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ply — side ( the mediator) and the demand - side ( the disputants) of mediation. In contrast
to most existing research on the impact of underlying causes on the onset of mediation this
article emphasizes the effect of immediate causes on mediation onset from a rationalist expla—
nation perspective which views the occurrence of mediation as the result of a successful
bargaining between disputants. In the light of the rationalist explanation the outcome of
bargaining process between disputants is mainly determined by three factors: private infor—
mation ( including incentives to mispresent such information) commitment problem and
issue indivisibilities. The intervention of third — party mediator can help disputants over—
come these barriers and thus increase the likelihood of mediation onset. This bargaining
model of mediation onset is examined empirically with the data taken from the international
crisis behavior project and the international conflict management project. The statistical re—
sults suggest that an international conflict is more likely to see mediation when these three
bargaining barriers are managed effectively.

[Key Words] mediation bargaining model international conflict
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The Impact of Gender Differences on National Military Expenditure
Qi Haixia Chen Ran (82)

[Abstract] With more women employed in economic and political fields what will interna—
tional relations be under this trend of feminism? To test the feminist theory the authors use
statistical analysis and find that the influence of gender on international affairs changes in
accordance with different objects. For great powers the military expenditure will not be af—
fected by gender while for others the conclusion is opposite. Feminist conclusions are appli-
cable to these states female employment rate and parliamentarian ratio can explain the
change of military expenditure. For different regions in the world the conclusion will also
be different. The political status of women is significant but women’ s economic status has
no influence. In the Middle East Asia Europe and North America the ratio of military
expenditure is inversely proportional to female parliamentarian ratio. In the Middle East

where Women’ s status is relatively low the female employment ratio of women has no in—
fluence on the military spending in this region. While in Asia Europe and North America

where Women’ s status is relatively high the ratio of military expenditure is inversely pro—
portional to female employment ratio. Therefore different objects and application conditions
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need to be considered for feminist theory.

[Key Words] feminism military expenditure women’s status employment
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The Political Foundation of Balancing against Dollar Hegemony
Li Wei (97)

[Abstract] The issuer of an international currency can gain large volume of economic inter—
ests and political benefits. After the collapse of the Bretton Wood System as the global
hegemonic currency the U. S. dollar was neither constrained by international institution nor
balanced against by other international currencies which make the U. S. can predate other
countries economically and coerce others politically. As the economically rising power Ger—
many and Japan adjusted their previous international monetary strategy of following the
U. S. dollar. Their economic strengths and structures were very similar; however due to
the discrepancy of the political leadership they took two difference paths to balance against
the U. S. dollar: building monetary union and currency internationalization respectively. As
a result the euro has become the second important international currency while the interna—
tionalization of yen progressed slowly lagged far behind the dollar. Therefore China should
strengthen its economic infrastructure and reinforce its international political leadership to
enhance monetary status.

[Key Words] dollar hegemony monetary balance currency internationalization political
leadership

[Author] Li Wei Assistant Professor School of International Studies Renmin University

of China.

The Political Logic of Currency Internationalization: Dollar Crises and the Rise of
Deutsche Mark
Zhao Ke (120)

[Abstract] As a weak currency of a defeated country in WWII how could Deutsche Mark
rapidly rise as the second important reserve currency? The author argues that the heavy
pressure and burden on Europe Germany in particular caused by the Dollar’ s exorbitant
privilege had been the direct driving force for the Internationalization of Deutsche Mark.
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