Benin, Togo, Congo, Guinea, 

Chaired by President Stevens of Sierra Leone and President 
Eyadema of Togo 

157 OAU ad hoc committee. Heads of State of Algeria, Cameroon, 
Mozambique, Nigeria, Senegal. Pres. Bongo (Gabon) chairman. 

205 OAU Advisory Mission: 
-Hailie Selassie 
-General Aakrah 
-President Ahidijo 
-M.D. Telli 

106 OAU Committee of Wise Men: 
-Reps of Guinea, Ivory Coast, Mali, Nigeria,Sudan 

107 OAU Eight Nation Mediation Committee 
076 OAU Fact Finding Mission: 

-Pres. Sengher (Senegal) 
-Pres. Ahidijo (Cameroon) 
-Pres. Mobutu (Zaire) 
-General Gowan (Nigeria) 

055 OAU Foreign Ministers 
057 OAU Heads of State 
254 OAU Mission: 

-Justin Bomboko (Congo-Kinshasa) Foreign Minister 
-Murumbi (Kenya) Vice-President 
-John Williams (Sierra Leone) Minister of Information 

408 OAU special committee and Pres. Al Azhavi (Sudan) 
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407 OAU special committee on Mercenaries: Burindi, Central African 
Republic, Congo-Brazzaville, Congo-Kinshasa, Ethiopia, Rwanda, 
Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia 

262 OAU Team: Dr. Ouko, Mr. Kodjo 
267 OAU Team: Reps from Sudan, Mali, Nigeria, Guinea, Ivory Coast 
156 Obando, Cardinal. 

Obote - see Smith 
Odaka - see Smith 

375 Oman, UAE & Saudi Arabia leaders (unspecified) 
132 Onu, Peter 
081 OPEC (unspecified) 

Ouko - see OAU Team 
185 Owen, David. British Foreign Secretary, 

& Young, Andrew. (US) Ambassador to the UN 
186 Owen, David. British Foreign Secretary, 

Young, Andrew. (US) Ambassador to the UN, 
& Moose, Richard. (US) Assistant Secretary of State for Africa 

187 Owen, David. British Foreign Secretary, 
Young, Andrew. (US) Ambassador to the UN, 
Moose, Richard. (US) Assistant Secretary of State for Africa, 
& Vance, Cyrus (US) Secretary of State 

153 Ozal, Turgut. (Turkey) Prime Minister 
117 Palme, Olaf. (Sweden) Former Prime Minister; UN Mediator 
144 Palmer, Col. R.D. (US) Military Attache in Siam (Chair) 
401 Pankin (Soviet Foreign Minister) 
274 Papal Mission, Mgr. Annibale Bugnihi 
206 Papal Mission: 

-Mgr. Dominic Conway 
-Mgr. Georges Rochan 

360 Papal Nuncio, Envoys of Usa, Mexico, Argentina, Panama 
212 Parthasarathy, Gopalswamy. (India) Special envoy to Mrs. Ghandi 
127 Peru (unspecified) 
128 Peru/US 

Peurifoy - see OAS 
403 PICC (Paris International Conference on Cambodia) 

Pimicerio - see La Pira 
366 Plate, Dr. Juan I. (Paraguay) for OAS Commission 
051 Plaza, Dr. G. (Ecuador) Former President; UN Mediator 
272 PLO Negotiating Team (unspecified) 
065 Pope Paul 
219 Portillo, Lopez. (Mexico) President 
329 Portugal/ USA/ Soviet Union (unspecified) 
292 Primakov, Yeugney (Envoy for President Gorbachev) 

Quintanilla - see OAS Team 
161 Rahman, Prince Musaid bin-Abdur. Saudi Arabian Envoy 
300 Ratsanjani, Hashemi Ali Au bar (President of Iraq) 
245 Red Cross (unspecified) 
303 Riad, Mahmoud (Sec Gen of the Arab League) 
103 Riad, Mahmoud. OAU Secretary-General 
184 Richard, Ivor. British Ambassador to the UN 
233 Riley, Major-General. UN Chief of Staff, Truce Supervision Org. 

Rillye - see Spinelli 
108 Rivero, Dr. Jose Luis Bustamante y. Former President of Peru 

Rochan- see Papal Mission 
Rogavchev - see Soloman 

074 Rogers, William. (US) Secretary of State 
052 Rolz-Bennet, Jose. (Guatemala); UN Mediator 
241 Rolz-Bennett, Jose. UN under secretary for special political affairs 



015 Rostow, Walt W. 
104 Rydbeck, Olaf. (Sweden) Permanent Rep at the UN; UN Mediator 

Sabah (Foreign Minister of Kuwait) -see Arab League Committee 
Sacasa - see OAS Team 

097 Sadat, Anwar. (Egypt) President 
Sadeq - see Arab Mission 

381 Sadeq, Lt. Gen. Mohammed (Egyptian Chief of Staff & envoy to 
President Nasser 

155 Sanchez, Oscar Arias. (Costa Rica) President 
046 Sandys, Duncan. Commonwealth Relations and Colonial Secretary 
388 Saqqaf, Dr. Omar (Saudi Foreign Minister), Dr. Hassan Sabry el 

Kholi (personal envoy to President Sadat of Egypt) 
026 Saudi Arabia (unspecified) 
257 Schaufele, William US Asst. Sec of State for African Affairs 
341 Scheer, Francois (Forgeign Minister of France) 
060 Seaboin, Blair. Rep on ICC 

Sebah - see Kuwaiti Crown Prince 
Selassie - see OAU Advisory Mission 

036 Selassie, Bailie. (Ethiopia) 
& President Keita (Mali) 

035 Selassie, Bailie. (Ethiopia) 
Sengher - see OAU Fact Finding Mission 
Senghor - see Eyadema 

020 Shah of Iran 
343 Shar, Zahir (former King of Afghanistan) 
310 Shehabi, Maj. Gen. (Syrian Chief of Staff) 
209 Sheperd, Lord. Minister of State for Commonwealth Affaris 
330 Shevardnadze, Edward, (Soviet Foreign Minister) James Baker (US 

Secretary of State) 
130 Shultz, George. (US) Secretary of State 
232 Siam/US Chaired by US Military Attache Col. R.D. Palmer 
073 Sisco, Joseph J. (US) Assistant Secretary of State 
207 Smith, Arnold. Commonwealth Secretary-General 
208 Smith, Arnold. Commonwealth Secretary-General, 

Mr. Odaka (Uganda) Foreign Minister, 
& President Obote (Uganda) 

357 Soloman, Richard (US Secretary of State) Iyor Rogavchev (Soviet 
Deputy Foreign Minister) 

371 Solomon Islands (unspecified) 
226 Soto, Alvaro De. UN Envoy 
286 South Africa, Angola, Cuba (unspecified) 
402 Soviet Union and UN Officials (unspecified) 
340 Sozzi, Mgr. Alberto (Vatican Mediator) 
024 Spaak, M. Secretary-General of NATO 
251 Spinelli, Pier. UN European Office Director 

& Rillye, Major General. UN Sec-Gen. Chief Military Advisor 
Steiner - see Bergus, 
Stevens - see OAU ad hoc Committee on Chad 

099 Sudan (unspecified) 
391 Sudan, Libya, Niger (unspecified) 
326 Sultan, Prince Bandar Bin (Saudi Ambassador to US), Mr. 

McFarlane (US Presidents special envoy), Mr. Rafiq al-Harirri 
(Lebanese Businessman) 

328 Sultan, Prince Bandar Bin (Saudi Ambassador to US), Prince 
Abdullah bin Abdul Aziz (Saudi Crown Prince), Mr. Rafiq 
al-Harirri (Lebanese Businessman) 

285 Syria (unspecified) 
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387 Syria mediation team headed by Maj. Gen. Mustafa Tlas, Chief of 
Staff 

334 Syria/ Iran (unspecified) 
120 Syria/Kuwait (unspecified) 
306 Syrian Officials (unspecified) 
277 Team of US Clergymen (unspecified) 
363 Tejera, Sr. Enrique (Venezuela) for Inter-American Peace Conference 

Telli- see OAU Advisory Mission 
166 Thailand (unspecified) 
281 Thomas, John (American Indian activist) 
070 Tito (Yugoslavia) 

& Nasser (Egypt) 
Tlas - see Syria mediation team 
Tome - see ICO Negotiating Team 

410 Toure, Ahmed Sekou (Pres of Guinea) 
351 Traore, Moussa (President of Mali) President Omar Bongo (Gabon 

and OAU Mediator) President Ibrahim Babaugida (Nigeria) 
President Chadli Bendjedid 

364 Trucco, Sr, Manuel (Chile) for Joint Cooperation Committee 
240 Tubman (Liberia) President, 

Diori (Niger) President, 
& Keita (Mali) President 

049 Tuomioja, Sakari. (Finland) Ambassador to Sweden; UN Mediator 
053 U Thant. UN Secretary-General 
146 UN (unspecified) 
378 UN 5-nation Commission to Eritrea: South Africa, Norway, Pakistan 

Burma, Guatemala 
379 UN ad hoc Committee: Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Cnanda, Denmark, 

Ecuador, Greece, Liberia, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Turkey, USA 

008 UN CIP (Kashmir Commission) 
189 UN Conciliation Commission (Congo) 
006 UN GOC 
321 UN Liason Officers 
250 UN Mission: 

-Dey Ould Sidi Baba (Morocco) 
-Mandel Pio Carrea (Brazil) 
-M. Moise Aka (Ivory Coast) 
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413 UN Mission: Maj. Gen. Pamda Rahdur Khatri (Nepal) with reps from 
Colombia, Finland, Poland, Zambia 

007 UN Security Council 
359 UN Security Council, Rep of UN Sec Gen, and Indonesia 
290 UN/OAS, CIAV (IN commission for support and verification) 
289 UN/OAU (unspecified) 
148 UN/OUA 15 member multi-national technical commission 

led by Abdulrahim Abby Farah, UN Under Secretary-General 
159 UNIFIL (unspecified) 
415 UNIFIL, UN Officials, Mr. Brian Urquart 
224 University of El Salvador (unspecified) 

Urquart - see UNIFIL 
Urquhart - see Waldheim 
Urrutia - see Hammarskjold 

005 US (unspecified) 
273 US/Individual deputation led by R. Clarke (former Attorney General) 

and W. Millar (US Senate Committee on Intelligence) 
048 US/UK (unspecified) 
025 US/USSR (unspecified) 
279 USA Team led by Prof. Norman Forer 



261 USA/NATO (unspecified) 
417 Uthman, Abu Bakr (Special Envoy to Pres. Nemery of Sudan) 

Vallodo - see OAS Team 
134 van Langenhove, P. Chairman of the UN Security Council 
399 Vance, Cyrus (UN Special Envoy/former US Sec. of State) 
092 Vance, Cyrus. (US) Secretary of State 

Vance- see Owen 
349 Vatican, Italian Government, & JVC Uoint verification committee) 
348 Vatican, Italian Government, Mgr. Jaime Goncalves (Arch. of Beira) 
297 Vauvell, Michel (France, Head of Foreign Affairs Committee) 
346 Vellayati, Ali Akbar (Iranian Foreign Minister 

Verolino - see OAS 
183 Vorster. (South Africia) Prime Minister, 

& Kaunda (Zambia) President 
373 Vyshinsky, M. (Soviet member on UN Security Council 
203 Waldheim, Kurt. 

&Urquhart, Brian. UN Official 
054 Waldheim, Kurt. 
369 Wallensteen, Dr. Peter 
397 Webster, Bethel (US Rep.) 
197 Wedemeyer, Lt. Gen. Albert. Special envoy to the President 

Weinberger - see Murphy 
287 Western Representatives at the UN (unspecified) 

Williams - see OAU Mission 
068 Wilson, Harold. (UK) Prime Minister 
192 World Council of Churches (unspecified) 

Yafi, Dr. Salim - see al Yafi 
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405 Y amani, Shaik Ahmed Zaiki (Saudi minister of Petroleum and Mineral 
Resources) 

Young - see Owen 
284 Yunis, Maj. Gen. Ibrahim, (Head of Arab League military 

commission) 
Zia - see Islamic Conference 
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APPENDIX VIII 

COMPONENT L2s FOR THE COMBINED CLUSTERS 

Component Component 
Effect L2 DF P< 

Step One: [IP:E] 
(PF) 2.46 1 .20 
(IF) 14.65 1 .001 

(IPF) 8.12 1 .01 

Step Two: [IPFR] 
(IR) .90 1 .50 
(PR) 11.14 1 .001 
(FR) .47 1 .50 

(IPR) 11.16 1 .001 
(IFR) 22.19 1 .001 
(PFR) .11 1 .80 

(IPFR) .67 1 .50 

Step Three: [IPFRE] 
(IE) 2.10 1 .20 
(PE) 10.36 1 .01 
(FE) .72 1 .50 
(RE) 7.46 1 .01 

(IPE) .53 1 .50 
(IFE) .19 1 .70 
(IRE) 3.05 1 .10 
(PFE) .33 1 .70 
(PRE) .25 1 .70 
(FRE) 7.44 1 .01 

(IPFE) 1.05 1 .50 
(IPRE) .14 1 .80 
(IFRE) .09 1 .80 
(PFRE) .47 1 .50 

(IPFRE) .17 1 .70 

Step Four [IPFRES] 
(IS) 1.58 1 .30 
(PS) .01 1 .95 
(FS) .14 1 .80 
(RS) 1.36 1 .30 
(ES) 10.41 1 .01 
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(IPS) .10 1 .80 
(IFS) 3.02 1 .10 
(IRS) .55 1 .50 
(IES) .54 1 .50 
(PFS) 1.06 1 .50 
(PRS) .01 1 .95 
(PES) .24 1 .90 
(FRS) 1.06 1 .50 
(FES) .23 1 .70 
(RES) .98 1 .50 
(IPFS) 3.29 1 .10 
(IPRS) 2.22 1 .20 
(IPES) 4.29 1 .05 
(IFRS) 4.73 1 .05 
(IFES) .54 1 .50 
(IRES) 4.03 1 .05 
(PFRS) .03 1 .90 
(PFES) 3.66 1 .10 
(PRES) .04 1 .90 
(FRES) 3.75 1 .10 

(IPFRS) 2.02 1 .20 
(IPFES) .45 1 .70 
(IPRES) .84 1 .50 
(IFRES) .43 1 .70 
(PFRES) .11 1 .80 

(IFPRES) 3.49 1 .10 

Step Five [IPFRESO] 
(IO) .24 1 .70 
(PO) 2.07 1 .20 
(FO) 13.57 1 .001 
(RO) 35.97 1 .001 
(EO) 6.25 1 .02 
(SO) 10.96 1 .001 

(IPO) .02 1 .90 
(IFO) 6.29 1 .02 
(IRO) 1.27 1 .30 
(IEO) .00 1 .98 
(ISO) .00 1 .98 

(PFO) .55 1 .50 
(PRO) 2.71 1 .10 
(PEO) 6.09 1 .02 
(PSO) 2.15 1 .20 
(FRO) .22 1 .70 
(FEO) .52 1 .50 
(FSO) 4.64 1 .05 



(REO) .43 1 .70 
(RSO) 1.09 1 .30 
(ESQ) 3.99 1 .05 

(IPFO) .00 1 .98 
(IPRO) 2.18 1 .10 
(IPEO) .17 1 .70 
(IPSO) .44 1 .70 
(IFRO) .59 1 .50 
(IFEO) .92 1 .50 
(IFSO) .61 1 .50 
(IREO) .07 1 .80 
(IRSO) 11.85 1 .001 
(IESO) .02 1 .90 

(PFRO) .53 1 .50 
(PFEO) .01 1 .95 
(PFSO) .29 1 .70 
(PREO) 1.11 1 .80 
(PRSO) 2.90 1 .10 
(PESO) 2.06 1 .20 
(FREQ) 1.60 1 .30 
(FRSO) .86 1 .50 
(FESO) .03 1 .90 
(RESO) .71 1 .50 

(IPFRO) .28 1 .70 
(IPFEO) .02 1 .90 
(IPFSO) .26 1 .70 
(IPREO) 1.73 1 .20 
(IPRSO) 3.57 1 .10 
(IPESO) 4.96 1 .05 
(IFREO) .36 1 .70 
(IFRSO) .20 1 .70 
(IFESO) .01 1 .95 
(IRESO) .89 1 .50 

(PFREO) .01 1 .95 
(PFRSO) .08 1 .80 
(PFESO) .01 1 .95 
(PRESO) .02 1 .90 
(FRESO) .31 1 .70 

(Higher order terms not analysed)* 

* Fifth-, sixth- and seventh-order terms could not be analysed 
because because higher-order model parameter estimates were 
unreliable. In order to test higher-order components higher-order 
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full models must be fitted. Unfortunately the fit of full higher-order 
models could not be tested because the number of parameters in these 
models exceeded the number of non-zero fitted cells, thus the degrees 
of freedom were reduced to zero. Essentially, too many sampling 
zeros were encountered in higher-order models to allow reliable 
parameter estimates to be generated. Consequently the full fifth
order model returned a fit equivalent to the saturated model when 
this had not in fact been reached. 
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