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Abstract. The presented attitude-based conflict analysis models the
Russia-Turkey conflict with the third-party intervention of China. Third-party
intervention model considers the attitudes of three decision makers (DMs) to
understand the behaviors of the DMs in decision making in the situation of a
strategic conflict. Three sets of attitudes of DMs are considered for attitudinal
conflict analysis. The study traces out how the inappropriate (negative) attitudes
of Russia and Turkey, regardless of third-party’s attitude, would lead to unfa-
vorable consequences. Even though the third-party, China, changes her attitude
from neutral to positive, it would not affect the outcome. The attitudinal analysis
reveals that the attitude of the focal decision maker, Russia, is important as the
change in it influences the outcome of the conflict. The appropriate (positive)
attitude of DMs would help resolve the conflict.

Keywords: Strategic conflicts � Attitudinal analysis � Third-party intervention
Russia � Turkey � China

1 Introduction

The interdependence of economies in the 21st century is unprecedented in the human
history. The basis of this interdependence is rooted in the economic globalization and
expansion in international trade. International trade has made possible the efficient
utilization of the global resources and increased levels of well-being and higher levels
of consumption. However, despite the interdependence of the countries conflicts are
also inevitable. Any unprecedented event of strategic importance happening in one
country can influence its relationship with other countries directly or indirectly at
different magnitudes. In recent history, Russia-Turkey relations were affected by the
Syrian crises. Even though Russia and Turkey shared good economic and diplomatic
relations, they have conflicting national and strategic interests in Syria. Russian gov-
ernment supports current regime whereas Turkish government backs the rebels who try
to oust Bashar al-Assad [1].

The situation worsened when Turkey shot down a Russian jet near Turkish-Syrian
border [2–5]. Despite having good economic relations, this provoked tensions not only
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between the two countries but also among other adjacent countries which have
diplomatic relations with Russia and Turkey. The shooting down of the Russian jet
turned into a serious strategic conflict. Both countries showed aggressive behavior to
each other. Russian reaction to this provocation could have had serious implications.
The Russian-Turkish conflict could have been resolved by considering their attitudes
toward each other. Moreover, the consideration of the attitude of any mediating country
as a third-party intervention could have also helped resolve the Russia-Turkey conflict.

The resolution of a strategic conflict by using graph model for conflict resolution
(GMCR) [6] is insightful as it systematically models a strategic conflict and provides
deeper insight with less information as compared to other decision analysis approaches
[6–8]. The GMCR is based on classical game theory [9] and the meta-game theory
[10]. The behaviors of decision makers (DMs) have important implications on the
nature of the conflict [7, 11, 12]. Inohara et al. [12] introduced attitude in the GMCR
for the conflict analysis of the war of 1812 between the United States and the UK.
However, Inohara et al. generated state prioritizations based on the states’ considering
attitudes of the DMs. It makes the state prioritization cumbersome when there is a large
number of feasible states [7, 13]. Xu et al. [7] introduced attitude-based options to
generate the ranking of the states. Matrix representation of general GMCR was
introduced in [14–16]. Preference generation based on options makes it convenient to
generate states’ preferences. Moreover, the attitudinal stability definition presented in
Inohara et al. [12] is logical. Walker et al. [17] converted logical attitude methodology
into matrix form to improve the ease and efficiency of the attitudinal conflict analysis in
the GMCR. Matrix representation provides extended flexibility to attitude calculations
and helps encode attitude into a Decision Support System (DSS) [17].

There have been evolutions and improvements in DSS for the GMCR. The first
DSS GMCR provided convenience for the use of the GMCR approach and its asso-
ciated algorithms. DSS GMCR II [18, 19] allowed the users to create their own model
to analyze a conflict. It opened the avenues of possibilities for the researchers and
decision analysts to analyze complex conflicts in GMCR [17]. The matrix represen-
tation of the stability and solution concepts in the GMCR expanded the realm of
applicability for the algebraic approach.

The MRCRDSS, based on matrix representation is useful in carrying out the
individual stability analysis. The representation of attitudinal stability concepts has
been introduced in the MRCRDSS [17]. It makes the incorporation and analysis of
multiple decision makers’ attitude while analyzing a conflict. The objective of the
present study is to analyze the Russia-Turkey conflict while considering the mediating
role of China. Moreover, the attitude of the DMs in a three DMs model is incorporated
into the MRCRDSS. The study analyzes how the attitude of the intervening third-party
may have impacted the outcomes of the conflict. Furthermore, the study also traces out
how the attitude and changes in the attitudes of Russia and Turkey with the third-party
intervention affected the nature and outcomes of the conflict.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 represents the GMCR and
attitudinal stability concepts. Section 3 is comprised of the background of the
Russia-Turkey conflict. The results of the stability analysis are summarized and dis-
cussed in Sect. 4. The conclusion of the analysis and policy implications is presented in
Sect. 5.
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2 Attitude-Based Conflict Analysis Under GMCR

2.1 The Graph Model for Conflict Resolution

A GMCR is a 4-tuple; ðK;X; Aið Þi2K ;�i; � iÞ. Where K and X, respectively, are the set
of all decision makers (DMs) Kj j � 2ð Þ and the set of all states in a conflict. X;Aið Þ is
the DM i’s directed graph with the set of all vertices X and the set of all arcs,
A � X � X, that are movements controlled by DM i between the pair of states. DM i’s
preferences on X are denoted by �i; � ið Þ [6]. The DMs, in a conflict, make moves and
counter-moves in order to do what they possibly could do. Therefore, a graph estab-
lishes a natural construct to model a conflict in which nodes represent the possible
states and the arcs systematically keep track of a given DM’s movements that he could
make in one step.

For i 2 K and x1; x2 2 X, x1 �i x2 implies that state x1 is preferable to x2 for DM i.
Whereas, x1 � i x2 means that the DM i is indifferent between the two states. The
relative preferences are assumed to be asymmetric reflexive, and complete. The pref-
erence �i is asymmetric if, for all x1; x2 2 X, x1 �i x2 and x2 �i x1 cannot hold
simultaneously. However, � i is symmetric as x1 � i x2 and x2 � i x1 can hold simul-
taneously. Moreover, �i; � ið Þ is complete as for all x1; x2 2 X, as one of x1; x2 2 X,
x1 �i x2, or x1 � i x2 is true.

2.2 The Attitude of the DMs

The attitude of the DMs towards other DMs, in decision-making, plays a pivotal role in
determining their preferences, moves, and counter-moves from one state to another [7,
12, 13]. It is a stable psychological attitude of an individual to particular person, event,
idea, or emotion. The attitude contains a subjective evaluation of the individual and the
preferences of the DMs, in a conflict, can be generated by subjective evaluation of
DMs [7].

Owing to the importance of the attitudinal preferences of the DMs, Inohara et al.
[12] considered three kinds of attitude in conflict analysis in their graph model. In
recent studies [7, 13], the attitude-based prioritization is used to generate preferences of
the states considering positive, negative, and neutral attitudes of the DMs. In option
prioritization method, for i; j 2 K, the DM i’s option statement is Oi i ¼ 1; 2; . . .; kð Þ.
Under this option statement, the DM i’s preference, Pi i ¼ 1; 2; . . .; kð Þ, can be
obtained. Before moving forward to attitudinal stability concepts some definitions [7]
need to be summarized as follows:

Definition 1: Option Statement with Positive Attitude: For i; j 2 K, Oi aij ¼ þ� � ¼ Oj.
Where aij indicates the attitude of the DM i towards the DM j. Having the positive
attitude, the DM i’s option statement would be same as the DM j’s option statement.

Definition 2: Option Statement with Negative Attitude: For i; j 2 K,
Oi aij ¼ �� � ¼ �Oj. It implies that if DM i has negative attitude for DM
j ði: e: aij ¼ �Þ, her option statement would be opposite of the DM j’s option statement.
That would not be beneficial for the DM j.
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Definition 3: Option Statement with Neutral Attitude: For i; j 2 K, Oi aij ¼ 0
� � ¼ I.

Where “I” stands for indifferent. It means if DM i has a neutral attitude towards her
opponent, she does not care about the option statement of the opponent.

Definition 4: Attitude Preference: According to the option statement, the attitude
preference of DM i ðTijÞ can be obtained. For i; j 2 K, and x1; x2 2 X, x2 2 Tij x1ð Þ if
and only if (IFF) x2 �i x1 satisfies Tij.

Definition 5: Total Attitude Preference: For i; j 2 K, and x1; x2 2 X, x2 2 T þ
i x1ð Þ IFF

x2 2 Tij x1ð Þ for all j 2 K. Total attitude preference of DM i is the intersection of all her
attitude preferences that she wants to reach.

Definition 6: Set of Less or Equally Preferred States at Total Attitude: The set of all
less or the equally preferred states at total attitude for DM i, for i 2 K, is x2 2 T�¼

i x1ð Þ
IFF x2 62 T þ

i x1ð Þ.
Definition 7: Reachable List: The reachable list for DM i, for i; j 2 K and x1; x2 2 X,
from state x is the set fx2 2 Xjðx1; x2Þ 2 Aig. It can be symbolized as Ri xð Þ � X.

Definition 8: Unilateral Improvement (UI) List: The UI list for DM I, for i; j 2 K and
x1; x2 2 X, is x2 2 T	

i x1ð Þ IFF x2 2 Ri x1ð Þ and x2 2 T þ
i x1ð Þ.

2.3 Attitude-Based Stability Definitions

Definition 9: Relational Nash Stability (RNASH): A state x is RNASH stable for DM
i IFF there is no UI for her. Symbolically, for i; j 2 K and x1; x2 2 X, x 2 XRNASH

i IFF
T	
i xð Þ ¼ /. In this case, the DM i has no incentive to move from state x.

Definition 10: Relational General Metarationality (RGMR): A state x1 is RGMR for
DM i, for i; j 2 K, if for all y 2 T	

i xð Þ and Ri yð Þ \ T�¼
i xð Þ 6¼ /, denoted by x 2 XRGMR

i .
In this case, the DM i would not move to UI state at an attitude if keeping in mind her
opponent could sanctions her move irrespective of benefit to herself.

Definition 11: Relational Symmetric Metarationality (RSMR): A state x is RSMR,
x 2 XRSMR

i , if for all y 2 T	
i xð Þ, there exists z 2 Ri yð Þ \ T�¼

i xð Þ and m 2 T�¼
i xð Þ for all

m 2 Ri zð Þ. According to RSMR stability concept, if DM i could not avoid sanction on
her UI moves at an attitude by the opponent then she would not move from state x. This
makes state x RSMR stable for DM i.

Definition 12: Relational Sequential Stability (RSEQ): A state x is RSMR, x 2 XRSEQ
i ,

if for all y 2 T	
i xð Þ, and T	

j yð Þ \ T�¼
i xð Þ 6¼ /. In RSMR, the DM i’s UI moves at

attitude are sanctioned by DM j’s UI moves. The RSEQ is similar to RGMR except that
the DM i considers her own benefit at the time of sanction by her opponent.

2.4 Decision Support System MRCRDSS

The development of a decision support system (DSS) was necessary for the analysis of
conflicts with multiple DMs. The MRCRDSS system was developed based on the
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matrix representations of the GMCR [14–16] and attitudinal matrix representation [17].
The matrix representation of attitude in GMCR has made possible the encoding and
therefore development of MRCRDSS for the attitudinal analysis of multiple decision
maker conflict. The MRCRDSS is an efficient tool for the analysis. The attitudinal
analysis in the present study with three decision makers has been carried out using this
DSS.

3 Background of the Russia-Turkey Conflict

3.1 The Russia-Turkey Conflict

The relationship between Russia and Turkey goes centuries back and is complicated in
nature. However, the economic and political relations between the two countries
became strong after the end of the Cold War and with the emergence of globalization
[20, 21]. Turkey has been ranked as the leading trading partner of Russia. In addition to
this, Turkey became one of the best destinations for Russian tourists. Turkish business
started to flourish in Russia. The politico-economic relations between the two countries
became so pleasant that they instituted visa-free travel. But this economic edifice
hampered with the conflicting interests over Syrian issue [21]. Turkey shot down a
Russian fighter plane near the Turkish-Syrian border [2, 3, 21]. The Russian govern-
ment showed an inflammatory reaction. Russia imposed heavy trade sanctions on
Turkey coupled with a ban on Russian tourism. Moreover, Turkish business and
investment in Russia were also adversely affected. Consequently, the situation became
worse.

Russia proclaimed that the fighter jet was not in the Turkish airspace but the
Turkish version was corroborated by the NATO. The Turkish government was seeking
support from the US and the NATO on the issue [22]. The Russian government could
have opted to investigate the matter and wait till the findings of investigations were
unveiled. But the Russian government immediately imposed the sanctions on Turkey.
The sanctions hit the Turkish trade, tourism and construction sectors, and exchanges
that were benefitting Turkey. Turkish exports of vegetables and fruit were banned in
Russia [23]. However, the Russian government did not reduce the gas supplies to
Turkey that accounts for 55% of the total gas consumption [22] and 35% of oil [23].
Russia held Turkey responsible for the incident and demanded apology and payment of
indemnities [22].

3.2 Chinese Government Intervention in the Russia-Turkey Conflict

The conflict had serious implications not only for both countries but also for the other
countries in the region, especially China. The latter not only possesses greater strategic
and economic power but also has strong economic and diplomatic relations with both
countries. China could have played a very pivotal role in mediating the Russian-Turkey
conflict. The present study models the Russian-Turkish conflict considering their
attitude towards each other, while cogitating the intervening role of China as a
third-party.
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4 Attitudinal Conflict Analysis of the Russia-Turkey Conflict
with Third-Party Intervention by China

4.1 Modeling of the Russia-Turkey Conflict with Third Party
Intervention by China

The DMs and Options of the DMs: Due to direct participating nature, Russia and
Turkey are deemed to be the major DMs in the conflict. Each decision maker has a set
of options. Due to the capacity of the Chinese government as the mediator, a set of
options was also considered in the analysis. So, there are three DMs in the conflict.
When the DMs interact, these sets of options of the DMs are considered as the state
strategies. The options of the DMs are summarized in Table 1. The Russian govern-
ment has two options; to impose economic sanctions on Turkey or investigate further
into the matter and then decide how to react against the opponent. The Turkish gov-
ernment also has two options, one is to apologize to Russia (The Russian government
asked Turkey to categorically apologize and pay indemnities [22]). The second option
is for Turkey to ask the US and the NATO for their support. However, China as the
third-party in the conflict has the option to play its role as a mediator.

With three DMs in the modeled conflict and 5 options in total, mathematically,
there are 32 states. But due to the mutually exclusive nature of some options and
infeasibility of some states, the authors are left with the 13 feasible states. These states,
for the sake of simplicity, are labeled as x1; x2; . . .; x13.

Option Statements: The options statements in Table 2 show that the Russian govern-
ment prefers that Turkey apologize and therefore there will be no sanctions. The option
statement, 3, −1, 5, 2, −4, describes the preferences of the Russian government from
the most preferred to the least. However, Turkey wants Russia not to impose economic
sanctions as it would adversely affect the Turkish economy. Turkish government does
not like any further investigation into the matter. Chinese intervention for the resolution
of the conflict is also the least preferred option for Turkey. China, the intervening third
party, also prefers Turkish apology over economic sanctions.

Table 1. Options of the DMs and the feasible states

Russia

1. Sanction N N N N N N N N N Y Y Y Y
2. Investigation N N N N N Y Y Y Y N N N N
Turkey
3. Apologize N N N N Y N N N N N N N N
4. USA’s help N N Y Y N N N Y Y N N Y Y
China
5. Mediation N Y N Y N N Y N Y N Y N Y
Label x1 x2 x3 x4 x5 x6 x7 x8 x9 x10 x11 x12 x13
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Attitudes of the DMs: The stability analysis of the feasible states has been carried out
while considering different attitudes (e) of the DMs – Russia (R), Turkey (T), China
(C). Three attitude matrices have been considered for the stability analysis:

AttitudeMatrix� I ¼
eRR ¼ þ eRT ¼ � eRC ¼ 0
eTR ¼ � eTT ¼ þ eTC ¼ 0
eCR ¼ 0 eCT ¼ 0 eCC ¼ þ

2
4

3
5 ð1Þ

AttitudeMatrix� II ¼
eRR ¼ þ eRT ¼ � eRC ¼ 0
eTR ¼ � eTT ¼ þ eTC ¼ 0
eCR ¼ þ eCT ¼ 0 eCC ¼ þ

2
4

3
5 ð2Þ

AttitudeMatrix� III ¼
eRR ¼ þ eRT ¼ 0 eRC ¼ 0
eTR ¼ � eTT ¼ þ eTC ¼ 0
eCR ¼ þ eCT ¼ 0 eCC ¼ þ

2
4

3
5 ð3Þ

In the first attitude matrix (1), the attitude of the Russian government towards
herself is positive, towards Turkey is negative and towards China is neutral. Whereas,
the Turkish attitude towards herself is positive, towards Russia is negative, and towards
China neutral. The negative attitude of Russia and Turkey towards each other is
considerable because it is a matter of national integrity and sovereignty for both
countries. From Turkey’s point of view, Russian fighter jets intruded the Turkish
airspace and violated the territorial integrity despite the warning by the Turkish air
force [4, 5]. The Russian side argues that the jets were not in the Turkish territory rather
they were in the Syrian territory throughout the mission and they did not violate the
Turkish airspace; also that no warning was received from the Turkish side. So, the
Russian government showed aggressiveness towards Turkey [2, 3, 5]. However, the
Chinese government’s attitude towards Russia and Turkey is considered neutral.

In the second attitude matrix (2), the attitudes of Russia and Turkey are considered
the same but the attitude of the intervening third-party – China is considered to be
changing from neutral to positive. The Chinese positive attitude towards Russia is also
realistic because of the strong economic and strategic relations between China and
Russia. These changes in Chinese attitudes are assumed to be neutral and/or positive in
the assessment of the impact of attitude on the overall outcome of the conflict. The
assessment of the impact of changes in the attitude of the third part may provide some
insights.

Table 2. Options statement

Russia Turkey China

3 −1 3
−1 −2 −1
5 −3 −2
2 4 −4
−4 5 5
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In the third attitude matrix (3), the researchers used their freedom to hypothesize a
change in Russian attitude from negative to positive towards Turkey. The positive
attitude of the Russian government towards Turkey is considered here to analyze
whether it affects the equilibrium outcome and helps to resolve the conflict.

4.2 Attitudinal Stability Analysis with Third-Party Intervention

Stability Analysis with Attitude Matrix-I: In the attitude matrix-I, it is assumed that
Russia has a positive attitude for herself but a negative attitude for her opponent
Turkey. On the other hand, Turkey has a negative attitude towards Russia and positive
for herself. However, China’s attitude is considered neutral for both of the opposing
DMs Russia and Turkey. In this case, the stability analysis results, shown in Table 3,
unfold state x9 and x13 as equilibrium states. These states are relational stable under all
the stability definitions considered in the analysis.

The state x9 (NYNYY) implies that Russia does not impose the sanction against
Turkey and wait until further investigations into the matter. In the meanwhile, Turkey
seeks support from the US and other NATO members. In addition to this, China plays
mediation role as a third party to resolve the conflict between Russia and Turkey. The
equilibrium state x13 (YNNYY) is a rather unfavorable outcome. This equilibrium
strategy of the conflict implies that the Russian government imposes the sanctions on
the Turkish economy. In the meanwhile, Turkish government seeks support from the
US, NATO and China asks the two opponents to resolve the issue.

Table 3. Stability analysis with attitude matrix-I

States RNASH RGMR RSMR RSEQ
R T C Eq R T C Eq R T C Eq R T C Eq

x1 √ √ √ √ √ √

x2 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x3 √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x4 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x5 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x6 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x7 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x8 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x9 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x10 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x11 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x12 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x13 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √
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Stability Analysis with Attitude Matrix-II: In the second scenario, the attitudes of the
Russian and Turkish governments for themselves and for the opponent are unchanged
but the attitude of China – the third-party is changed from neutral to positive towards
Russia. In this situation, the stability analysis results, shown in Table 4, reveal the same
states as equilibrium states. This indicates that if the opposing decision makers do not
change their attitude then change in the attitude of the intervening third party may not
have a significant impact on the outcome of the conflict.

Stability Analysis with Attitude Matrix-III: The stability analysis in the above two
cases, while changing the attitude of the mediating third party, China, from neutral to
positive towards Russia has no significant impact on the outcome of the conflict. In the
third case, the authors analyze the stability of the states for each decision maker in the
conflict considering the change of Russian attitude towards Turkey from negative to
neutral. Moreover, the Turkish government’s attitude towards Russia is unchanged (i.e.
negative) and intervening third party’s attitude towards Russia is positive but neutral
towards Turkey.

The stability analysis results, with third attitude matrix, reveal state x8 and x9 as
equilibrium states (see Table 5). The equilibrium state x8 (NYNYN) describes the
strategy in which the Russian government does not impose restrictions and sanctions
on Turkish economy but awaits the findings of in-depth investigations. The only dif-
ference between the state x8 and x9 is that, in state x9 China plays its intervening role in
an effort to resolve the conflict.

Table 4. Stability analysis with attitude Matrix-II

States RNASH RGMR RSMR RSEQ
R T C Eq R T C Eq R T C Eq R T C Eq

x1 √ √ √ √ √ √

x2 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x3 √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x4 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x5 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x6 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x7 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x8 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x9 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x10 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x11 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x12 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x13 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √
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5 Conclusion

The present study models the Russia-Turkey conflict which was triggered by shooting
down of Russian fighter jet by Turkish forces near Syrian-Turkish border. This incident
put Russia and Turkey on the path of hostility that could escalate into military con-
frontation. The escalated confrontation between the two countries would not only have
serious politico- economic and strategic implications affecting their own relations and
economic ties but also the other countries in the region and other trading partners with
these two economies. Conflicts need to be resolved to avoid undesirable and unfa-
vorable outcomes. Conflict analysis while considering the behavior of decision makers
and players could be helpful in understanding the decision-making behavior of the
DMs and thereby in understanding the nature and evolution of the conflict. This
conflict analysis is an attempt to analyze the Russia-Turkey conflict, by considering
their attitudes towards each other and the third-party intervention by China in the
framework of the GMCR. This study uses three attitude matrices to examine how
different attitudes of DMs affect the outcome of the conflict.

The results of the attitudinal stability analyses unfold that when Russia and Turkey
have a negative attitude towards each other, the equilibrium outcomes are not favor-
able. Even if the intervening third-party, China, changes her attitudes from neutral to
positive for Russia (attitude matrix-II), the equilibrium outcomes are not different form
the first attitude matrix. However, when the focal decision maker – Russia changes her
attitude from negative to positive for Turkey and the intervening third-party, China, has
positive attitude towards Russia, the equilibrium outcomes are more favorable. It
implies that the attitudes of the DMs in the Russia-Turkey conflict are critical. The
point worth noting is that the attitude of the third-party has no effect on the outcome of

Table 5. Stability analysis with attitude Matrix-III

States RNASH RGMR RSMR RSEQ
R T C Eq R T C Eq R T C Eq R T C Eq

x1 √ √ √ √ √ √

x2 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x3 √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x4 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x5 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x6 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x7 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x8 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x9 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x10 √ √ √ √ √ √

x11 √ √ √ √ √ √ √

x12 √ √ √ √

x13 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

176 S. Ali et al.



the conflict unless the focal DM Russia changes her attitude. In this conflict, the
attitude of the focal decision maker plays a pivotal role and a positive attitude of the
Russian government towards Turkey could be helpful to diffuse the escalated situation
and avoid economic repercussions.
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