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Disaggregating Mediations: The Impact of
Multiparty Mediation

TOBIAS BÖHMELT*

This article disaggregates coalitions of third-party mediators and examines their effectiveness in
interventions. First, it is argued that there is an inverted U-shaped relationship between the size of a
mediating coalition and mediation effectiveness. Secondly, mediators sharing a history of conflict
and distrust will transfer their past relationships to a mediation attempt, making it less effective.
Consequently, states sharing friendly and co-operative ties with each other are more successful in
managing conflicts. Finally, a coalition of mediators that is largely democratic should be more
effective due to a shared culture of peaceful conflict resolution, inclusivity and increased
communication flows. The empirical analysis using data from the Issues Correlates of War Project
for 1965–2000 largely provides support for the theory.

Many third-party attempts for settling disputes do not consist of just one mediator, but a
coalition of mediators who intervene simultaneously.1 The mediation effort of the Contact
Group, i.e., the United States, Russia, France, Britain and Germany, to settle the conflict in
Bosnia in 1994 provides one example out of many. When studying the effectiveness of these
mediation efforts, however, the previous literature largely ignored how ‘multiple mediators’
interact with each other and co-ordinate their intervention. So far, scholars have preferred to
focus on the relations both between the warring parties and actors who either have mediated
in the past or potentially will in the future.2 Very little research tries to answer the question
how ‘multiparty mediation’, i.e., those mediation attempts that involve multiple interveners,
influence conflict settlement outcomes in a systematic way.3
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1 Throughout this article, the term ‘mediation’ (mediate) and ‘intervention’ (intervene) are used
interchangeably.

2 See, for example, Jacob Bercovitch, J. Theodore Anagnoson and Donnette L. Wille, ‘Some
Conceptual Issues and Empirical Trends in the Study of Successful Mediation in International Relations’,
Journal of Peace Research, 28 (1991), 7–17; Jacob Bercovitch and Gerald Schneider, ‘Who Mediates? The
Political Economy of International Conflict Management’, Journal of Peace Research, 37 (2000), 145–65;
Stephen E. Gent and Megan Shannon, ‘It’s Not Who but How: Third Parties and the Peaceful Settlement
of Territorial Claims’ (paper prepared for the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science
Association, Chicago, 2007).

3 Chester A. Crocker, Fen O. Hampson and Pamela Aall, eds, Herding Cats: Multiparty Mediation in
a Complex World (Washington, D.C.: USIP, 1999), p. 9; see also Chester A. Crocker, Fen O. Hampson
and Pamela Aall, ‘Is More Better? The Pros and Cons of Multiparty Mediation’, in Chester A. Crocker,



Nonetheless, disaggregating intervening coalitions and ‘opening the black box’ of those
mediation attempts seem an effort worth making, since combined mediation attempts
are likely to be different from intervention with a single mediator.4 Mediators are driven
by their own incentives, constrained by their own domestic factors and are tied to each
other through various kinds of relationships. They share information and resources,
and pursue other means of synchronizing and/or integrating activities. The Contact
Group, for example, used the combined leverage of resources, intelligence and logistics to
enhance the effectiveness of its intervention. However, a coalition of interveners may
increase the complexity of the mediation process, leading to unanticipated co-ordination
and collective action problems, which ultimately can induce a serious deterioration in
the overall conflict situation. The crisis in Burundi in the 1990s provides an example of
this:5 the sheer number of intervening third parties, i.e., the United Nations (UN), the
European Union or the Arusha Group of states, eventually undermined official claims
that the international community itself wanted peace, since the interests, motivation and
agendas of each of the mediators did not necessarily overlap. The UN Secretary-General
Ban Ki-Moon emphasized accordingly: ‘Multiple actors competing for a mediation role
create an opportunity for forum shopping as intermediaries are played off against one
another. Such a fragmented international response reinforces fragmentation in the
conflict and complicates resolution’.6

In other words, there are numerous examples of conflict resolution, where a coalition
of mediators either was effective or was unsuccessful in settling a dispute. Although
intervention with more than one mediator can make these attempts ultimately more
synergetic, it may also create conflicts among the third parties that actually hamper
effective dispute management. While such problems have frequently been noted, we still
lack good answers for why this may occur. Comprehensive studies seeking to address this
question both theoretically and in a rigorous empirical way are surprisingly rare. At the
same time, the existing literature on multiparty mediation produced many contradictory
claims about its effectiveness and overly derives its conclusions from single case studies.
Beardsley and Greig consequently emphasize that there is not yet ‘a clear understanding
of the degree to which the presence of multiple mediators improves or detracts from the
conflict management process’.7

As one of the first steps towards filling this gap, this article develops a new theoretical
framework that approaches the existing claims analytically by drawing on the concepts of
collective action and recent work on collaboration as well as democracy. More
specifically, I first examine the size of an intervening group and argue that size and
mediation effectiveness are characterized by an inverted U-shaped relationship. More
mediators are generally able to create synergy due to combined efforts, making them

(F’note continued)

Fen O. Hampson and Pamela Aall, eds, Turbulent Peace: The Challenges of Managing International
Conflict (Washington, D.C.: USIP, 2001).

4 See Aysegul Aydin and Patrick Regan, ‘Networks of Third-Party Interveners and Civil War
Duration’ (unpublished paper, available from the authors, 2010), p. 2.

5 Chester A. Crocker, Fen Osler Hampson and Pamela Aall, ‘A Crowded Stage: Liabilities and
Benefits of Multiparty Mediation’, International Studies Perspectives, 2 (2001), 51–67.

6 Ban Ki-Moon, Report of the Secretary-General on Enhancing Mediation and its Support Activities
(New York: United Nations Security Council, Document S/2009/189, 2009).

7 Kyle Beardsley and J. Michael Greig, ‘Disaggregating the Incentives of Conflict Management: An
Introduction’, International Interactions, 35 (2009), 243–8, p. 247.
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more effective than a single third party.8 Yet a very large number of interveners implies
higher organizational costs and greater heterogeneity of interests.9 This increases the
chances that co-ordination and collective action problems exist, which ultimately lower
the prospects for effective mediation. Secondly, I analyse multiparty mediation through
conflicting relationships and co-operative interaction between the interveners. Mediators
sharing a history of conflict and distrust will transfer these past relationships to a
mediation attempt, making these interveners less likely to be effective. Consequently,
states having friendly and co-operative interaction with each other are likely to be more
effective in managing conflicts peacefully due to higher communication flows, more trust
and lower transaction costs.10 Finally, I examine the impact of interveners’ regime types
on mediation success. A coalition of mediators that is largely democratic should be more
effective, since these mediators are characterized by a shared culture of peaceful conflict
resolution, inclusivity and increased communication flows.11

This research has important theoretical and empirical implications beyond the usual
scope of work on international mediation. Little systematic work has examined
multiparty mediation, and a better understanding of how combined mediation efforts
can influence conflict resolution may help policy makers use third-party mediation more
successfully. Knowing in advance when co-operation with some states might create
synergies and, conversely, when joint mediation is unlikely to be successful can make a
crucial contribution to how decision makers perceive multiparty mediation. Furthermore,
this article’s theoretical framework introduces new concepts to the study of mediation,
adding to the empirical findings that might influence the rich literature on collective action
and its related problems for conflict and co-operation between actors. I will return to
these topics in greater detail in the analysis section and the conclusion.
In the remainder of the article, I first review the relevant literature on multiparty

mediation in conflict resolution attempts and highlight the many contradictory claims
about its effectiveness. I then develop a theoretical framework in order to approach these

8 See Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats; Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘Is More Better?’
Michael J. Greig and Paul F. Diehl, ‘Softening Up: Making Conflicts More Amenable to Diplomacy’,
International Interactions, 32 (2006), 355–84, pp. 363ff.; Andrew Kydd, ‘When Can Mediators Build
Trust?’ American Political Science Review, 100 (2006), 449–62, pp. 450f.

9 James M. Buchanan and Gordon Tullock, The Calculus of Consent: Logical Foundations of
Constitutional Democracy (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1962); Duncan Snidal, ‘The Politics
of Scope: Endogenous Actors, Heterogeneity, and Institutions’, Journal of Theoretical Politics, 6 (1994),
449–72; see also Mancur Olson Jr, The Logic of Collective Action – Public Goods and the Theory of Groups
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1965).

10 See Robert Axelrod and Robert O. Keohane, ‘Achieving Cooperation under Anarchy: Strategies and
Institutions’, World Politics, 38 (1985), 226–54; Mark J. Crescenzi and Andrew J. Enterline, ‘Time
Remembered: A Dynamic Model of Interstate Interaction’, International Studies Quarterly, 45 (2001),
409–31; Mark J. Crescenzi, Andrew J. Enterline and Stephen B. Long, ‘Bringing Cooperation Back In: A
Dynamic Model of Interstate Interaction’, Conflict Management and Peace Science, 25 (2008), 264–80;
Robert O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1984).

11 See William J. Dixon, ‘Democracy and the Peaceful Settlement of International Conflict’, American
Political Science Review, 88 (1994), 14–32; Gregory A. Raymond, ‘Democracies, Disputes, and Third-
Party Intermediaries’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 38 (1994), 24–42; Jacob Bercovitch and Allison
Houston, ‘Why Do They Do It Like This? An Analysis of the Factors Influencing Mediation Behavior in
International Conflicts’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 44 (2000), 170–202; Sara McLaughlin Mitchell, ‘A
Kantian System? Democracy and Third-Party Conflict Resolution’, American Journal of Political Science,
46 (2002), 749–59.
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claims analytically, drawing on the concepts of collective action and group size,
collaboration via conflict and co-operative interaction as well as regime type. Afterwards,
I detail the research design and, employing data from the Issues Correlates of War Project
(ICOW)12 for 1965–2000, test the theory empirically. The empirical analysis and the
robustness checks largely provide support for the theory, but also show that both
conflicting relations between the interveners and more democratic mediation coalitions do
not seem to be crucially important for settling conflicts peacefully. The article concludes
with a comprehensive discussion about its findings, the implications for policy makers and
the avenues for future research.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The following research disaggregates mediating coalitions by examining how third parties
interact with one other and how this may influence the outcome of mediation attempts. As
stated above, when studying this process, I use the term ‘multiparty mediation’,13 which can
be defined as ‘information sharing, collaborative analysis and strategizing, resource sharing,
formal partnerships and other means of synchronizing and/or integrating activities to make
own individual efforts more effective together as interconnected pieces of a larger peace
process’.14 Building upon this definition, the previous research, although being sparse and
mostly qualitative in its nature, has produced an interesting body of insights.
The most extensive studies on multiparty mediation have been conducted by Crocker,

Hampson and Aall.15 These scholars approach multiparty mediation in a threefold manner.
First, there is simultaneous intervention by multiple mediators who do not necessarily
co-ordinate their efforts. Secondly, conflicts may see sequential mediated intervention that
involves more than one third party. Finally, there are composite actors such as coalitions of
states.16 In this study, I primarily focus on the third ‘composite’ category where third parties
actually form a coalition and seek to represent a single interest.17

12 Paul R. Hensel and Sara McLaughlin Mitchell, Issues Correlates of War Project: User Manual for
ICOW Data, Version 1.1 (available at http://www.icow.org, 2007); see also Paul R. Hensel, ‘Contentious
Issues and World Politics: The Management of Territorial Claims in the Americas, 1816–1992’,
International Studies Quarterly, 45 (2001), 81–109; Paul R. Hensel, Sara McLaughlin Mitchell, Thomas E.
Sowers and Clayton L. Thyne, ‘Bones of Contention: Comparing Territorial, Maritime, and River Issues’,
Journal of Conflict Resolution, 52 (2008), 117–43.

13 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats; Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘Is More Better?’; see also
Susan A. Nan and Andrea Strimling, ‘Coordination in Conflict Prevention, Conflict Resolution and
Peacebuilding’, International Negotiation, 11 (2006), 1–6.

14 See Susan A. Nan, ‘Track I Diplomacy’, in Guy Burgess and Heidi Burgess, eds, Beyond
Intractability. (Boulder, Colo.: Conflict Research Consortium, University of Colorado, 2003).

15 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats; Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘Is More Better?’; Crocker,
Hampson and Aall, ‘A Crowded Stage’. For a detailed overview about the potential benefits and costs of
multiparty mediation, see also Bernd Beber, ‘The (Non-) Efficacy of Multi-Party Mediation in Wars Since
1990’ (unpublished paper, available from the author, 2010).

16 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats, p. 210; Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘Is More Better?’
17 The other two categories are of minor theoretical importance and I leave their examination to future

research. Still, the data I use for the succeeding empirical analysis comprise cases of these two categories
as well, and although I do not specifically address them in my research, controlling for these influences
does not seem to have any substantial effect. Furthermore, in the following, I only focus on states’
multiparty mediation due to the limited availability of data and the fact that states remain ‘the most
successful and enduring forms of social and political organization’ (Bercovitch and Schneider, ‘Who
Mediates?’ p. 147).

4 BÖHMELT



Crocker, Hampson and Aall are aware of the potential of intervention conducted by more
than one mediator. First, their structural theoretical argument suggests that multiparty
mediation implies smaller shares of the fiscal burden and the political risk for each member of
this coalition. These actors can further pool resources and skills and, thus, in principle have
more leverage than a single intervener. Ultimately, this should make a multiparty mediation
more effective than single-party interventions. For example, Argentina, Brazil, Chile and the
United States formed a mediating coalition in 1995 to resolve the boundary dispute between
Peru and Ecuador. Crocker, Hampson and Aall highlight that peace was eventually
established due, in particular, to the combined leverage of these four powerful countries.18

Secondly, multiparty mediation can create effective outcomes as ‘the lead mediator gains
the benefit of the partners’ insights, relationships, credibility, resources, diplomatic ‘‘reach’’,
and political ‘‘balance’’. Broadening, when successful, isolates the spoilers and ‘‘rejectionists’’
common to most conflict situations’.19 The process that led to the Oslo Peace Accords, for
example, was a successful multiparty mediation effort in which the Norwegian mediators
could draw upon the insights of their American partners.20 More specifically, the formal and
public mediation led by the United States was on the verge of failing as both Palestinians and
Israelis were unwilling to take any risks and – in the light of media attention – feared
exposure. Accordingly, Norway – with the full backing of the United States – opened up
confidential channels that directly circumvented these constraints.
These two conditions, however, require that the members of a mediating coalition

largely share similar goals and are willing to work together.21 They further have to
maintain coherence, co-ordinate and sequence their initiatives, as well as have staying
power over the process.22 Garb and Nan emphasize that these factors positively
influenced the establishment of conflict resolution networks in the Georgian–Abkhaz
peace intervention.23 However, since Garb and Nan derive their conclusions from a single
case, it is difficult to know whether the findings also apply to other instances of multiparty
mediation. Similarly, Strimling argues that some level of co-ordination between mediators
is a necessary requirement to achieve effective outcomes.24 She categorizes mediators’
interaction along the clusters of communication, co-ordination, collaboration and
integration. For example, higher forms of communication and co-ordination increase the
understanding and efficacy of resource allocation. Strimling’s analysis lacks empirical
evidence, though, and she consequently highlights that ‘there is need for y much more
rigorous empirical research on the impacts of cooperation’.25

By contrast, and as the title of their book Herding Cats implies, Crocker, Hampson and
Aall26 are rather sceptical of multiparty mediation attempts. The authors emphasize that
caveats of multiparty mediation may be higher complexity and costs, more difficulties in

18 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘A Crowded Stage’, p. 59.
19 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats, p. 230.
20 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘A Crowded Stage’, p. 63.
21 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats, p. 22.
22 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats, pp. 33, 38f.
23 Paula Garb and Susan A. Nan, ‘Negotiating in a Coordination Network of Citizen Peacebuilding

Initiatives in the Georgian-Abkhaz Peace Process’, International Negotiation, 11 (2006), 7–35.
24 Andrea Strimling, ‘Stepping Out of the Tracks: Cooperation between Official Diplomats and Private

Facilitators’, International Negotiation, 11 (2006), 91–127, p. 94; see also Herbert C. Kelman, ‘The Role of an
International Facilitating Service for Conflict Resolution’, International Negotiation, 11 (2006), 209–23.

25 Strimling, ‘Stepping Out of the Tracks’, p. 92.
26 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats; see also Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘Is More Better?’.
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maximizing leverage and potentially conflicting agendas.27 Put differently, multiparty
mediation may lead to serious co-ordination problems and a lack of transparency over the
allocation of responsibilities: ‘Problems of handoff between one peacemaker and the next are
all too frequently encountered when different mediators try to engage parties in negotiations
over a prolonged period of time y During this period, misunderstandings and conflicting
interpretations about implementation are common’.28 The implementation of the Bicesse
Accords in Angola between 1991 and 1993, for example, saw multiple mediators from the
United States, Portugal, Russia or the Organization of African Unity who were able
neither to effectively co-ordinate their intervention nor to agree on a consistent and
coherent agenda for peace.
Summing up, existent research on multiparty mediation has identified crucial aspects of

this complex phenomenon, but often merely describes multiparty mediation processes and
so systematic work remains rare. There are many contradictory claims about the
effectiveness of multiparty mediation, and researchers have often tended to derive overly
strong conclusions from single case studies. I will address this shortcoming in the next
sections by developing a theoretical framework of multiparty mediation and its impact on
effectiveness. More specifically, I offer a new way to interpret the many opposing
arguments on mediating coalitions by focusing on public choice approaches as well as
recent work on collaboration and democracy.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: THE IMPACT OF MULTIPARTY MEDIATION – SIZE,
CONFLICT, CO-OPERATION AND REGIME TYPE

Size

As stated above, one stream in the mediation literature generally argues that a coalition of
mediators is more likely than a single intervener to establish a stable peace agreement.29 First,
Touval and Zartman emphasize that ‘third parties are only accepted as mediators if they are
likely to produce an agreement or help the parties out of a predicament and for this they
usually need leverage’.30 Owing to the combined leverage of a mediating coalition, multiparty
mediation can then create obligations and expectations that help enforce compliance. A single
mediator often lacks the required leverage to solve conflicts effectively and peacefully.
Secondly, states that form part of a mediating coalition have connected issues and interests.
This establishes trust, which is a crucial element for overcoming collective action problems
and being ultimately more effective in settling disputes. Finally, interacting third parties
usually interact more often and more intensively, which facilitates co-ordination and decreases
uncertainty.31 However, I contend that it is likely that there are decreasing returns with respect
to higher levels of mediation effectiveness arising from higher leverage. In other words,

27 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats, pp. 39f.
28 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘Is More Better?’, p. 507.
29 See, for example, Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats, p. 22; Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘Is

More Better?’; Greig and Diehl, ‘Softening Up’, pp. 363f; Kydd, ‘When Can Mediators Build Trust?’,
pp. 450f.

30 Saadia Touval and William I. Zartman, eds, International Mediation in Theory and Practice
(Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1985), at p. 40.

31 See Derrick Frazier and William Dixon, ‘Third-Party Intermediaries and Negotiated Settlements,
1946–2000’, International Interactions, 32 (2006), 385–408, pp. 391ff; Dalia Kaye, ‘Track Two Diplomacy
and Regional Security in the Middle East’, International Negotiation, 6 (2001), 49–77, p. 64.
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multiple mediators are only to a certain extent more effective than a single third party.
Mediating parties vary in terms of their leverage and the larger a coalition of mediating states,
the higher the likelihood of unanticipated problems hindering co-ordination, which ultimately
may cause a sufficiently large coalition of mediators not to contribute significantly more to
effective outcomes than a smaller set of interveners would have done.32

Public choice theorists argue here that the complexity or organizational costs for providing
a public good – in this case global or regional peace – increase with a larger number of
actors.33 Organizational costs increase with group size in two different ways. First, the larger
a group of states try to settle a conflict peacefully, the more likely it is that the intervening
coalition is characterized by a greater heterogeneity of interests.34 This, in turn, makes it more
difficult, both for the mediators and the belligerents, to reach any agreement at all or
anything beyond a minimal consensus. Secondly, states can participate in mediation efforts
without contributing much or anything at all, yet still obtain the reputation of a peaceful
broker afterwards. Beardsley argues in a similar way when suggesting a collective action
problem in which the presence of multiple third parties with the potential to offer mediation
reduces the likelihood that any mediation will take place at all.35 Under these circumstances,
enforcement through monitoring and/or sanctioning is essential in order to prevent states
from free-riding on other states’ mediation efforts.36 Monitoring procedures ensure that
contributions become perceptible for the intervening coalition. In addition, only the prospect
of detecting non-contributions to an effort of international mediation allows states to
sanction defectors accordingly.37 However, with an increasing number of mediators, it is
more costly to organize monitoring devices that provide perceptibility of individual
contributions, and therefore enforcing actors’ compliance becomes less likely to succeed.38

To recapitulate, my argument on the impact of coalition size on mediation effectiveness
centres on a mediating coalition’s leverage and organizational costs. I contend that greater
size will increase leverage, but also increase organizational costs. In other words, I expect to
find an inverted U-shaped relationship between coalition size and mediation effectiveness, as
depicted graphically in Figure 1.39 More formally, I postulate the following hypothesis:

HYPOTHESIS 1. The size of an intervening group and mediation effectiveness are char-
acterized by an inverted U-shaped relationship: both small and very large
groups are less likely than medium-sized intervening coalitions to mediate
disputes effectively.

32 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, Herding Cats, p. 40.
33 See Buchanan and Tullock, The Calculus of Consent; Olson, The Logic of Collective Action, pp. 46ff;

John Chamberlain, ‘Provision of Collective Goods as a Function of Group Size’, American Political
Science Review, 68 (1974), 707–16.

34 Snidal, ‘The Politics of Scope’.
35 Kyle Beardsley, ‘Pain Pressure and Political Cover: Explaining Mediation Incidence’, Journal of

Peace Research, 47 (2010), 395–406.
36 James D. Fearon, ‘Bargaining, Enforcement, and International Cooperation’. International

Organization, 52 (1998), 269–306, p. 270; see also Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘A Crowded Stage’.
37 Axelrod and Keohane, ‘Achieving Cooperation under Anarchy’, p. 235; Douglass North,

Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1990), p 57; Olson, The Logic of Collective Action, pp. 45f.

38 See Axelrod and Keohane, ‘Achieving Cooperation under Anarchy’, pp. 234ff; Norman Frohlich and Joe
A. Oppenheimer, ‘I Get by with a Little Help from my Friends’, World Politics, 23 (1970), 104–20; North,
Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance, p. 57; Olson, The Logic of Collective Action, p. 36.

39 See also Buchanan and Tullock, The Calculus of Consent.
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Conflicting and Co-operative Interactions

The overview of the literature showed that previous work on multiparty mediation
effectiveness emphasized the maintenance of coherence and co-ordination between the
coalition members. However, previous research did not unpack this mechanism. In order
to address this in my theoretical framework, I focus on the interactive ties between
mediators in a coalition. In more detail, states in the international system are tied to each
other in multiple forms. Countries may have good and friendly relations with each
other for decades, but they could also share a relationship of common distrust, hostility
and war instead. In turn, this implies that states’ interaction in the past may increase
understanding of countries’ future behaviour and its impact on mediation effectiveness.40

Before examining the likely impact of mediators’ conflicting or co-operative interaction
on mediation effectiveness, however, we first need to define the actual concept in question.
Crescenzi and Enterline elaborate the underlying causal mechanisms of interstate
interaction along four dimensions.41 First, according to ‘accumulation’, if states interact
frequently, then the relationship is well defined, but further interaction also has a
decreasing marginal effect. Secondly, the duration between specific interaction events
matters. The longer the time lapse before a new interaction between states occurs, the less
related they are and the more likely it is that these events will be independent of each
other. Thirdly, the intensity or degree of interstate interaction determines the impact of
these relations. For example, a simple trade dispute is likely to have a significantly smaller
impact on future interaction than a previous full-scale war. Finally, the intensity of states’
interaction may change over time. The last interactive event between states does not
disappear immediately, but gradually diminishes over time. As a result, interaction
between states lasts for a certain period, albeit with a different degree of intensity.
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Fig. 1. Expected impact of coalition size on mediation effectiveness

40 See Crescenzi and Enterline, ‘Time Remembered’. See also Aydin and Regan, Networks of Third-
Party Interveners and Civil War Duration.

41 Crescenzi and Enterline, ‘Time Remembered’. See also Gary Goertz and Paul F. Diehl, ‘Enduring
Rivalries: Theoretical Constructs and Empirical Patterns’, International Studies Quarterly, 37 (1993),
147–71, pp. 159f.
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Defining mediators’ interaction along those four dimensions demonstrates that
interaction does not occur in a historical vacuum, varies over time and may well have
different effects on states’ behaviour depending on its intensity. Against this background,
I can formulate the argument on states’ conflicting or co-operative interaction and their
impact on mediation effectiveness quite simply now. If states negotiate with each other or,
as in the focus of this study, a coalition of countries tries to mediate conflicts, their
decisions and the likelihood of certain outcomes are ‘conditioned to some extent by the
prior relationship’.42

On the one hand, mediators sharing a history of conflict and distrust will convey this
relation into the mediation process. If states in multiparty mediations are connected via
‘negative’ ties, it is rather unlikely that they will be able to establish a culture of co-ordination,
but will face communication and co-ordination difficulties instead.43 This makes these
mediators less likely to be effective. Coming back to the Contact Group, for example, its initial
mediation efforts have seen severe setbacks due to the aloofness of the Americans towards the
Russians and vice versa. This argument enables me to formulate the next hypothesis:

HYPOTHESIS 2A. The more conflicting the interactions between states in a mediating
coalition, the less effective the mediation attempt.

On the other hand, a coalition of countries sharing friendly and co-operative ties with
each other is likely to be more effective in managing conflicts peacefully. Those ‘positive’
ties between interveners should enhance communication flows and resource sharing as
well as facilitate a common understanding of how to mediate effectively.44 Furthermore,
states that previously shared co-operative relationships with each other are likely to have
encountered similar negotiation situations as mediation bargaining processes earlier.
They are, therefore, familiar with the counterpart’s intentions, preferences and incentives.
This ultimately helps save transaction costs between the mediators, increases the
co-operative efforts and may well induce synergy – despite possible collective action
problems as outlined above.45 My hypothesis on co-operative interactions in multiparty
mediation efforts argues accordingly:

HYPOTHESIS 2B. The more co-operative interactions there are between states in a mediating
coalition, the more effective the mediation attempt.

Regime Type

The final core variable of the theoretical framework pertains to interveners’ regime type in
a mediating coalition. Drawing upon the democratic peace literature,46 democracies have

42 Crescenzi and Enterline, ‘Time Remembered’, p. 410.
43 Garb and Nan, ‘Negotiating in a Coordination Network of Citizen Peacebuilding Initiatives in the

Georgian-Abkhaz Peace Process’.
44 Kelman, ‘The Role of an International Facilitating Service for Conflict Resolution’.
45 See Keohane, After Hegemony; Axelrod and Keohane, ‘Achieving Cooperation under Anarchy’.
46 For example, John R. Oneal and Bruce Russett, ‘The Kantian Peace: The Pacific Benefits of

Democracy, Interdependence, and International Organizations, 1885–1992’, World Politics, 52 (1999),
1–37. See also Russell J. Leng and Patrick M. Regan, ‘Social and Political Cultural Effects on the
Outcomes of Mediation in Militarized Interstate Disputes’, International Studies Quarterly, 47 (2003),
431–52.
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a common structural background and a common political culture, which gives these kinds
of regimes more inclusivity, a higher level of transparency and it promotes a common
understanding that induces shared norms. One of the most important norms of
democracies is the peaceful resolution of conflicts.47 This should make democratic
belligerents not only more likely to settle their disputes peacefully, but also have an impact
on the efforts of democratic mediators. For example, Dixon contends that democracies will
be more successful in dispute settlement, since they operate under a norm of bounded
competition that favours the use of compromise and non-violence.48 When intervening,
democracies seek to follow these principles. Similarly, democratic interveners all share,
practise and understand concepts such as limited governments, respect for judicial practices
as well as constitutional constraints.49 Owing to their previous, long-lasting practice and
experience with these issues, democracies will be more likely to settle disputes effectively than
(largely) autocratic coalitions, which are not familiar with them.
In addition, the inclusivity and transparency of democratic systems allows enhanced

communication flows between these sorts of regimes, which facilitates the resolution of
collective action problems in a mediating coalition and, ultimately, makes the mediators
more effective in co-operating with each other. As indicated above, mediators having
more information about each other will ultimately face less uncertainty and thus perceive
their fellow mediators as more trustworthy.50 This is crucial against the background that
effective conflict resolution depends on the ‘credible and truthful transmission of
information’51 – especially towards the belligerents as they primarily demand mediation
from states they can trust.52 By contrast, the promises of autocracies are less likely to be
credible, since there is an ‘insecure hold of power and the absence of an heir’.53 Finally,
increased flows of information allow democracies to co-ordinate their efforts and
resources more effectively.54 Unlike autocracies, democracies tend to have transparent,
open systems, which increase the likelihood that those regimes know about each other’s
‘internal evaluations, their intentions, the intensity of their preferences, and their
willingness to adhere to an agreement even in adverse future circumstances’.55

47 For example, Dixon, ‘Democracy and the Peaceful Settlement of International Conflict’; Raymond,
‘Democracies, Disputes, and Third-Party Intermediaries’; Bercovitch and Houston, ‘Why Do They Do It
Like This?’ Mitchell, ‘A Kantian System?’. Note that autocracies also share a common structural
background, although they certainly lack the thereby induced shared norm of peaceful conflict settlement.

48 Dixon, ‘Democracy and the Peaceful Settlement of International Conflict’.
49 Beth A. Simmons, ‘See You in ‘Court’? The Appeal to Quasi-Judicial Legal Processes in the

Settlement of Territorial Disputes’ in Paul F. Diehl, ed., A Roadmap to War: Territorial Dimensions of
International Conflict (Nashville, Tenn.: Vanderbilt University Press, 1999), pp. 205–37.

50 Sara McLaughlin Mitchell, Kelly M. Kadera and Mark J. Crescenzi, ‘Practicing Democratic
Community Norms: Third Party Conflict Management and Successful Settlements’, in Jacob Bercovitch
and Scott Sigmund Gartner, eds, Empirical Studies in International Mediation (New York: Routledge,
2005), p. 8.

51 Han Dorussen and Hugh Ward, ‘Inter Governmental Organizations and the Kantian Peace – A
Network Perspective’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 52 (2008), 189–212, p. 193.

52 Mark J. Crescenzi, Kelly M. Kadera, Sara McLaughlin Mitchell and Clayton L. Thyne, ‘A Supply
Side Theory of Mediation’ (forthcoming in International Studies Quarterly, but available from
www.unc.edu/home/crescenz/publications), p. 13.

53 Mancur Olson, ‘Dictatorship, Democracy, and Development’, American Political Science Review, 87
(1993), 567–76, p. 571.

54 Ajin Choi, ‘The Power of Democratic Cooperation’, International Security, 28 (2003), 142–53, p. 145.
55 Robert O. Keohane, ‘The Demand of International Regimes’, in Stephen D. Krasner, ed.,

International Regime (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1983), pp. 162–3.
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In short, mediating coalitions that mainly comprise democratic states are characterized
by high levels of communication, co-ordination, collaboration and integration. These
are precisely the four factors that Strimling highlights for multiparty interventions to
be successful.56 Above all, however, (largely) democratic coalitions should all share,
practise and understand the norms of peaceful conflict management. Therefore, my last
hypothesis claims:

HYPOTHESIS 3. The more democratic a coalition of mediating states, the more effective is
the mediation attempt.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Data

I define mediation as a ‘mode of negotiation in which a third party helps the parties to a
dispute find a solution which they cannot find by themselves’.57 Consequently, I consider
all kinds of voluntary, non-coercive third-party interventions of states such as facilitation,
good offices or conciliation as mediation attempts. Cases that involve more than one third
party via a coalition formation are treated as multiparty mediation attempts and I drop
pure military interventions or bilateral conflict managements.58

I employ data from the Issues Correlates of War (ICOW) project.59 The ICOW data
cover territorial claims and maritime claims in the Western Hemisphere and Western
Europe, as well as river claims in those two regions plus the Middle East. Claims are
identified according to explicit evidence of contention involving official representatives
of two or more nation states over the issue type in question. My unit of analysis is a
contentious issue claim with a third-party mediation attempt, while the temporal domain
of my study is from 1965 to 2000 due to data constraints. To illustrate this with an
example, the ICOW data list sixteen mediation attempts – either single-party mediation or
multiparty mediation attempts – for the Falklands War between Argentina and the
United Kingdom. Thus, I consider all sixteen settlement attempts for my analysis, while
each mediation is a separate observation. In total, I obtain 151 contentious issues with
settlement efforts over fifty-five territorial issues, twenty-two river claims and seventy-four
dyadic maritime claims in the period under study.
The data are essentially cross-sectional. However, some temporal dependence may

persist in claims for a specific dyad, as subsequent interventions or settlement attempts are
unlikely to be independent from previous conflict management efforts. To address this

56 Strimling, ‘Stepping Out of the Tracks’.
57 Touval and Zartman, eds, International Mediation in Theory and Practice; see also Bercovitch,

Anagnoson and Wille, ‘Some Conceptual Issues and Empirical Trends in the Study of Successful
Mediation in International Relations’. I have paraphrased Touval and Zartman to present the broadest
possible definition of mediation.

58 Note, however, that this approach only excludes direct or ‘pure’ military interventions. If conflicts
comprise both military interventions and third-party mediations, for example, I do consider these
settlement attempts in my analysis.

59 Hensel and Mitchell, Issues Correlates of War Project; see also Hensel, ‘Contentious Issues and
World Politics’; Hensel, Mitchell, Sowers and Thyne, ‘Bones of Contention’. The advantages of the
ICOW data are twofold. First, they allow comparison across various issues of contention. Secondly, since
the data’s cases are not constrained to situations that become militarized at some point, we are able to
circumvent the problem of selection bias to some extent.
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problem, I cluster the standard errors on claims per dyad and consider a duration variable
that is specified below.

Dependent Variable

The dependent variable measures the effectiveness of third-party settlement attempts
along five categories. First, the third-party mediation may be completely ineffective and
there is no agreement among the belligerents. Secondly, the antagonists may be able to
reach an agreement with the help of third parties, but at least one of the disputants does
not ratify the treaty. Thirdly, although there is an agreement that addresses the issues that led
to the dispute in the first place, at least one of the belligerents does not comply with it.
Fourthly, although all of the warring parties comply with the agreement that was reached,
this still may not end the claim. Finally, if all conflict states comply with an agreement and the
claim is ended, then the effectiveness of a third-party intervention is considered to be at its
maximum. Since the dependent variable follows an ordinal scale, I use ordered probit
regression models to test my hypotheses. Table 1 gives an overview about Effectiveness.

Explanatory Variable

The core variables of interest follow the lines of my theoretical framework. First, I consider a
binary variable that indicates whether a conflict attracted multiparty mediation or not. This
not only gives me leverage for comparing single and multiparty conflict management
interventions, but also tests the literature’s naı̈ve, non-disaggregated claim on multiparty
mediation effectiveness. In my sample, fifty-two settlement attempts (34.44 per cent) saw
multiparty mediation, while ninety-nine cases (65.56 per cent) were mediated by a single
third party. Following my reasoning, I then disaggregate this variable to create an item
counting the number of third parties that were simultaneously involved in an intervention.
This variable ranges in the interval [1; 6]. I include its squared term in some models for
testing my hypothesis on the inverted U-shaped relationship between coalition size and
mediation effectiveness.
Secondly, in order to measure conflicting and co-operative interactions between states

in third-party interventions, I rely on Crescenzi and Enterline’s dynamic model of
interstate interaction.60 This model captures the four dimensions of interstate interaction,

TABLE 1 The Effectiveness of Third-Party Settlement Attempts, 1965–2000

Frequency Percentage

No agreement 73 48.34
Agreement 11 7.28
Ratification 5 3.31
Compliance 46 30.46
End of claim 16 10.60

Total 151 100.00

60 Crescenzi and Enterline, ‘Time Remembered’; see also Crescenzi, Enterline and Long, ‘Bringing
Cooperation Back In’; note that there are also alternative operationalizations for conflicting and
co-operative relationships. Previous studies, for example, rely on the similarity of alliance portfolios as
measured by Kendall’s tb (Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, ‘Systematic Polarization and the Occurrence and
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i.e., accumulation, temporal distance, degree and the rate of change, with two equations.
First, we obtain a growth function:

itg ¼ it�1 þ b
Degreet

Temporal Distt
; ð1Þ

where itg is the interaction level on the growth dimension – either co-operative or
conflicting – for a particular dyad in a specific time unit t, it21 signifies the dyad’s
interaction level in the previous period and b represents some pre-defined weight. Degree
measures a dyad’s current extent of interaction, while Temporal Distt is the time elapsed
since the previous interaction occurred.61

Secondly, interstate interaction is captured by a decay function:

itd ¼ ðe
�aðEvent Temporal Distt

EventHistoryt lj
Þ
Þit�1; ð2Þ

where itd is the interaction on the decay dimension, Event History is the accumulation of
occurrences of either conflict or co-operation between two states up to time t, Event
Temporal Distt signifies the time that has passed since the last event and a weighs the
relative impact of the two factors.62 Combining the growth with the decay function results
in the overall level of interaction between a dyad:

it ¼ itd þ itg: ð3Þ

With these equations, I construct variables for both conflicting and co-operative
interactions between states in mediating coalitions. The variable that measures conflict
relations uses militarized disputes as the negative shocks to a dyadic relationship.63 It is
theoretically bounded in [21; 0] and lagged one year to account for temporal dependency. In
my sample, this variable varies from 20.24 to 0.00. The item for co-operative interactions
among dyads relies on the mutual membership in intergovernmental organizations (IGOs).64

The joint decision of a dyad to join the same IGO(s) in a given year operationalizes
co-operative shocks. This variable is weighed by the number of other nations currently in the
IGO, lagged by one year as well, and I employ a centred version of this item due to its high
pairwise correlation with Size. The final item, Co-operation, ranges from 20.76 to 0.35 in

(F’note continued)

Duration of War’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 22 (1978), 241–67; Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, The War
Trap (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1981) or the S-score (Curtis S. Signorino and Jeffrey M.
Ritter, ‘Tau-b or not Tau-b: Measuring the Similarity of Foreign Policy Positions’, International Studies
Quarterly, 43 (1999), 115–44). With regard to the former, however, I believe that this item it theoretically
too far from my claimed mechanism, since tb essentially measures states’ associations via alliances. With
regard to the latter, D. Scott Bennett and Matthew C. Rupert (‘Comparing Measures of Political
Similarity: An Empirical Comparison of S versus tb in the Study of International Conflict’, Journal of
Conflict Resolution, 47 (2003), 367–93) demonstrate that the S-score suffers from measurement errors and
is artificially skewed towards higher dyadic similarity. In other words, although Crescenzi and Enterline’s
(‘Time Remembered’) dynamic model of interstate interaction is the primary reason for my constrained
temporal domain, the potential bias and measurement error is likely to be lower.

61 See Crescenzi, Enterline and Long, ‘Bringing Cooperation Back In’.
62 Crescenzi, Enterline and Long (‘Bringing Cooperation Back In’) emphasize that the form of this

function constantly drives the value of itd towards zero over time; also, the exponential decay is
accelerated by increases in Event Temporal Dist, but decelerated by increases in Event History.

63 Crescenzi and Enterline, ‘Time Remembered’.
64 Jon Pevehouse, Timothy Nordstrom and Kevin Warnke, ‘The Correlates of War 2 International

Governmental Organizations Data Version 2.0’, Conflict Management and Peace Science, 21 (2004),
101–19; Crescenzi, Enterline and Long, ‘Bringing Cooperation Back In’.
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my sample. Since both the variable on conflicting relations and the item on co-operative
interaction measure in essence interstate interaction at the dyadic level, I operationalize
the mean value for all possible dyads in a mediating coalition as the final variable.
Mediation efforts that only saw one third party obtained the highest possible value for
both conflicting interaction and co-operative relationships.
Thirdly, the overall level of democracy of a mediating coalition is measured by the

average value of all intervening countries’ polity2 value from the Polity IV data,65 ranging
from 210 (full autocracy) to 110 (full democracy).
Although I am primarily interested in the impact of multiparty mediation, I have to

control for variables along the other two conceptual clusters that influence the effectiveness
of intervention attempts, i.e., variables pertaining to the warring parties as well as the
dispute context and its characteristics,66 in order to avoid omitting variables and thereby
biased results. Further, including other determinants of mediation effectiveness controls
for possible selection effects as well, since it may be that only certain types of conflicts
actually see multiparty mediation. Hence, I consider the following variables: first, I include
the belligerents’ regime types in order to address one of the most crucial aspects of the
antagonists. As elaborated above, democracies have common structural backgrounds and
share the norm of peaceful conflict resolution, which will also increase the chances that
fighting parties settle their disputes more effectively.67 The data are taken again from Polity
IV,68 using a weakest link specification where the least democratic country in a dyad
determines the effectiveness of an outcome.
A second control captures another important characteristic of the fighting parties.

Belligerents that approximate military parity, i.e., neither side has a clear military advantage,
are less likely to settle disputed issues effectively.69 Power discrepancies decrease the incentives
for the most powerful country to agree to a peaceful settlement as it stands a better chance of
winning the conflict militarily. Using data from the Correlates of War Project,70 I include the
natural log of the ratio of the stronger country’s capability to that of the weaker country.71

Thirdly, the intensity or the importance of an issue claim is operationalized by Salience,
which measures the characteristics of the issue claim. As Hensel demonstrates, highly salient
disputes are more difficult to resolve and are more likely to lead to a militarized dispute.72

65 Monty G. Marshall and Keith Jaggers, POLITY IV Project: Political Regime Characteristics and
Transitions, 1800–2002. Dataset User’s Manual (College Park: University of Maryland, 2002).

66 Jacob Bercovitch and Jeffrey Langley, ‘The Nature of the Dispute and the Effectiveness of International
Mediation’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 37 (1993), 670–91; Marieke Kleiboer, ‘Understanding Success and
Failure of International Mediation’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 40 (1996), 360–89.

67 For example, Dixon, ‘Democracy and the Peaceful Settlement of International Conflict’; Raymond,
‘Democracies, Disputes, and Third-Party Intermediaries’; Bercovitch and Houston, ‘Why Do They Do It
Like This?’ Mitchell, ‘A Kantian System?’.

68 Marshall and Jaggers, POLITY IV Project.
69 D. Scott Bennett and Allan C. Stam, ‘The Duration of Interstate Wars, 1816–1985’, American

Political Science Review, 90 (1996), 1260–88; David T. Mason and Patrick J. Fett, ‘How Civil Wars End:
A Rational Choice Approach’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 40 (1996), 546–68, p. 550.

70 David Singer, ‘Reconstructing the Correlates of War Dataset on Material Capabilities of States,
1816–1985’, International Interactions, 14 (1988), 115–32.

71 David Singer, Stuart Bremer and John Stuckey, ‘Capability Distribution, Uncertainty, and Major Power
War, 1820–1965’, in Bruce Russett, ed., Peace, War, and Numbers (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1972).

72 Hensel, ‘Contentious Issues and World Politics’; see Hensel, Mitchell, Sowers and Thyne, ‘Bones of
Contention’. See also Jacob Bercovitch and Scott S. Gartner, ‘Is There Method in the Madness of Mediation?
Some Lessons for Mediators from Quantitative Studies of Mediation’, International Interactions, 32 (2006),
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Following Hensel and Mitchell, the sample’s variable ranges [2; 12], with higher values
indicating greater salience.73

Finally, I control both for the context of disputes and existing temporal dependence by
including the duration of an issue claim. Settlement attempts are less likely to be effective
in long-standing conflicts that have ‘witnessed a long history of mutual attack and
atrocity’.74 Hence, the longer the duration of a conflict, the less likely it is that it will end
in an effective settlement.75

EMPIRICAL FINDINGS

Table 2 displays the results of my analysis. I employ four models. First, the focus in
Model 1 is on the effect of multiparty mediation per se and the remaining core

TABLE 2 The Effectiveness of Multiparty Mediation, 1965–2000

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

MultiParty Mediation 0.285 0.704
(0.276) (0.320)**

Size 0.896 1.630
(0.404)** (0.709)**

Size2 20.136 20.287
(0.057)** (0.127)**

Conflict 23.375 23.721 22.192 24.158
(3.030) (3.144) (2.943) (3.326)

Co-operation 1.443 2.154 1.698 2.318
(0.532)*** (0.650)*** (0.498)*** (0.645)***

Democracy 0.015 0.014 0.019 0.014
(0.021) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021)

Belligerents’ Democracy 0.027 0.027
(0.014)* (0.015)*

Capability Ratio 20.238 20.244
(0.078)*** (0.082)***

Issue Salience 20.107 20.107
(0.043)** (0.043)**

Duration 20.000 20.000
(0.000) (0.000)

N 147 130 147 130
Log Pseudo Likelihood 2178.960 2147.213 2176.958 2146.723
Wald x2 10.30 21.89 24.20 23.55
Prob. x2 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.01

Note: Cut points are not reported; clustered robust standard errors in parentheses; *Significant
at 10 per cent; **significant at 5 per cent; ***significant at 1 per cent (two-tailed).

(F’note continued)

329–54; David Quinn, Jonathan Wilkenfeld, Kathleen Smarick and Victor Asal, ‘Power Play: Mediation in
Symmetric and Asymmetric International Crises’, International Interactions, 32 (2006), 442–70, p. 454.

73 Hensel and Mitchell, Issues Correlates of War Project, p. 5.
74 Bercovitch and Langley, ‘The Nature of the Dispute and the Effectiveness of International

Mediation’; Kleiboer, ‘Understanding Success and Failure of International Mediation’, pp. 362f.
75 Touval and Zartman, eds, International Mediation in Theory and Practice.
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explanatory variables. Secondly, in Model 2, I include the controls on the right-hand side
of the model. Finally, Models 3 and 4 follow the same procedure as Models 1 and 2, but
here I replace the naı̈ve approach using a binary item with variables that are the size of an
intervening coalition. Although the signs and standard errors of non-linear models’
coefficients can be interpreted directly, they cannot be considered as slopes or elasticities.
Hence, to unveil the implied magnitude of my substantial findings, Table 3 reports the
average change in the predicted probability across categories of Effectiveness as an
explanatory variable changes from its minimum to its maximum (while holding all other
variables at their means).
Before turning to my core explanatory variables, I briefly discuss the results of the

control covariates. Consistent with the previous literature that emphasized the
importance of these variables,76 most of these items appear to matter for mediation
effectiveness. The signs of the belligerents’ level of democracy and the capability item have
the expected direction, and are statistically significant at the 10 per cent level at least.
Furthermore, Issue Salience has the expected negative sign and is significant at the
5 per cent level. When moving from the minimum towards the maximum of Issue
Salience, for example, the predicted probability of reaching the most effective settlement
decreases by about 16.35 per cent on average across each category of Effectiveness.
However, the coefficient of Duration is approximately zero. The impact of this variable on
the effectiveness of interventions is, therefore, only minor at best.77

Turning to my variables of main interest, I largely find support for the hypotheses. In
particular, Multiparty Mediation and Co-operation exert a positive influence on mediation

TABLE 3 Predicted Probabilities of Mediation Effectiveness, 1965–2000

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Multiparty Mediation 4.5% 11.0%
Size 39.9% 39.6%
Size2 228.9% 228.7%
Conflict 212.6% 213.8% 28.3% 215.2%
Co-operation 22.4% 28.9% 25.2% 30.1%
Democracy 4.8% 4.5% 6.0% 4.6%
Belligerents’ Democracy 8.6% 8.4%
Capability Ratio 219.2% 219.6%
Issue Salience 216.3% 216.4%
Duration 20.8% 21.1%

Note: Change of predicted probabilities of Effectiveness is shown for each independent variable
when moving from the minimum to the maximum; all other variables held at their mean
values; significant variables in bold.

76 For example, Bercovitch and Gartner, ‘Is There Method in the Madness of Mediation?’ Quinn,
Wilkenfeld, Smarick and Asal, ‘Power Play’; Kleiboer, ‘Understanding Success and Failure of
International Mediation’. Despite the huge consistence, however, one critical difference between my
models and the existing ones in the literature is that the latter usually examine mediations of only violent
conflicts, while the ICOW data also include many low-intensity disputes that never turn violent. My
inferences could be influenced by this coding decision and I thank an anonymous reviewer for highlighting
this to me.

77 This result is, for example, mainly consistent with Gent and Shannon, It’s Not Who but How: Third
Parties and the Peaceful Settlement of Territorial Claims, pp. 18ff.
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effectiveness. Both variables are statistically significant with the exception of Model 1, where
Multiparty Mediation does not even approach the 10 per cent level. Those two variables also
have a substantively important influence on the dependent variable. Moving from the
minimum to the maximum value ofMultiparty Mediation increases the predicted probability to
obtain a higher category of Effectiveness by about 7.75 per cent on average. Even more
substantively strong, if interveners share good and friendly relations with each other, they tend
to convey this culture of co-operation into the mediation process. The probability of effective
conflict resolution is raised across each category of Effectiveness by about 26.65 per cent on
average, ifCo-operation changes from its lowest to its highest value. Hence, positive interactions
among mediators, as measured by the joint decision of a dyad to join the same IGO(s) in a
given year, are conveyed into multiparty mediations, making these efforts more effective.
If countries have had hostile and conflicting relations with each other before

intervening in a dispute, then the conflict management outcome should be lower.
Conflict actually has a highly negative impact. On average, the chances to see the most
effective settlement of a dispute decrease by about 12.48 per cent across each category of
Effectiveness, if Conflict changes from its lowest to its highest value. This substantive
effect should be interpreted cautiously, however, due to the insignificance of this variable
in all of my models. Comparing my findings for Conflict and Co-operation basically leads
to the rather surprising conclusion that countries value co-operative relationships more
than conflicting interactions. In other words, if states have had negative encounters in the
past, it is apparently less likely that these experiences are seen as an obstacle for effective
multiparty mediation. On the contrary, my results show that these conflicting relations
are unlikely to matter at all. Note, however, that the insignificance of Conflict may be the
result of selection effects. First, countries having (extremely) hostile relations with each
other may not agree on mediating a dispute simultaneously in the first place. Secondly,
when belligerents ask for mediation, they seek to address states that could favour their
interests.78 In other words, the antagonists seek to avoid a mediating coalition (or a single
mediator) that is biased towards the dyadic counterpart as this would increase the chances
that the mediation outcome might not favour them, but their opponent. Hence, fighting
parties intend to establish a balance between mediators: the larger the bias of one
mediator to a belligerent, the higher the likelihood that the opponent will ask for an
additional state that represents its interest.79 For example, over the course of the conflict
between Israel and the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO), the former frequently
asked the United States to mediate, while the PLO feared that the United States would

78 Crocker, Hampson and Aall, ‘Is More Better?’.
79 Stephen Gent and Megan Shannon, ‘The Effectiveness of International Arbitration and

Adjudication: Getting Into a Bind’, Journal of Politics, 72 (2010), 366–80. In this context, Kydd
(Andrew Kydd, ‘Which Side are You On? Bias, Credibility, and Mediation’, American Journal of Political
Science, 47 (2003), 597–611) argues that a mediator must be biased towards a belligerent if it is to
communicate with it honestly. Rauchhaus (Robert W. Rauchhaus, ‘Asymmetric Information, Mediation,
and Conflict Management’, World Politics, 58 (2006), 207–41) obtains evidence that although biased
mediators may be effective, impartial mediators are even more so. In a subsequent paper, Kydd (‘When
Can Mediators Build Trust?’) discovers that if a mediator is to help resolve a conflict caused by mutual
mistrust, it must be unbiased. However, Savun’s results (Burcu Savun, ‘Information, Bias, and Mediation
Success’, International Studies Quarterly, 52 (2008), 25–47) suggest that biased mediators and interveners
with relevant information yield more effective mediation outcomes. Due to the ambiguity of both theory
and empirical evidence and since my explanation is of a rather ad-hoc nature, I leave this issue and a more
thorough investigation of it to further research.
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merely mirror Israeli interests and therefore, also demanded that the Soviet Union should
mediate. As a result, the United States and the Soviet Union formed mediating coalitions
on various occasions such as during the 1991 peace conference in Madrid – despite their
fairly uncooperative interactions. However, the influence of these multiparty mediations
was low as there was basically no interference from the American and Soviet sponsors,
while the belligerents limited themselves to planning future bilateral negotiations.80

Furthermore, recall that I argued that mediators with a mutual history of conflict and
distrust will convey this relation into the mediation process. Gent shows in this context
that states with conflicting ties or diverging preferences are more likely to form a coalition
in the case of military interventions.81 Under those circumstances, conflicting ties may
well cancel each other out, thereby leading to the overall insignificance of this item.
Most interestingly for my study, the results confirm the first hypothesis of a non-linear

relationship between the size of an intervening group and mediation effectiveness, thereby
rejecting the naı̈ve claim that more mediators are always more effective. Figure 2
illustrates this relationship graphically. While the x-axis signifies the values of Size in
Models 3 and 4, respectively, the predicted probabilities of seeing either value 3 or 4 on
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Fig. 2. Inverted U-shaped relationship between coalition size and mediation effectiveness
Note: Graph displays predicted probabilities for effective mediation attempts based on Models 3 and 4.
All variables apart from Size and Size2 are held at their means.

80 Ezzedine Choukri-Fishere, Against Conventional Wisdom: Mediating the Arab-Israeli Conflict (Oslo:
Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue, 2008).

81 Stephen E. Gent, ‘Strange Bedfellows: The Strategic Dynamics of Major Power Military
Interventions’, Journal of Politics, 69 (2007), 1089–102.
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Effectiveness are shown at the y-axis. Table 2 shows furthermore, for example, that the
turning point associated with the size of an intervening group lies at around 3.29 here
(Model 4: 2.84). In other words, both very small and very large groups of interveners
perform worst in settling disputes peacefully. On the one hand, one intervener on its own
or two third parties that mediate may not have the necessary amount of leverage to create
incentives for the disputants. On the other hand, although very large groups of mediators
may have the necessary leverage, they are more difficult to organize and have a greater
heterogeneity of interests, making them ultimately also less effective. This finding is
robust over a wide variety of model specifications. Adding or suppressing controls from
the model does not alter this result.
Finally, I hypothesized that a higher level of democracy on the intervening side would

increase the chances that disputes are mediated effectively. Although the variable is
positively signed, my findings are inconsistent with that logic. Increasing the interveners’
overall democracy score from its minimum to its highest value slightly raises the
likelihood of more effectively mediated outcomes by 4.98 per cent on average, but
the variable is insignificant in each model. This finding clearly shows that we have to
examine the supply side of multi-mediation more carefully, because there seems to be
much more that has to be uncovered.82 Two potential explanations appear plausible for
this inconclusive finding, however. First, as argued above, democracies share norms of
peaceful conflict resolution and have a common structural background. They are also tied
to each other through higher flows of information. However, effective conflict resolution
might rather depend on the mediators’ interests, their leverage capabilities or mediation
techniques.83 And these factors are largely independent from the (aggregate) regime type
of the intervener(s). Garriga argues in a similar way when stating that democracies are
actually more constrained in their foreign policy due to domestic checks and balances.84

Eventually, this may cancel out the postulated positive impact of democracies’ common
institutional backgrounds, preference similarities and enhanced information flows,
ultimately leading to the observed insignificance of Democracy. Secondly, the provision
of effective conflict settlement may entail collective action problems – especially for
intervening democratic coalitions.85 Although democracies may have an interest in peace
and peaceful conflict resolution, the ‘bonds of friendship’ between democracies can cause
these kinds of states to contribute less than their ‘fair share’, i.e., there might be a
democratic tendency to free-ride in multiparty mediation efforts.86 In other words, the
more democracies there are as third-party interveners in disputes, the more likely it is that
these states will rely on their ‘fraternal obligation’ and expect that other democracies will
provide more leverage or resources for settling a conflict. This forces other interveners,

82 See Beardsley, ‘Pain Pressure and Political Cover: Explaining Mediation Incidence’.
83 Thomas Princen, Intermediaries in International Conflict (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,

1992); Oran R. Young, ‘Intermediaries: Additional Thoughts on Third-Parties’, Journal of Conflict
Resolution, 16 (1972), 51–65.

84 Ana Carolina Garriga, ‘Regime Type and Bilateral Treaty Formalization: Too Many Cooks Spoil
the Soup?’ Journal of Conflict Resolution, 53 (2009), 698–726.

85 Beardsley, ‘Pain Pressure and Political Cover: Explaining Mediation Incidence’; Crocker, Hampson
and Aall, ‘A Crowded Stage’, p. 58; see also Gent, ‘Strange Bedfellows’.

86 Michael C. Desch, ‘Democracy and Victory: Why Regime Type Hardly Matters’, International
Security, 27 (2002), 5–47; see also Mancur Olson Jr and Richard Zeckhauser, ‘An Economic Theory of
Alliances’, in Julian R. Friedman, Christopher Bladen and Steven Rosen, eds, Alliance in International
Politics (Boston, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon, 1970).
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including those that may be less democratic, to compensate for the lost resources and we
conclude that the level of democracy in multiparty mediations does not play a major role
for effective outcomes.

ROBUSTNESS

In order to ensure the robustness of my findings, I changed a variety of model specifications
and reran the estimates. First, the dependent variable’s ‘ratification’ category has only five
observations, meaning that this value could be an outlier category that overestimates my
results. In order to address this, I recoded Effectiveness by grouping the ‘agreement’ and
‘ratification’ categories together. Similarly, given my rather small sample of events, I also
considered all models using a less stratified dependent variable by employing a dichotomous
item for Effectiveness with the value of ‘0’ matching categories 0–2 and the value of ‘1’
matching categories 3 and 4 of the original variable. Both changes did not alter the substance
of my findings.
Secondly, I stated above that mediation efforts and their composition are unlikely to be

independent from previous attempts in a dispute. To further address this issue, I ran models
with a simple count item on the number of previous mediation efforts in a conflict. In
addition, I also created a variable indicating whether it is a particular mediating group’s first,
second, third, etc. attempt in a specific dispute.87 This approach accounts for ‘learning’ and
reciprocity over the course of mediations.88 Although the ‘simple count item’ is not significant
in any model, the more informative ‘learning’ variable is significant at the 1 per cent level and
negative. Thus, subsequent mediation attempts of the same mediator or intervening coalition
are less effective, which may reflect more difficult conflicts or dispute issues in question.
However, my core findings do not change when taking into account possible learning over
mediation attempts.
Thirdly, I then considered a couple of other variables that may influence both

mediation effectiveness and my explanatory variables, although I did not incorporate
these items in my original design. On the one hand, I included a covariate for belligerents’
alliances in order to better capture the relationship between antagonists and a dummy
item indicating whether a dispute broke out due to a territorial claim because these
ones are likely to be the most intense conflicts.89 However, both variables are highly
insignificant in any model specification and the other findings stay the same. On the other
hand, it could well be that the style of a mediation attempt and not the size of a coalition
matter for the prospects for peaceful settlement. Dixon, for example, finds that more
enforcing strategies seem to induce more effective outcomes.90 Against this background,
the ICOW data include dichotomous variables on functional techniques (which attempt
to address the use of the claimed territory but do not address sovereignty questions),
procedural attempts (which address future efforts to settle a claim but do not address
sovereignty directly) and substantive attempts (which address sovereignty over part or all

87 See also Beber, ‘The (Non-)Efficacy of Multi-Party Mediation in Wars Since 1990’, p. 18.
88 Russell J. Leng, ‘Reciprocity in Recurring Crises’, International Negotiation, 3 (1998), 197–226;

Michael Greig and Patrick M. Regan, ‘When Do They Say Yes? An Analysis of the Willingness to Offer
and Accept Mediation in Civil Wars’, International Studies Quarterly, 52 (2008), 759–81.

89 Hensel, ‘Contentious Issues and World Politics’; Hensel, Mitchell, Sowers and Thyne, ‘Bones of
Contention’.

90 William J. Dixon, ‘Third-Party Techniques for Preventing Conflict Escalation and Promoting
Peaceful Settlement’, International Organization, 50 (1996), 653–81.
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of a claimed territory). Therefore, I included these variables in my estimations, but the
results stay the same and there is no substantive difference between the different
mediation strategies as such, i.e., all mediation strategy items are statistically insignificant
while using functional attempts as a baseline category.
Fourthly, one could also argue that it is not only the size of a mediating coalition but the

type of the mediators, i.e., major powers versus small powers that influence the effectiveness
of a third-party settlement attempt. For example, Favretto claims that major powers can rely
on superior intelligence-gathering resources, a higher military effectiveness and are better
equipped for intervening in the most difficult types of disputes.91 In sum, this enables more
powerful states to solve issues of incomplete information, commitment problems and conflicts
of indivisibility more effectively than less powerful actors, which, ultimately, should translate
into higher mediation outcomes. Therefore, following the operationalization of Democracy, I
created a variable for measuring the capabilities of a single mediator or a coalition by the
average value of all the intervening countries’ CINC score from the Correlates of War data.92

Including this variable in any model reveals that mediators’ capabilities have a negative but
insignificant impact on mediation effectiveness. In other words, size plays a more important
role than pure power in the context of multiparty mediation, which again points to a
disconnect between single-party mediations and cases of intervening coalitions.
Fifthly, my theory indicates that there may be problems of selection bias. The decision

to mediate – either unilaterally or as part of a coalition – is itself a strategic consideration.
There are many underlying factors that are likely to influence both the decision to mediate
and mediation effectiveness.93 Although I tried to mitigate the consequences of selection
bias with multiple strategies in the research design, the empirical results indicate that these
problems may persist for some covariates. In order to deal with this issue in more depth,
I ran alternative estimations using a Heckman selection model.94 For these calculations,
the specifications are as follows. First, I employed the entire ICOW dataset, i.e., I did
not drop cases without third-party mediation and hence used as my unit of analysis here
any contentious issue whether or not it attracted settlement efforts. Secondly, the onset
of mediation signified the dependent variable in the selection equation and I used
Effectiveness as the dependent item for the outcome stage. Finally, the explanatory
variables for the first stage comprised the control variables from above, which also represent
usual factors that explain mediation onset, i.e., the intensity of a claim dispute, belligerents’
regime type and their capability scores as well as variables for modelling time dependencies.95

I did not change the model specifications from my core estimations above in order to model
the second stage. The results from these calculations nevertheless showed that it is unlikely
that unmeasured influences in the first stage associated with unmeasured influences in the
outcome equation bias my parameter estimates. The parameter r, which indicates whether

91 Katja Favretto, ‘Should Peacemakers Take Sides? Major Power Mediation, Coercion, and Bias’,
American Political Science Review, 103 (2009), 248–63.

92 Singer, Bremer and Stuckey, ‘Capability Distribution, Uncertainty, and Major Power War,
1820–1965’.

93 Tobias Böhmelt, ‘The Effectiveness of Tracks of Diplomacy Strategies in Third-Party Interventions’,
Journal of Peace Research, 47 (2010), 167–78.

94 James Heckman, ‘Sample Selection Bias as a Specification Error’, Econometrica, 47 (1979), 153–61.
95 I replaced the duration item by a mediation-years variable and different sets of cubic splines. See

Nathaniel Beck, Jonathan N. Katz and Richard Tucker, ‘Taking Time Seriously: Time-Series Cross
Section Analysis with a Binary Dependent Variable’, American Journal of Political Science, 42 (1998),
1260–88.
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the error terms in the selection and the outcome equation are correlated, is statistically
insignificant for the specification in the previous Model 4 (with a p-value of 0.142).
Furthermore, my core results do not change substantially in the selection model, and I still
find an inverted U-shaped relationship between Size and Effectiveness, while Co-operation is
positively signed and significant. Conflict and Democracy remain insignificant.

CONCLUSION

This article has sought to increase our understanding of the impact of multiparty mediation
in third-party conflict resolution. In one of the first quantitative studies to examine this
phenomenon, I have disaggregated the coalition of intervening states and developed a
theoretical framework that examines the outcome of peaceful settlement attempts analytically
according to some of the mediators’ unique characteristics and interactions with each other.
Using data on states’ claims on various issues in 1965–2000, my findings are largely in line

with the theory. In general, multiparty mediation may not necessarily be more effective than
single third-party mediations in bringing conflicts to an end.96 Instead, I found an inverted U-
shaped relationship between the size of the intervening group and effective outcomes. As
elaborated above, the optimal size of a group trying to settle a dispute peacefully seems to be
around three.97 My findings on conflicting and co-operative interaction among mediators are
as expected and consistent with conventional wisdom. Put simply, countries enjoying good
relations with each other are more likely to intervene effectively, while hostile states are less
likely to create synergetic effects. More precisely, the latter may actually decrease the chances
that a conflict will be brought to an end by peaceful means, but my results lack statistical
significance. Finally, although previous research has claimed that a coalition of democratic
intervening states may be more effective in settling issue claims, my findings suggest that the
overall regime type of an intervening coalition is of minor importance.
The policy implications of this article are both crucial and straightforward. First, if

belligerents seek to settle a dispute by peaceful means, then they should demand mediation
from a coalition of states up to a certain size only. If antagonists ignore the size of a mediating
coalition, then less effective outcomes automatically become more likely, hence questioning
the demand for mediation in the first place. Secondly, when allowing a set of states to
intervene, countries should be aware of these mediators’ previous relationships with each
other – in particular with regard to their co-operative interactions. Otherwise, conflicting
instead of synergetic negotiations may occur. Similarly, decision makers willing to mediate
conflicts must be aware of those with whom they are planning to intervene. My results found
evidence that countries with less co-operative attitudes towards another intervener may not
suit as partners in a mediating coalition. Finally, the regime type of intervening states appears
to be a factor that is of little importance. Although I do not intend to reject the idea that some
democratic states may be helpful in a group of mediators, my research indicates that the
chances of effective conflict resolution are not necessarily driven by regime type.
My empirical analysis demonstrates a great deal of support for the theory and certainly

increases our understanding of multiparty mediation. Still, many important questions
remain. For example, the variables I employed in order to examine mediators’

96 This is consistent with, e.g., Beber, ‘The (Non-)Efficacy of Multi-Party Mediation on Wars Since
1990’, p. 20.

97 A caveat here is that six countries comprise the maximum size of an intervening coalition in the
ICOW data.
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interactions are largely of an ex-ante nature. The question that logically follows is whether
other aspects of interaction during a dispute may influence the relationships between
interveners and ultimately the effectiveness of their effort. This is worthy of further
research and data collection efforts. Also, although my analysis indicates that coalitions’
regime types tend to be of minor importance in dispute settlement, this finding runs
against my theoretical expectation and many other studies. Future research might want to
address this and find evidence for or against the alternative explanations I provided
above. Finally, and related to the last avenue for further analyses, there is the issue of
selection bias. Some readers may find my efforts to consider selection here inadequate,
and I agree that it may be a promising avenue for addressing this question more
effectively to consider the issue of why multiparty mediation rather than single third-party
intervention occurs in the first place. On the one hand, a supply-side explanation could
suggest that mediators benefit from shaping conflict outcomes, and hence more than one
third party will try to be involved in a dispute settlement. On the other hand, a demand-
side explanation would argue that multiple third parties are necessary to bring in various
sources of information and leverage, or, as I argued above, to counteract any perceived
biases, such that each belligerent has a third party at the table that more closely represents
their interests. Future research may unveil the factors determining selection of multiparty
mediatiors more effectively than I could do in this study.
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