
Rebels at the Gates: Civil War Battle Locations, Movement, and Openings for Mediation 
 

J. Michael Greig 
Associate Professor 

Department of Political Science 
University of North Texas 

e-mail: greig@unt.edu 
 

Word count: 10,986 
 

Abstract 
 

In this paper, I build upon the conflict management, civil war, and bargaining literatures to 

develop and test a theoretical model that links openings for successful mediation to where civil war 

battles occur and how these locations change over time. I argue that the locations and movements 

of civil war battles provide information to both governments and rebels fighting a civil war that 

influences their willingness to engage in mediation. By identifying how civil war battles influence the 

willingness of warring sides to participate in mediation, I suggest that it is possible to identify other 

windows opportunity for effective conflict management beyond waiting for a conflict to evolve into 

a hurting stalemate. The results of my analysis of 47 African civil conflicts shows that battle 

locations, battle velocity, and battle dispersion each influence the occurrence and outcomes of 

mediation.   
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Because of the threat civil wars pose to the international system, finding effective ways to 

manage them is vital. Not only do civil wars produce suffering where they occur, they also cause 

humanitarian emergencies, foster the spill-over of fighting, and undermine regional stability. Yet, 

diplomatic efforts to manage civil conflicts have a generally poor record, with civil wars both less 

likely to attract mediation and end with a negotiated settlement than interstate conflicts (Zartman, 

1995).  

The field has made progress in understanding when civil wars are mediated and when 

agreements are reached. We better understand the ways in which the type of civil war (Melin & 

Svensson 2009), who offers mediation (Bercovitch & Kadayifci-Orellana 2009; Kydd 2003; 

Svensson 2007), and the linkages between third-parties and combatants shape mediation occurrence 

(Bohmelt, 2009; Greig & Regan, 2008; Zartman, 1995). We have better insight into how the 

settlement of civil wars is influenced by actors’ expectations of future costs and pain (Mason, 

Weingarten, & Fett, 1999; Mason & Fett, 1996; Regan, 2002), the social forces at play during the 

civil war (Cunningham, Gleditsch, & Salehayn 2009; Fearon and Laitin 2003; Fearon 2008; DeRouen 

and Sobek 2004), and the issues over which the war is fought (DeRouen & Sobek, 2004; Toft, 2006). 

We also better understand how the development of a hurting stalemate conditions the readiness of 

warring sides to settle their conflict (Pruitt, 2005; Zartman, 1989; 1995; 2000). 

In this paper, I contribute to this literature by taking a different approach to understanding 

when mediation occurs and is successful. I develop and test a theoretical model that links openings 

for successful mediation to where civil war battles occur and how these locations change. I argue 

that the locations and movements of battles provide information to both governments and rebels in 

a civil war. This information influences each side’s willingness to accept mediation and make the 

concessions needed to produce an agreement. By identifying how civil war battles influence the 

willingness of warring sides to participate in mediation, we can recognize other opportunities for 
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effective conflict management beyond waiting for the parties to suffer enough that a hurting 

stalemate develops.   

Battles, Information, and Diplomacy 

The willingness of two sides fighting a civil war to settle their conflict rather than continuing 

to fight is tied to how each sees its chances of victory and its current and future costs (Regan 2002). 

Yet, governments and rebel groups face information problems in dealing with one another. These 

information problems can create disincentives against talks between the two sides and undermine 

the chances for agreement when talks do occur. Governments confronted by a rebel group often 

have limited information about the rebels, remaining uncertain about the group’s ability to impose 

costs and sustain a military challenge to the regime (Walter, 2009). The incentives for rebel groups to 

misrepresent their capabilities further muddies the information available to a government in deciding 

whether the rebel group is one that can be easily defeated, will collapse by itself, or will sustain a 

challenge against the government  (Fearon 2004; 2007; Filson and Werner 2002; Walter 2009). Civil 

war battles serve two functions important to the conflict management process. First, battles between 

a government and a rebel group provide a means by which the rebel group can demonstrate its 

ability to sustain a threat to the government. Second, battles provide information about the costs 

that a rebel group is capable of imposing upon a government (Cunningham 2010; Fearon 2004). 

Jointly, the ability of a rebel group to maintain a viable challenge to and impose costs upon a 

government influences both the occurrence and outcomes of mediation. 

When a government remains uncertain about the capabilities of a rebel group or doubts the 

ability of the rebels to sustain a threat to the government, the regime should avoid talks with the 

rebels. Negotiating with a rebel group brings costs for a government, costs that governments seek to 

avoid as much as possible. Governments often refuse to negotiate with rebels, preferring to label 

them as criminals or terrorists (Bapat 2005). Adopting this approach, especially early in a conflict, 
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makes strategic sense for a government facing a rebel challenge. Government talks with insurgents 

risk bolstering the legitimacy of the rebels, giving them equal status to the regime (Licklider 1995; 

Svensson 2007; Zartman 1995). Legitimacy for a rebel group can increase the group’s ability to 

mobilize resources to use against the government. In confronting a rebel challenge, governments 

must concern themselves with the effect their actions have upon their reputations and ability to 

deter other potential regime challengers. Governments want to avoid being seen as rewarding 

violence with talks (Sisk 2009). Resisting rebel demands and fighting, rather than negotiating, can 

deter other groups from challenging the government (Walter, 2006). Governments also prefer 

avoiding compromising with weak rebels, preferring to only talk with strong groups that can impose 

high costs on the regime (Walter 2009). To force a government to the bargaining table, a rebel group 

must convince the government of its ability to mount a lasting, costly challenge to the government. 

Rebels must first prove themselves on the battlefield. 

 
Battlefield Pressure 
 Initially, the effect of violence in any conflict is to encourage more violence. As two sides use 

violence, they increasingly see their goals in terms of their ability to punish one another (Pruitt and 

Olczak 1995). Violence functions to increase the bitterness and hostility among warring sides, 

fostering future conflict (Zartman 1989). A mutual victimization process takes root, reinforcing this 

tendency toward violence (Kalyvas 2006). High levels of conflict initially serve to close off 

communication links between belligerents, making them less likely to accept offers of mediation 

(Bercovitch, Anagnoson, and Wille 1991; Princen 1992). 

 Given the tendency of violence to make conflict management more difficult, a key conflict 

transition point occurs when costs begin to exert a stronger push toward diplomacy than the pull 

toward continued fighting induced by intense conflict-produced hostility. Finding this transition 

point is difficult in civil wars because, until they become convinced of their inability to defeat a rebel 
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challenge, governments are more likely to resist diplomatic efforts to manage the conflict, 

particularly third-party efforts. Instead, the longer and more destructively a rebel group can fight 

government forces and attack targets important to the regime, the better able the rebels are to 

convey information about the threat the insurgency represents. This information shapes a 

government’s estimates of the costs and benefits of fighting the rebels versus pursuing diplomatic 

solutions to the conflict. Rebel groups that can maintain battlefield pressure on governments should 

be better able to push the government toward the bargaining table. 

One of the most direct costs incurred by a government in battles with a rebel group is in the 

casualties produced by the fighting. As the intensity of conflict increases, alternatives to fighting 

grow more attractive to the warring parties (Greig and Regan 2008; Zartman 2000). Long-running, 

intense conflict can encourage the development of a mutual hurting stalemate in which both sides 

pay high conflict costs over time with neither able to defeat the other. As both sides find themselves 

ensconced in a mutual hurting stalemate, continuing to pour scarce resources into a fight that is 

increasingly seen as unwinnable, the availability of a “way out” becomes attractive (Zartman 2000). 

This “way out” provides an alternative, less costly means for the two sides to settle the issues they 

are fighting over. This logic is consistent with Mason and Fett’s (1996) argument that civil war 

belligerents grow more likely to seek talks the longer a war drags on. Mediation can provide such a 

way out for the warring sides in a civil war. 

Hypothesis 1: As a mutual hurting stalemate develops in a civil war, mediation and mediation agreement become more 
likely. 

Battle Locations 

 While the development of a hurting stalemate can create a window of opportunity for 

mediation, the locations of civil war battles and how they change can create other openings for 

mediation. Rebel groups can impose costs upon a government not only by fighting battles that cause 

many casualties, but also by fighting the government in places that impose the greatest costs on the 
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regime. Fighting in peripheral areas of country, where few citizens live and little economic activity 

occurs is less disruptive to everyday life in the country than fighting near population centers, 

incurring fewer costs for a government. While a government might prefer to end such a conflict 

with a rebel group, the limited costs produced by a frontier conflict create less of an immediate need 

for a government to accept talks with rebels. Even when governments faced with low conflict costs 

do accept talks with rebels, there is a less of an incentive for the leadership to make the concessions 

needed to reach an agreement. When rebel-government battles move closer to a country’s major 

cities, its centers of political, economic, and social activity, they become more disruptive and the 

costs of continued conflict grow more acute for the government. Gartner (2008) argues that 

casualties, because they are highly visible, provide information important in updating citizens’ 

expectations about the progress, costs, and chances of victory in war. Along similar lines, as battles 

occur closer to major cities, citizens also observe information about the costs and disruption caused 

by conflict directly and, when they find these costs to be unacceptable, citizens grow more likely to 

pressure their government for change. As these costs increase, governments should become more 

mediate with rebels and more willing to offer concessions for a settlement. 

 This rationale drove the RENAMO’s strategy during its civil war with the Mozambican 

government. RENAMO focused much of its efforts on using violence to pressure the government 

into negotiations. For RENAMO, targeting key cities and economic centers served two purposes:  

demonstrating the inability of the government to protect the populace and destabilizing 

Mozambique’s economy, sapping civilian support for the government and undermining the military 

capacity of the regime (Hultman 2009). Similarly, UNITA’s strategy against the Namibian 

government during the early 1990s emphasized pressuring the government by targeting population 

centers. During this period, UNITA conducted sieges of major Namibian cities, causing severe food 

shortages among the civilian population, ultimately capturing several provincial capitals (Dougherty 
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2007). By destroying infrastructure, harming the economy, and threatening civilians, a rebel group 

can not only impose unacceptable costs upon a government, costs that can encourage the 

acceptance of talks and the offering of concessions by a government, but can also foster political 

pressure from the populace on the government to settle the conflict.  

The development of grassroots pressure for peace talks is exactly what occurred during 

FARC’s conflict in Colombia during the 1990s. During spells in which FARC activity was both 

limited and confined to peripheral areas of the country, there was little public pressure on the 

Colombian government for peace talks. As FARC violence increasingly threatened larger segments 

of the populace and targeted major cities, political pressure on the government from business, 

student, and religious groups for dialogue with FARC grew markedly, pressure that ultimately 

produced peace talks between the two sides (Isacson and Rodriquez 2009). Similarly, during the 

African National Congress’s anti-apartheid struggle in South Africa, government installations, 

economic targets, and infrastructure points such as rail stations and power plants were targeted in 

the hopes that civilian pressure on the South African government would force the regime to the 

bargaining table (Rubenzer 2007). Because rebels enjoy a better capacity to impose unacceptable 

costs upon governments as civil war battles occur closer to population centers, the prospects for 

both mediation and mediated agreements should improve as battles draw nearer to major cities. 

Hypothesis 2: As civil war battles occur closer to the major cities of a country, mediation and mediation agreement 
become more likely. 

Not all battle locations are equal in the costs they impose upon a government and how they 

impact the bargaining positions of civil war belligerents. When rebels challenge the capital, this 

brings consequences for conflict management efforts. Although rebels are often open to talks with 

the government, they also have some uncertainty about their own capabilities as well as the 

willingness and capability of the government to fight them (Walter, 2009). In fighting battles, rebels 

gain information about both of these things. When rebels see themselves able to consistently 
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challenge the government and impose costs on it, their expectations of their capacity to continue to 

impose costs on the regime should increase. As rebel success on the battlefield grows, their demands 

on the government during negotiations may grow as well (Buhaug 2006). This is especially likely as 

the ability of the rebels to challenge the capital grows. In general, government forces are stronger 

closer to the capital. As a result, only the strongest rebel groups relative to the government are likely 

to see a direct rebel military threat to the capital (Buhaug, Gates, and Lujala 2009).   

Following this logic, I expect that as rebels threaten the capital, the place where they are able 

to impose the highest costs on the government and gain the greatest leverage, the chances of both 

mediation and mediated agreements will diminish. Rebels are likely to see mediation as less desirable, 

instead preferring to win the conflict and impose their own terms. Governments, seeing a rebel 

threat to the capital, may prefer mediation but see it as unfeasible because they expect, due to the 

government’s weak position, for the rebels to demand concessions that the government cannot 

accept. Instead, the government may choose to fight the rebels in the hopes of repelling them from 

the capital and improving the regime’s hand in any talks. 

 Wilson’s (2007) discussion of the AFDL’s civil war against the government of Zaire fits this 

argument. The government was unwilling to talk to the rebels until the AFDL began threatening key 

cities. Yet, the AFDL, once it began posing more of a threat to the government on the battlefield, 

began refusing to negotiate with the government until Zairean president Mobutu resigned. Similarly, 

during the Dhofar Liberation Front’s rebellion in Oman during the 1960s and 1970s, as the rebels 

gained military resources and recruits and the balance of power shifted their way, the goals of the 

rebels expanded to include the overthrow of all traditional Arab Gulf regimes (Buhaug 2006). In 

each case, as rebels grew more confident in their ability to challenge the government, they saw their 

bargaining leverage as improved and increased their demands.  

Hypothesis: As civil war battles occur near the capital, mediation and mediation agreement become less likely.  
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Civil war battle locations not only impose costs upon governments, but they also shape 

expectations of the future. The more that a rebel group is able to consistently fight the government 

near population centers, the more likely the government should expect for it to be able to do so in 

the future. By the same token, the rate of movement of battles between government and rebel forces 

over territory, the battle velocity, also impacts government expectations of future conflict costs. A 

government currently fighting a rebel group 200 miles from its nearest major city, but with battles 

increasingly moving further away from population centers, finds itself confronted by a different 

situation than another government with battles the same distance away but steadily moving toward 

population centers. While the current level of economic disruption, political costs, and civilian 

effects are similar in both cases, expectations of future costs are likely to differ. The first 

government, because battles are moving away from cities, should have lower expectations of future 

conflict costs. Here, momentum resides with the government as it is increasingly able to push rebels 

away from the places where the most costly fighting occurs. Because battles are moving toward the 

second government’s cities, its expectations of future conflict costs will be higher. 

 This logic fits Zartman’s (2001) notion of the development of a precipice as a key 

component of the development of opportunities for mediation. A precipice occurs as the 

belligerents realize that conditions are getting worse and the potential for catastrophe looms larger. 

In this respect, while a hurting stalemate imposes costs on the parties that underscore to warring 

parties the need to change course and attempt to manage their conflict, the development of a sense 

of a precipice highlights the need for the parties to do something to deal with their conflict now. 

While Zartman sees the need for both sides to perceive the development of a precipice in order for 

mediation to be most likely to succeed, I argue that because the strongest disincentives against civil 

war mediation rest with the government, battle velocity will have the greatest impact upon 

government willingness for mediation. So long as a government sees the status quo of its fight with 



9 
 

a rebel group as acceptable or expects for conditions to continue to shift in its favor, the 

disincentives against accepting mediation or offering significant concessions during talks will remain 

high. As battles rapidly move closer to a country’s cities, the incentives for the government to 

mediate now and offer concessions, before its bargaining position further weakens and rebel 

demands increase, should increase. 

Hypothesis 3: As battle velocity toward major cities or the capital increase, mediation and mediation agreement become 
more likely. 

 Just as the location and movement of battles can demonstrate the capacity of a rebel group 

to impose costs on a government and push it toward talks, so, too, can the dispersion of battles 

across a country. While a localized rebel threat, depending upon the proximity of important targets 

to the fighting, can impose high costs on a regime, a rebel force capable of fighting across wide 

swaths of a country can also impose high costs on a government. When rebels are able to challenge 

government forces and strategic targets across large sections of a country, the government is forced 

to defend a larger area from attack. Not only does the capacity of a rebel group to fight across large 

areas of a country increase the range of available targets for the rebels to attack, it makes it more 

difficult for government forces, because they must commit so many resources to defense, to target 

rebel centers of power. The further government forces are forced to operate from its own power 

centers, the more of a loss of strength those forces suffer (Buhaug 2010). As a result, a government 

is significantly disadvantaged as it is forced to fight over longer distances (Buhaug et al 2009). 

 This logic was an important component of RENAMO’s strategy against the Mozambican 

government during its civil war. RENAMO focused much of its efforts into attacking a broad 

segment of government, economic, and social targets that were seen as vital to the government, 

expecting that doing so would make it difficult for the government to launch offensives against 

RENAMO centers of power and force the government, instead, into a defensive strategy (Quinn 

2007). RENAMO saw another benefit to expanding the range of its military operations: it believed 



10 
 

that it could gain civilian support and push the government toward negotiations by creating a 

military presence across all of Mozambique (Hultman 2009). In this respect, when rebels are able to 

fight across larger segments of territory, they demonstrate a greater ability to impose costs upon a 

government. This, in turn, increases the likelihood that the government will be more receptive to 

talks with the rebels and more willing to make concessions during these talks. 

Hypothesis 4: As the dispersion of civil war battles increases, mediation and mediation agreement become more likely. 

Research Design 

 In order to examine the effects of civil war battles on conflict management, I examine the 

conditions that encourage the occurrence of mediation and those that increase the likelihood that an 

agreement will result from the talks. Because I expect that mediation will be more likely to occur 

when its chances for success are the highest, I estimate a censored probit model. In this model, the 

selection stage is the occurrence of mediation during a month in which a civil war is ongoing and the 

achievement of a mediated agreement is the outcome stage of the model. Estimating a censored 

probit model deals explicitly with the selection bias between the occurrence of mediation and 

mediated agreements.  

 I use data from the Civil Wars Mediation (CWM) dataset (DeRouen & Bercovitch 2011) for 

information on the occurrence, characteristics, and outcomes of civil war mediation efforts. The 

CWM dataset offers several advantages for the study of civil war mediation. Not only is it an 

exceptionally rich dataset that describes the dates, participants, characteristics, and outcomes of civil 

war mediation efforts from 1946-2006, but its architecture is built on the UCDP Conflict 

Termination dataset (Kreutz 2010). This allows me to observe both cases that experience mediation 

and those that do not over a broad series of conflicts identified by UCDP. At the same time, the 

UCDP Conflict Termination dataset brings with it the benefit of being compatible with other 

UCDP data on battle-deaths and battle locations. 
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 I use the UCDP Georeferenced Event Point Dataset (GED), version 1.1 (Sundberg, 

Lindgren, and Padskocimaite 2010) to identify the occurrence, geographic location, and intensity of 

civil war battles. Each conflict event in this dataset references a case of organized violence in which 

at least one person was killed. Because the GED data is restricted to African conflicts from 1989-

2010 period, my analysis is limited only to African conflicts during this timeframe. While data 

availability limits the geographic coverage of the analysis, focusing exclusively on African conflicts 

brings the advantage of controlling for third-party interest in African conflicts and the history of 

colonialism in Africa. Because the CWM dataset terminates in 2006, my analysis is restricted to the 

conflicts covered by both it and the GED data. I construct a dataset with civil war dyad-months as 

the unit of analysis. This yields a dataset for my analysis, after excluding cases of missing data, that 

covers 2084 civil war dyad-months distributed across 46 different conflicts from 1989-2006. Each 

civil war dyad includes exactly one rebel group and one African government. For those civil wars in 

which multiple rebel groups challenge the government, each rebel-government dyad is counted 

separately. These conflicts take place in 26 African countries during the analysis period. 

Selection Stage – Mediation Occurrence 

 In the selection stage of the analysis, I include a dichotomous variable that is coded ‘1’ in any 

civil war-month where mediation is ongoing and ‘0’ otherwise. I use data from the CWM dataset 

(DeRouen and Bercovitch 2011) to identify when mediation is ongoing. Within the sample, there are 

308 civil war-dyad months in which mediation is ongoing, distributed across 27 conflicts. I also use 

the CWM dataset to code several control variables. First, I code a dichotomous variable that 

describes whether or not mediation is ongoing in the previous month. This allows me to control for 

the fact that some mediation efforts take place over several months. Second, because prior 

mediation can condition the occurrence of future mediation, I include a variable that counts the total 
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number of mediation efforts to date, lagged by one month, experienced during the life of the 

conflict.  

 In order to examine the effect that battle locations and their rate of change exert on the 

occurrence of mediation, I code several variables using the GED Point Dataset (Sundberg, 

Lindgren, and Padskocimaite 2010). First, I create a variable that calculates the historical distance in 

miles between civil war battles and the nearest major city. I define major cities as one of the five 

non-capital cities with the largest population in the state. Focusing on the largest cities allows me to 

identify potential rebel targets that are likely to bring the strongest effects upon a government. For 

each month in which civil war battles take place, I calculate the average distance between all battles 

that occurred during that month and the nearest major city. I then create the overall historical 

distance measure by calculating a weighted average of all of the monthly battle distances across the 

life of the civil war. I weight the contribution of each month’s battle distances so that more recent 

battles have a larger influence than later ones, with the effect of older battles decaying over time 

according to an exponential decay function. The major city distance variable is calculated according 

to the following formula in which d is the average distance of battles to the nearest major city in a 

month in which civil war battles occur and t is the number of prior months with battles: 

  
∑ 1

2
∑ 1

2
 

I create a similar measure for the historical distance between civil war battles and a country’s 

capital city. Focusing upon a weighted history of battle proximity to capitals and major cities has the 

advantage of distinguishing one-off rebel attacks close to cities from a more consistent ability of a 

rebel group to challenge the government near important targets. Each distance variable is lagged by 

one month for the analysis. For robustness, I also estimate a separate model replacing the weighted 

historical average major city and capital battle distance variables with variables that simply describe 
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the average distance of battles to major cities and capitals in the most recent prior civil war month in 

which battles occurred. To measure the dispersion of battles across a country, I calculate the average 

distance between all battles between a government and a rebel group during the previous three 

months1. To control for the different sizes of countries, I divide this measure by the maximum 

distance in miles between two points in each country. Because this ratio variable is, in actuality, an 

interaction term between the average distance between battles during a three-month period and the 

inverse of the maximum distance in the country, I follow the advice for dealing with interaction 

terms described by Braumoeller (2004) and include both the interaction term (the ratio variable) and 

the two components that make up the interaction term separately in the model2. 

 Because I argue that the rate at which they move toward these cities matters for mediation, I 

create two measures of battle velocity. To calculate the major city battle velocity variable, in a civil-

war month in which at least one battle occurs I first calculate the smallest distance between each 

battle and the nearest major city. I then calculate the month-to-month change in these battle 

distances for the previous month in which a battle was ongoing and divide this value by the number 

of months between battles. For example, if the nearest battle to a major city at time t is 200 miles 

away and the nearest battle to a major city at time tt-1 is 300 miles, then the battle velocity will be -

100 miles/month. If the closest battle to a major city at time t is 200 miles away, but the previous 

month with battles had a closest distance of 300 but was 2 months prior at time tt-2, then the 

calculated battle velocity is -50 miles/month. Negative values of the battle velocity variable indicate 

movement toward cities, positive values indicate movement away from them. In order to account 

                                                            
1 A six-month period gave similar results. A one-month period was insignificant, suggesting that 
longer-term dispersion of battles matters the most. 
2 Failure to treat ratio variables as interaction terms runs the risk of producing inference problems. 
If, for example, the size of a country most strongly impacted mediation, the ratio variable of battle 
dispersion and maximum distance might appear statistically significant if the component terms of 
the interaction variable were not included in the model. 
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for the different sizes of countries, I divide the major city velocity variable by the maximum distance 

between two points in the country to create a ratio variable3. As with the battle dispersion variable, I 

treat this as an interaction term and include separately in the model the variables that make up the 

interaction term. I follow an identical process to create a battle velocity toward capital cities. I lag 

each of these variables by one month. Because I interact both the major city velocity and capital 

velocity variables with the inverse of each country’s maximum distance, I follow the advice of 

Braumoeller (2004) and include in the model the tacit interactions (city battle velocity*capital battle 

velocity and city battle velocity*capital battle velocity*1/maximum distance) created by the presence 

of the two interaction terms in the model.4 

 Including the battle velocity variables in the model creates an additional challenge. The battle 

velocities are constrained by the previous locations of battles. If, for example, a battle is 50 miles 

from the capital during the previous month, it is impossible for the capital battle velocity variable to 

move 100 miles toward the capital during the next month. The proximity variable for major cities 

has the same impact on the major city velocity variable. In order to avoid this problem of 

constraints, I estimate separate models with the battle velocity variables that drop all of the battle 

location variables but keep all other variables the same in the model. 

 Beyond the location of civil war battles, I also include measures in the model that describe 

the buildup of costs and pain among the two sides over the course of the conflict. Using data from 

the UCDP GED dataset, I create a variable that describes the duration in months of the conflict. I 

                                                            
3 I do not create a similar ratio variable for the distance between battles and major cities and the 
capital. While a 100-mile average distance among battles means something different for a country 
with a maximum distance between two points of 300 miles and one with a maximum distance of 
1000 miles, I expect that a government facing a rebel force 10 miles from the city imposes the same 
costs on the regime regardless of the size of the country. 
4 Failing to include these tacit interactions in the model would incorrectly arbitrarily set the values of 
these terms to zero. 
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also use the UCDP GED data to two create variables describing the casualties produced by the 

conflict. I create a variable that describes the total number of battle-deaths produced by the conflict 

during its lifetime; lagging this variable by one month. Consistent with Gartner’s (2008) argument 

that changes in conflict intensity influence support for war, I include a lagged variable in the model 

that describes the change in the number of battle-deaths from month to month. Both battle death 

measures are calculated using the best estimate of fatalities variable contained in the UCDP GED 

data5 and each variable is logged6. To create a measure of a hurting stalemate in which both sides 

find themselves fighting a long-running conflict with high costs, I include in the model an 

interaction term between the duration variable and the total number of battle-deaths experienced by 

the conflict. 

 I also include two additional variables in the model to control for other factors likely to bear 

upon the occurrence of mediation. Because outside support of a rebel group can increase its ability 

to apply pressure to the government, I create a dichotomous variable that describes whether or not 

the rebel group in the dyad receives external military assistance. Because of the challenges of 

managing a secessionist conflict and the strong disincentives for a government agreeing to mediate 

with a secessionist group, I also include a dichotomous variable which is coded a ‘1’ if the conflict is 

secessionist conflict and a ‘0’ otherwise. I use data from Cunningham et al’s (2009) Non-State Actor 

dataset to code both of these variables.  

Outcome Stage – Mediation Agreement  

                                                            
5 The battle-death data contained in the UCDP GED data is originally drawn from Lacina & 
Gleditsch’s (2005) Battle Deaths Dataset. 
6 Because the conflict intensity change variable can be negative in months when the number of battle 
deaths decline, I re-scale this variable by adding the absolute value of the largest negative change to 
all values before logging the variable. Rescaling the variable has no substantive effect on the model, 
it simply avoids the need to calculate the natural log of a negative number. 
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 In the second stage of the model, I code a dichotomous variable that describes whether or 

not an agreement was produced during by a mediation effort during a month in which mediation is 

ongoing. I use data from DeRouen and Bercovitch’s (2011) CWM dataset to identify mediated 

agreements. In order to be coded as an agreement during a month in which mediation is ongoing, 

the CWM dataset must code the outcome of the mediation effort during that month as either a “full 

agreement” or “partial agreement”. I exclude cease-fires from this variable because I am interested 

in the conditions that drive warring sides to make concessions over their range of disputed issues 

that are necessary to locate an agreement among them, rather than just agree to stop fighting for a 

period of time. Similarly, I exclude process agreements from this coding that simply establish future 

talks. Among the 308 months in which mediation is ongoing among the sides, only 31 agreements 

take place.   

 To examine the effect of battle locations and their movement on the chances that an 

agreement will occur, I use the same measures of battle proximity, battle dispersion, and battle 

velocity used in the selection model. I also account for conflict duration and battle deaths in the 

agreement stage of the model in the same way as in the mediation stage, including adding an 

interaction term between duration and total battle deaths. I include several control variables in the 

agreement stage of the model that are also in the selection stage. Because it makes sense to expect 

that external military support for the rebels can put more pressure on a government to offer 

concessions, I include the same rebel military support variable in the agreement stage of the model 

that was used in the selection stage. Because of the difficulty in producing agreements in secessionist 

conflicts, I include the secessionist dichotomous variable in the agreement stage of the model. 

Finally, because mediation efforts can build upon one another toward a settlement, I also include the 

count of prior mediation efforts variable in the agreement stage of the model. 



17 
 

 Because the outcome of mediation efforts can also be shaped by the character of the 

mediation effort itself, I include several control variables that reflect characteristics of the mediation 

applied to each conflict. I use DeRouen and Bercovitch’s (2011) CWM dataset to create each 

variable. Because the number of sides involved in a mediation effort can add to the complexity of 

talks and make locating an agreement more difficult (Walter 2009), I include a variable that describes 

the number of rebel groups involved in a mediation effort with the government7. In order to capture 

the degree to which mediator attention can facilitate an agreement between warring sides, I include a 

variable that details the total number of separate ongoing mediation efforts that occur during a civil 

war dyad-month8.  

Results 

 The results of the analysis, with some important departures, fit the general outlines of the 

theoretical argument described above with the locations and movements of civil war battles shaping 

the occurrence and outcomes of mediation. In general, the censored probit model performs well. 

The selection stage of the model correctly predicts 94.2% of cases, an improvement of 10.5% 

relative to selecting the modal category. The positive value of the ρ parameter shows that there is 

positive selection bias between the occurrence and outcome of mediation, suggesting that mediation 

tends to be more likely to occur when it is most likely to be successful. The nominal significance of 

ρ and the distinct effect of the same factors on the occurrence and success of mediation suggest 

some caution in concluding that what drives the occurrence of mediation is necessarily what 

encourages successful mediation. These results are summarized in Table 1. Except where otherwise 

mentioned, all results discussed below refer to model 1 in Table 1. 

                                                            
7 Note that each dyad is analyzed separately in the analysis.  
8 I also included controls describing the characteristics of the mediator, none were significant or 
changed the results. 
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  The results of the analysis underscore the ways in which the evolution of events during a 

civil conflict shapes the occurrence and effectiveness of mediation efforts to manage the conflict. 

The development of a hurting stalemate can both encourage mediation and increase the chances for 

its success. This effect is described in Figure 1. One month into a civil war, after 25 battle deaths 

have occurred, there is just less than a .04 probability that mediation will take place. When mediation 

does occur at this point in a conflict, the chances for an agreement also remain low, at only .08. At 

this stage in a conflict, while the parties have not yet had the opportunity to build up the high levels 

of hostility toward one another that tends to close off dialogue, they also have not experienced 

sufficient pain to push them toward talks. As the conflict continues and violence takes deeper root, 

the prospects for mediation begin to change. By the time a civil war hits its 32nd month and has 

experienced 1500 cumulative battle deaths, the chances for mediation worsen. At this point, the 

chances for mediation fall by 1.5% relative to the odds at the beginning of the conflict. Even when 

mediation does occur, the likelihood of agreement declines even more significantly, dropping by 

37% relative to the prospects for agreement early in the conflict. At this middle range of the conflict, 

the violence produced by the conflict is sufficient to increasingly embitter the two sides and make 

dialogue difficult but not painful enough to push the two sides toward a settlement. From a conflict 

management perspective, this point represents the worst of both possible worlds for a conflict. 

(Figure 1 about here) 

 As the duration of the conflict grows and the number of deaths produced by the fighting 

increases, this pattern begins to change. When the warring sides find themselves in a hurting 

stalemate in which costs become increasingly unbearable and the prospects for decisive victory 

appear dim, the chances for both mediation and mediated agreement begin to increase. This 

happens first for the occurrence of mediation between the two sides. By the time a conflict is ten-

years old and has experienced 30,000 battle deaths, the chances for mediation increase by more than 
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75% relative to the odds of mediation at the beginning of the conflict. Even at this painful stage, 

however, the chance of mediation actually producing an agreement between the belligerents is still 

4% lower than the probability of agreement at the outset of the conflict. Only when a civil war 

exceeds the 130-month mark and the 33,000 battle-death threshold does the probability of 

agreement begin to exceed the probability at the beginning of the conflict. 

 Third parties seeking to seize the opportunity presented by the development of a hurting 

stalemate and mediate between a government and rebel group must also pay attention to more 

short-run changes in the battlefield dynamics between the two sides. Beyond the long-term buildup 

of costs that foster the development of a hurting stalemate, recent changes in conflict intensity, 

while they do not impact the chances that mediation will occur, influence the chances for mediated 

agreement. In a month in which a civil war mediation effort is ongoing and in which there is no 

change in the number of civil war battle deaths from the previous month, the probability of a 

mediated agreement is about .04. When mediation follows a short-term decrease in conflict intensity, 

mediated agreements become significantly more likely to happen. A 1000 person battle-death 

decrease in month to month conflict intensity more than doubles the chances of mediation 

producing an agreement; a 2000 person battle-death reduction increases the odds of agreement by a 

factor of five. On the other hand, increasing the number of battle deaths sharply reduces the 

chances of agreement. Raising the number of casualties from one month to the next by 1000 battle-

deaths reduces the chances of a mediated agreement by 61%. A 2000 battle-death increase drops the 

likelihood of mediation producing an agreement by 86%. Even when a hurting stalemate develops 

among warring sides, short-term changes in conflict intensity powerfully influence the prospects that 

a mediation effort will be successful in producing an agreement. When mediation occurs in a 130-

month old conflict that has produced a total of 33,000 battle deaths during its history, there is a .30 

probability that mediation will produce an agreement during that month if the effort is timed to 
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follow a 2000 battle-death month-to-month reduction. If, instead, mediation is applied to an 

identical conflict following a 2000 battle-death increase, the probability of agreement drops to slightly 

more than .01, a reduction of 95%. 

 The distinction between the conditions during a hurting stalemate that encourage mediated 

agreements and those that do not is important beyond simply seeking to avoid wasting mediation 

efforts when they are unlikely to be successful. While mediated agreements become more likely to be 

successful the more often a conflict has been previously mediated, mediation becomes less likely to 

happen the more frequently it has previously occurred in the past. A civil war that has previously 

been mediated 5 times is 51% less likely to be mediated in any month than a conflict that has never 

been previously mediated. In this respect, failed mediation efforts make it more difficult to bring the 

parties to the bargaining table in the future. 

 Even if third parties are able to time their efforts to take advantage of favorable conditions 

for mediation once a hurting stalemate develops, taking advantage of a hurting stalemate still 

requires that the sides in a civil war first experience a sustained period of violence that produces 

suffering for both the belligerents and the civilian populace. This underscores the importance of 

examining other opportunities for fruitful mediation efforts during civil wars. The movement of 

battles during the course of a civil war, beyond just changes in their intensity, can also create 

opportunities for mediation and encourage conditions favorable for these mediation efforts to 

produce agreements between governments and rebels. 

As battles take place closer to the major, non-capital cities of a civil war state, both 

mediation and mediated agreement become more likely. Battle distance results are summarized in 

Figures 2 & 3. During a month in which the average distance of civil battles is 350 miles away from 

the nearest major city, the probability that mediation will occur is only .03. Even if mediation does 

occur under these conditions, the chances of a mediated agreement during that month are even 
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more bleak, only .02. Shifting battles to within 100 miles of the nearest major city increases the 

chances of mediation by 76% and boosts the odds of agreement, when mediation does occur, nearly 

thirteen-fold. As battles take place at the gates of a major city, within ten miles of the city center, the 

probability of mediation more than doubles and the chances that mediation will produce an 

agreement increase more than twenty-two-fold. The better able rebels are to apply pressure to 

governments by threatening areas of economic, political, and social importance, the more able they 

are to drive governments to accept mediation and encourage concessions needed to reach an 

agreement. 

(Figures 2 & 3 about here) 

  While battles near major cities encourage mediation and mediated agreements, battles near 

the capital city have the opposite effect. The closer battles take place to the center of the capital, the 

less likely mediation is to occur and, even when it does occur, the less likely mediation is to produce 

an agreement between a government and a rebel group. When battles are 350 miles from the capital, 

the probability of mediation in any month is about .03. At this distance, in a month where mediation 

occurs, the chances for a mediated agreement during that month are about .04. Both of these 

probabilities, however, decline markedly as battles occur closer to the capital. When battles are 

within 100 miles of the capital, the probability of mediation drops by 41% and the chance of 

mediated agreement, when mediation does occur, falls by 85%. When battles are within 10 miles of 

the capital, the likelihood of mediation diminishes by 51% and the probability of agreement declines 

by 93%, relative to the chances at 350 miles from the capital. As model 2 in Table 1 shows, similar 

results are obtained when examining the effects of battle locations only in the previous month. 

The distinct effects on mediation propensity and agreements that battle proximity to major 

and capital cities exert speak to the different ways in which each impacts the conflict costs and 

expectations of governments and rebels. For governments, the closer battles occur to major cities, 
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the more fighting tends to increase the economic, political, and military costs they experience. In 

turn, as these costs grow for the government, conflict management efforts become more attractive 

as a means of cutting these costs, thereby increasing the likelihood of mediation. By contrast, for 

rebels, as fighting draws closer to major cities the more they see their bargaining hand strengthened, 

making the government more likely to offer concessions. As a result, rebels, too, become more 

willing to accept mediation.   

This calculus changes as the rebels are better able to challenge the government near the 

capital. As when rebels threaten major cities, when rebels fight the government near the capital their 

ability to impose costs on the government increases. What makes targeting the capital different from 

fighting near major cities is that, by taking the capital, rebels can win the war and impose their own 

terms without need for bargaining. As a result, the better able rebels are to sustain a fight near the 

capital, the more their expectations are likely to grow about their ability to win the war, making 

mediation less attractive. When confronted with a rebel threat encroaching on the capital, mediation 

also becomes less attractive for the government. While the costs of fighting can provide incentives 

for locating a settlement with the rebels, because rebel confidence in victory grows the more they 

engage the government near the capital, the more prone governments are to fear rebel terms for 

settlement. A government facing rebels at the door to the capital can expect the rebels to demand 

large concessions that might include unacceptable terms such as the removal of the government or 

the punishment of government officials by the rebels. As a result, a government facing such a 

situation is likely to see few options beyond continuing to fight the rebels in the hopes of pushing 

them away from the capital, improving the government’s bargaining hand. 

Mediation and mediated agreements are influenced not only by where civil war battles occur, 

but also by the rate at which their locations change. Model 4 in Table 1 examines the relationship 

between battle velocity and civil war mediation. Although battles close to the capital of a civil war 
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state reduce the likelihood of mediation and mediated agreement, the speed with which battles move 

toward the capital, the battle velocity, increases the chances mediation will occur. Because the 

substantive effect of interaction terms is difficult to discern simply by looking at coefficients and 

significance levels, particularly for models with interaction terms that require the addition of several 

lower order terms to the model, I graph the link between battle velocity and mediation in Figures 4 

& 5. For an average civil war month in which there is no change in the location of battles relative to 

the capital, the probability of mediation is slightly more than .04. When the maximum distance 

between points in a civil war country is set to the mean sample value and battles move 100 

miles/month closer to the capital since the last battle, the chances for mediation more than double. 

By contrast, the prospects for mediation decline by 56% when battles move away from the capital at 

100 miles/month. Although battle velocity toward the capital increases the chances that mediation 

will occur, it has no significant effect on the likelihood that mediation will yield an agreement. 

(Figures 4 & 5 about here) 

At first glance, the difference between the effects of battle location and battle velocity 

relative to the capital seem counter-intuitive. These differences, however, point to the different 

implications between current costs and future expectations on the amenability of warring parties 

toward mediation. The locations of battles impose current costs upon warring sides that shapes their 

bargaining position; the speed battles move toward and away from the capital influences 

expectations of their future costs and bargaining positions. As a government sees battles more 

rapidly approaching the capital, its expectations that costs are likely to mount and its bargaining 

position weaken grow. It becomes preferable for the government to accept mediation with the 

rebels now rather than wait and risk deterioration of its negotiating strength. As battle velocity 

toward the capital increases for rebels, their bargaining position is strengthened but their prospects 

for victory remain more uncertain than when fighting is actually occurring near the capital. This 
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creates more incentives for rebels to accept talks with the government than when the rebels might 

expect to be able to imminently take the capital.  

Battle velocity toward major, non-capital cities exerts a different effect on mediation than 

velocity toward the capital. Battle velocity toward major cities does not significantly influence the 

likelihood that mediation will take place but does significantly impact the chances of agreement 

when mediation does occur. Controlling for the maximum distance within a country, when battles 

move toward major cities at a 100 mile/month rate, the likelihood that an ongoing mediation effort 

will produce an agreement increases more than nine-fold. In this respect, not only do governments 

appear to factor in current, ongoing costs during mediation efforts when offering concessions, but 

they also weigh future potential costs driven by the momentum of rebel violence toward major 

cities. What is especially interesting is that rebel battle momentum toward the capital stimulates 

mediation but not agreements while rebel progress toward major cities encourages agreements but 

not mediation. This suggests that governments and rebels interpret changes that evolve during the 

course of battle differently from one another, an issue that warrants more in-depth research. 

The most noteworthy departure from theoretical expectations was the effect that the 

dispersion of battles exerted on mediation. I expected that as battles grew more widely dispersed, 

rebels demonstrated a greater capacity to impose costs on the government and increased the 

prospects for mediation and agreements. Yet, high levels of battle dispersion, even controlling for 

country size, had no impact upon the occurrence of mediation and a negative effect on mediation 

agreement. This effect is described in Figure 6. When mediation occurs, mediation is 44% less likely 

to yield an agreement when the average 3-month distance among civil war battles is 100 miles than 

when battles are within 10 miles of one another. At a 300 mile average battle dispersion, the 

probability of agreement drops 88% relative to the chances at a 10 mile battle dispersion level. For 

robustness, I also measured battle dispersion by calculating the average distance between each battle 
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and the nearest battle that took place during the three month window. This produced similar results 

to the other battle dispersion measure, which are summarized in model 3 in Table 1. 

(Figure 6 about here) 

 While the cause of this negative link between battle dispersion and chances for agreement is 

unclear, one possible explanation may rest with the degree to which the ability of a rebel group to 

operate effectively over a wide range of territory impacts the bargaining position of the rebels. If, as 

rebels are able to challenge the government over wider swathes of territory, they also make 

heightened demands for concessions, this could potentially undermine the prospects for agreement 

between government and rebels. If rebels see themselves as operating from a position of strength 

and seek to drive a hard bargain while the government sees the ability of the rebels to fight across 

large segments of territory as only temporary, it might be difficult for the two sides to agree to terms 

during mediation. In this respect, the dispersion of battles between a government and a rebel group 

may provide less clarification of information to the two sides of one another’s capabilities and 

chances for victory than the proximity of battles to important cities. The fact that battle velocity 

toward major cities encourages mediation, but not mediated agreements may be further evidence of 

the ways in which the two sides can interpret some information that is developed on the battlefield 

differently and, in turn, suggest ways these differing interpretations can impact the outcomes of 

mediation. 

Discussion 

 This paper is an early step in gauging how where civil war battles are fought and how these 

locations shape the willingness of rebels and governments to mediate with one another and reach 

agreement in these talks. This paper fits with the literature that highlights the opening for diplomacy 

that the development of a hurting stalemate during the course of civil wars can create. At the same 
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time, the results here point to other opportunities for effective civil war mediation that are created 

not just by the parties exhausting themselves, but by the ways in which the locations of civil war 

battles and how they move can influence the ways rebels and governments weigh mediation over 

continued fighting. 

 These findings suggest some additional avenues worth exploring in future research. If the 

locations of civil war battles convey information that is important to the settlement process of civil 

wars, then efforts that constrain where battles occur may, potentially, short-circuit this process. The 

deployment of peacekeepers, for example, while it can stop fighting entirely, can also influence 

where battles occur when fighting continues. Greig and Diehl (2006) have shown, at the macro-

level, how peacekeeping can sometimes prevent conflict settlement. It would be interesting to 

examine how peacekeeping deployments influence battle behavior and how, in turn, this influences 

the chances for agreements between warring sides. In a similar vein, this study leaves open the 

question of how battle locations and their changes influence the willingness of third-parties to offer 

mediation in the first place. While the findings here point to clear evidence that battle locations can 

increase mediation and mediated agreements, it remains unclear whether these peace processes are 

initiated by third-parties or the warring sides themselves. 

 The results here also suggest the importance of examining the distinct ways that rebels and 

governments learn from what occurs on the battlefield. I have offered here some speculative ideas as 

a first cut to explain some unexpected results that focus on the different ways that rebels and 

governments might interpret the same events on the battlefield and how these different 

interpretations, in turn, might impact the conflict management process. Deeper research in this vein 

could potentially offer important insights into the distinct forces that push rebels and governments 

toward dialogue and encourage them to make the concessions needed for agreement. The 
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emergence of dyadic work such as Cunningham (2006), Nilsson (2008), Cunningham et al (2009), 

DeRouen & Bercovitch (2008) on civil wars is an important step in this direction. 

 More broadly, the findings here also underscore the degree to which the occurrence and 

outcomes of civil war mediation can be driven by different processes. While some factors jointly 

encouraged both mediation and agreements, others, such as the location and velocity of battles, 

impacted one and not the other or had opposite effects on mediation and agreements. This suggests 

the importance of continued research on the forces that promote both mediation and settlements. 

At the same time, the development of more high-quality, readily accessible micro-level data sources 

such as the UCDP GED Data (Sundberg et al 2010) offers new ways of examining the management 

of civil wars. 
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Table 1: Censored Probit Results 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Outcome Stage: Mediated Agreement         
Major city distance (weighted historical avg) -0.0055** -0.0057** 

(0.00159) (0.00124) 
Capital distance (weighted historical avg) 0.00301+ 0.00348* 

(0.00189) (0.00169) 
Major city distance (last month) -0.0045** 

(0.00109) 
Capital distance (last month) 0.00246* 

(0.00123) 
Capital velocity*Inverse maximum distance -1.868 

(1.922) 
City velocity*Inverse maximum distance -9.931* 

(3.926) 
Capital velocity 0.0064** 

(0.00199) 
City velocity 0.00361 

(0.00421) 
Capital velocity*City velocity -2.25e-06 

(4.88e-05)
Capital velocity*City velocity*Inverse maximum distance 0.00443 

(0.0463) 
Inverse maximum distance 251.3* 258.2** 225.4* 164.9** 

(104.2) (90.96) (107.5) (54.90) 
Battle dispersion (Mean battle distance*Inverse max dist) -5.181** -4.934** 

(1.863) (1.889) 
Battle dispersion (Mean nearest neighbor*Inverse max dist) -7.198+ 

(3.844) 
Mean distance between battles 0.00612** 0.00607** 

(0.00184) (0.00188) 
Mean distance to nearest neighbor 0.00826* 

(0.00387) 
Total battle-deaths to date -0.0118 -0.00829 0.0222 -0.0426 

(0.0918) (0.0921) (0.0814) (0.144) 
Duration -0.0270* -0.0261* -0.0229+ -0.0171 

(0.0130) (0.0127) (0.0129) (0.0138) 
Total deaths*Duration 0.00268* 0.00257* 0.00226* 0.00176+ 

(0.00124) (0.00121) (0.00120) (0.00136) 
Change in battle deaths (month-to-month) -5.716** -5.725** -5.745** -7.000** 

(2.006) (1.996) (1.904) (2.004) 
Secessionist conflict -0.870* -0.793* -0.799* -0.431 

(0.359) (0.352) (0.362) (0.431) 
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Military support 0.189 0.181 0.0724 -0.0307 
(0.278) (0.259) (0.249) (0.219) 

Prior mediation efforts 0.0576** 0.0539** 0.0546** 0.0484** 
(0.0168) (0.0158) (0.0160) (0.0131) 

Number of ongoing mediation efforts (current month) 2.698** 2.757** 2.724** 2.882** 
(0.311) (0.365) (0.338) (0.529) 

Number of rebel sides participating in mediation effort -1.607* -1.429** -1.574** -0.183 
(0.645) (0.451) (0.509) (0.301) 

Selection Stage: Mediation 
Major city distance (weighted historical avg) -0.00105* -0.00096*

(0.000639) (0.000550)
Capital distance (weighted historical avg) 0.000931* 0.000868*

(0.000456) (0.000413)
Major city distance (last month) -0.00078 

(0.000652) 
Capital distance (last month) 0.00061+ 

(0.000451) 
Capital velocity*Inverse maximum distance -2.293* 

(0.928) 
City velocity*Inverse maximum distance 0.0507 

(1.487) 
Capital velocity 0.000675 

(0.000931)
City velocity 0.00121 

(0.00161) 
Capital velocity*City velocity -1.65e-06 

(2.15e-05)
Capital velocity*City velocity*Inverse maximum distance -0.00719 

(0.0242) 
Inverse maximum distance 32.97 25.98 45.11 -0.877 

(45.13) (46.11) (41.46) (36.43) 
Mean distance between battles 0.000165 0.000315 

(0.00124) (0.00125) 
Mean distance to nearest neighbor 0.00192 

(0.00134) 
Battle dispersion (Mean distance*Inverse max dist) -0.807 -0.893 

(0.879) (0.876) 
Battle dispersion (Mean nearest neighbor*Inverse max dist) -2.941* 

(1.265) 
Total deaths to date -0.0606 -0.0547 -0.0665 -0.0562 

(0.0447) (0.0444) (0.0454) (0.0474) 
Duration -0.0128* -0.0124* -0.0133* -0.0120* 
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(0.00520) (0.00525) (0.00520) (0.00529) 
Total deaths*Duration 0.00180** 0.00175** 0.00183** 0.00173**

(0.000526) (0.000525) (0.000529) (0.000538)
Change in battle deaths (month-to-month) 0.0173 0.0141 0.0140 0.00738 

(0.0366) (0.0372) (0.0390) (0.0405) 
Secessionist conflict -0.369* -0.364* -0.342* -0.327* 

(0.189) (0.185) (0.178) (0.183) 
Military support 0.349* 0.372** 0.358** 0.405** 

(0.138) (0.135) (0.137) (0.130) 
Prior mediation efforts -0.0846** -0.0849** -0.0819** -0.0826** 

(0.0170) (0.0168) (0.0191) (0.0173) 
Mediation last month 2.852** 2.865** 2.843** 2.870** 

(0.297) (0.293) (0.304) (0.299) 

ρ .358+ 0.329+ .328+ 0.228+ 
Observations 2,084 2,084 2,084 2,084 
Uncensored observations 308 308 308 308 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
** p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1; one-tailed significance tests 
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Figure 1: Hurting Stalemate, Mediation, & Mediated Agreement 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2: Battle Distance & Mediation 
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Figure 3: Battle Distance & Mediated Agreement 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Figure 4: Capital Battle Velocity & Mediation 
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Figure 5: Major City Battle Velocity & Mediated Agreement 
 

 
 

 

Figure 6: Battle Dispersion & Mediated Agreement 
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