CEU eTD Collection

THE EUROPEAN UNION AS A PEACEMAKER: A QUALITATIVE
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF CONFLICT MEDIATION

By
Oscar Ivan Mendoza Hernandez

Submitted to Central European University - Private University
Department of Public Policy

In partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Arts in Public Policy

Supervisor: Professor Thilo Bodenstein

Vienna, Austria
2024



CEU eTD Collection

Copyright Notice

I, the undersigned Oscar Ivan Mendoza Hemandez hereby declare that | am the sole author of
this thesis. To the best of my knowledge this thesis contains no material previously published
by any other person except where due acknowledgement has been made. This thesis contains
no material which has been accepted as part of the requirements of any other academic degree
or non-degree program, in English or in any other language.

This is a true copy of the thesis, including final revisions.

Date: June 3%, 2024

Name: Oscar Ivan Mendoza Hemandez

sigtae: Qscae Hedora lﬁeg



CEU eTD Collection

Abstract

This thesis investigates why the European Union failed to mediate some conflicts but succeeded
in others, aiming to identify conditions for successful EU mediation worldwide. The research
employs Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA), a method that identifies necessary and
sufficient conditions by analyzing various combinations of factors leading to specific outcomes.
Findings reveal that success rests on member-state unity, internal coordination, legitimacy, and
strategic use of incentives and threats. Direct mediation is crucial for conflicts near EU borders,
while external interference and lack of legitimacy undermine efforts. Unsuccessful mediations
often lack coordination among EU actors and perceived legitimacy. This study uncovers patterns
and conditions influencing mediation outcomes by systematically analyzing diverse cases. The
research offers insights that can enhance EU mediation strategies, contributing to the broader
field of international conflict resolution. The findings provide a framework for evaluating and
improving EU mediation practices and supporting global peacebuilding efforts by emphasizing
internal cohesion and tailored strategies. This thesis stresses the importance of internal unity,
coordination, and legitimacy, suggesting that the EU can be a more effective global mediator by

strategically using its diverse toolbox in conflict resolution.
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Introduction

Why did the European Union (EU) fail to mediate the Armenian-Azerbaijan conflict but was
successful in its mediating of the conflict in North Macedonia? Are there any recipes that allow
the EU to mediate any conflict in the world successfully? The EU's conflict mediation efforts are
diverse and multifaceted, reflecting the complex nature of international diplomacy and conflict
resolution. Despite its robust framework and extensive experience, the EU's success in conflict
mediation is not guaranteed. The Armenian-Azerbaijan and North Macedonian conflicts offer two
starkly different outcomes, prompting an exploration into the conditions necessary and sufficient

for the success or failure of EU mediation efforts.

That is why this thesis seeks to answer the research question: What (combinations of) conditions
are necessary and/or sufficient for the success or failure of EU conflict mediation efforts? By
examining various cases of EU mediation, this research aims to uncover patterns and conditions
determining the effectiveness of the EU's conflict resolution strategies. This thesis aims to
contribute to a broader understanding of international conflict mediation by systematically
analyzing the conditions that influence the success or failure of EU mediation efforts. The findings
offer insights into the complex interplay of factors determining mediation outcomes, providing a
framework for evaluating and improving EU mediation strategies. This research enhances
theoretical knowledge that could be used by policymakers and practitioners involved in conflict

resolution.

Given the ongoing global conflict, examining the EU's mediation efforts is timely and relevant. As

conflicts continue to arise and evolve, the need for effective mediation strategies becomes
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increasingly urgent. The EU, with its unique position as a supranational entity with significant
economic and political influence, has the potential to play a crucial role in promoting peace and
stability. However, its success depends on a deep understanding of the conditions that facilitate or
hinder its mediation efforts. This thesis addresses this need by thoroughly analyzing the EU's
mediation strategies and outcomes. This research aims to support the EU in enhancing its role as
a global mediator through a combination of theoretical exploration, empirical analysis, and
practical recommendations. By identifying the key factors contributing to successful mediation,
this thesis offers a roadmap for the EU to navigate the complexities of international diplomacy and

conflict resolution more effectively.

The structure of this thesis is designed to systematically address the research question and provide
a comprehensive understanding of the EU's mediation efforts. The Literature Review delves into
the EU's role and approach in international conflict mediation. This section reviews the key
strategies and principles that guide EU mediation efforts, emphasizing the EU's dual approach of
direct and indirect mediation. It examines specific case studies and their varying outcomes,
offering insights into the EU's complexities and challenges in its mediation roles. The literature
review also highlights the EU's significant influence in global peace talks and its commitment to
promoting stability and resolving conflicts worldwide. Following the literature review, the
Theoretical Framework section defines and conceptualizes key terms such as "success" and
"mediation.” This section is crucial for setting the foundation of the research, as it clarifies the
operational definitions used in the analysis. The framework explains the conditions considered in
the study, including EU member states’ unity, coordination among EU actors, legitimacy, the use

of incentives and threats, the role of external actors, and the prospect of EU membership. By
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establishing these definitions and conditions, the theoretical framework ensures a clear and

consistent approach to evaluating the EU's mediation efforts.

The Methodology section outlines the research design and methods to answer the research
question. This thesis employs Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA), a robust tool well-suited
for identifying necessary and sufficient conditions in complex scenarios. QCA allows for the
analysis of various combinations of conditions that lead to specific outcomes, making it ideal for
this study's goal of understanding what makes EU mediation efforts succeed or fail. This section
also describes integrating qualitative content analysis and document analysis for data collection.
Document analysis provides in-depth context and background, while qualitative content analysis
helps to categorize and interpret data systematically. The calibration process for transforming
qualitative data into set memberships for QCA is detailed, ensuring transparency and replicability
in the research process. The Empirical Analysis section examines various EU mediation cases to
identify patterns of success and failure. This section applies the QCA methodology to real-world
cases, analyzing the sufficient and necessary conditions for successful and unsuccessful mediation
efforts. By comparing different cases, the empirical analysis highlights common factors and unique
circumstances that influence the outcomes of EU mediation. This comparative approach provides
a nuanced understanding of the EU's strengths and weaknesses in conflict mediation and offers
practical insights into how the EU can improve its strategies. Finally, the Conclusion summarizes

the key findings and their contributions to understanding EU conflict mediation.

In short, this thesis seeks to answer the critical question of what conditions are necessary and

sufficient for the success or failure of EU conflict mediation efforts and aims to contribute to the
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broader field of international conflict resolution. By offering a comprehensive and systematic
analysis of the EU's mediation efforts, this research provides valuable insights and practical
recommendations that can help improve the effectiveness of EU mediation and support global

peacebuilding efforts.



CEU eTD Collection

Literature Review

The European Union (EU) has established a strong track record in international conflict mediation,
participating in peace talks, and supporting peace initiatives worldwide. Since the Maastricht
Treaty of 1992 established the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), the EU has expanded
its mediation efforts beyond the civil wars in former Yugoslavia to include other countries such as
Ukraine, Georgia, Egypt, Yemen, and Myanmar. The EU, acting as a leading mediator, co-
mediator, or support mediator, has encouraged discussions between opposing parties and aided
other international actors' mediation efforts. The EU's mediation approach falls into two
categories: direct and indirect. Direct mediation is when EU representatives (co)lead mediate
negotiations. Indirect mediation, on the other hand, is when activities like funding, diplomatic
support, and building up people's skills help third-party mediation efforts (Bergmann et al. 2018,
162-163; Miiller and Bergmann 2020, 151-152). In general, mediators can act as facilitators,
formulators, or manipulators, each with a unique role in affecting negotiation dynamics and
outcomes (Davis 2008, 180-192). Facilitation implies opening communication channels without
making substantive ideas; formulation entails framing conversations and recommending
compromises; and manipulation entails using authority and resources to affect results (Bergmann

and Niemann 2015, 962).

The EU uses mediation across all conflict phases, incorporating the Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP), Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP), and Community instruments
(Bergmann et al. 2018, 159). Conflict mediation is a key component of the EU's diplomacy,
intending to prevent disputes from growing into violent conflicts, avoiding further escalation of

current hostilities, and resolving conflicts whenever possible. The Lisbon Treaty establishes
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conflict prevention and peacebuilding as primary goals of the EU's foreign policy. Article 21(2)(c)
requires the Union to design and pursue policies to "preserve peace, prevent conflicts, and
strengthen international security” while situating these efforts within the broader settings of the
CFSP and CSDP (Pavlov 2023, 282). Furthermore, the "European Union Global Strategy for
Foreign and Security Policy,” adopted in June 2016, stresses mediation as a crucial tool for
preventing and resolving violent conflicts, recognizing its role in tackling worldwide fragility
(Bergmann et al. 2018, 159). This strategy is consistent with the EU's broader goal of promoting
international peace and security, a major component of its mission and a crucial foreign policy

goal (General Secretariat of the Council 2020, 4).

The literature on EU mediation is still in its early stages, with two major branches. The first
examines the principles, concepts, and policies that underpin EU mediation (Davis 2014; Girke
2015). The second section focuses on specific examples of the EU's influence and efficacy in peace
talks (Brandenburg 2017; Forsberg and Seppo 2011; Girke 2015). These tactics highlight the EU's
adaptable and diversified approach to conflict resolution, which aims to turn conflicts into stable
and nonviolent environments (Kirca 2020, 1). The European Security Strategy (ESS) 2003

emphasizes the EU's desire to share global security obligations and contribute to a better world.

In the same way, article 21 of the Treaty of the European Union (TEU) underlines the EU's basic
mandates of maintaining peace, preventing conflict, and improving international security. The EU
Initially focused on conflict prevention through development policy, progressively adding political
and diplomatic measures through the CFSP, as seen by the foundation of the CSDP and supported

by the Lisbon Treaty's creation of the EEAS (Shepherd 2012, 62-63; Kirca 2020, 22-23). The
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EU's mediation policy reflects its internal dynamics of peace formation and integration by utilizing
technical and financial aid to address regional issues while promoting stability and integration
(Visoka and Doyle 2016, 863—866). This holistic approach addresses structural conflict drivers,
confirming the EU's commitment to global peace and security despite inherent challenges (De

Man, Miiller, and Tyushka 2023, 4).

The EU mediation toolbox

The EU's peace mediation operations include promoting community-level conversations,
mediating between warring party leaders, and assisting local ceasefire negotiations (European
Union External Action 2021, 1). According to Zajaczkowski (2020), the Common Security and
Defense Policy (CSDP) enhances the EU's foreign engagement by executing the Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP) rather than providing a joint defense structure. The EU's approach to
mediation is adaptable, allowing it to take on complementary tasks when other parties are better
suited to lead mediation efforts. This adaptation includes improving coordination across various
mediation actors to ensure strategic coherence and complementarity (European External Action
Service, 2023, 9). The EU frequently integrates multiple mediation tracks, promoting more
cohesive and inclusive processes through Track 2 diplomacy with NGOs and Track 3 efforts with
community and grassroots actors! (European External Action Service 2023, 14). In armed conflicts
where parties prioritize military options, the EU fosters confidence-building measures by
promoting reciprocal steps that can lead to ceasefires and broader political processes (European
External Action Service 2023, 34). Moreover, the EU supports ceasefire accords in various ways,

ranging from minor responsibilities as witnesses or observers to more significant roles as

! Track 1 is when the EU engage with the leaders of the parties in conflict
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guarantors who provide security assurances through the deployment of military or civilian troops

(European External Action Service 2023, 35).

The EU's substantial economic strength allows it to impose sanctions on conflict parties to pressure
them to adhere to peace treaties or human rights guarantees. It uses development funding and trade
agreements as conditional tools for conflict resolution (Cooley 2018, 15). In its neighborhood, the
EU uses the potential of association or full integration as a dispute resolution tool, deploying both
positive conditionality (promising advantages for meeting particular conditions) and negative
conditionality (imposing consequences for violating responsibilities) (Cooley 2018, 15-16). This
conditionality can shift policymakers' cost-benefit calculus in conflict situations, prompting them
to cooperate with mediation attempts (Bergmann and Niemann 2015, 959). Furthermore, the EU's
influence goes beyond traditional power dynamics since it uses its normative authority to shape
international norms (Manners 2002, 239). If competing parties agree on the EU's view of conflict
resolution, the EU can successfully contribute to conflict settlement (Cooley 2018, 15). However,
Ker-Lindsay (2012, 88) contends that the mere promise of EU entry is insufficient without the
ongoing management of political incentives to promote full participation by all parties. For
example, during the Euromaidan crisis, the EU's material leverage proved unsuccessful, showing
the limitations of manipulative techniques without the promise of membership (Niemann,
Haastrup, and Bergmann 2018, 324). In Bosnia and Herzegovina, conditionality with the potential
of admission proved unhelpful in state-building challenges, demonstrating that such policies are

not always effective (Niemann, Haastrup, and Bergmann 2018, 324).
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On the other hand, given Serbia's specific accession ambitions, the EU's participation in the
Kosovo-Serbia war was considerably more effective (Niemann, Haastrup, and Bergmann 2018,
324). The EU is frequently motivated to act as a mediator because it can facilitate peaceful
settlements and influence the terms of the agreement to its advantage. These motivations are
boosted by humanitarian concerns and larger security, economic, and reputational considerations
(Bergmann et al. 2018, 167-168). These factors influence the EU's strategic mediation, focusing
on regions with strong geopolitical and economic linkages to the EU, such as its eastern
neighborhood and the Balkans (Scalera and Wiegand 2018, 434). Economic and normative biases
support this geographical prejudice, guiding the EU's mediation efforts through trading
relationships and opportunities to exert normative influence (Scalera and Wiegand 2018, 435).

Despite its comprehensive approach, the EU has a significant bias toward mediating conflicts in
neighboring countries, influenced by geographical proximity and economic interests. The EU's
limited involvement in remote countries like Asia and Africa, where economic affinity and
strategic interests are less apparent, demonstrates this inclination (Scalera and Wiegand 2018, 448—
449). However, the EU's normative orientation may eventually lead to expanding its mediation
scope, motivated by broader humanitarian and normative concerns. Besides, the Ethno-political
disputes in the European neighborhood, whether violent or frozen, pose substantial dangers to the
EU's stability and security due to their closeness and potential spillovers. As a result, EU member
states and institutions have taken an active role in addressing these problems, aiming to contribute

to their settlement and gradual resolution (Tocci 2004, 1).
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The EU's definitions of peacebuilding efforts

The literature is split when evaluating the EU's conceptualization of conflict resolution. Some
scholars think that European integration can resolve identity disputes. In contrast, others believe
the EU's function is to allow institutional accommodation of competing identities through
mechanisms such as consociational power-sharing agreements (Cooley 2018, 53). This argument
focuses on the complexity and diversity of the EU's mediation efforts and the numerous theoretical
approaches to interpreting their impact on conflict transformation. Defining peacebuilding in the
EU context is a difficult and sensitive issue. Take the example of Duke and Courtier (in Pavlov
2023, 283), who emphasize the fluid character of peacebuilding, which makes it difficult to
distinguish from similar ideas such as conflict prevention, mediation, crisis management, and post-
conflict stabilization. The lack of a widely accepted politico-legal definition also exacerbates this
difficulty, forcing EU institutions to adopt their own interpretations. This ambiguity extends to
lower-level peace notions inside the EU's policy framework, hampering efforts to reach a common
view and approach. For instance, "conflict management,” often synonymously with
"peacebuilding,” encompasses diverse behaviors and strategies for handling conflict situations.
According to Bercovitch (2011, 93-94), conflict management tactics range from military action to
negotiation and mediation, focusing on nonviolent strategies to reduce harmful conflict features
and increase positive outcomes. Mediation, a subcategory of dispute resolution, involves an
outside person assisting in discussions to change attitudes or actions without using force or legal
authority. This process, known as 'aided negotiation," consists of four key components: the

opposing parties, the mediator, the mediation procedure, and the mediation context.

10



CEU eTD Collection

Consequently, Ramsbotham et al. (in Shepherd 2012, 65) define conflict management as "the
settlement and containment of violent conflict,” emphasizing the CSDP's utility in "conflict
containment,” which includes peacekeeping and war limitation within the broader scope of conflict
resolution. The EU's approach to civilian crisis management is similarly built, with ambiguous
language. According to Zajaczkowski (2020, 10), non-military missions aim to prevent crisis
escalation and contribute to resolution. In terms of mediation, the EU's Peace Mediation Guidelines
put the EU Peace Mediation Concept into practice, guiding a wide range of EU mediators,
including those from the EEAS and non-governmental organizations. These principles cover
mediation, facilitation, dialogue, and mediation support, demonstrating the EU's comprehensive
understanding of peace mediation (European External Action Service 2023, 5). The EU's
Integrated Approach to Conflict Mediation is multidimensional, multi-phase, multi-level, and
multilateral. This comprehensive strategy entails implementing all relevant policies and
instruments for conflict prevention, management, and resolution. An EU mediator must coordinate
these efforts with the EU's broader political, economic, and security interests while recognizing
the complex interplay between local, national, regional, and global levels (European External
Action Service 2023, 7-8). This method also emphasizes multilateral engagement, creating
collaboration with international entities such as the United Nations, OSCE, AU, and NATO to
strengthen mediation efforts. As a result, a thorough examination of the literature reveals a broad
consensus on many crucial mediation criteria: third-party engagement, voluntary and nonviolent
processes, and nonbinding outcomes. Mediation is most commonly defined as a method in which
disputants seek aid from an outsider to resolve problems without using force or legal authority

(Bergmann et al. 2018, 161-162).

11
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This framework relies heavily on the EU's Mediation Support Team (MST) at Brussels's European
External Action Service (EEAS) headquarters. Established in 2011, the MST provides mentoring
and training to EU workers and supports mediation efforts by forming networks with international
actors, such as the United Nations Mediation Support Unit (Bergmann et al. 2018, 165). According
to recent data, most of the EU's mediation actions focus on helping third-party projects. Between
2014 and 2019, the EU supported over 60 mediation initiatives through its Instrument for Stability
and Peace (IcSP), as well as 33 efforts by African regional organizations through the African Peace
Facility's Early Response Mechanism (ERM) between 2012 and 2016 (Muller and Bergmann
2020, 150). These events show the EU's strategic use of mediation support as a tool for promoting

global peace efforts.

What is success?

Understanding what constitutes success or failure in mediation and dispute resolution is a difficult
and complex undertaking. Despite substantial research into the causes, evolution, and management
of disagreements, the concept of success still needs to be more precise and consistent. Without a
comprehensive framework, people frequently define success on a case-by-case basis, resulting in
various, sometimes ineffective, explanations. This inconsistency requires a more in-depth
discussion to establish a clear and consistent understanding of what success in mediation entails.
A range of factors, such as expectations, outcome, process, and efficiency, can measure mediation
success, but those criteria have some serious downsides. For instance, a successful process may
empower parties and address their issues respectfully, even if it does not result in a physical
agreement. However, a mediation procedure with procedural difficulties may still result in a
suspension of violence or a formal agreement (Bercovitch 2011, 95). Evaluating mediation success

versus pre-mediation goals is simple, but it offers challenges due to varying expectations and goals

12
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(Bercovitch 2011, 99-100). Consequently, efficiency in mediation's procedural and temporal
dimensions is critical, but it comes second to achieving substantive outcomes (Bercovitch 2011,

96).

Lawrence Susskind and Jeffrey Cruikshank (1987) provide other criteria such as fairness,
participant satisfaction, wisdom, and stability, yet these abstract concepts make measuring success
difficult (in Bercovitch 2011, 95). For example, participant satisfaction can be a critical predictor
of success because satisfied parties are more likely to commit to mediation results, increasing
stability (Bercovitch 2011, 96). However, satisfaction is subjective and varies greatly depending
on individual goals and perspectives. Effectiveness, as judged by tangible outcomes such as
behavioral changes, agreements, or ceasefires, is a more concrete measure of success that is less
susceptible to perceptual conflicts (Bercovitch 2011, 96). Other authors claim that we should
evaluate mediation performance not only in terms of immediate results but also in terms of long-
term stability and conflict impact. As a global conflict manager, the EU must assess whether its
interventions have resulted in long-term peace and positive change on the ground (Whitman and
Stefan 2012, 31-32). Thus, success in conflict resolution encompasses a wide range of criteria,
such as negotiating speedy ceasefires, resolving the root causes of conflict, and promoting long-

term stability (De Man, Miiller, and Tyushka 2023, 12-13).

Focusing on the EU context, some scholars argue that we should assess mediation success from
an EU-specific and conflict-specific standpoint. The internal EU perspective on mediator success
assesses whether the EU has successfully met its objectives as a mediator in a given conflict. This

perspective may also include punctuality, efficiency, and cost-effectiveness (Rodt 2012, 243-245).

13
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The external conflict viewpoint examines whether the EU mediation effort positively impacted the
conflict and its resolution, such as lower violence and greater stability (Rodt 2012, 244-25). As a
result, this dimension reveals a significant change in the disputants’ behavior during and after the
mediation process (In Bergmann and Niemann 2015, 960-961). Then, we should examine the
effectiveness of EU mediation in terms of the EU's overall peacekeeping and mediation activities.
This comprehensive evaluation entails expanding support for peace processes, improving process
design, and strengthening dialogue infrastructure. Furthermore, advising and training mediators,
empowering insider mediators, improving gender equality and women's empowerment, and
encouraging the inclusion of marginalized groups are all necessary components of a
comprehensive evaluation of EU mediation success (General Secretariat of the Council 2020, 4).
A comprehensive approach ensures a thorough knowledge of the EU's role in the larger peace
process and dialogue ecosystem, including long-term consequences and structural changes

(General Secretariat of the Council 2020, 11).

Why is the EU a (un)successful mediator?

The EU's effectiveness as a mediator is influenced by several factors, such as its institutional
framework and the interests of its member states. The EU's foreign and security policy decision-
making process requires unanimity, which can lead to suboptimal outcomes based on the lowest
common denominator. This limitation affects the effectiveness of the EU's initiatives in the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the Common Security and Defense Policy
(CSDP).(Zajaczkowski 2020, 19). Prioritizing sovereign rights over collective action complicates
European decision-making (Zajaczkowski 2020, 19; Froitzheim and Soéderbaum 2013, 5).
Operational constraints such as a lack of political will, an insufficient mission budget, and

coordination issues between civil and military personnel all impede the EU's crisis management

14
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efficacy (Froitzheim and Séderbaum 2013, 5). According to Zajaczkowski (2020, 26), Siniver
(2012, 134), and Froitzheim and S6derbaum (2013, 8), policy deadlocks and poor issue solutions
arise from the complex relationships and competing objectives among EU mission participants,

including non-EU actors.

When the disputing parties view the EU as legitimate, EU unity, consistent rhetoric and actions,
and a flexible mediation strategy enable EU mediation to perform better (Niemann, Haastrup, and
Bergmann 2018, 325). However, additional mediators and crises can jeopardize these attempts
(Niemann, Haastrup, and Bergmann 2018, 325). Whitman and Stefan (2012) underline the
importance of member states' political will and the nature of the conflict in determining the EU's
role as mediators and crisis managers. Effective interventions require horizontal and vertical
coherence within the EU, which includes internal coordination and alignment of member state
policies with EU central institutions (Froitzheim and Séderbaum 2013, 8). To effectively mediate,
the EU must demonstrate internal coherence and leverage by adopting a consistent mediation
approach (Muller and Bergmann 2020, 155). Gillespie (2010, 86) argues that the EU's lack of state-
like traits restricts its participation in global conflict settlement. The CFSP faces a particularly
difficult challenge from competing member state interests in this environment. Furthermore, Tocci
(2004, 13) proposes that conditionality may indirectly impact conflict resolution by influencing

policy areas relevant to the conflict resolution agenda.

The research shows that the EU's unanimity requirement, plurality of parties, and normative power

impact its mediation effectiveness. Enhancing EU coherence, effectively leveraging its normative

15
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impact, and maintaining ongoing political participation are critical to boosting its mediation and

dispute-resolution capabilities.

Niemann, Haastrup, and Bergmann (2018, 327) propose that a future study should examine the
unique dispute characteristics that shape the domestic reception of EU mediation. Understanding
these qualities can help mediation efforts be more effective and widely accepted in conflict zones.
Moreover, Brandenburg (2017, 3) highlights a need for more current research, primarily
concentrating on situations where the EU acts as the primary mediator. This emphasis ignores the
various important roles that the EU may play, such as co-mediator, facilitator, or supporter of third-
party mediation initiatives. By addressing these shortcomings, we can gain further insight into
adjusting and enhancing EU mediation for different conflict circumstances. This gap is exactly
what this thesis aims to fill. By considering these factors, scholars and practitioners can develop
more sophisticated tactics that use the EU’s capabilities in various mediation roles. This broader

knowledge will help support peacebuilding efforts and strengthen conflict mediation processes.

16
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Theoretical Framework

As highlighted in the literature review, the primary concepts of this thesis, success and mediation,
lack consensus definitions and are studied from various perspectives. This thesis aims to answer
the following research question: What conditions (combinations) are necessary and/or sufficient
for the success or failure of EU conflict mediation efforts? The research's key concepts must be
properly defined to answer this question. Specifically, defining success in the context of EU
mediation not only reveals what constitutes a failure but is also critical for operationalizing these
notions in the empirical sections of this research. The method used is dependent on specific
definitions to enable correct data analysis, interpretation, and calibration of outcomes.

Furthermore, a clear definition of mediation will help narrow the cases that can be included in the
empirical section of the study, which is fundamental for keeping the study focused. By defining
these concepts, this thesis will provide greater clarity and transparency, allowing readers to better

understand the research pathway and the framework within which the findings are interpreted.

Conflict mediation

Even though certain authors' conceptualizations of mediation may differ slightly, Bercovitch et al.
(1991, 8) provide the most comprehensive definition as "a process of conflict management where
disputants seek the assistance of, or accept an offer of help from, an individual, group, state, or
organization to settle their conflict or resolve their differences without resorting to physical force
or invoking the authority of the law." This definition emphasizes mediation's voluntary and
nonviolent aspect, which is critical for understanding EU mediation practices (Bergmann et al.

2018, 161-162).

17
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Defining conflict mediation in the EU also demands an awareness of the various mediation
approaches and actors involved. As previously stated, the EU uses a specific typology of mediation
roles, such as leading, funding, and accompanying mediation (General Secretariat of the Council
2020, 10-11). The essence of these roles can be divided into two categories: direct and indirect
mediation. This thesis suggests that this simplified categorization will be the foundation for further
empirical study. Direct mediation entails the EU negotiating directly with the opposing parties,
independently or in collaboration with other international actors such as the United Nations. In
contrast, indirect mediation refers to the EU's financial, technical, or expert help to other mediators,

greatly increasing the scope and impact of its mediation activities (Bergmann et al. 2018, 162).

Significantly, the EU's mediators do not have a formal, unique role. This flexibility enables a wide
range of EU representatives, including the High Representative, EU Special Representatives, and
even the Council Presidency, to participate in mediation roles, reflecting the decentralized nature
of EU foreign policy in conflict resolution (Bergmann et al. 2018, 162; Girke 2015, 513; Bergmann
and Niemann 2015, 959). Hence, this thesis contends that any attempt by these parties to mediate,
whether by manipulation, facilitation, or formulation, should be considered an act of EU mediation
if officially acknowledged by the European Union. The EU Council often provides this official
legitimacy, and indirectly, the member states legitimize mediation activities. Furthermore, the
overall purpose of EU mediation is to facilitate conversations between conflict parties and to
resolve issues with the assistance of an accepted third party. The specific goals and methods of
mediation may differ depending on the nature of the dispute and the parties' expectations. This

approach is backed by the General Secretariat of the Council's comprehensive definition of
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mediation support, which includes facilitation, dialogue, and advising elements (General

Secretariat of the Council 2020, 3).

This conceptual framework stresses that EU mediation can take many forms and include numerous
parties. Such a framework not only covers the entirety of the EU's mediation activities but also
aligns with the EU's broader foreign policy goals of conflict prevention and crisis management.
This perspective holds that any recognized mediation effort by an EU player becomes an official

act of EU mediation, regardless of its form or type of involvement (Davis 2008, 180).

Success

Determining success in EU mediation remains a difficulty. According to Bercovitch (2011, 93-
102), success is frequently assumed rather than systematically defined, and many studies use
various, at times inconsistent, indicators. To solve this issue, success will be assessed from an
internal EU and an external conflict perspective. This dual approach ensures that the evaluation is
based on EU objectives and real improvements in the conflict context (Rodt 2012, 243-245). As a
result, the criteria for determining whether or not an EU mediation case is successful will be based
on the EU's internal and external goals. The EU's internal criterion explores whether the mediation
achieved the EU's specific objectives. In fact, The EU defines success as achieving these aims,
representing the Union's operational capabilities (Whitman and Stefan 2012, 31). External Goal
Attainment assesses if the mediation contributed to reducing violence or avoided further escalation
and aggravation of the conflict. From this perspective, mediation success is determined by
observable changes in conflict behavior during and after the mediation (Bergmann and Niemann

2015, 960-961).
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The criteria of internal and external goal attainment were chosen because they give actual, visible
evidence that can be found in policy documents, EU reports, and changes in conflict intensity.
These indicators are less prone to subjective interpretation, providing a strong framework for
evaluating mediation efforts (Rodt 2012, 243-245; Bergmann and Niemann 2015, 960-961). In
addition, while other criteria, such as satisfaction, fairness, and overall effectiveness, are
important, they are significantly influenced by personal perceptions and biases, making them less
accurate for consistent evaluation (Bercovitch 2011, 95-97). Furthermore, criteria on the stability
and wisdom of the mediation process add complexity that is difficult to measure clearly. These
criteria cover broad, abstract concepts that are difficult to quantify and evaluate in an academic

study.

Finally, by focusing on internal and external goal attainment, this research takes a pragmatic
approach, selecting frequently documented and analyzable criteria. This method enables a
methodical and reliable evaluation of EU mediation efforts while reducing subjectivity and the
practical challenges associated with less tangible success measures. This approach guarantees that
the evaluation of mediation success is based on observable outcomes and matches the EU's

operational goals, resulting in a clear and practical framework for analysis.

Conditions leading to EU's successful mediation

In the literature review, | already examined the conditions that make the EU a (un)successful
mediator. However, it is critical to conceptualize these conditions and explain the theoretical

rationale for selecting the conditions that will be used in the empirical study.
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EU member states' unity

Based on the literature, effective mediation requires political consensus and structural coherence
within the EU. EU internal divides can undermine credibility and confidence among conflict
parties, thereby affecting EU mediation efforts (Zajaczkowski 2020, 19; Froitzheim and
Sdderbaum 2013, 8; Miiller and Bergmann 2020, 155; Bergmann and Niemann 2015, 962-963,
969). Furthermore, EU unity indicates sufficient political will, resulting in the presence of strong
commitment, which is an essential requirement for the Union's dedication to effective conflict
resolution (Whitman and Stefan 2012, 36; Davis 2008, 184-185; Whitman and Wolff 2012, 11;
Gillespie 2010, 86). Mediation efforts could backfire if EU member states do not work together.
This impasse is typically caused by differences in EU member states' interests or values, resulting
in conflicting messages and methods, reducing the overall efficacy and coherence of the EU's

mediation activities.

Coordination among EU actors

Several scholars point out the importance of effective coordination among EU bodies, aligning
Member States' policies with EU institutions' mediation activities (European External Action
Service 2023, 8; Froitzheim and Sdderbaum 2013, 8-9; Miller and Bergmann 2020, 155;
Bergmann and Niemann 2015, 962-963, 968). The risk of lacking coordination includes lower
mediation effectiveness since divergent efforts might result in opposite strategies that confuse or
alienate conflict parties. This lack of coordination may undermine the EU's reputation as a
trustworthy mediator, making it harder to maintain stakeholder trust and possibly prolonging or

accelerating conflicts.
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Legitimacy

The EU's legitimacy is vital; if the parties do not regard the EU as a legitimate mediator, they are
unlikely to participate in and accept the EU's mediation efforts. This legitimacy can be
strengthened through a consistent strategy that includes clear and credible policies and
specifications (Cooley 2018, 15; Niemann, Haastrup, and Bergmann 2018, 325; Tocci 2005, 142,
145; Bergmann and Niemann 2015, 960). Lack of legitimacy reduces the EU's influence and
authority in mediation processes, limiting its ability to support negotiations and implement long-

term peace solutions successfully.

Use of sticks and carrots

Managing political incentives and strategically using EU resources to encourage compromises are
key. This includes the nuanced role of conditionality in influencing policy fields related to conflict
resolution, peace efforts, and the bargaining positions of involved states or entities (Ker-Lindsay
2012, 88; Niemann, Haastrup, and Bergmann 2018, 324; Tocci 2005, 145; Miiller and Bergmann
2020, 155; Tocci 2004, 13). Ineffective management or misalignment of these incentives can result
in protracted negotiations because parties may not be properly motivated to compromise or may

doubt the EU's commitment and competence to follow through on promises and threats.

Role of External Actors

Zajaczkowski (2020, 26) explores the complicated relationships and opposing agendas between
EU mission participants, including non-EU actors. Furthermore, the involvement of global powers
such as Russia, China, and the United States could hinder EU mediation attempts. According to

Niemann, Haastrup, and Bergmann (2018, 325), the involvement of additional mediators may

22



CEU eTD Collection

damage EU mediation efforts. This dynamic introduces competing interests and strategies, which

might decrease the EU's impact and effectiveness in conflict mediation scenarios.

Prospect of EU membership

The prospect of EU membership is a critical tool in EU mediation efforts. This condition addresses
the strategic use of the membership promise as a motivator for warring parties to cooperate with
EU-mediated negotiations. Ker-Lindsay (2012, 88) emphasizes the importance of actively
controlling political incentives related to admission to engage all stakeholders properly.
Meanwhile, Niemann, Haastrup, and Bergmann (2018, 324) highlight the strategy's variable
efficacy, noting that in some settings, such as Ukraine, the EU's leverage was constrained because
membership was not an option. In contrast, in discussions such as the Kosovo-Serbia dialogue, EU
leverage was stronger due to the concrete prospect of accession (Bergmann and Niemann 2015,
962-969). This condition emphasizes the importance of the EU's capacity to present credible

membership possibilities, which can substantially impact the outcomes of its mediation efforts.

In conclusion, this thesis establishes a solid theoretical framework for exploring the nature of EU
mediation efforts. Defining key terms such as success and mediation to establish a clear research
trajectory. By clearly defining these concepts, the research improves the precision of its empirical
analysis and offers a systematic lens through which to evaluate the conditions required for effective
EU mediation. The thesis seeks to contribute to a deeper knowledge of the conditions at play in
EU conflict mediation by examining how different conditions impact EU mediation outcomes.
This approach thus serves as the foundation for exploring the potential for success or failure of the
EU's mediation efforts, addressing the core research question with theoretical rigor and practical

significance.
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Methodology

The main objective of this thesis is to identify necessary and sufficient conditions for either the
success or failure of EU conflict mediation efforts. Given EU mediation's complex and diverse
nature, evaluating the various outcomes requires an empirical framework that can handle the
complex combination of multiple factors. This is precisely where Qualitative Comparative
Analysis (QCA) is most useful. It is known that QCA is the most advanced tool in set-theoretic
methods. It effectively provides causal interpretation of complex data, showing how different
combinations of conditions lead to different outcomes (Schneider and Wagemann 2012, 1; 2010
398-401). QCA's distinctive feature is its use of truth tables, which allow for examining causal
complexity such as equifinality, where several paths can lead to the same end, and conjunctural
causation, which highlights how different conditions combine to produce an event. These
capacities are crucial for analyzing EU mediation, as various factors may interact to influence the
mediation's success or failure (Schneider and Wagemann 2010, 399-400). Furthermore, QCA
employs logical minimization principles, allowing for a data description that is both concise and
complete. Logical minimization simplifies information by finding similarities and differences in
cases with the same result, making the explanation shorter but equally logical. This process
distinguishes between essential and incidental conditions, allowing for the identification of the
most important ones. To extract major causal patterns from dense and often laborious data sets,
QCA uses logical minimization to obtain clearer, more streamlined insights from complicated

scenarios.

Similarly, the increased use of QCA goes beyond its role as a simple data analysis technique. It is

primarily a comprehensive research methodology that incorporates and strongly relies on
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additional qualitative approaches to understand the cases and conditions under examination better.
The breadth and quality of case knowledge heavily influence the strength and clarity of QCA
outcomes, making this integration crucial (Schneider and Wagemann 2010, 398-400). To ensure
complete coverage and the correct calibration of conditions, this research extensively employs
document analysis and qualitative content analysis. These methods are core tools for obtaining
accurate, context-rich information for case definition and condition determination. Document
analysis is useful in research because it helps understand and develop knowledge on any issue. It
also reveals the context of the situations studied (such as changes, progress, and new events).
Additionally, it provides supplementary data that may be useful and can corroborate and verify
findings (Bowen 2009, 27-30). | chose the data sources because they provide details on the
execution of EU missions and their characteristics and frequently assess the EU's performance.
Thus, the information in these documents enables the calibration of conditions for the QCA
analysis. Using various sources, such as scholarly articles and policy evaluations, helps offset any

biases and provides a more balanced perspective on EU mediation efforts.

To do qualitative content analysis, | will follow Halperin and Heath's four-step process (2020,
377-384). | will begin the analysis by identifying the material to be analyzed and verifying its
accessibility. I will collect data from various sources, such as EU publications, newspapers,
academic research articles, and policy evaluations. I will then define the categories | aim to search
for the material. These categories will include the conditions specified in the literature review and
theoretical framework. Next, | will select the recording unit, consisting of sentences from the
papers under analysis. The final stage is to create a protocol for selecting and assigning units of

interest to previously created categories. After finishing the four-step process, | will start coding
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and gathering the data required to calibrate the existence or absence of a condition. Descriptive
coding will summarize the main theme of each examined excerpt (Saldafia 2013, 4). As a result,
after calibrating the conditions and outcomes, | will be able to run the analysis in R (Oana,

Schneider, and Thomann 2021).

Regarding potential biases, it is accepted that there may be differences between the EU's internal
assessment of mediation success and external scholarly reviews. | will rely on the EU's internal
and external objective attainment criteria to solve this. This approach allows for the identification
of various arguments and the assignment of results. In cases of disagreement, | will highlight them
during the calibration process and explain the chosen value, sometimes relying on a majority
viewpoint if no consensus occurs. Furthermore, employing a mix of sources rather than only EU
reports helps to mitigate the EU's potential bias in presenting itself as an effective mediator. As a
result, QCA emerges as the best technique for this research, offering the tools needed to
systematically investigate and determine the conditions that lead to the success or failure of EU
mediation attempts. This technique encourages a comprehensive analysis of complex causation. It
is consistent with this study's case-oriented, comparative aspect, allowing for significant

conclusions that are both theoretically sound and practically useful.
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Empirical analysis
Case selection

| selected the cases based on multiple instances recognized by the European Union as successful
mediations, including those in Mali, Yemen, and the Serbia-Kosovo conflict (EU External Action
2021). Acknowledging that the EU may only highlight its accomplishments, | broadened my
search to include other mediation cases discussed in books and journals. For instance, Julian
Bergmann's "The European Union as International Mediator: Brokering Stability and Peace in the

Neighbourhood" (2020) was particularly insightful.

Some cases were dismissed due to a need for more information in English, Spanish, or Russian,
the languages | can read. For example, despite the EU's classification of the Central African
Republic as a mediation case (European Union External Action 2021), | could not obtain complete
details, probably due to the case's recent nature. Additionally, situations like Moldova and
Transnistria, a separatist territory, were omitted due to their military aspect. |1 also excluded all
cases before establishing the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security
Policy in 1999 through the Treaty of Amsterdam. Furthermore, examples in which the EU was
exclusively involved in the implementation phase of an agreement were omitted, as my primary

focus is on mediation.
It is important to note that the selected cases were the product of a thorough back-and-forth process

in which | reviewed the available material to determine whether a case could be included in the

final QCA analysis. This demonstrates why conducting a robust qualitative study in QCA is
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important. Appendix 1 details all selected cases, the years the EU mediation efforts took place,

and the abbreviations for further QCA analysis.

Data collection

As | mentioned before, | used document analysis and qualitative content analysis to collect the
data for the cases to be studied. In QCA, the focus is on the analysis itself (the evaluation of
necessary and sufficient conditions). Due to limitations in the word count, | will not be able to
show how | collected the information in every case. However, for the sake of transparency and for
informative purposes, | will demonstrate the coding process for one case, namely the case of North

Macedonia.

Following Halperin and Heath's four-step process (2020, 377-384), | began the analysis by
identifying the material and verifying its accessibility. As mentioned, | relied on EU documents,
academic articles, news pieces, evaluation reports, etc. However, | prioritized academic articles
due to their usual impartiality and research focus. | also favored articles with the highest citation
counts, indicating their influence and foundational nature for other researches. | found two
academic articles after searching for information in journal databases and other search engines
such as Google and Google Scholar?. | discarded other articles due to repetitive information and

used these two to collect the necessary data for the North Macedonia case.

2 The articles are: Kirca, Asiye Bilge. 2020. “The Role of The European Union In Conflict Resolution: The Cases Of
Northern Ireland And North Macedonia.” Istanbul: Turkish-German University.

https://openaccess.tau.edu.tr/xmlui/handle/20.500.12846/493; Cooley, Laurence. 2018. The European Union’s
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The second step is to define the theme and the categories we seek. In this case, the theme is EU
mediation, and the categories are based on the conditions found in the literature review and
mentioned in the theoretical framework. The categories are in Appendix 2 and their abbreviations
for further QCA analysis. As it is visible, there are two additional conditions: whether mediation
is considered successful or not in the articles and the type of EU mediation (direct or indirect). In
the next step, | selected the recording unit, which consisted of sentences from the papers under
analysis that provided information about the presence or absence of the specified conditions. The
final stage involved creating a protocol for selecting and assigning units of interest to the
appropriate categories. For the protocol, 1 chose the sentences | considered suitable for the
categories and aggregated them to gather as much information as possible for the calibration stage

in the QCA analysis. The following is an example of the coding process:

Unit: "When the illegal Albanian organization occupied an area in the west of Skopje, the US and
the EU engaged their mediators to end the conflict... the process for the Ohrid Framework

Agreement was kicked off by the help of the international mediators (Kirca 2020, 60)."

Unit: "Macedonia provides a particularly interesting case since... the EU played a far greater role
in negotiating an end to the violence and in the design of the peace agreement that resulted"”

(Cooley 2018, 66).

Approach to Conflict Resolution: Transformation or Regulation in the Western Balkans? London: Routledge.

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351043489.
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These units were coded under the code "direct mediation,” which belongs to the category "EU type
of mediation.” | applied the same logic for all cases and all categories. Moreover, as mentioned
before, some cases were dropped due to the lack of information or the absence of mediation
activities by the EU. At the end of the coding process, | effectively collected information and
gained deep knowledge on 18 cases. This information was later used to calibrate the presence or

absence of the conditions and the outcome studied.

QCA analysis

Calibration

Calibration is the process of transforming the data on the cases to reflect the membership in the
sets we are interested in (Oana, Schneider, and Thomann 2021, 11). This is done to understand to
what extent certain cases belong to a specific condition. For instance, considering the example
used in the data collection part, the set created from the category "EU type of mediation™ is EU
direct mediation. If the EU mediated directly in a certain case, this case will belong to this set, thus
receiving a value of 1 (full membership). If the EU mediated indirectly, the case will not belong
to this set, thus receiving a value of 0 (no membership). Therefore, considering the code in the
previous example, the North Macedonian case has full membership in this set. The belonging to

this set is binary, known as a crisp set.

However, a set may have membership degrees, making it a fuzzy set. This set type will have values
ranging from 0O to 1 (Schneider and Wagemann 2012, 3). For this paper, | will use fuzzy-set QCA
(fFsQCA), meaning that there will be degrees of membership in the studied conditions. However,

some conditions will be calibrated using binary (crisp) logic. The advantage of fSQCA is that it

30



allows for both crisp and fuzzy sets, whereas in crisp-set QCA, only crisp sets can be used. Table
1 provides detailed information on the indicators used to measure the seven explanatory conditions
included in the theoretical framework, plus success. Appendix 3 consists of the calibrated data for

every case and condition and the sources used for data collection in each case.

Table 1: Calibration Table

Condition Calibration Rationale

EU type of 1.0 where the EU engaged in direct mediation, whether as a sole mediator

mediation
(EU_Direct)

EU member states’
unity (EU_Unity)

Coordination among
EU actors
(EU_LackCoo)

Legitimacy (Legit)

Use of sticks and
carrots (S_C)

Role of external
actor (Ext_Actor)

or co-mediator; 0.0 where the EU engaged in indirect mediation, whether
supporting through expertise, funding, etc.

1.0 full consensus among member states about the mediation strategies and
interests; 0.66 consensus among the majority of the member states about the
mediation strategies and interests, with some states disagreeing on minor
issues; 0.33 minoritarian consensus among member states about the
mediation strategies and interests; 0.0 no consensus among member states
about the mediation strategies and interests

1.0 There is a fully lack of cooperation among EU actors and institutions
with each other while mediating; 0.66 there is lack of cooperation with some
communication among EU actor and institutions while mediating; 0.33
there is some lack of cooperation among EU actors and institutions with
each other while mediating; 0.0 There is no lack of cooperation among EU
actors and institutions with each other while mediating

1.0 The EU is seen as a fully legitimate mediator by all actors in the conflict;
0.66 The EU is seen as a legitimate mediator with some trust issues; 0.33
The EU is seen as legitimate only by one or the minority of the actors in the
conflict; 0.0 The EU is not seen as a legitimate mediator

1.0 The EU used incentives and/or threats in the mediation process; 0.0 The
EU did not use incentives and/or threats in the mediation process

1.0 there is an external state undermining EU mediation efforts; 0.0 there is
no external state undermining EU mediation efforts
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Condition Calibration Rationale

Prospect of EU 1.0 The EU used the membership to the union as an incentive or threat in
membership the mediation process; 0.0 The EU did not use the membership to the union
(EU_Member) as an incentive or threat in the mediation process

1.0 The EU achieved its objectives in the mediation process and there was
an improvement in the conditions of the conflict; 0.66 The EU mostly
achieved its objectives in the mediation process and there was some
improvement in the conditions of the conflict; 0.33 The EU partly achieved
its objectives in the mediation process and/or there was little improvement
in the conditions of the conflict. 0.0 The EU did not achieve its objectives
in the mediation process and there was no improvement in the conditions of
the conflict.

Success (SUCC)

Sufficient Conditions Leading to a Successful EU Mediation

After calibrating the data, it is possible to carry out the analysis for necessity and sufficiency,
meaning that the necessary and sufficient condition(s) will be studied. I will start with the
sufficiency analysis. A condition can be considered sufficient if, whenever it is present across
cases, the outcome is also present in these cases. In other words, there should not be a single case
that shows the condition but not the outcome (Schneider and Wagemann 2012, 57). The
sufficiency analysis involves the so-called truth table, which displays all logically possible
configurations of conditions, assigns all empirical cases to the respective configuration, and
highlights combinations without empirical cases. Additionally, it shows the strength of the set
relationship. Configurations that show a strong set relationship are then further simplified by
identifying conditions that make a difference across cases and removing redundant ones. All

analyses use the R packages 'QCA" and 'SetMethods'.
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Appendix 4 includes the truth table for EU success in mediation. In this truth table, I only display
configurations with empirical information. Additionally, the "incl” or sufficiency inclusion score
in the truth table evaluates the consistency of specific conditions in predicting an outcome across
different cases, hence measuring the reliability of these conditions. The "incl" score should be
higher than 0.8 to consider a condition sufficient (Oana, Schneider, and Thomann 2021, 92).
Conversely, "PRI," or proportional reduction in inconsistency, measures how much the presence
of specific conditions decreases uncertainty or inconsistency in achieving the outcome. A higher
PRI score signifies that introducing these conditions improves the predictability and stability of
the outcome. PRI should be higher than 0.5 for a condition to be considered sufficient (Oana,
Schneider, and Thomann 2021, 96). These metrics assess the sufficiency of specific conditions to

produce a certain result.

As truth tables are complex to read and interpret, performing a minimization of the truth table is
useful so that the sufficient conditions for EU successful mediation will be easier to understand.
After minimizing the truth table, | obtained the following result. Appendix 5 shows the output
from the truth table minimization. From this, several conclusions can be drawn. First, there is no
single sufficient condition to explain the success of EU mediation. Second, the minimization shows
two specific pathways (configurations) considered sufficient for achieving EU mediation success.
It is important to clarify that M1 shows a "+," which means OR, indicating that when one of these

conditions exists, the EU will successfully mediate.

The first pathway shows that direct mediation from the EU, with all members agreeing with the

mediation efforts, the EU actors and institutions cooperating, the EU being seen as a legitimate
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mediator, using incentives and/or threats to the actors in conflict, and no external actor
undermining the EU mediation activities, are sufficient conditions to make the EU a successful
mediator. Similarly, the second pathway demonstrates that with all EU members agreeing with the
mediation efforts, the EU actors and institutions cooperating, being seen as legitimate, using
incentives and/or threats to the actors in conflict, and no external actor undermining the EU
mediation activities, the EU can be a successful mediator even without the incentive and threat of
EU membership. Interestingly, both pathways show that the EU can achieve successful mediation
even without the lure of membership. The second path shows that, with certain conditions, the
EU's mediation appears to be insignificant. Figure 1 shows a plot with the solution formula (both

pathways combined), demonstrating its sufficiency.

Figure 1: Sufficiency Plot
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The previous minimization revealed the most complex sufficient condition solution, "the
conservative solution.” This solution still contains difficulties in interpretation due to its high
number of conditions. To address this, it is possible to minimize the truth table further to find the
most parsimonious solution, which is the simplest of all solutions. The most parsimonious solution
utilizes logical remainders, known as simplifying assumptions, to determine necessary conditions.
These remainders are chosen to facilitate the analysis and provide the simplest explanation of the
observed data. The term "simplifying assumptions™ indicates that no part of the sufficient
conditions can be removed without losing essential information from the truth table. This solution
eliminates redundancies, making it widely regarded as the most dependable for causal
interpretation. This reliability stems from the empirical support for every part of the solution,
demonstrating its impact on the outcome at a broader case level (Oana, Schneider, and Thomann
2021, 123-125). Appendix 6 includes the most parsimonious solutions; however, not all solutions
in the table pass the threshold of 0.8 to be considered sufficient. By examining the "incl™ value, it
is clear that only one solution can be considered sufficient. The solution is M07, which shows two
pathways sufficient for success. It is important to clarify that M07 shows a "+," which means OR,

indicating that when one of these sets of conditions exists, the EU will successfully mediate.

The first pathway shows that when the EU mediates directly (sole or co-mediator), does not have
cooperation problems among its actors and institutions, and uses union membership as a mediation
tool; it is sufficient for the EU to be successful. This makes sense because, for the EU to use
membership as a tool credibly, it is more effective if it mediates directly and without cooperation
problems. If there is a lack of coordination or the EU is not directly supporting, the use of

membership would not be credible, thus undermining the EU's effectiveness. The cases of Serbia
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and Montenegro and Serbia and Kosovo reflect this; Serbia was always eager to negotiate and
comply because the EU was directly mediating and signaling through its different actors and
institutions the same message, which made the membership prospect more credible and effective
as a tool towards Serbia. The second pathway shows that EU member states' unity, being seen as
legitimate by the actors in the conflict, and using sticks and carrots (which do not have to be EU
membership leverage) are sufficient conditions for successful mediation. This is plausible because
in cases where the EU does not leverage its membership, it is often clear that the actors will not be
able to enter the EU (mostly due to geographical considerations). Thus, the EU offers other
incentives or sanctions to encourage the actors to continue with the mediation. For instance, in the
Russo-Georgian war, the EU applied pressure on Russia by freezing their relationship under the
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (Forsberg and Seppo 2011). Another case this solution
covers is Colombia, where the EU offered to lift sanctions on FARC members if they continued
negotiations that resulted in a peace agreement (Pérez De Armifio 2023). The non-use of EU
membership also highlights some shortcomings of this EU strategy. In the Turkish case, this
strategy is deemed ineffective due to the lack of credibility that some Turkish politicians attribute
to the EU. They did not believe that the accession process would be swift and that Turkey would
enjoy the benefits soon. Consequently, when Turkey began to roll back some improvements
regarding the Kurds, they did not feel threatened by the EU membership tool. Turkish actors had
already anticipated this, and with the EU's inability to use another tool, the EU could do nothing

(Kurda 2022).

Testing Robustness with Cluster Diagnostics

| used cluster diagnostics to test the robustness of the conditions found to be sufficient. This tool

helps to verify if the sufficiency (or necessity) patterns are consistent across various groups within
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the dataset and to determine if combining the data for analysis is effective. This is particularly
helpful for my thesis due to the differences that can exist between the locations of the countries
where the EU is mediating and the types of conflict the EU is mediating. The tool provides two
types of consistency (and coverage) measurements. Initially, it presents the pooled consistency,
which evaluates the consistency of the overall solution formula and its components across the
entire dataset. Following this, it assesses the between-consistency, which measures how consistent

the solution is within each specific cluster.

To perform this analysis, | added information about the location of the conflict and the type of
conflict to the calibrated data. For the location of the conflict, | created three clusters: Near,
Medium, and Far. Near are those countries that share a border (maritime or land) with the EU.
Medium refers to those countries that share a border with the Near countries, and Far refers to the
rest of the countries. Regarding the type of conflict, | created five clusters: Civil, Eth_Nat, Revol,
Secess, and Terri. Civil are conflicts with a civil war nature, Eth_Nat are conflicts related to ethnic
conflict and nationalism, Revol are conflicts involving revolutions such as coups, Secess are
conflicts where part of a country seeks independence, and Terri are conflicts where two states
claim certain territory. 1 know some conflicts have various dimensions, but for the sake of the

thesis, | organized the cases into these clusters. The clusters can be seen in Appendix 7.

Appendix 8 shows that the solution is consistent in all clusters, meaning that the solution explains
the EU's successful mediation in different geographical locations. In coverage, both pathways
explain at least one of the location clusters. For Near countries, the analysis shows that direct

mediation from the EU, with all members agreeing with the mediation efforts, the EU actors and
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institutions cooperating, the EU being seen as a legitimate mediator, using incentives and/or threats
to the actors in conflict, and no external actor undermining the EU mediation activities, is a
sufficient solution. Including direct mediation is interesting because it shows that the EU must
directly mediate conflicts in its neighborhood. In the case of Far countries, the sufficient solution
is all EU members agreeing with the mediation efforts, the EU actors and institutions cooperating,
being seen as legitimate, using incentives and/or threats to the actors in conflict, with no external
actor undermining the EU mediation activities, and no use of the incentive and threat of EU
membership. As mentioned before, the EU would not invite a Far country to join, so the absence
of that condition is understandable. Otherwise, the EU would undermine itself using such a tool
with a Far country. It is also interesting that the type of mediation is not as important for Far
countries as it is for Near countries. Due to its normative power, indirect mediation in the European
neighborhood may be a bad idea for the EU. Medium countries are not covered because the three

cases for Medium were all unsuccessful EU mediations (Arm_Az, Ge_AS, Is_Pa).

Regarding the type of conflict, consistency is also significant in all clusters, which means that this
solution explains the success of the EU mediation effort in all kinds of conflicts. The results can
be seen in Appendix 9. Direct mediation from the EU, with all members agreeing with the
mediation efforts, the EU actors and institutions cooperating, the EU is seen as a legitimate
mediator, using incentives and/or threats to the actors in conflict, and no external actor
undermining the EU mediation activities explains all clusters except civil war and revolutions.
However, EU success in these types of conflicts is explained by the solution of all EU members
agreeing with the mediation efforts, the EU actors and institutions cooperating, being seen as

legitimate, using incentives and/or threats to the actors in conflict, with no external actor
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undermining the EU mediation activities, and no use of the incentive and threat of EU membership.
Further research could investigate why direct EU mediation belongs to the sufficient solution in

some conflicts and not in others.

Necessary conditions leading to a successful EU mediation

A necessary condition must be present for an outcome to occur; without it, the outcome cannot
happen. A set of parameters is used to determine whether a condition is necessary. The consistency
measure quantifies how closely empirical evidence matches a theoretical necessity relationship.
This measure, ranging from 0 to 1, calculates the extent of deviations, with values closer to 1
indicating a more consistent necessity. Generally, a consistency threshold of at least 0.9 is
recommended to consider a condition as necessarily related to an outcome (Oana, Schneider, and
Thomann 2021, 69). Two other important parameters are Coverage and Relevance of Necessity
(RoN). Coverage measures the proportion of cases a condition or set of conditions explains within
a dataset, indicating how substantial a condition is for explaining the outcome. RoN complements
this by showing how critical a condition is to the outcome; a RoN value close to 0.5 suggests the
condition may not be crucial. While the consistency threshold for necessity is often set at 0.9, there
are no strict thresholds for coverage and RoN, making their interpretation more flexible and

context-dependent.

In Appendix 10, the table with the necessity analysis results shows that three conditions are
necessary for EU mediation success: EU member state unity, the EU being seen as a legitimate
mediator, and no lack of coordination among EU actors and institutions. However, checking the
other parameters shows that they are below the 0.5 threshold. An explanation for this is that the

EU usually starts a mediation process because the member states are most likely united. Similarly,
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if the EU decides to mediate a conflict, it is most likely because the actors consider it legitimate.
Thirdly, the EU usually designates one actor to mediate, so it is plausible that, in most cases, a

clear actor or institution is mediating.

After the necessity analysis, it is important to detect SUIN conditions. A "sufficient but
unnecessary" condition in QCA is part of a condition that, though not essential by itself, becomes
necessary when combined with similar conditions to produce an outcome. This reflects causal
complexity where multiple pathways can lead to the same result. SUIN conditions are seen in
necessary disjunctions, where the presence of any single condition from the OR combination
(logical OR) is enough for the outcome, but none are indispensable alone. Identifying such
conditions helps to understand different viable strategies or causal paths that could not be isolated
as crucial on their own but are collectively critical in achieving an outcome. This insight is
particularly useful in comprehensively mapping the causal terrain of complex social phenomena
(Oana, Schneider, and Thomann 2021, 80). In the analysis, only one SUIN condition was found:
EU member unity, with no lack of coordination among EU actors and institutions, and the EU
being a legitimate actor. Thus, this SUIN condition is necessary for EU mediation success. The

result can be seen in Appendix 11 and illustrated in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Necessity Plot
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Sufficient conditions leading to an unsuccessful EU mediation

Examining the sufficiency and necessity conditions for the absence of successful outcomes in EU
mediation is crucial to providing a more comprehensive analysis. This analysis can highlight areas
where the EU needs improvement or identify conditions it should avoid to become a more effective
mediator. The truth table for this analysis can be found in Appendix 12. However, | will proceed
with its minimization due to the difficulties in interpreting the table. Given the complexity of the
conservative solution minimization, | will not draw any conclusions directly from it. Instead, I will
focus on the parsimonious solution, which simplifies the analysis by eliminating redundancies.

Appendix 13 includes the conservative solution minimization of the truth table.
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In the parsimonious solution (Appendix 14), two models reveal sufficient conditions leading to the
EU's failure in mediation. These conditions are the EU's lack of coordination between actors and
its lack of legitimacy as a mediator. The presence of these conditions is understandable. A lack of
coordination would result in mixed messages and signals to the conflicting parties, undermining
the EU's credibility and commitment as a mediator. In terms of legitimacy, if the parties do not
view the EU as a legitimate actor, they are unlikely to comply with agreements or even participate
in mediation. Additionally, conditions in parentheses indicate factors with explanatory power but
are not as significant as the primary conditions mentioned. For example, if an external actor
undermines the EU's efforts, the likelihood of mediation failure increases. It is also interesting to
note that direct mediation without incentives and/or threats is a sufficient condition for the EU to
fail. This may be because, without incentives and/or threats, the parties may perceive the EU as

not being committed enough.

For example, in the case of Armenia and Azerbaijan, the EU could not use the membership tool
because there is no real prospect of either country joining the EU. Furthermore, the EU could not
make any credible threats due to the lack of strong economic and geopolitical ties between the EU
and both countries. The EU also refrained from offering other incentives to maintain its
impartiality, and some member states, such as France, opposed offering incentives to Azerbaijan
(Lorusso 2023; Rauf 2023; Lewis 2023; Shiraliyev 2023). These findings underscore the
importance of coordination and legitimacy in successful EU mediation. Addressing these issues

could significantly enhance the EU's effectiveness as a mediator.
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Figure 3: Sufficiency Plot
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Continuing with the cluster diagnostic, it is remarkable that it ignores the EU direct mediation
condition. This may be because the inclusion score for this condition is below 0.8. Starting with
the location of the conflicts, the identified conditions explain the EU’s failure in mediation across
all locations. This indicates that if there is a lack of communication, if the EU is not perceived as
legitimate, or if an external actor is undermining the EU's mediation efforts, the mediation will
likely fail. Regarding the type of conflict, the identified conditions also explain the EU's failure in
mediation across all types of conflicts. However, the presence of external actors appears
insignificant in explaining the EU's failure in secessionist conflicts. This suggests that while
external actors can play a crucial role in many conflict types, their influence may be less critical
in secessionist conflicts where internal dynamics are more dominant. The detailed results of this

analysis can be found in Appendices 15 and 16.
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Necessary conditions leading to an unsuccessful EU mediation

Turning to the necessary condition analysis, no single condition meets the threshold to be
considered necessary. The closest condition to the 0.9 threshold is the presence of EU member
unity. This is understandable because, as mentioned earlier, EU member states are usually united.
Therefore, it is expected that even in unsuccessful mediations, this condition may still appear.
Furthermore, applying the analysis for SUIN conditions, | found that no SUIN condition explains
the EU's mediation failures. This indicates that no individual condition or combination of
conditions guarantees the EU mediation efforts will always fail. This finding implies that the
failure of EU mediation efforts is not due to a specific, predictable flaw but rather a complex
interplay of factors that vary across different cases. It underscores the need for a flexible and
context-specific approach to improve EU mediation strategies. The detailed results of this analysis

are in Appendix 17.

The research findings suggest no universal formula for successful EU mediation, but they highlight
two distinct pathways to success. Both pathways emphasize the need for member-state unity,
internal cooperation, and EU legitimacy. Interestingly, it's noted that the promise of EU
membership is not always a crucial factor for successful mediation. However, these elements alone
are not sufficient. Factors such as internal disunity, a lack of EU legitimacy, and a direct approach
without incentives or threats significantly raise the risk of failure. While the nature of the conflict
does not impact the fundamental requirements for success, it may influence the specific strategies
used. Notably, geography also appears to play a role, with direct mediation being more critical for
conflicts closer to the EU. As a result, the findings suggest that the EU should prioritize

maintaining internal unity and coordination, actively bolster its international mediation legitimacy,
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and craft flexible strategies tailored to the specific details of each conflict, including the use of

incentives beyond mere membership.
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Conclusion

The EU has become a significant player in international conflict mediation. It leverages a diverse
toolbox, employing both direct and indirect strategies with varying levels of engagement. The
EU's commitment to peacebuilding is evident in its dedicated policies and substantial financial
resources. However, limitations exist. Despite these challenges, the EU's dedication to peaceful
conflict resolution offers a valuable contribution on the global stage. This thesis has established a
framework to analyze the effectiveness of EU mediation efforts. Clearly defining key concepts
like success and mediation allows for a focused investigation into the factors influencing
outcomes. Through QCA, the research delves into the complex interplay of conditions necessary
for successful EU mediation. This approach provides a robust and theoretically grounded lens to
assess the EU's role in conflict resolution. The selected cases for analysis ensured
the QCA's robustness, Incorporating a wider range of sources beyond the EU's perspective
mitigated potential bias. This comprehensive set of cases provided a strong foundation for the

research.

The sufficiency analysis revealed two key pathways for successful EU mediation: The first one
involves direct mediation with member state unity, cooperation among institutions,
legitimacy, utilizing incentives/threats, and no external interference. The second pathway
substitutes direct mediation with member state unity, legitimacy, incentives/threats, and no
external interference. Interestingly, both pathways demonstrate the possibility of successful
mediation without solely relying on the lure of EU membership. The research also identified the
importance of geographical context. Direct mediation appears more crucial for conflicts close to

the EU's borders. Additionally, the analysis of necessary conditions highlighted the importance of
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member state unity, EU legitimacy, and internal coordination among EU actors, although none
were individually decisive factors for success. The analysis of unsuccessful mediations identified
a lack of coordination among EU actors and a lack of perceived legitimacy as key
culprits. Interestingly, direct mediation without incentives or threats also emerged as a factor

contributing to failure, suggesting that neutrality alone may not be sufficient.

In conclusion, this research underscores the importance of internal unity, coordination, and
legitimacy for successful EU mediation. While the specific strategies may need to be tailored to
the unique context of each conflict, the EU should prioritize these core elements to enhance its
effectiveness as a mediator. Future research could explore the nuances of crafting effective
incentives and the specific challenges faced by the EU in different conflict types. By addressing
these limitations and strategically utilizing its multifaceted toolbox, the EU can continue to be a

valuable player in promoting peace and stability on the global stage.
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Case

Armenia -
Azerbaijan

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Colombia - FARC

Cyprus

Democratic
Republic of Congo

Egypt

Georgia - Abkhazia
and South Ossetia

Israel - Palestine

Kosovo - Serbia

Mali

Myanmar

North Macedonia

Russia - Georgia

Serbia - Montenegro

Years

2016-
2023

2009

2012-
2016

2002-
2004

2006-
2009

2011-
2013

2003-
2008

2003-
2012

2011-
2020

2015

2012-
2015

2001

2008

2001-
2002

Appendix

Appendix 1: Cases Information

QCA
Abbreviation

Arm_Az

BIH

Col_F

Cyprus

DRC

Egypt

Ge_AS

Is Pa

Ko Se

Mali

Myanmar
NMac

Ru_Ge

Se_Mon

Source

(Lorusso 2023; Rauf 2023; Lewis 2023; Shiraliyev
2023)

(Zenelaj, Beriker, and Hatipoglu 2012; Solveig 2018)

(Di Filippo 2022; Pérez De Armifio 2023)

(Ker-Lindsay 2012; Tocci 2007)

Davis 2018; Davis 2015; Froitzheim, S6derbaum and
Taylor 2011; Froitzheim and Séderbaum 2013;
Vlassenroot and Arnould 2016)

(Pinfari 2018)

(Tocci 2008; Tocci 2007; (Whitman and Wolff
2012b;Bergmann 2020)

(Tocci 2007; Siniver 2012; Akgul-Ag¢ikmese and
Ozel 2024)

(Bergmann and Niemann 2015; Bergmann 2020;
Visoka & Doyle 2016; Planitz 2018)

(Dudouet and Dressler, 2016; International Crisis
Group 2020)

(Brandenburg 2017)

(Kirca 2020; Cooley 2018)

(Valasek 2008; European Union External Action
2021; Forsherg and Seppo 2011; Nista 2020)

(Bergmann 2020; Tocci 2007; Friis 2007)
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Case Years Abbreviation Source
2014- Cna

South Sudan 2018 SSudan (Bergmann 2021; Miiller and Bergmann 2020)
2001- : :

Turkey 2009 Turkey (Tocci 2008; Kurda 2022)

Ukraine 2014- UKr (Landwehr 2019; Chaban, Elgstrém, and Knodt 2019;
2019 Wittke and Rabinovych 2019)

Yemen 2011- Yemen (Girke 2015; Durac 2021; Eshag and Al-Marani
2014 2017)

Appendix 2: Coding Categories

Categories Abbreviation for QCA

EU member States' unity EU_Unity

Coordination among EU actors EU_LackCoo

Legitimacy Legit
Use of sticks and carrots SC
Role of external actors Ext_Actor

Prospect of EU membership EU_Member

Success SUCC

EU type of mediation Direct EU
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Appendix 3: Calibrated Data

Direct EU_ EU Ext_ EU_

Case _EU Unity LackCoo legit S C Actor Member SUCC
Arm_Az 1 0.66 0.33 0.33 0 1 0 0.00
BIH 1 1.00 0.66 1.00 1 0 1 0.00
Col_F 0 1.00 0.00 1.00 1 0 0 1.00
Cyprus 0 1.00 0.00 1.00 1 0 1 0.33
DRC 1 0.33 0.66 0.66 0 0 0 0.33
Egypt 1 033 066 066 1 1 0 000
Ge_AS 1 0.66 0.00 0.66 0 1 0 0.33
Is Pa 1 0.33 0.66 0.33 1 1 0 0.33
Ko _Se 1 0.66 0.00 1.00 1 0 1 0.66
Mali 0 0.66 0.00 1.00 1 0 0 0.66
Myanmar 0 1.00 0.00 0.33 0 0 0 0.33
Nmac 1 1.00 0.00 1.00 1 0 1 1.00
Ru_Ge 1 0.66 0.00 1.00 1 0 0 0.66
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Appendix 3: Calibrated Data

Direct EU_ EU Ext_ EU_

Case _EU Unity LackCoo legit S C Actor Member SUCC
Se_Mon 1 0.66 0.33 1.00 1 0 1 0.66
SSudan 0 1.00 0.00 1.00 1 0 0 0.66
Turkey 0 1.00 0.00 1.00 1 0 1 0.33
Ukr 1 0.66 0.33 0.33 1 1 0 0.33
Yemen 0 1.00 0.00 1.00 0 0 0 0.33

Appendix 4: Truth Table for EU success in mediation

Direct EU_ EU_ Ext EU_

EU unity LackCoo L Actor Member e L L
109 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 11 1 Ru_Ge
45 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 3 0.872 0.828 Col_F; Mal; SSudan
110 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 3 0.872 0.828 Ko_Se; Nmac; Se_Mon
89 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 10.500 0 DRC
95 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 105000  Egypt
103 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 10.500 0 Ukr
41 0 1 0 1 0 O 0 0 10.49 0 Yemen
87 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 10.496 0 Is_Pa
330 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.493 0 Myanmar
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107 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 103330 Ge_AS

126 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 103330 BIH
46 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 203300 Cyprus, Turkey
9 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 103300 Arm_Az
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Appendix 5: Conservative Solution

M1: Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor +
EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member -> SUCC

inclS PRI covS covU

1 Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor ©.898 @.852 0.375 0.292
2 EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member ©.898 @.852 ©.375 0.292

1 Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor Ru_Ge; Ko_Se,Nmac,Se_Mon
2 EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member Col_F,Mali,SSudan; Ru_Ge

Appendix 6: Parsimonious Solution
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M@1: ~Direct_EU*S_C*~EU_Member + Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*~Ext_Actor -> SUCC

M@2: ~Direct_EU*S_C*~EU_Member + Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C -> SUCC

M@3: Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*~Ext_Actor + S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member -> SUCC

M@4: Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*~Ext_Actor + EU_unity*Legit*S_C*~EU_Member -> SUCC
M@5: Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*~Ext_Actor + ~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~EU_Member -> SUCC
M@6: Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*EU_Member + S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member -> SUCC

M@7: Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*EU_Member + EU_unity*Legit*S_C*~EU_Member -> SUCC
M@8: Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*EU_Member + ~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~EU_Member -> SUCC
MR9: S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member + Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C -> SUCC

M1@: Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C + EU_unity*Legit*S_C*~EU_Member -> SUCC
M11: Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C + ~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~EU_Member -> SUCC

1 ~Direct_EU*S_C*~EU_Member @.773 0.707 0.292 0.000 ©0.292 0.292
2 Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*~Ext_Actor @.761 0.653 0.417 0.042 0.417 0.334
3 Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*EU_Member @.771 0.704 0.292 0.000
4 S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member @.745 0.658 0.375 0.000 0.292
5 Direct_EU*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C ©.727 0.589 0.458 0.000 @.458
6 EU_unity*Legit*S_C*~EU_Member @.845 0.745 0.458 0.000
7 ~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~EU_Member @.728 0.590 0.458 0.000
M1 @.766 ©.677 0.709
M2 @.744 @.637 @.751
M3 @.766 0.677 0.709
M4 @.786 ©.678 0.792
M5 @.753 0.636 0.792
M6 @.756 ©.678 0.668
M7 0.814 ©0.726 0.751
M8 @.744 @.637 0.751
M3 @.744 0.637 0.751
M@ 0.777 0.678 0.751
M11 0.744 0.637 0.751

Appendix 7: New Data For Cluster Diagnostic

Proximity to Type of
Case EU Conflict
Arm_Az Medium Terri
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Proximity to Type of

Case EU Conflict
BIH Near Eth_Nat
Col Far Revol
Cyprus Near Eth_Nat
DRC Far Civil
Egypt Near Revol
Ge_AS Medium Secess
Is_Pa Medium Terri
Ko_Se Near Secess
Mali Far Civil
Myanmar Far Eth_Nat

Nmac Near Eth_Nat



Proximity to Type of

Case EU Conflict
Ru_Ge Near Terri
Se_Mon Near Secess
SSudan Far Civil
Turkey Near Eth_Nat
Ukra Near Secess

Yemen Far Civil
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Appendix 8: Cluster Diagnostic Result By Location

Consistencies:

Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor
Pooled 0.898
Between Far (6) 1.000
Between Medium (3) 1.000
Between Near (9) 0.898

EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member
Pooled 0.898
Between Far (6) @.872
Between Medium (3) 1.000
Between Near (9) 1.000
Distances:

Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor
From Between to Pooled 0.029
EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member

From Between to Pooled 0.036
Coverages:

Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor
Pooled 0.375
Between Far (6) 0.000
Between Medium (3) 0.000
Between Near (9) 0.751

EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member
Pooled 0.375
Between Far (6) 0.701
Between Medium (3) 0.000
Between Near (9) 0.166

Appendix 9: Cluster Diagnostic Result By Type Of Conflict
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Consistencies:

Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor

Pooled 0.898
Between Civil (4) 1.000
Between Eth_Nat (5) 0.746
Between Revol (2) 1.000
Between Secess (4) 1.000
Between Terri (3) 1.000

EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member
Pooled @.898
Between Civil (4) @.795
Between Eth_Nat (5) 1.000
Between Revol (2) 1.000
Between Secess (4) 1.000
Between Terri (3) 1.000
Distances:

Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor

From Between to Pooled 0.048

EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member
From Between to Pooled 0.038
Coverages:

Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor

Pooled @.375
Between Civil (4) @.000
Between Eth_Nat (5) 0.503
Between Revol (2) ?.000
Between Secess (4) @.667
Between Terri (3) @.667

EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member
Pooled @.375
Between Civil (4) 0.667
Between Eth_Nat (5) @.000
Between Revol (2) 1.000
Between Secess (4) 0.000
Between Terri (3) @.667
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Appendix 10: Necessity Analysis Result

Condition Consistency of Necessity Coverage of Necessity Relevance of Necessity
Direct_EU 0.542 0.391 0.511
EU_unity 1.000 0.583 0.436
EU_LackCoo 0.166 0.364 0.862
Legit 1.000 0.555 0.368
S C 0.834 0.509 0.439
Ext_Actor 0.125 0.198 0.764
EU_Member  0.375 0.497 0.799
~Direct_EU 0.458 0.520 0.766
~EU_unity 0.338 0.610 0.888
~EU_LackCoo 1.000 0.553 0.361
~Legit 0.208 0.446 0.875
~S C 0.166 0.264 0.779
~Ext_Actor 0.875 0.535 0.452
~EU_Member 0.625 0.413 0.460
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Appendix 12: Truth Table For EU Non-Success Mediation

Appendix 11: SUIN Condition

Direct  EU un EU Lack Leg S Ext Ac EU_Mem OU nincl PRI cases
EU ity Coo it C tor ber T

33 0 1 0 0 O 0 0 111 1 Myanmar

87 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 111 1 Is Pa

89 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 111 1 DRC

95 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 111 1 Egypt

99 1 1 0 0 O 1 0 111 1 Arm_Az

:1))0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 111 1 Ukr

10

7 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 111 1 Ge_AS

12

5 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 111 1 BIH
0.7 05

41 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 01 52 07 Yemen
0.6 05

46 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 720 07 Cyprus, Turkey

10 0.5

9 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 01 15 0 Ru_Ge

11 0.3 0.1 Ko_Se,Nmac,Se

0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 3 83 79 " Mon

45 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 0.2 0 Col_F,Mali,SSu
56 dan

Appendix 13: Conservative Solutions
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M1: Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*~Legit*Ext_Actor*~EU_Member +
Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*~S_C*Ext_Actor*~EU_Member +
Direct_EU*~EU_unity*EU_LackCoo*S_C*Ext_Actor*~EU_Member +
Direct_EU*~EU_unity*EU_LackCoo*Legit*~S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member +
Direct_EU*EU_unity*EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*EU_Member +
~Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*~Legit*~S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member -> ~SUCC

1 Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*~Legit*Ext_Actor*~EU_Member 1 1
2 Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*~S_C*Ext_Actor*~EU_Member 1 1
3 Direct_EU*~EU_unity*EU_LackCoo*S_C*Ext_Actor*~EU_Member 1.000 1.000 ©0.164 0.066
4 Direct_EU*~EU_unity*EU_LackCoo*Legit*~S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member 1 1
5 Direct_EU*EU_unity*EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*EU_Member 1 1
6 ~Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*~Legit*~S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member 1 1

1 Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*~Legit*Ext_Actor*~EU_Member Arm_Az; Ukr

2 Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*~S_C*Ext_Actor*~EU_Member Arm_Az; Ge_AS
3 Direct_EU*~EU_unity*EU_LackCoo*S_C*Ext_Actor*~EU_Member Is_Pa; Egypt
4 Direct_EU*~EU_unity*EU_LackCoo*Legit*~S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member DRC

5 Direct_EU*EU_unity*EU_LackCoo*Legit*S_C*~Ext_Actor*EU_Member BIH

6 ~Direct_EU*EU_unity*~EU_LackCoo*~Legit*~S_C*~Ext_Actor*~EU_Member Myanmar

Appendix 14: Parsimonious Solutions

inclS PRI covS cowl (M1) (M2) cases

i) EU_LackCoo 1.000 1.000 ©0.361 ©0.098 0.130 ©0.130 Is_Pa; DRC; Egypt; BIH

2 ~Legit 1.000 1.000 0.368 0.067 0.067 ©.101 Myanmar; Is_Pa; Arm_Az; Ukr

3 Ext_Actor 0.802 0.753 0.399 0.034 0.099 Is_Pa; Egypt; Arm_Az; Ukr; Ge_AS
4 Direct_EU*~S_C 0.780 ©0.718 0.233 0.001 0.067 DRC; Arm_Az; Ge_AS

60



CEU eTD Collection

Appendix 15: Cluster Diagnostic Result By Location

Consistencies:

EU_LackCoo ~Legit Ext_Actor
Pooled 1 1 0.802

Between Far (6) 1 1 1.000
Between Medium (3) 1 1 0.780
Between Near (9) 1 1 0.835

Distances:
EU_LackCoo ~Legit Ext_Actor
From Between to Pooled ] (%] 0.062
Coverages:
EU_LackCoo ~Legit Ext_Actor
Pooled 0.361 0.368 0.399
Between Far (6) 0.245 0.375 0.000
Between Medium (3) 0.423 0.718 1.000
Between Near (9) 0.394 0.201 0.332
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Appendix 16: Cluster Diagnostic Result By Type Of Conflict

Consistencies:

EU_LackCoo ~Legit Ext_Actor
Pooled 1 1 0.802

Between Civil (4) 1 1 1.000
Between Eth_Nat (5) 1 1 1.000
Between Revol (2) 1 1 1.000
Between Secess (4) 1 1 0.670
Between Terri (3) 1 1 0.835

Distances:
EU_LackCoo ~Legit Ext_Actor
From Between to Pooled 7] 0 0.066
Coverages:
EU_LackCoo ~Legit Ext_Actor
Pooled 0.361 0.368 0.399
Between Civil (4) 0.327 0.168 0.000
Between Eth_Nat (5) 0.219 0.223 0.000
Between Revol (2) 0.660 0.340 1.000
Between Secess (4) 0.327 ©.500 0.663
Between Terri (3) 0.493 0.667 0.831

Appendix 17: Necessity Analysis
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Direct_EU
EU_unity
EU_LackCoo
Legit

S_C
Ext_Actor
EU_Member
~Direct_EU
~EU_unity
~EU_LackCoo
~Legit
~S_C
~Ext_Actor
~EU_Member

Cons.
.666
.830
.361
.796
.634
.399
.300
.334
.436
770
.368
.366
.601
.700

S 0000000000 e

Nec Cov.Nec

.609
.614
.000
.560
.491
.802
.503
.480
.000
.539
.000
.736
0.465
0.587

Sroeroooeeoeoree

OO0 FrRPOoORFRP OO, O

RoN

.619
.455
.000
.370
.430
.929
.801
.751
.000
.354
.000
.908
.418
.547
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