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ABSTRACT 
 

In the complex environment of International relations, multi-state mediation is often used as a 
method of alternative dispute resolution. Prior scholarly work has developed an understanding of 
the motivations for actors to perform the role as mediator. However, this body of work has not 
discussed how, in multi-state mediation attempts, competing motivations interact within the 
informal negotiation that occurs between mediators before a plan for dispute resolution is 
presented. In order to analyze the affects of these competing motivations on the outcome of the 
mediation, a simultaneous move game was used to develop scenario dependent models and 
hypotheses. Then through two case studies, the models and hypothesis were tested. The results of 
these analyses are that mediator motivations matter and have an affect on the outcome of the 
mediation as a whole. 
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This project’s purpose is to explain the affect of mediation teams on the 

outcome of the dispute they are mediating.  The cohesion and overall agreement 

among the mediation team is paramount in multiparty mediations. Often the 

motivations of those that are members of a mediation team do not agree, and can 

affect the outcome of mediation they are facilitating. The importance of mediation 

team solidarity is no more apparent than in situations found in the realm 

international relations. In a very recent example, the Iranian Nuclear Program 

situation presented an example of mediation team dysfunction. In response to 

United States sanctions over the Ukrainian dispute, Russia was thought to have been 

in the process of sabotaging the P5+1 talks. Although Russia took no such action, 

similar situations have occurred and have damaged mediations in the past.  

The effect of these negative relationships among mediation teams on the 

success of mediations has been studied, but no answer has been provided on the 

intricacies of the relationship between mediators who have conflicting interests. 

The question must then be posed: How do the political motivations of mediators 

affect the outcomes of mediations they are a part of? In an attempt to answer this 

question, I build off of existing mediation literature and set forth a theory that 

maintains that the success of an informal negotiation between mediators is the 

factor that determines the greater success of mediation. 

This theory has important implications on the study and practice of 

multiparty mediation. If an accurate theory can be established on the interactions 

among mediators while at work, then more study can be done to understand the 



process of inter-mediator relationships. In the realm of practice, this theory can 

inform mediation coalitions as to the best composition of such coalitions. This better 

understanding of mediation coalition composition will then lead to less failed 

mediations and less violent conflicts as a result. Also, if it were shown that 

multiparty mediation could become effective, then the likelihood of disputants to 

turn towards this method of conflict resolution would increase. 

Determinates of Mediation Success 

First, in order to understand how the political motivations of mediators 

affect the success of mediation, the determinants of mediation success or failure 

needs to be established. Unfortunately, the field of international mediation is 

unclear on not only what causes mediation success, but also what is the definition of 

mediation success. Kleiboer notes the existence of three standards of mediation 

success, yet only two actually establish an observable definition of successful 

mediation.1 The only definition of success mentioned that is usable for the purposes 

of this analysis were developed by Bercovitch et al. “producing either a ceasefire, a 

partial settlement or a full settlement.”2 In this study, this is the definition of success 

that will be used. As mentioned above, the determinates of mediation success are 

also elusive. In their respective works, Kleiboer and Bercovitch provide a review of 

the literature on the determinates of mediation outcome.3 Most of the work done in 

                                                        
1 Kleiboer, M. (1996). Understanding success and failure of international mediation. Journal of 

Conflict Resolution, 40(2), 360-389.  
2 Bercovitch, J., & Schneider, G. (2000). Who Mediates? The Political Economy of International 

Conflict Management. Journal of Peace Research, 37(2), 145-165. doi: 10.2307/424917 
3 Kleiboer, M. 360-389. ; Bercovitch, J., J. T. Anagnoson, and D. L. Wille. "Some Conceptual Issues and 
Empirical Trends in the Study of Successful Mediation in International Relations." Journal of Peace 
Research (1991): 7-17. 



this field has only focused on the influence of the disputants and the conflict on the 

outcome of the mediation. The characteristics of the disputants are divided into 

three subcategories: regime type, relative power, and the type of relationship 

between the disputants. The characteristics of the conflicts, also divided into three, 

are: duration, intensity, and the issues the conflict is over.  

Focus on the impact of mediators on the outcome of mediations is not as 

extensive as the work that focuses on disputants and conflict. Böhmelt, in his work 

“Disaggregating Mediations: The Impact of Multiparty Mediation,” analyzes the 

impact of multiparty mediation on outcome, but only whether or not multiparty 

mediations affect the outcomes of the mediations, not on how multiparty mediations 

affect mediations.4 This is done through a quantitative study measuring the success 

rate multiparty mediations, leaving the interactions of the mediators and their affect 

on outcome unexplained. 

Roles and Motivations of Mediators 

Throughout history, disputants in international conflicts have resorted to a 

third-party mediator to settle their issues, yet study on the practice is relatively 

new.5 In some of these cases, one mediator is deemed insufficient, and multiple 

parties are invited to act as mediators, spurred on by the belief that with multiple 

parties present a solution can be found quicker. Whether multiparty mediation as a 

practice is successful is still disputed, but what is not disputed is that international 

multi-state mediator coalitions often include rival states, or states with conflicting 
                                                        
4 Bohmelt, T. (2011). Disaggregating Mediations: The Impact of Multiparty Mediation. British Journal 

of Political Science, 41, 859-881. doi: 10.1017/s0007123411000135 
5 Kleiboer, M. (1996). 360-389.  
 



political goals, and that the success of mediations often hang on the relationships, 

and solidarity between the mediators. If the mediators allow their conflicts to 

intrude into the mediation at hand, the mediations will often be used as a tool in 

their own conflict.  

In mediation, there exist two types of mediators: the neutral and the 

principal.6 Neutral mediators have no stake in the mediation, as their own interests 

are only to facilitate conversation and build trust through accurate information 

transmission. The opposite of the neutral mediator is the principal. The principal 

mediator has a personal stake in the issue that desires mediation. Their involvement 

in the mediation is equal parts concern for the resolution between disputants and 

self-interest regarding issues economic, security, and political. When states become 

principal mediators, they interject their desires into the dispute. The mediation is no 

longer about the original dispute, but how all three parties may better achieve their 

preferred payoffs in this new three way bargaining circle.7 To the extent on how 

different the payoffs change is influenced by the power of the principal mediator. 

Principal mediators are chosen based on their ability to achieve a deal; this 

tends to favor powerful states being selected as principal mediators. According to 

Kleiboer, the three main criteria for selection as a mediator are “(im)partiality, 

leverage, and status.”8 While impartiality is viewed as a necessity, there is precedent 

for biased mediator having success. This leaves impartiality as a preferred but by no 

means necessary requirement for successful mediation. The other two requirements 
                                                        
6 Princen, T. (1992). Intermediaries in International Conflict. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 

Press. 
7  Ibid. 
8 Kleiboer, M. (1996). 360-389.  



listed by Kleiboer, leverage and status, are always preferable and are characteristics 

found in the most powerful states. Leverage, defined by Zartman and Touval (1985), 

is the ability of a mediator to make the disputants accept a previously unacceptable 

offer because of the resources available to the primary mediator.9 Status, either 

institutional or positional, is directly linked to the primary mediator’s role and 

standing within the international community.10 In their study on Cold War 

mediation, Bercovitch and Schneider illustrate that mediators are often a regional or 

international power.11 Since principal mediators are both interested in the issue 

being mediated, and are powerful players in either the regional or international 

stage, they must hold certain motivations to enter as mediators. 

These motivations of mediators are crucial to the understanding of 

multiparty mediation. As Zartman and Touval (1985) argue, mediators can hold two 

motives: defensive or expansionary. 12A mediator with a defensive motivation 

involves itself on the grounds that the dispute outcome has a direct affect on the 

state’s interests. This motivation results in a strong desire for the dispute to be 

solved. Expansionary motivations drive mediators to view the dispute only as an 

opportunity to increase influence. They hold the resolution of the initial dispute 

with little to no importance, and therefore are more likely to push solutions that will 

serve their interests first and foremost.  

 

                                                        
9 Zartman, I. W., & Touval, S. (1985). International Mediation: Conflict Resolution and Power Politics. 

Journal of Social Issues, 41(2), 27-45.  
10 Kleiboer, M. (1996). 360-389.  
11 Bercovitch, J., & Schneider, G. (2000). 145-165 
12 Zartman, I. W., & Touval, S. (1985). 27-45. 



Conflicting Motivations 

A multiparty mediation comprised of two principal mediators with 

conflicting motivations becomes a battleground. The motivations of the principal 

mediators paired with their power with-in the framework of the dispute places the 

success of the mediation at the mercy of an informal negation between the 

mediators. The purpose of the negotiation between mediators is to sufficiently 

appease both mediators’ interests in the mediation, as determined by their 

motivations.  If mediators do not reach an agreement in their negotiation, the 

mediation coalition will not be able to offer the disputants a solution, and the 

original dispute will persist. If they do successfully reach an agreement upon a 

solution, then the mediation will succeed in offering a solution to the disputants for 

consideration. The outcome of the informal negotiation between mediators, and 

therefore the more important mediation as a whole, is dependent on their 

motivations.  

Roger Myerson explains best why game theory is an appropriate method of 

analysis, “game theory can serve us in such analyses by providing a framework for 

probing the inextricable connections between our adversaries’ decision problems 

and our own.”13 This informal negotiation between principal mediators is exactly 

the type of situation Myerson says game theory should be used to investigate. By 

eliminating any non-essential decisions, game theory allows for an accurate 

description of a situation by analyzing the payoffs of rational actors, and 

                                                        
13 Myerson, Roger B. Force and Restraint in Strategic Deterrence: A Game-theorist's Perspective. 

Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, 2007. Print. 5. 
 



determining the outcomes based the analysis. The specific type of game used in this 

project, a simultaneous move game, is applicable to the description of the informal 

negotiation between mediators. Simultaneous move games are used to describe 

decisions in which two or more parties are apart, yet only know the preferences and 

possible choices of their co-parties, not what decisions will be made. The outcomes 

of the event, in this case the informal negotiation between mediators, can then be 

predicted by analyzing the decisions of the actors, which are determined by their 

payoffs.  

In this simultaneous move game there are two actors, the principal 

mediators labeled A and B, which can either hold motivations of either expansionary 

or defensive. Each actor is able to make two moves in this situation, either to push 

or settle. Push means to force a mediation solution that is beneficial to that actor’s 

interests and could be faced with opposition from the other actor. Oppositely, settle 

means to accept any mediation solution proposed or cooperate with other 

mediators in order to achieve a solution to present to the disputants of the 

mediation. The moves taken by the two actors are dependent on the preferred 

payoffs of the two actors, which in turn are dependent on the actors’ motivations. 

These payoffs will be listed in rank order down the page. The highest ordered payoff 

is the most preferred while the lowest is the least preferred. Because of the 

characteristic of this informal negotiation there are three different models needed 

to describe the two possible outcomes: success or failure. The importance of these 

outcomes was described in the introductory paragraph of this section, but as a 

reminder: success results in a solution being offered to the disputants, and failure 



ends in a failed mediation.  Below are the payoffs and the explanations for them and 

the three models needed to predict the possible outcomes, with explanations 

directly after each model. 

 

The different payoffs of the two types of mediators are derived from their 

motivations. As previously explained, the motivations of the mediators are derived 

from what each mediator seeks to achieve in this situation. Defensive mediators 

only wish for a solution to the dispute without any conflict, and therefore favor to 

settle in the informal negotiation above pushing their own interests. The first payoff 

is indicative of that preference. In the situation where both mediators are defensive, 

a solution is given to the disputants, and no conflict arises. This is the most 

preferred payoff for a defensive mediator. The next two payoffs are ordered based 

on the self-interested nature of all rational actors. If a mediator is going to push its 

interests, an actor will prefer it pushes its own interests rather than having to 

submit to another. The least preferred payoff is a situation in which both mediators 

push their own interests, the exact opposite of what a defensive mediator desires. 

An expansionary mediator, because it sees the mediation as an opportunity to 

secure more resources for itself, prefers to push its own solution rather than settle. 

The payoffs for an expansionary mediator reflect this. The most preferred payoff is 

Defensive Mediators 
• Settle, Settle – 4 
• Push, Settle – 3 
• Settle, Push – 2 
• Push, Push – -1   

 

Expansionary Mediators 
• Push, Settle – 4 
• Settle, Settle – 3 
• Settle, Push – 2 
• Push, Push – -1  

 



that it will push its solution while the other actor will settle, or accept it. The second 

preference is that both actors settle, resulting in a solution while neither actor gains 

because of it. The last two payoffs for the expansionary mediator are the same as the 

defensive mediator’s payoffs and for the same reasons. In either payoff system, the 

only way for a failure in the informal negotiation, and therefore a failure in the 

mediation as a whole, is when both mediators decide to push. 

  

In the model above, both principal mediators are defensive. In this situation, 

the outcome of the informal negotiation is expected to be a success because both 

actor A and B’s preferred payoffs are to settle. Using these payoffs and the model, no 

other situation can occur when there are two defensive principal mediators.  

 

 



The model above predicts the outcome of the informal negotiation between 

an expansionary actor and a defensive actor. The payoffs of actor A are those of an 

expansionary mediator, and those of actor B correspond with the defensive 

mediator. Working through the model, the only result predicted is that actor A will 

decide to push while actor B will settle. Based on this interaction between the 

payoffs of actor A and B the expected outcome predicted by the model is that the 

informal negotiation will be a success and a solution will be offered to the 

disputants. 



 

 

The third and last model is used to predict the outcome of the informal 

negotiation between two expansionary principal mediators. In this model, each 

actor possesses the payoffs of the expansionary mediator. This creates, what game 

theorists call “a game of chicken”.14  In this type of model, each actor prefers its co-

actor to be “weak” or in this case settle. This creates a situation where there are two 

equally possible outcomes of the game. In one, actor A pushes and actor B settles. 

This is the preferred outcome of actor A. Actor B prefers the outcome where it 

pushes and actor A settles. These situations both rely on one of the actors to give in. 

Because both mediators are set on pushing above settling, the likely hood of either 

actor settling is very low. Because of this reality, the game ends up with the situation 

of both actors pushing. If this occurs the outcome of the informal negotiation 

between the two mediators fails, and the mediation fails with it. 

When examining the informal negotiation between the principal mediators 

using this game theoretical framework, three hypotheses can be developed:  

H1: In situations when both mediators possess a defensive motive, the 

mediation will be a success. 

H2: In situations when one mediator possesses a defensive motive and the 

other possesses an expansionary motive, the mediation will be a success. 

                                                        
14 Dixit, Avinash K., Susan Skeath, and David H. Reiley, Jr. Games of Strategy. 3rd ed. New York: W. W. 

Norton, 2009. Print.  
 



 H3:In situations when both mediators possess expansionary motives, the   

mediation will fail. 

 

Research Design 

In order to test the two hypothesis developed in the last section, I will employ 

three process tracing case studies. The three cases used for analysis are chosen 

based on their ability to best test the hypotheses. This means that they clearly 

exhibit both the independent and dependent variable. The independent variable of 

is the composition of the two principal mediators. There exist three compositions, 

which were the situations modeled: defensive v. defensive, expansionary v. 

defensive, and expansionary v. defensive. The criteria of what determines each 

mediator as principal mediator is based on whether they exhibit the criteria listed 

above: leverage, and international status. The criterion that determines a principal 

mediator as either possessing an expansionary or defensive motivation is also based 

on the exhibition of the factors listed earlier. A defensive mediator must give clear 

indication that their interest in the mediation is a quick and complete resolution of 

the dispute at hand. The expansionary mediator will be chosen based on evidence 

that it is using the mediation as an opportunity to expand power and influence. The 

dependent variable of these case studies is the resolution, which is dichotomous, 

success and failure.  

Even though there are only two possible options for the dependent variable, 

success and failure, the model predicts three categories of cases. The first category 

of cases contains cases in which both mediating parties are defensive mediators. 



These cases are successful because each party only desires the success of the 

mediation. The second category of successful mediation is comprised of results in 

which one mediator holds expansionary motivations while the other is defensive. 

Success in these types of mediations is a result of the defensive mediator accepting 

the solution put forth by the expansionary mediator. Although this scenario exists 

theoretically, it does not exist in reality, as these scenarios will present as single 

party mediations. Cases that fail are a result of the existence of two expansionary 

mediators. In process tracing case studies there must exist intervening factors that 

contribute to the formation of the causal linkage between the independent variable 

and the dependent variable. At this point in the life of this project, those factors have 

yet to be determined. 

Because only two scenarios will present themselves in reality, only two cases 

will be studied in this paper. Taken from the larger universe of international 

multiparty mediations, these case studies will analyze the models that describe 

defensive vs. defensive and expansionary vs. expansionary scenarios. The case that 

describes the defensive only composition is the 1995 Cenepa War mediation in 

which Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and the United States worked to resolve a border 

dispute between Ecuador and Peru. The case analyzing the expansionary only 

composition is the 1967 Six Day War in which both the United States and the Soviet 

Union committed to mediating between Israel and the surrounding Arab states.  

 

 

 



The 1995 Cenepa War 

The first case study will be the mediation of the 1995 Cenepa War between 

Ecuador and Peru that lasted from 1995 to 1998. This situation is used to analyze 

hypothesis one: In situations when both mediators possess a defensive motive, the 

mediation will be a success. The primary mediators in the Ecuador-Peru mediation 

are Brazil, the regional power at the time of this conflict, and the United States, the 

only world power involved in the mediation. First, the background of the Ecuador - 

Peruvian conflict will be given. Then after, an analysis of the mediation will be 

conducted as to test hypothesis 1.  

Background 

This conflict was over disputed territory between Peru and Ecuador 

stretching back to the 1830 when Ecuador succeeded from Gran Columbia. By this 

time the doctrine of uti possedetis de jure was established as the framework for 

deciding newly independent states in the region. This legal instrument established 

that the boundaries of any new state would be the same as the administrative 

colonial boarders the state previously filled. Therefore, Peru would be limited to the 

boarders of the viceroyalty of Peru and Ecuador to the boarders of the audiencia of 

Quito.15 Things are never that simple and soon after Ecuador gained independence, 

disputes arose over the extent of each states boarders.  

Peru invaded Ecuador and thus the war of 1941 began. The ensuing short-

lived war was stopped in a matter of months by a ceasefire arranged by Brazil, 

                                                        
15 Herz, Monica, and João Pontes. Nogueira. Ecuador vs. Peru: Peacemaking amid Rivalry. Boulder, CO: 
L. Rienner, 2002.  



Argentina, and the United States. 16 The two rivals then signed the Rio Protocol of 

1942. This document established the boundaries of the disputed area, and gave 

Brazil, Argentina, Chile and the United States the role as guarantors of the protocol. 

Importantly, this treaty gave the four guarantors the right to stay involved with the 

territorial dispute until a “definitive demarcation” was achieved.17  

In the years after the ratification of the Rio Protocol, Ecuador, based mostly 

on geographical disputes, held that the agreement was unable to be executed and 

therefore did not enforce the boundaries set forth by the protocol. This led to 

lingering tension between the two states, which erupted in the 1995 Cenepa War. 

Beginning in 1991, Ecuador began establishing outposts in a disputed area east of 

the Cordillera del Condor along the Cenepa River.18 Peru did not respond until 1994 

and did so only by sending local forces on patrols to the outposts to deliver warning 

messages. Ecuador did not remove its troops from these locations, and in late 1994 

and early 1995 these local Peruvian forces attempted to remove the Ecuadorian 

soldiers but were unsuccessful.19 Soon after, the Ecuadorian and Peruvian militaries 

moved into the disputed region and began fighting. Lasting several weeks, Ecuador, 

followed closely by Peru, appealed to the four guarantor countries of the Rio 

Protocol to assist in ending the conflict. 

The appeals of the two states were heard, and beginning in 1995 with a 

meeting in Brasilia, Ecuador and Peru met while the four guarantor countries, 

                                                        
16 Ibid.  
17 Palmer, David Scott. "Peru-Ecuador Border Conflict: Missed Opportunities, Misplaced Nationalism, and 
Multilateral Peacekeeping." Journal of Interamerican Studies and World Affairs 39, no. 3 (1997): 109. 
doi:10.2307/166487.  
18 Ibid. 119 
19 Ibid. 119 



Brazil, Argentina, Chile, and the United States, acted as mediators.20 The roles the 

mediators would play in the dispute were twofold: 1) Deescalate the Cenepa conflict 

by establishing the Military Observer Mission Ecuador Peru (MOMEP). 2) Facilitate 

agreements both on procedural and substantive issues. 

Mediation 

Although the guarantor states first acted as a peacekeeping force, ensuring 

the step down of military presence from the Cenepa region, that role will not be 

discussed as, while important to bringing calm to the situation, the mediation, 

specifically the relationship between the guarantor states, is the focus of this paper. 

The mediation can be split into two different rounds: procedural and substantial. 

The procedural round of the mediation was used to establish the rules for the 

mediation and points of substantive disagreements between Ecuador and Peru.21 

Beginning in early 1996 and lasting until October of that year, the two sides 

eventually agreed upon a framework for their negotiations. This stage produced five 

points of agreement on the procedure of the substantive round of mediation:  

1) Substantive discussions to begin before the end of 1996;  
2) Discussions to cover all impasses and remain "continuous" until final 

resolution;  
3) Partial understandings to be final only after agreement on all points; 
4)  The parties to specify points of agreement and disagreement on each 

impasse; 
5)  Guarantors to propose procedures for definitive resolution.22   

The last point was the largest procedural concern between Ecuador and 

Peru. While Peru saw no need for an arbiter, believing that between the Rio Protocol 

                                                        
20 Ibid. 122 
21 Herz and Nogeueira. 52 
22 Palmer.126. 



of 1942 and the Diaz de Aguiar Arbitration Award of 1945 the procedure and issues 

were settled, Ecuador saw the issue unsettled, disagreeing with points of each 

document, and believed that arbitration was needed to present an agreeable 

solution.23 The role of the guarantors was then under contention, but resolved 

through compromise. While they would not serve as arbiters, they were given more 

power than stated in the original Rio framework, and assumed the responsibility of 

“proposing procedures most adequate for the definite resolution of disagreement 

that the parts have not been successful in dealing with directly.”24 

 Once the procedural issues were solved, the substantive negotiations, aided 

by the four guarantor states, were set to begin December 20th 1996, yet political 

instability in both Ecuador and Peru delayed the talks until April 15th 1997.25  The 

heightened role of the guarantor countries was important for the overall success of 

the mediation. As the end of 1997 neared, the two disputants could not establish any 

meaningful progress. Seeing the impasse between the two states, the guarantors 

presented a plan, called the Rio de Janeiro Schedule, for producing effective 

solutions to the dispute.26 The plan called for the establishment of four 

commissions, which would meet in the capitals of the four guarantor countries and 

address the economic, security, and border issues of the dispute and a working 

group to solve an issue surrounding the Zarumilla Canal.27 The Rio de Janeiro 

                                                        
23 Herz and Nogeueira.. 52-54. 
24 Ibid. 53.  
25Palmer.139. 
26 Herz and Nogeueira. 55. 
27 Herz and Nogeueira. 55,58. 



Schedule was accepted by Ecuador and Peru and would not have proposed if the 

guarantor states did not possess a strong and creative working relationship. 

The four guarantor states’ relationship was characterized by a strong sense 

of unity and focus on solving the dispute at hand. The relationship between the 

states can be gleaned from accounts and descriptions of the entire dispute 

resolution processes. In 1997, David Scott Palmer described in detail the 

relationship between the states. According to an interview Palmer conducted with 

Ambassador Luigi Einaudi, the United States’ Representative, the guarantor states 

agreed upon principles that would guide their conduct during the mediation. Two of 

these principles were: “to maintain a unity of purpose,” and “to remember that the 

parties must lead.”28 These two points illustrate a cohesive group that, instead of 

pushing their own agenda, realize the importance of working together as a single 

unit in order to empower Ecuador and Peru to reach their own agreement.  There is 

confirmation that the states adhered to these principles from Palmer as he writes, 

again taken from reports of the mediation that the states, especially Brazil and the 

United states were: 

 “reported to bring less of their respective countries' own independent 

foreign policy agendas to the table than has sometimes been the case in the 

past. In addition, the guarantors have developed a positive, reinforcing 

rapport, which often enables them to move forward as a single, unified 

body in their interactions with the disputants.”29 

                                                        
28 Palmer.122. 
29 Ibid. pg. 127. 



 It is this “one team” approach is a critical factor as to why the Ecuador-Peru 

mediation case is an example of a defensive-defensive mediation scenario. 

Analysis 

In order to test hypothesis 1, the mediation will be analyzed using the 

simultaneous move game developed earlier in this paper. First, the selection of 

primary mediators and their designation as defensive mediators will be explained. 

Then, utilizing accounts of the mediation, the actions of the principal mediators will 

be compared to the expected behavior predicted by the simultaneous move game. 

As mentioned in the introduction of this section, the primary mediators in 

this situation are Brazil and the United States. The choice to label the two countries 

as principal mediators in the analysis are based on the criteria laid out by Princen, 

that a principal mediator has a self-interested reason for mediating, as well as the 

assumption that mediators are chosen because of their ability to achieve a deal, 

which is based on Kleiboer’s criteria for selection as a mediator, “(im)partiality, 

leverage, and status,” and Bercovitch and Schneider’s finding that mediators are 

usually regional or international powers.30  

As the largest South American state, economically, territorially and in terms 

of population, Brazil has been able to fill the role of regional power for many years, 

especially during the years of the Ecuador – Peru mediation, and any disruption in 

regional peace would be a cause of concern.31  The United States, the sole global 

superpower after the Cold War, has a history of intervention with the greater Latin 

American region’s affairs, which originates with the Monroe Doctrine and is seen in 
                                                        
30 Bercovitch, J., & Schneider, G. (2000) ; Kleiboer, M. (1996) ; Princen, T. (1992). 
31 Based on World Bank 1995 data. 



the many instances of unitary action in the region, such as the support of the 

“Contras” in Nicaragua. At the beginning of the mediation in 1995, the situation 

between Ecuador and Peru was seen as an opportunity to establish peace in the two 

countries and in the broader region where the United States saw narcotraffic and 

political instability as the greatest threats.32  

Both principal mediators held a defensive mediation. A defensive principal 

mediator sees the mediation not as an opportunity to expand influence, but as an 

opportunity to end a conflict that is harming that state’s interests. Because the 

defensive mediator is participating to end the dispute, its motivations are 

straightforward and lack any complexity past understanding the conflict’s affects on 

the mediators’ interests. The same reasons mentioned above, which establish the 

two states as principal mediators, can also be used to reason them as having 

defensive motivations. The conflict among bordering states, which would cause 

problems in terms of economics and security, gave Brazil reason enough to end the 

conflict, and the chaos between the two states distracted the region from helping the 

United States accomplish its goals in quelling drug trade and political instability.  

Knowing the motivation of the two principle mediators, the interaction 

between Brazil and the United States can be described utilizing the game developed. 

In this interaction, both states hold the same motivation, which gives them the same 

payoffs. Both states will settle, or in this case cooperate amongst each other. This 

creates a situation where conflict is minimal and cohesiveness is strong amongst the 

mediators, resulting in a proposed solution for the disputants to act upon. Below is 

                                                        
32 Herz and Nogeueira. 70. 



the interaction between the two states illustrated using the simultaneous move 

game.  

 

 

Conclusion 

 In the case of the Ecuador-Peru dispute, the result of the informal 

negotiation between Brazil and the United States was the Rio de Janeiro Schedule. 

This proposal put forth by the four guarantor states was accepted by the Ecuador 

and Peru and eventually in a successful resolution between the two disputants. On 

October 26th of 1998, the Ecuador and Peru signed six accords: the Act of Brasilia, 

the Treaty on Commerce and Navigation, the Border Integration Accord, the 

Bilateral Commission on Confidence Building Measures, the Accord on the Zarumilla 

Canal, and the Border Demarcation Agreement.33 The border was not fully 

demarcated until 1999. The finished agreement marked the end of an approximately 

170 year dispute, and much of the success of the mediation can be attributed to the 

role Brazil, Argentina, Chile, and the United States played in creating a situation that 

                                                        
33 Ibid. pg. 59.  

  
United States – Defensive 

  Settle Push 

Brazil – 

Defensive 

Settle 4,4 2,3 

Push 3,2 -1,-1 



would allow Ecuador and Peru to negotiate directly while maintaining the 

assurances of the four states. Specifically, the relationship between Brazil and the 

United States and their focus on resolving the dispute was paramount to the 

proposal of the Rio de Janeiro Schedule. Unlike other mediations, the cohesiveness 

between principal mediators and their defensive motivations allowed for a 

successful mediation between disputants.  

1967 Six-Day War 

This second case study will be focused on the 1967 Six Day War between 

Israel and its neighboring Arab states: Egypt, Syria, and Jordan. Although this 

conflict is centered on the states of Israel and Egypt and their struggle over security 

and territory in the Middle East, this case study will focus on the interactions 

between the United States and the Soviet Union as the states acted as principal 

mediators in the resolution of the dispute. This case study will test hypothesis three: 

In situations when both mediators possess expansionary motives, the mediation will 

fail. First, like the previous case the dispute’s background needs to be explained. 

Background 

In his book, published in the early 2000’s, Jeremy Bowen said “…the best way to 

understand the conflict now is to understand 1967.”34 The intractability of this 

conflict has continued to plague the region 50 years after the original six days of 

fighting. Ironically, the beginning of the 1967 Arab-Israeli War can be traced to the 

United Nation Resolution 181.35 This resolution partitioned the area into two states, 
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35 Pappé, Ilan. The Making of the Arab-Israeli Conflict, 1947-1951. London: Tauris, 1992. 



Arab and Jewish, and a protected enclave of the greater Jerusalem area. Although 

contentious, the resolution was believed to be the solution to the Palestinian-Israeli 

question. But as Resolution 181 was ratified on November 29th, 1947, conflict 

erupted. Armies from Egypt, Syria, and Transjordan along with volunteers from 

across the Arab world clashed with Jewish forces over control of Palestine. This 

lasted until early 1949 when the new state of Israel signed bilateral armistice 

agreements with the its three neighboring aggressing countries36  

 Relations between Israel and the Arab states were strained but never violent 

for the next 20 years save for the 1956 Suez Crisis. Post 1956 Suez Crisis, regional 

tensions returned to their previous cool, yet non-warring state. Yet as the years 

passed, overtures were made by each state that eventually led to the Six Day War. In 

1966 boarder skirmishes between Syria and Israel became the norm, and in the fall 

of that year, Israeli military leaders began to plan a major reprisal against Syria.37 A 

mutual defense agreement between Egypt and Syria forced Israel to rethink their 

plans, and refocus their malice. In November, the Israeli military carried out a raid 

targeted at the town of Samua in the Jordanian controlled West Bank which left 

three Jordanian civilians and fifteen Jordanian soldiers dead with another fifty-four 

civilians and soldiers wounded as well as 140 houses destroyed. 38 Then after a brief 

skirmish between the Israeli and Syrian air forces, Israel amassed troops along its 

boarder with Syria.39 The next month, Nasser decided to demonstrate Egypt’s 
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strength to the aggressing Israel. May 16th, the charismatic Egyptian President 

requested UNEF’s removal.  Then only a week later, Nasser instituted another 

blockade of the Straits of Tiran.40 If history was any indication of Israel’s next move, 

war was imminent.  

 War did come on the morning of June 5, 1967. That morning Israel launched 

Operation Moked, or Focus, which was aimed at preemptively attacking its 

neighbors and rendering any retaliation by its rivals impossible. The operation was 

a success, and by the end of the second day, Israel had destroyed 416 of the Arab 

nations’ aircraft.41 To the Egyptian air force alone, Israel caused an estimated $500 

million in 1967 dollars. The next five days cemented Israel’s status in the region. 

With relative ease and incredible speed, Israel captured the Sinai and Gaza from 

Egypt, the Golan Heights from Syria, and Jerusalem and the rest of the West Bank 

from Jordan. For Israel, the war was a success. It had proven its strength to not only 

its regional aggressors but also the United States and the Soviet Union, and finally 

gave the state the legitimacy or, at least, the security it had been searching for since 

1948. 

All the while Israel was conducting their blitzkrieg, the United States and the 

Soviet Union, the two super powers left in the world, were scrambling to establish 

peace in the region. Leading up to the conflict, the two powers had recognized that 

any conflict between Israel and its Arab neighbors could have quickly drawn the 

United States and the Soviet Union into conflict themselves. So while working with 
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the United Nations Security Council, the two nations pushed for cease-fires between 

Israel and the Arab states. By June 10th, three cease-fires had been signed between 

the warring states, and the Six-Day War came to a halt. Yet, while the immediate 

conflict was over, there was still much work that needed to be done to create lasting 

peace in the region.  

Mediation 

Having pressed for the cease-fires that brought an end to the Six-Day War, 

the United States and the Soviet Union continued working on establishing peace 

between Israel and Egypt, Syria, and Jordan. While the conflict was a momentous 

power shift in the region, it was only a smaller piece of the much larger Cold War 

that had engulfed the whole world. And as many things during the Cold War, the 

mediation attempt that was aimed at establishing resolution to the Six-Day War was 

turned into a struggle for regional influence between the United States and the 

Soviet Union. 

In the case of the 1967 Six-Day War, mediation of a mutually agreeable 

resolution between Israel and its Arab neighbors was eventually unattainable. This 

does not mean that steps were not taken to try and establish peace for the region. 

The first step taken by the U.S. and the USSR was a series of talks between President 

Lyndon Johnson and Soviet Prime Minister Alexei Kosygin in the town of Glassboro, 

New Jersey. These talks were centered around developing an understanding 

between the two leaders on various issues, but as they did discuss the Arab-Israeli 

issue, the foundation was laid for further cooperation.42 That cooperation came in 
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the form of collaboration in the UN Security Council on a resolution that would 

establish a plan for peace. It was at this point where the divisions between the two 

mediators became noticeable. The United States advocated for the Israel’s stance 

that the state would return conquered land only on the condition of peace 

agreements with each of its aggressors.43 The Soviet Union supported the Arab 

nation’s position that peace could only be discussed once Israel removed its forces 

from the occupied territory. The United States and the Soviet Union were unable to 

draft a successful resolution. Although, the draft resolution sponsored by the United 

Kingdom received unanimous support in the Security Council, and became 

Resolution 242, which called for the withdrawal from territories occupied and for all 

states to recognize all other states and to end any conflict among them.44 The 

resolution called for a UN appointed representative to find a solution given the 

terms listed within the text. That attempt by the UN representative, Sweden’s 

Ambassador to Moscow Gunnar Jarring, was subsequently unsuccessful. 

With the failure of any UN Security Council resolution and the United States 

and the Soviet Union unable to agree upon a plan for peace, the mediation was left at 

a freeze. During this freeze, Israel and the Arab states had resumed hostilities in 

what is now known as the War of Attrition. This conflict amounted to off and on 

violence primarily between Israel and Egypt from late 1967 to 1970 when it ended 

with another ceasefire signed in August of 1970. 45 At this point, the new United 

States administration of President Nixon created a new plan for Egyptian-Israeli 
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peace since termed the “Rogers Plan” after U.S. Secretary of State William Rogers. 

This plan created by the U.S. State Department called for, above all, peace between 

Egypt and Israel, and a return to the former international boundary between the 

two states.46 This plan was rejected by the Soviet Union as well as Israel, and Egypt. 

This was the final attempt by either side to put forth a plan for Arab-Israeli peace, 

and, in the years after, tensions rose again to the point of war. This time the conflict 

was the 1973 Yom Kippur War. 

Analysis 

The analysis of the 1967 Six-Day War mediation will follow the same format 

as the previous case study. First, the selection of primary mediators and their 

motivations will be explained. Next, utilizing accounts of the mediation, the actions 

of the United States and the Soviet Union will be compared to the expected behavior 

predicted by the simultaneous move game. The simultaneous move game developed 

for the informal negotiation between expansionary mediators will be used in 

analyzing this mediation. 

The principal mediators in this case study are the United States and the 

Soviet Union. Similar to the previous case study, the choice of principal mediators 

follows the same criteria set out by previous work on the subject of mediations: self-

interested reason for mediating conflict, the ability to create a solution, and that 

principal mediators are often regional or world powers. The mediation of the 1967 

Six-Day War was different than the previous case study in that the United States and 

the Soviet Union were the only unitary states to attempt to mediate the conflict. So 
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even though the United States and the Soviet Union possessed interest in the 

mediation and were the sole world superpowers at this point in history, which 

endowed them with the resources to create a solution to the dispute, they were, by 

nature of being the only two mediators, principle mediators no matter what. 

 As principal mediators, the United States and the Soviet Union held 

expansionary motives, which were directly tied to their interest in the mediation of 

the conflict. Mediators with expansionary motives see the mediation as a way to 

expand their influence or power and are generally unconcerned with finding a 

resolution of the dispute unless it serves their goals. In 1967, the United States and 

the Soviet Union were in the middle of the Cold War. While Vietnam was the 

primary theater for this geo-political struggle, the Middle East was of high interest 

for the two states. After the 1967 Six-Day war, the United States and the Soviet 

Union quickly picked sides on either side of the conflict, creating, as was common 

between the two states, a scenario where each power supported client states that 

were in conflict with each other.  

For both the U.S.A. and the USSR, the situation post conflict was primed for 

either side to gain influence in and push their rival out of the region. U.S. officials 

from the era are said to have claimed that, “the humiliating defeat of Egypt and Syria 

provided the United States with a golden opportunity to take big political measures 

in the region47.” The way the U.S.A did this was to become supporters of Israel, both 

politically in the international arena and militarily by providing Israel with military 

support.   Moscow’s involvement in the region grew first out of interest from the 
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Arab states, especially Egypt, as a way to counteract the United States’ support of 

Israel.48 Moscow gladly accepted this role, and although they did not assist the Arab 

states as vigorously as the U.S.A assisted Israel, the Soviet Union’s alliance with 

Egypt and the other Arab states drug the 1967 Six-Day war peace process into the 

center of the Cold War.49  

Knowing that the outcome of the mediation becoming a major point in the 

Cold War, the interaction between the principal expansionary mediators, the United 

States and the Soviet Union, can be described using the simultaneous move game. In 

this situation neither the United States nor the Soviet Union was willing to accept 

any plan for peace that was anything less than their client states’ absolute terms for 

peace. If either state was to capitulate and work to resolve the conflict using the 

other side’s plan, that state would lose any influence in the region and lose that 

“battle” in the Cold War. For each state, either their agenda was going to be 

presented for peace or the conflict would continue at a stalemate with the 

possibility of resumption of conflict. This can be seen in the game below. Each state 

was going to push their agenda for peace. Creating two possibilities, the top right 

and bottom left outcomes. The possibility of two outcomes creates a stalemate in the 

informal negotiation, and delays any presentation of a plan for a resolution to the 

dispute, which can result in a resumption of conflict if the disputants are unwilling 

to wait for the mediators to come to an agreement. The resumption of conflict 

results in the bottom right outcome. 
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Conclusion 

The outcome of the 1967 Six-Day War mediation was a failure. After several 

years and repeated efforts by the United States and the Soviet Union to create a 

suitable plan for peace between Israel and its neighboring states, Israel and the Arab 

States resumed outright war in 1973 when, Egypt seeing no hope in further 

diplomatic efforts, attacked Israel on October 6, 1973 and began the Yom Kippur 

War.50 As many things in the Cold War, the resolution was left at a stand still 

because of the United States and Soviet Union’s willingness to forgo meaningful 

conflict resolution amongst their client states as a means to increase their own geo-

political interests. In what amounts to a zero sum scenario, the outcome of the 1967 

Six-Day War is a classic example of how two expansionary mediators interact. Given 

the interests and motivation for both the United States and the Soviet Union, the 

failed mediation attempt and resumption of conflict between Israel and the Arab 

states was almost all but inevitable.  
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Conclusion 

International mediation is a crucial form of alternative dispute resolution. In 

situations where disputants cannot be expected to resolve their conflict on their 

own, the involvement of another state, or multiple states, in order to present a 

solution is often the best option. These mediators have enormous responsibility. 

The resolution of the dispute could mean thousands of saved lives.  Therefore, it is 

expected that mediators would be committed to ending conflicts quickly and to the 

satisfaction of the disputants. The reality is that the international arena is complex. 

It is a place where what is expected is never guaranteed, and the first question asked 

when contemplating a decision is, “how will this affect me and my interests?” 

Mediator motivations determine how a mediator will act as a member of a 

mediation team. 

Based on the existing literature on international mediation, this paper used a 

game theoretical model called a simultaneous move game to explain how these 

mediator motivations interact and affect the outcome of a conflict mediation. 

Through the analysis of two cases of international mediation, the 1995 Cenepa War 

and the 1967 Six-Day War, the model was tested for its ability to explain how 

members of a mediation team will interact and how that interaction will affect the 

original mediation they came together to resolve. The result was simple: 

motivations matter.  In situations where two defensively motivated mediators 

interact, the outcome of their mediation will be a success. The outcome for two 

expansionary mediators is a failed mediation. While only tested using two case 

studies, the model’s ability to accurately describe the affect of conflicting mediation 



motivations is cause for further consideration of this model as a way to further the 

disciplines understanding of international mediation. This model is not only 

applicable to states mediating interstate conflict. Interpersonal relations can just as 

accurately be explained using the model. So when joining a friend to solve a problem 

in the friend group, or working with a spouse to solve an issue with warring 

children, always take a moment to think about your and your partners motivations 

because after all, they matter.  
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