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Abstract

The article investigates the association of cultural similarities and differences, on
the part of the representatives of contending states and mediators, with outcomes of
mediation efforts in militarized disputes. A distinction is made between social culture,
defined primarily in terms of religious identity, and political culture, defined according to
the state’ s political system. Analysisof 752 mediation attempts in militarized disputes
occurring between 1945 and 1995 indicates no association between the cultural identities
of mediators and the success of mediation. Thereis evidence that similaritiesin social
culture between disputants strengthen the prospects for successful mediation. Those
effects, however, vary across cultural pairings and are largely inconsistent with
Huntington’s “clash of civilizations” thesis. Political cultural similarities or differences
generaly do not significantly affect the outcome of mediation efforts. We do find a
positive association, however, between democratic dyads and successful mediation, a
finding that is consistent with the cultural/normative explanation for the democratic
peace.
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Social and Political Cultural Effects on the Outcome of M ediation in
Militarized I nterstate Disputes

Despite an extensive body of recent research on international mediation, little
empirical attention has been devoted to the cultural attributes of the disputants or
mediating third parties, and their effects on mediation. Itisasignificant gap in light of
the current interest in the influence of social (Huntington, 1993, 1996) or political (Doyle,
1986; Russett, 1993) cultural affinities or differences on the prospects for international
peace, as well asimpressionistic accounts of the effects of cultural misunderstandings on
negotiation and mediation. This article narrows that gap by focusing on the association
between social and political cultural similarities or differences and the outcomes of
mediation in militarized disputes.

Mediation is aform of outside intervention in which athird party attemptsto
assist in settling a dispute by mutual agreement (Rubin, Pruitt, and Kim, 1994: 256)
The conditions that encourage parties to seek mediation in militarized disputes make the
likelihood of success problematic. Mediation often is chosen after the dispute has
escalated to the point where bilateral negotiations have become stalemated. In disputes
where coercive tactics exacerbate mutual distrust and insecurity, the noise to signal ratio
islikely to be particularly high. Thusit is not surprising that international mediation is
less likely to succeed in more intense disputes (see Bercovitch and Langley, 1993). This
article investigates the extent to which certain cultural similarities and differences
between participants, and between the participants and mediators, exacerbate or

ameliorate the prospects for successful mediation in these circumstances.



We begin with adiscussion of the role of political and social culture in shaping
the outcome of mediation efforts, from which we derive six hypotheses. Following a
description of the research design and the operationalization of variables, we present the
results from our analysis. In brief, the anayses indicate that mediation is more likely to
succeed in militarized disputes when the participants share democratic political cultures,
and that the effects of social cultural differences or similarities varies across cultures,
with the highest success rates occurring in disputes involving two Latin American
cultures, or at least one participant from an African culture. We aso find that the socid

culture of the mediator is unrelated to the outcome of the mediation effort.

Culture and Mediation

Mediation's effectiveness depends on the capacity of each party to understand and
appreciate the interests of the other (Carnevale and Pruitt, 1992). Social and/or political
cultural differences make it more difficult to find common ground. Cohen (1996:108)
argues that “in international disputes the 'rules’ cannot simply be taken as common
knowledge, and significant cultural differences between rivals may exacerbate conflict
and complicate its resolution.” By the same token, diplomats have written extensively
about the difficulties of effectively conducting negotiations between different political
cultures, particularly between Western liberal democracies and revolutionary, or
ideological regimes (Kissinger, 1966; Nicolson, 1963; Kennan,1951).

Culture remains one of social science’ s most elusive concepts, so much so that it
would be fool-hardy to attempt a simple definition (see Avruch, 1998). The traditional

view, broadly understood, is that culture refers to a quality associated with a society, that



individuals acquire cultural attributes from society, and that those attributes permeate
every aspect of social life. Cultural attributes are expressed in asociety’ srituals and
symbols, its material creations, its organizations, and, most important for our purposes,
the values, norms, and ways of thinking, feeling, and behaving that it transmitsto its
members (Kluckhohn, 1951:86). The societal culture encourages common patterns of
interacting and reacting to the actions of others, by creating a set of imperfectly shared
values and beliefsto guide individual behavior (Hofstede, 1984). Thus, it isreasonable
to expect individuals from different cultures to attach different meanings to experience,
and to react differently to signals from others.

More recently, anthropol ogists have come to define culture even more broadly, as
a“derivative of individual experience,” in which the sources of an individua’s culture
include awider range of settings, including one’s class, religion, political system, and
occupation or profession (Avruch, 1998:5-6, 17; Schwartz, 1992). The more complex
and differentiated the socia system, the greater the number of potentially influential
sources of individual cultural attributes. Viewed from this perspective, an individual’s
cultureis an amalgam of several different influences, with different individuals within
society influenced to different degrees by different sources. Those sources provide the
“software” for organizing and responding to the environment, which, in turn, affects the
behavior of individualsin social transactions (Cohen, 1997:11-13).

This article investigates the putative influence of two of those sources on the
outcome of mediation in militarized interstate disputes. The first, which we label social
culture, refersto the culture associated with the communal group represented by the

participants or mediatorsin adispute. That social cultural differences find their



expression in different approaches to mediation has been demonstrated in a wide range of
studies of mediation at the inter-personal level (Kozan and Ergin, 1998; Ting-Toomey et.
a., 1991; Singh and Singha, 1992; Callister and Wall, 1995; Patai, 1983; Lederach, 1991,
Wall and Blum, 1991). There has been scant empirical research, however, at the inter-
state level.

The most influential work on the effects of social culture on interstate conflict is
that of Huntington (1993, 1996), who posits that salient cultural differences originatingin
religious affiliations lead to “civilizational clashes.” Huntington (1996:41) defines a
civilization as the largest possible cultural entity; it is*aculture writ large.” Furthermore,
he argues that a single cultural attribute, religious identity, isacivilization’s defining
cultural characteristic. Huntington’s “clash of civilizations’ thesis contains two
propositions. Thefirst isthat cultural differences, primarily religious differences,
represent the primary source of conflict in the interstate system. Because these
differences are immutable and exclusive, Huntington argues, they are not amenable to
compromise; consequently, they are more likely to lead to violent conflict.

Huntington’ s second proposition is that cultural differences are most likely to
promote conflict when particular pairs of cultures, namely Western and Islamic, interact
(1996:110-120). Conversely, countries that share cultures are more likely to be
supportive of each other. Huntington (1996:2-28) calls this phenomenon the “kin-
country syndrome.” Thereis some evidence that certain cultural attributes shared by
states within particular regions are among the variables associated with the presence of
“zones of peace” in the third world, although religion is not viewed as one of the more

potent influences (Kacowicz, 1998; Holsti, 1996). Collectively these arguments suggest



the possibility that some social cultures are more or less amenable to the peaceful
resolution of conflict than others.

Huntington’ s thesis has been questioned on descriptive grounds for under-
estimating intra-cultural diversity, particularly in Islamic states (Ajami, 1996); on
methodologica grounds for reifying culture and ignoring variations in the effects of
different cultural influences on individuals, as well as variations over time (Avruch,
1998); and in the findings of empirical studies of intrastate (Gurr,1994 ), and interstate
conflict (Henderson and Tucker, 2001; Russett, Oneal, and Cox, 2000). Nevertheless, it
remains the most prominent thesis regarding the relationship between culture and
international conflict in contemporary discussions of international politics, and alogical
starting point for an investigation of the influence of cultural on mediation.

The second cultural attribute, which we label political culture, refersto the
perspectives, values, and patterns of behavior that are generated by a state’s political
system. Political cultureisaterm that has been used to represent several different
concepts. In political science, it has been used primarily by comparativists to describe
civic attributes that influence the functioning of different political systems (see Inglehart,
1988; Putnam, 1993). Our interest lies rather in viewing the political system as a cultural
influence on the approach to conflict resolution employed by its representatives.

To the extent to which the norms and practices associated with their political
systems influence the ways in which their leaders view and interact with the governments
of other states, one can speak of the effects of their state’s political culture on their
diplomatic behavior. Russett (1993:31), for example, argues that a democratic political

culture, based on the norm of peacefully resolving disputes through democratic



processes, has contributed to the observed absence of war between democracies.
Conversely, one might argue that authoritarian governments are more likely to attempt to
resolve their disputes through the use of force. The cultural argument for the democratic
peace proposition is that disputes between democracies are less likely to escalate to war
because each government is aware of the other’ sinclination to settle disputes through
negotiation and compromise (Oneal and Russett, 1997; Russett, 1993; Dixon, 1993,
1994; Doyle, 1986). Others have taken the argument one step further by positing that the
peaceful settlement norms of democracies affect their dispute behavior with al states, not
just with other democracies (Rousseau, Gelpi, and Huth, 1996; Ray, 1995; Rummel,
1983).

In sum, the prominence of the “clash of civilizations” and “democratic peace”
theses have led usto focus our attention on two sources of what could be described as an
individual negotiator or mediator’s “conflict resolution culture.” Oneisthe socid
culture, understood primarily in terms of religion, of the “civilization” associated with the
negotiator’s state; the other is the state’s political system. We recognize that this
approach runs the risk of ignoring not only other potentially important cultural influences
on the behavior of negotiators; it also ignores the diversity that existsin the relative
influence of the two variables across and within states, and over time. It does, however,
provide the most direct test of the applicability of the two theses to the mediation of
militarized interstate disputes.

Mediation is second only to negotiation as the preferred method of resolving
interstate disputes. Thus, it is reasonable to suspect that the success of mediation would

be influenced by the same cultural variables that putatively are associated with the



peaceful resolution of interstate disputes or their escalation to war. The next section
discusses how cultural differences or similarities may affect mediation in militarized
disputes.

Cultural Differences and Mediation Outcomes. In negotiation between parties
from different social cultures, problems may arise from misunderstandings generated by
dissimilar negotiating or bargaining styles, or in the meanings attached to signals. That is,
differences in meaning or emphasis across cultures can result in a shared
misunderstanding of signals, preferences, and perceptions. For example, the wearing of
traditional headdress to a particular Muslim community connotes religious piety, but to
non-Muslims members of that community it might signal a non-cooperative intent (Ross,
1994:4). Cohen (1997:36-38) finds "intercultural dissonance" in negotiations between
representatives of social cultures with individualistic and collectivist cultures. Western
negotiators, who want immediately to “get down to business’ in negotiations may
misunderstand and offend negotiators from more traditional societies, who place great
importance on creating a proper interpersonal relationship before discussing sensitive
iSsues.

Huntington’s (1996) thesis goes one step further by hypothesizing that the
immutability of primarily religious differences makes it more difficult for statesto find
common ground. The problem is not that of communication, or not only communication,
but the difficulty of achieving compromise when fundamental differences are at stake.
From thereit isjust a short step to Huntington’s second hypothesis, which is that
conflicting values and identities lead to antipathy between social cultures. Whether or

not cultural and religious differences can be identified among the causes of interstate



disputes, they can become major issues as disputes intensify (Hopmann, 1996:143;
Avruch, 1998:47). Rivariesin the Middle East, the Balkans, and South Asia are notable
examples. Moreover, thereis some empirical evidence that as cultural issues become
more salient, disputes become more difficult to resolve peacefully (Henderson, 1997;
Brecher, 1993).

These propositions lead to our first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. Mediation ismore likely to fail if the representatives of the

contending parties are from dissimilar social cultur

A state's political culture creates its own set of perceptions, norms, and practices
related to conflict management. The communication problems likely to arise between
parties with dissimilar political cultures, aswell asthe ideological competition between
political systems, also make the mediator's task more difficult. Kissinger, who was the
author of a 1966 essay on the difficulties associated with negotiations between leaders of
radically different political systems, claims that he found personal confirmation of his
theorizing during his efforts to negotiate an end to the Vietham War. Bemoaning the
“maddening diplomatic style” of his communist counter-parts, Kissinger (1979:263)
complained that "each North Vietnamese proposal was put forward as the sole logical
truth and each demand was stated in the imperative" in contrast to what he viewed as the
more pragmatic approach of American negotiators. Doyle (1986:1161) argues that while
thereisa"presumption of amity" among democratic states, because of shared liberal
institutions, there is a presumption of enmity between democratic and authoritarian states.

Hypothesis 2 isapolitical version of Hypothesis 1:



10

Hypothesis 2. Mediation is more likely to fail if the disputants are from dissimilar

political cultures.

It also may be that some social and/or political cultures are more likely than
others to be acceptant of mediation, and of peaceful means of settling disputes more
generaly. Ross (1993: ch.3) argues that what he calls "low conflict societies’ are
culturally predisposed to effective forms of negotiation and conflict management,
whereas "high conflict societies" are culturally less capable of effective conflict
management. Holsti (1996:169-171) has posited that the “zone of peace” in South
Americasince 1941 may be attributed partly to an Iberian "culture of legalism,” which
encourages the settlement of disputes through legal debate and argument. Kapowicz
(1998:170) suggests that “compatibility of mgor values,” including a strong reciprocity
norm, has been one of the factors contributing to a West African zone of peace.

These arguments are generalized in Hypothesis 3:

Hypothesis 3.  When the participants are from similar social cultures, the success
of mediation will vary across cultures.

By the same token, the democratic peace proposition rests on an assumption that
democratic political cultures are likely to resolve their disputes through peaceful means,
and that the political cultures of authoritarian states make them more inclined to rely on
coercion and the use of force. Thus, it can be argued that the absence of war (Small and
Singer, 1976; Doyle, 1986; Maoz and Abdolali, 1989) and the relative infrequency of
militarized disputes (Bremer, 1993; Oneal and Russett, 1997) between democracies can

be traced to a shared political culture.
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The democratic peace proposition is based on a dyadic relationship between
democracies that leads to optimistic predictions regarding the willingness of the other
party to reach peaceful settlements of disputes. Researchers disagree over whether those
perceptions arise from awareness that democracies share structural impedimentsto a
hasty recourse to war, or from a shared political culture based on compromise and the
peaceful resolution of disputes. The structural argument is that constraints resulting from
checks and balances, opposition parties, and public debate will delay, if not prevent,
decisions to go to war, and that democracies engaged in disputes with each other
recognize those constraints. Hence, in disputes with other democracies, democratic states
will feel less urgency to prepare for war in order to avoid a surprise attack. The cultural
argument posits that in disputes with other democracies, democratic states will employ
the same conflict resolution techniques that they use within their domestic systems, that
IS, negotiation, compromise, and the peaceful resolution of disputes. Distrust of the
intentions of the governments of non-democratic states will make democracies less
willing to rely on the same techniques of peaceful conflict resolution (see Russett,
1993:30-40).

If democratic governments were culturally disposed to resolve disputes through
compromise without resort to the threat or use of force, one would expect them to be
relatively acceptant of mediation efforts to resolve their disputes. Dixon (1993, 1994)
has found evidence that democracies are more likely than non-democracies to accept
third party intervention, which he defines very broadly to include activities ranging from
public appeals to peacekeeping activities, and that such efforts are more likely to be

successful in disputes between democracies.
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The democratic peace proposition is extended to mediation in Hypothesis 4.

Hypothesis 4. Mediation is more likely to succeed if the disputants both have
democratic political systems.

Culture and the Mediator. Because mediation is athree-way processin which
each party is attempting to influence the behavior of the others, similarities or
dissimilarities between the mediator’ s societal and/or political cultures and those of the
two disputants would appear to be likely to influence the effectiveness of mediation.
Participants and mediators alike begin their interactions with preconceived notions of
what to expect from individuals from different cultures, and those expectations can
influence their interpretation of each other's behavior. Presumably, there is a greater
degree of rapport and trust when the mediator and parties are from the same socia or
political culture, as opposed to when they are not.

Moreover, different cultures assign different roles to mediation. Arab mediators
see their main task as that of restoring a harmonious rel ationship between the disputants
and preserving Arab unity, as opposed to finding common ground on which the dispute
might be resolved (Patai, 1987:232-233; Cohen, 1996:141). Community harmony alsois
aprincipa goal of mediatorsin India (Singh and Singh,1992) and China (Wall and Blum,
1991). Callister and Wall (1997) have found the carefully non-assertive style of
mediation practiced by the Japanese to be distinct from the more assertive style of
Chinese Communist mediators.

If the assumptions of disputants regarding the role of the mediator are different
from the mediator's own views, the latter may employ tactics that are ineffective, or even

offensive. Similarly, when a mediator comes from a political system different from the
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disputants, the problems that attend negotiations between representatives from dissimilar
political cultures may occur. Thus we would expect socia or political cultural
similarities to facilitate the effectiveness of mediation, and differences to have the
opposite effect. These propositions are expressed in Hypotheses 5 and 6.
Hypothesis 5. Mediation is more likely to succeed if the mediator's social culture
issimilar to that of both disputants.

Hypothesis 6. Mediation is more likely to succeed if the mediator's political

cultureissimilar to that of both disputants.

Hypotheses 5 and 6 presume that the conditions of the predictor variablesin
hypotheses 1 and 2 obtain, that is, that the disputants share similar political or social
cultures.

The expected effects are more ambiguous when the disputants are from different
cultures and the mediator shares the culture of one of the disputants. Conventional
wisdom suggests that the disputant from the dissimilar culture would suspect mediator
biasin favor of the other party, and become defensive and less acceptant of the mediator's
efforts. But empirical studies on the effects of mediator bias have been inconclusive
(Bercovitch and Houston, 1996:26) and there are historical examples that belie
conventional wisdom, such as the rapport that Kissinger (1982: ch.12, 13) and Jimmy
Carter (1982: 319-403) were able to establish with Egypt's Anwar Sadat, while enduring
atestier relationship with Isragli prime ministers. It may be that when a mediator shares
the culture of just one of the participants, he or sheislikely to bend over-backwards to

reassure the party from the dissimilar culture. Or it may be factors other than cultural
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characteristics, such as the mediator's rank, or personal rapport, exert stronger effects on
mediator acceptance than expectations of cultural bias.

Given the contradictory expectations with regard to cases in which the mediator
shares the political and/or socia culture of just one of the participants, and in the interest
of parsimony, we do not distinguish those cases from instances in which the mediator
shares neither the political or socia culture of either participant.

Counter-Views

Thereis a blanket counter-argument to al of these hypotheses, which is based on
the notion of aglobal diplomatic culture. The argument has been put forward most
forcefully by Zartman (1993) and Zartman and Berman (1977). Winfried Lang (1993)
makes a similar argument for a“ negotiation culture,” based on his personal experience as
an Austrian diplomat. There are two partsto the argument. Thefirst isthat negotiation is
a“universal process,” which contains afinite set of practices that are commonly
understood by practitioners (Zartman and Berman, 1977:226). Local cultures, itis
argued, account for no more than differences in style and language. The second, related
argument is that over time, aglobal diplomatic culture has evolved to over-ride local
cultural differencesin diplomatic interactions.

Modern anthropol ogists view the cultures associated with occupations or
professions as sources of individual cultura attributes (Avruch, 1998:5). Presumably,
those attributes are likely to exert their strongest influence on behavior when individuals
are carrying out their professional duties. Most diplomats, in fact, come from the upper
socioeconomic classes in their home countries, and they attend the same set of major

Western universities where they read the same standard works on history and
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international affairs (Hopmann,1996:143). The question is to what extent, and under what
circumstances, that shared self-image is likely to over-ride local cultural differences.
Hopmann (1996:144) believes that the influence of the shared diplomatic culture wanes
as disputes intensify in severity. In militarized disputes local cultural differences not only
can exert a strong influence on the course of negotiations, they often are at the heart of
the disputeitself. The recurring militarized disputes in the Middle East, South Asia, and
the Balkans are prominent examples.

A more specific version of the common culture argument is put forward by
realists, who contend that, especially in more intense conflicts, the rules of the game are
understood by al, and that those rules are based on power. What Ashley (1981) has
described as “practical realism,” a shared informal understanding within a common
tradition, is another argument for a global diplomatic culture, but one based on
Realpolitik. From arealist perspective, everyone understands that international politics
take place in an anarchic system of relative gains and they act accordingly. The difficulty
that arises in attempting to peacefully resolve interstate disputes is not the result of poor
communication or cultural differences; it is because in aworld of relative gains,
competing interests often are irreconci Iabl If, in fact, aglobal diplomatic culture
guides negotiating behavior in militarized disputes, whether or not it is based on realism,

we should find no support for Hypotheses 1-6.



16

Resear ch Design
Universe of Analysis

To test Hypotheses 1-6, we use data on 752 mediation effortsin militarized
interstate disputes occurring between 1945 and 1995. The mediation cases have been
drawn from a data set compiled by Bercovitch's (International Conflict Management
(ICM) project. The casesin the data set include mediation attempts that occur in disputes
in which at |east one party threatens, displays, or uses force, and which are mentioned in
public sources, such as Kessing's Archives and the New York Times (see Bercovitch and
Houston,2000: 184-85).EI The broader data set from which we draw our cases reflects the
coding of various forms of conflict management — both bilateral and multilateral —in
inter and intrastate disputes. The ICM data record information about the conflict, the
disputants, and the mediators, if any. In all there are approximately 3000 individual
observationsin the data. Since we are interested specifically in mediation we select only
cases using mediation and only those involved in interstate disputes.

Specificaly, our unit of analysisisthe mediation occurring within an interstate
conflict. Each conflict can — and often does — have multiple mediation attempts over the
course of the conflict, though the outcome is coded with regard to the individual
mediation effort. We are interested in examining the outcome of specific mediation
efforts, not how individual mediation efforts influence the outcome of the broader
conflict. Cultural characteristics, as we have outlined them, should have a considerably
greater influence on the individual mediation as opposed to the outcome of the conflict.

Other factors such as relative capabilities, battlefield conditions, and allied participation
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may overwhelm the effect of the cultural attributes of the parties. That is, aggregating a
sequence of mediations is not the same as the outcome of individual efforts.

We started with ICM data on conflict management and systematically removed
cases that involved: 1) at least one non-state actor, 2) cases of conflict management other
than mediation, and 3) those cases where mediation was offered but not accepted by the
disputants. The model that we employ posits that the outcome of a mediation attempt is a
function of the social and political cultural attributes of the participants and the mediator,
while controlling for the simultaneous effects of characteristics of the dispute, the
strategy of the mediator, and systemic conditions.EI
Variables

Outcome. The mediation outcome is operationalized according to the relative
success or failure of the mediation effort. In our cases there are four possible outcomes
associated with each mediation effort: 1) mediation is unsuccessful; the mediation
produces 2) a cease-fire, 3) apartial settlement, or 4) afull settlement.

We reduce these four categoriesto three by, collapsing full and partial settlements
into asingle category. We do so on the premise that the signing of any agreement,
whether full or partial, represents a significant advance over the status quo. A ceasefire,
on the other hand, may represent nothing more than immediate expediency, for example,
to gain breathing space to regroup, or to appease a powerful third party. Theresultisa
three-category distinction among settlements, ceasefires, and no agreement of any kind.

Cultural Attributes. Our primary explanatory variables are the social and political
cultures of the participants in the mediation. We use the identification of the social and

political culture of each of the actors and the mediator to create indices that reflect
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linkages among cultural traits (see below). Using ataxonomy for each of the types of
political and socia culture we create a series of dummy variables that reflect conditions
where a specific cultural trait is dominant among the actors and/or the mediator. Because
of our interest in the “clash of civilizations’ and “democratic peace’ thesis, we have
chosen indicators based on putative sources of cultural influences, while “black-boxing”
their behavioral manifestations in negotiating behavior.

Social Culture. It is one thing to describe the putative sources of cultural
influences on mediation, as we have done above. It is another to identify operational
indicators to distinguish among the cultural attributes of state governments and their
diplomatic representatives. We have chosen to focus our attention on Huntington’'s
typology of civilizations, which is based primarily on religion.

Besides the practical advantages of arelatively reliable indicator, and a more
parsimonious model, there are two theoretical reasons for our choice. First, the
prominence of the clash of civilizations debate makes a direct test of the applicability of
Huntington’ sthesis alogical starting point for investigation of the effects of cultural
similarities and differences on the effectiveness of mediation. Second, Henderson
(1997), who tested the relationship between several cultural indicators and war, found a
positive association between religious differences and the incidence of interstate war
between 1820 and 1989, an association that he did not find with any of the other cultural
variables tested. Following the logic of Huntington’ s thesis, one would expect the same
religious differences that predict to war to make it more difficult to mediate disputes.
Nevertheless, we are testing the influence of just one source of social culture. The results

should tell us something about the applicability of Huntington’s thesis, but they can be no
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more than afirst cut at the larger issue of the influence of social culture on the mediation
of interstate disputes.

Based primarily, although not exclusively, on the dominant religious orientation,
Huntington (1996:45-48) identifies eight civilizations: African, Hindu, Islamic, Japanese,
Latin American, Orthodox, Sinic, and Western. Sub-Saharan Africaand Latin America
are classified as cultural entities distinct from their religious orientations. Henderson and
Tucker (2001) have categorized the members of the interstate system according to
Huntington's eight categories plus two others. Buddhism, and an "Other" category for
those states that do not fit into one of the other nine categories. We have employed
Henderson and Tucker's (2001:335-336) categories, with some modest revisions, in this
study.EI

Cultural identification, of course, is not determined by citizenship; many states
have more than one significant cultural group within them. But for our purposes the
culture of interest isthat of the official representatives of the government, that is, those
who are engaged in negotiating or mediating the militarized disputesin the study.
Consequently, we have classified several states according to the culture of the governing
body, whereas Henderson and Tucker classify those states as "Other" because of the
presence of more than one significant social culture within the state. In other cases, the
categorization is changed from one culture to another when the politically dominant
group isaminority, asin the case of the white minority regime in South Africa during the

[

apartheid era™ Huntington’s categorization of cultural identities according to distinct

civilizationsis, of course, acrude simplification of the variety of cultural identitiesin the
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world. Thus, we avoid referring to the governments of states within categories as sharing
the "same" social culture in favor of "similar."

Political Culture. Aswith the indicator of socia culture, and because of our
interest in the “democratic peace” proposition, we consider just one component of a
state’' s political culture, that is, its political system. We identify three types of political
cultures. democratic, communist, and non-communist authoritarian. Aswith the
categorization of social cultures, we are well aware of the differences that can occur
across regimes within the three types. The categorization of disputants political cultures
according to these typesis drawn from the ICM data set.EI

Linkages across cultural attributes. Using the coding scheme for political and
socia culture we have created indicators that more closely reflect the operationalization
of our theoretical argument. We employ dummy variables to identify when the partiesin
the dispute are from the same or different social cultures, from the same or different
political cultures, or when both have democratic political cultures. To test hypothesis 3,
which posits that the effects of shared social cultures will vary across cultures, we include
each of the nine possible combinations of joint social cultures.

We recognize that there may be an interactive effect between social and political
cultures. That is, following the logic of hypotheses 1 and 2, mediation may be most
effective when the disputants are from similar social and political cultures. Thisvariable
is operationalized viaa dummy variable equal to 1 if both the political and social culture
of the actorsin the dispute are similar.

Mediators' social and political culture. The identification of mediatorsis drawn

from the ICM data set. We have categorized each mediator's social and political culture
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by employing the same operational criteria used to identify the socia and political
cultures of the disputants. There are three exceptions: 1) when there is more than one
mediator and the mediators come from different cultures, 2) when the mediator isfrom a
non-state actor, and 3) when the mediator isfrom an international or regional
organization. Twenty percent of our casesinvolve mediations by either teams of
mediators from more than one state, or mediations by representatives from non-state
actors. We code these two categories together as "mixed/non-state.”

When mediators represent regional or international organizations, we make a
distinction between individuals chosen for the particular task, and individuals who are
regular members of the organization's staff. The former are identified with the social and
political cultures of their home states; the latter are identified with the socia culture of
their home state, but the political culture of the international or regional organization.
During the Bosnian conflict, for example, the United States' Cyrus Vance, who
represented the United Nations on an ad hoc basis, would be identified with the social
and political cultures of the United States, whereas mediation by U. N. Secretary-General
Boutros-Ghali would be coded as reflecting an Islamic socia culture but with the

political culture categorized as "international organization."

Control Variables

We place the hypotheses within the context of the larger mediation effort by
controlling for four factors previously identified as important predictors of the outcome
of mediation. They include three contextual variables, the outcome of the most recent

conflict management effort, the issues at stake, and the intensity of the conflict, and one
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process variable, the mediation strategy. We simply enumerate them here and refer the
interested reader to the appropriate sources.

1. Outcome of the most recent preceding conflict management effort. We classify
the outcome of the preceding conflict management effort as: settlement (either a
full or partial settlement), a ceasefire, or failure. The data are drawn from
Bercovitch's ICM data set.

2. Issue at stake. We also employ ICM data to operationalize the issues in terms of
territory, ideology, resources, security, and independence (see Bercovitch and
Houston,1996:24; Bercovitch and Langley,1993)

3. Intensity of the dispute. We employ a crude, but direct measure of intensity by
distinguishing between mediation efforts occurring in interstate wars, and
mediation in disputes that have not escalated to war. This measure offers two
advantages. It is consistent with the conventional view that there is a significant
change in the diplomatic relationship between states once they cross the
threshold to war, and it allows us to use a dichotomous measure with
considerable face validity.

4. Mediation strategy. We employ Bercovitch and Houston's (1996:29-30,
2000:175-76) three-category classification of mediation strategies.
communication-facilitation, procedural, and directive (see also Touval and
Zartman, 1985). We use dummy variables to record whether the strategy of the

mediator was facilitative, procedural, or directive.
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Analysis

To test the hypotheses we employ an ordered logistic estimation on a
trichotomous outcome variabl e (settlement, ceasefire, failure). We use a Huber-White
estimation of variance to control for heteroscedastically distributed errors. To check the
sensitivity of our results to the coding of mediation outcome we test the same model
using alogistic model on a binary outcome variable (failure versus either ceasefire or
settlement) .

Because the unit of observation is the mediation effort, and the number of
mediation efforts within disputes varies, there is some risk that multiple mediation efforts
within asmall number of disputes will dominate the overall findings. We tested for this
effect by clustering the data on the dispute to provide correct standard errors even when
observations within disputes are correlated. We found, however, that the results of the
clustering procedure provided no new information, with the coefficients and their
standard errors virtually identical to those derived from the Huber-White estimation that
isreported below. In effect we were concerned that some of the observations were not
strictly independent, with concurrent or sequential mediations influencing the outcome of
our analysis. Our empirical results demonstrate that thisis not a problem, and we
attribute this to the coding rules used by Bercovitch to distinguish among linked
mediations. In his schema successive mediation sessions that are scheduled, and in
which the prior meeting did not achieve some form of an agreement, are considered to be

al part of the same mediation effort.
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Results

The findings provide interesting insights into the role of political and social
culture in the process of managing militarized interstate disputes. We present our results
first through a descriptive analysis of the frequency of successful outcomes for social
cultures, and second, viaamultivariate logistic regression model. We use two
multivariate models to present results of the ordered logit estimation of the likelihood of
observing each of three outcomes, given certain values for our explanatory variables. The
outcomes are ordered from a score of 1 for failed mediation to 2 for a ceasefire, to 3 for a
settlement, so that a positive association represents an increasing likelihood of successful
mediation and a negative association represents an increasing likelihood of failed
mediation. Although we are dealing with the population of cases, statistical significance
tests are used as indicators of the extent to which the results depart from what might be
found in arandom distribution.

Distribution of the data by socia culture and success or failure rates of mediation
appearsin Table 1.

TABLE 1 HERE

The overall success rate for mediation when the two parties are of similar socia
culturesis 42%; when dissimilar the success rate drops to 35%. The rates of success,
however, vary considerably across cultural pairings. Latin American dyads, for example,
have a success rate of 61%, nearly 20 percentage points higher than the average for other
pairs sharing similar socia cultures, and a 25% higher probability of a successful
outcome relative to the overal average. Islamic dyads, on the other hand, have a success

rate of 32%, not only less than the overall average, but 10% less than the average success
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rate for mediations between similar social cultures. These differences support Hypothesis
3, which posits that some pairings of similar socia cultures are likely to be more
successful than others.

Another striking features of Table 1 isthe high proportion of cases (61%)
involving Islamic states as at |east one of the participants. That Islamic states are
involved in so many militarized disputesis not surprising when we consider the history of
the second half of the twentieth century, but the prevalence of mediation effortsin those
disputesisintriguing. Patai (1973) offers a cultural explanation, at least for those
disputesinvolving Arab states, which represent the majority of our Islamic cases. He
argues that every dispute, whether interpersonal or between states, becomes a matter of
honor for Arab participants, so that “even to take the first step toward ending a conflict
would be regarded as a sign of weakness which, in turn, would greatly damage one’s
honor. Hence it is almost impossible for an Arab to come to agreement in adirect
confrontation with an opponent” (p. 228). Consequently, mediators play a crucia rolein
the resolution of disputes involving Arab states.

We move next to the results of the multivariate analyses, which appear in Table 2.

TABLE 2 HERE
Model 1 presents the results of an ordered logistic regression including social and
political cultural differences at the aggregate level (Hypotheses 1 and 2), and democratic
dyads (Hypothesis 4), along with the control variables. Three factors stand out in Model
1. First, there is support for Hypothesis 1, which posits a negative association between

differences in the participants socia cultures and successful mediation. The association
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between differencesin social cultures and failed meditation is significant at the p. <.05
level and the substantive effect is considerable. Second, the resultsindicate no
significant association between shared political cultures and mediation outcomesin
genera (Hypothesis 2). But there is support for Hypothesis 4 (p. < .01), which posits that
mediation is more likely to succeed if both participants are from democratic political
cultures. Democratic dyads make up only 6% of the total cases; consequently the
positive effect of joint democracy is not strong enough to affect the results for a genera
shared political culture (Hypothesis 2). Taken together, the findings for Hypotheses 2
and 4 suggest that thereis little observable difference in the effects of different types of
authoritarian political cultures.

The effect of ashared socia culture among the mediator and the disputants
remains indeterminate because there were two few cases in which the mediator came
from the same social culture as both of the participants to permit atest of hypothesis 5. It
is apparently rare for the mediator and both participants to the conflict to all come from
the same social culture. We find, however, that there is no significant association
between the mediator's political culture and the mediation outcome, which leads us to
rgject hypothesis 6.

The results of our control variables are generally consistent with expectations, and
with the exception of the effect of mediation strategy on outcomes, all of these results are
consistent with the findings of Bercovitch and Houston (1996).

Social Culture. Model 2 (Table 2) provides acloser 1ook at the results supporting
Hypothesis 1 by disaggregating social culture into specific cultural dyads. "African

dyad," for example, represents those mediation efforts in which the representatives of
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both states were from African social cultures. The results of this disaggregated model
provide a closer look at how social culture influences the outcome of diplomatic efforts to
manage interstate conflict. The results are judged relative to an excluded category, which
in the case of similar social culturesisall others besides Latin, Islamic, and African.

From Model 2 we see that when two Latin American states areinvolved in a
mediation the probability of successis higher than when mediation is between other
social cultures. The presence of two African or Islamic disputants, however, is not
significantly associated with mediation outcomes. It appears that the support for
Hypothesis 1 found in Model 1 isafunction of the high success rate of mediation in
disputes between two states with Latin American social cultures. That result supports
Hypothesis 3, which posits differences across cultures in the effects of shared social
cultures.

The Latin American finding is consistent with Holsti's (1996:169-17) speculation
regarding the positive effects of a South American “diplomatic culture,” based on a
common historical and cultural framework, which has created a normative consensus
regarding the use of peaceful means of settlement, including arbitration and mediation.
An extensive qualitative study of the region by Kacowicz (1998) also is consistent with
Holsti’ s hypothesis, although Kacowicz suggests a number of additional possibilities,
including the pacifying hegemonic role of the United States, aregional hegemonic role
played by Brazil, geographic isolation, and, more recently, economic interdependence
and integration. With regard to the first possibility, the putative pacifying role of the
United States, it isinteresting to note that the United States appears as the mediating

party in only two disputes between Latin American states, and then only as a member of
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an OAS delegation. The mgjority of Latin American casesin the study are mediated by
Latin American delegations.

The absence of any significant difference in the success of mediation when both
participants are Islamic states, as opposed to a pairing of an Islamic and non-1slamic state
runs counter to not only Huntington’ s basic thesis, but al'so counter to his clam that the
most intense civilizational clashes will be between Islamic and Western states. In fact,
thereisadlightly higher rate of successin mediationsinvolving Islamic and Western
states (38%) than in disputes between two Islamic states (32%). The findings also seem
to be contrary to the traditional 1slamic distinction between dar al-Islam (abode of 1slam)
and dar al-harb (abode of war), which implies a greater Islamic receptivity to resolving
disputes peacefully when both states represent Islamic cultures. The dar al-1slam versus
dar al-harb, distinction, however, is based on whether or not a society is governed by
shari’a, that is, ISslamic law, as opposed to a secular legal regime (Denny, 1987). Thus,
according to the dar al-lIslam versus dar al-harb distinction, cultural differences between
say, Turkey and Iran, may be only dlightly less significant than between Turkey and a
Western state, or between Iran and Irag. Infact, very few Islamic states are governed by
shari’ a, and there are even fewer instances of militarized disputes between them.

Eighty-eight percent of the cases of mediated militarized disputes between Islamic
states include at least one Arab state. Aswe noted above, mediation plays a central role
in Arab disputes because compromise is possible only through an appeal to a greater
good. Ininterpersona disputesthe mediator appeals to kinship bonds, in disputes
between Arab states the appeal invariably isto Arab unity ((Patai, 1987:233). Such

appeals are more likely to come from Arab mediators, as opposed to mediators from the
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West or intergovernmental organizations. A closer inspection of the data, in fact,
indicates that in Islamic disputes in which at least one of the partiesis an Arab state, and
arepresentative from an Arab state mediates the dispute, the mediation success rate is
44%, whereas when the mediators are not from Islamic states, the successrateis only
25%. It may be that the relatively low overall success rate of mediation in joint Islamic
disputes, which are overwhelmingly between Arab states, is because Arab mediators
mediate only athird of those disputes. It also should be noted that the higher success rate
in inter-Arab disputes mediated by Arabs supports a plausible cultura explanation, albeit
an explanation that is different from that suggested by Huntington.

Model 2 includes separate variables for each of the social cultural types. The
variable label "African part.”, for example, represents mediation effortsin disputesin

kol The inclusion of

which just one of the participants is from an African socia culture.
this variable alows us to extend the logic of Hypothesis 3 to test whether the presence of
a state from a particular social culture, even as just one participant, is likely to affect the
success of mediation. We find that only three of the nine social culture variables have
significant associations with the dispute outcome. Mediation was more likely to succeed
if one of the disputants was from an African social culture, and it was more likely to fail
if one of the participants was from a Buddhist or Sinic social culture. Otherwise, we
found no significant association between the success or failure of mediation and the
presence of one participant from a particular social culture.

When we look more closely at the data there are several factors that are worth

noting about the African cases. First, the mediation efforts between African and Western

participants are aimost all cases in which the government of South Africaisthe
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“Western” state. Paradoxically, these cases raise the overall rate of success for
mediations between African and Western states. Another paradox appears in the high
success rates of mediation between African states and either Islamic states, or states
classified as“ Other” relative to disputes between two African states. But aclose
inspection of the data shows that all of these states are sub-Saharan African states. In
short, with the exception of disputes in which South Africawas one of the participants,
mediation is successful more than half of the time in disputes between states from sub-
Saharan Africa, regardless of their religious similarities or differences. We can only
speculate on the reasons for the relatively high success rate. One possibility is that many
African states are too engaged in coping with domestic instability to accept the costs of
interstate wars. Another hypothesisis put forward by Kacowicz (1998:159), is that “the
policies of the vast majority of African states reflect their respect for existing borders,”
which has grown out of a norm enunciated by the Organization of African Statesin 1964.

Political Culture. The effect of democracy on mediation outcomesis also
examined in the disaggregated analysis. Model 2 includes a separate variable (Demo.
part.) to identify mediation in those disputes in which just one of the participantsisfrom
ademocratic political culture, as well as the variable for mediation disputes between two
democratic states. The democratic peace proposition, as we have presented it in this
study, is based on mutual perceptions, by representatives from two democracies, of the
improved prospects of reaching a peaceful settlement with another democracy. The
results appearing in Model 2 do not support that proposition that democracy is sufficient
at amonadic level, insofar as it might be extended to the acceptance of mediation in

militarized interstate disputes. The association between democratic participants and the
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success of mediation isinsignificant. Controlling for single democratic participants does

slightly weaken the significance of the association of democratic dyads with successful

mediation (p. < .02), but it aso increases the magnitude of the positive coefficient.
TABLE 3HERE

Table 3 highlights our substantive interpretation of the results by transforming the
statistical coefficients into estimates of the change in the probability of observing
particular outcomes, given changes in explanatory variables. For example, the
probability of a non-Latin American dyad failing to achieve even a ceasefire as aresult of
mediation efforts is about 66%; if adyad is comprised of two Latin American cultures the
failure rate dropsto 32% and the probability of afull or partial settlement goes from a
one-in-four chance to a successful outcome 57% of the time. Similarly, with an African
culture involved in amilitarized dispute that is mediated by an outside party, the
probability of observing a successful outcome is about 59%. But if the dyad has no
African participants the probability of afull or partial settlement drops to only 24%.
Holding all else constant, if the dyad in the dispute is comprised of two democracies the
probability of afull or partial settlement is about 56%, whereas a non-democratic dyad
has only a 25% chance of a settlement. That is, democratic dyads are more than twice as
likely to reach a settlement as non-democratic dyads.

Two control variables also have strong effects on the likelihood of a successful
mediation. If mediation takes place in a dispute that escalates to war, the probability of
observing afull or partial settlement isonly 18%; in aless violent dispute that the
probability is nearly 31%. Finally, if apair of statesinvolved in a previous dispute was

able to negotiate a ceasefire, then the mediation in the current dispute has a 16% greater
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chance of reaching afull or partial settlement. We turn now to a discussion of the
implications of our analysis with an eye to providing avehicle for further theoretical

development.

Discussion

We draw three main inferences from the results of our analysis: 1) Socia culture
may play arolein mediation outcomes, but that role is more complex than asimple
similar-dissimilar dichotomization would suggest. 2) Mediation is more likely to succeed
when both participants are from democracies. 3) The social and political cultures of the
mediator are not salient predictors of mediation outcomes in militarized disputes. We
discuss each in turn.

First, while there is some evidence that the interface of the socia cultures of the
disputants isimportant for understanding the outcome of mediation in militarized
disputes, the relationship is more complex than that indicated by our "similar-dissimilar”
categorization. Mediation is significantly more successful in disputesin which the
disputants share Latin American cultures, but that is not the case with regard to the other
two most common pairings of social cultures, African and Islamic. Our preceding
discussion of these cases has suggested that cultural factors other than religion may be
playing a salient role in the success of mediation in these disputes.

Conversdly, there is no doubt that religious differences are playing arole in some
of the casesin the study. The high failure rate in disputes between Islamic and Hindu
states (Table 1), for example, is primarily a function of the Indo-Pakistani rivalry, a

rivalry in which religious differences have played a mgor role. But that is not the same as
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saying that mediation is likely to fail when either one of these culturesis paired against
any dissimilar culture. Mediation isrelatively successful, for example, in disputes
between Islamic and African states when both states are situated in sub-Saharan Africa
(Table 1).

Another intriguing aspect to the pairingsin Table 1 is the absence of any
mediation in militarized disputes between two Western social cultures. Perhaps Western
cultures, which are likely to be democracies, are so adept at conflict management in their
intracultural disputes that they do not reach the level of militarized disputes. If so, we
may be underestimating the positive effects of shared social cultures by excluding
mediated disputes that do not become militarized. For example, to make it into our data
set two important events must first have taken place: 1) apair of countries must have a
disagreement that escalated to the level of militarized activity, and 2) given this military
dimension to their dispute, they must choose to accept third party mediation. Neither step
isinconsequential in the dispute process. Our results identify the putative effects of
culture once a pair of countries has crossed those two hurdles. If shared culture plays a
role in the outcome of conflict management, then maybe it also provides a mechanism to
abbreviate the sequence that starts with a dispute and ends with a mediation attempt. |If
shared cultural attributes matter, then they should influence the onset as well as the
management of militarized disputes. We know of remarkably little evidence to support
Huntington’s argument which that cultural differences facilitate conflictual behavior, but
if one turns his argument around it suggests that shared cultural attributes would reduce
the propensity to engage in militarized conflict. In effect there is a selection process —

based primarily on cultural factors — that is determining the distribution of our data.



Second, political culture has an important, yet refined, effect on the outcome of
mediation in militarized disputes. Mediation of disputes between two democraciesis
considerably more likely to reach afull or partial settlement than in disputes between
other political cultural pairings. At the monadic level, the participation of one democratic
country has no systematic association with the outcome of mediation efforts. The effect
of democracy on conflict management appears to be a strictly dyadic phenomenon.

That joint democracies account for only a small percentage of the cases may
weaken the statistical grounds for accepting Hypothesis 4, but the same fact strengthens
the intuitive argument. The combination of the small number of democratic dyads using
mediation, the relatively small number of disputes between democracies that become
militarized, and the absence of any democratic disputes escalating to war, strongly
support the proposition that democratic dyads are more likely to settle their disputes
peacefully through negotiation and compromise. Aswe have argued above, and in the
discussion of our research design, we offered the caveat that by limiting our cases to
militarized disputes, we might be underestimating the potency of the predictor variables
when particular socia or political dyads were more effective at resolving their disputes
before they became militarized. Consequently, disputes involving those dyads that did
become militarized should be more difficult to mediate successfully. Bearing that in
mind, the high rate of success for mediation in democratic dyadsis al the more
impressive, and it offers strong support for the democratic peace proposition.

One aso could argue that these results strengthen the case for the democratic
culture explanation of the democratic peace versus the structural argument. It ispossible

to argue that the time afforded by mutual knowledge of the constraints against a hasty
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decision to go to war caused by the institutional structure of democracies indirectly
encourages states to accept mediation. It is harder to make a case that the same factors
are likely to lead to the success of the mediation efforts. Opposition parties are just as
likely to push a government to take a tough stand during negotiation or mediation as to
encourage compromise. It is much more plausible to presume that the propensity of
democracies to resolve their differences through negotiation or mediation before reaching
the level of amilitarized dispute, and to resolve through mediation those conflicts that do
become militarized, is related to a shared political culture that encourages compromise
and the peaceful resolution of disputes.

Finally, our overal findings indicate that neither the social nor the political
culture of the mediator significantly affects the outcome of mediation. It may be that
there are other mediator characteristics that smply over-ride the influence of cultural
attributes. For example, Bercovitch and Houston (1996) find the mediator’ s status or rank
to be an important predictor of success. That would be consistent with some of the most
prominent successes, such as the mediation efforts of Kissinger, Carter, and Clinton in
Middle East negotiations. Realists might argue that status or rank is simply an indicator
of the power and resources that a mediator can bring to bear on the participants, but that
is not suggested by the data in this study. American mediators have not enjoyed notable
success in mediating Latin American disputes, nor have Western mediators been
particularly successful in mediating disputes in Africa. The negative legacy of Western
imperialism might outweigh the positive benefits of the resources that the Western
mediators can bring to bear in those regions. A second possibility is that the cultural

identity of the mediator does matter, but that the critical appraisal of the persona
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attributes of the mediator comes at the time when the parties agree to accept the
mediation. Once the mediation begins, the mediator’ s effectiveness may be more
dependent on the mediation strategy and the impartiality and skill of the mediator than on
his or her personal attributes. A third possibility is that we are looking at the wrong
cultural attributes. For example, we find an exception to the overall pattern in the higher
success rate of mediation in inter-Arab disputes when the mediator is from an Arab state,
but the presumed cultural advantage is not based on a common religious identity.
Bercovitch and Houston (1996) have found relatively high success rates when the
mediators represent regional organizations. There may be shared regional cultural
attributes that contribute to effective mediation which are independent from religious
attributes.
Conclusion

We used data on 752 third party mediations in militarized interstate disputes to
test predictions about the relationship between social and political culture and the
outcome of the mediation efforts. Our tests yielded some significant statistical findings
in support of the hypothesis that mediation is more likely to succeed when the disputants
arefrom similar social cultures. A closer examination of the data, however, indicated that
the relationship between the social cultures of disputants and the success of mediation is
more complex than what can be captured in a simple dichotomous categorization. Which
social cultures are paired together, whether similar or dissimilar, or with specific other
cultures, as well as the potential influence of exogenous variables require further
investigation. The most impressive finding is that with regard to democratic dyads,

which is consistent with the already robust findings regarding the avoidance of war in
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disputes between democracies, and which offers additional support for the political
culture explanation of the democratic peace.

Future Research. Thefindings are the result of afirst look at the relationship
between culture and the outcome of mediation in militarized interstate disputes. We
have examined the success of mediation when it is employed in militarized disputes, but
we have not considered the association between social and political cultures and the
willingness of participants to accept mediation. Questions remain, such as whether
particular social and/or political pairings of states more or less likely to accept mediation.
If they are more likely to reject mediation, are they more or less likely to have their
disputes escalate to war?

Other logical extensions of the research would require major data generation
efforts. First, we have considered an important, but not necessarily representative,
temporal domain in our consideration of mediation efforts between 1945 and 1995.
Second, we have considered mediation only when it is offered in militarized disputes.
Although it would be a difficult undertaking, it makes sense to consider generating data
on the use and effectiveness of mediation in disputes that do not escalate to the threat,
display, or use of force. Third, at several points the findings suggest that our
identification of social culture on the basis of Huntington’ s typology is not adequately
tapping key cultural attributes that may affect the success of mediation. Future
investigations may benefit from a closer look at regional attributes (Kapowicz, 1998;
Holsti, 1996), or variations in approaches to negotiation (Cohen, 1996, 1997; Patai, 1973)
that can affect the quality of communication. Finally, states often turn to mediation only

after negotiation has failed. Although much has been written in impressionistic accounts
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and case studies with regard to the relationship between culture, politics, and negotiation,
those relationships have not been the subject of an extensive empirical investigation.

Asit stands, the research illustrates the complexity of the meaning of social
cultural differences and similarities, while offering a hint of their empirical relevance. It
also adds to the robustness of findings in support of the democratic peace proposition,
while adding weight to the cultural, as opposed to structural, explanation of that

phenomenon.
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Socia Culture Pairings and Success Rates

TABLE1

African | Buddhist | Hindu | Islamic | Latin Orthodox | Sinic Western | Other
Am.
African (.50) 12
Buddhist 0 (1.0)2
Hindu 0 0 0
Islamic (.60) 20 0| (.18)39 | (.32)155
Latin 0 0 0 0| (.61)38
Am
Orthodox 0 0 0| (.29)109 0 0
Sinic 0| (23)40| (1.0)1 0 0 (0.0 1 0
Western | (.47)108 0 0] (.38)109 | (.41)22 | (.28)25 | (.12)34 0
Other (.70) 10 0 0| (41)27 0 0 0 0 0

Legend: % successful (); number of cases. n=752
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TABLE 2
Multivariate Models Including Socia Culture Types and Democratic Participants
MODEL 1 MODEL 2
Variable Coefficient  Standard Coefficient ~ Standard Error
Error

Political dissimilar .30 .26 421 -
Social dissimilar -.58 277+
Pol. & soc. similar -.33 372 -.491
Demo. participant .32 .52
Demo. dyad 1.30 A54** 2.07 .90**
Islamic dyad --- --- 131 75*
African dyad .55 .61
Latin Amer. dyad 2.53 .89**
African participant 172 B5**
Latin Amer. participant --- =22 49
Western participant .83 .66
Orthodox participant --- --- -.25 .52
Buddhist participant 2.69 .85%*
Hindu participant 453 .81
Sinic participant -1.23 .60**
Other participant 1.0 57*
Intensity: War -.51 .226* -.76 .26%*
Issue: Security -21 315 -1.07 A4x*
Issue: Teritory A2 .296 -.67 .38*
Issue: Independence -.93 374** -1.42 AT7**
Strategy: Comm/Facil. -.67 213** -.61 21%*
Strategy: Directive -17 219 -.154 .22
Previous Settlement 14 .249 202 25
Previous Ceasefire 73 .266** .84 .28**
Previous Failure -.23 207 -.048 21
Mediator Democratic -31 .248 -.18 .26
Mediator Communist -1.00 .617 -.64 .64
Mediator Authortitarian A3 .244 .205 .25
Mediator from 1O -11 219 -.065 .23

Number of obs = 752 Number of obs = 752

wadchi2(17) = 81.60 wadchi2(28) = 97.15

Prob>chi2 = 0.0000 Prob>chi2 = 0.0000

Log likelihood = -606.20489
Pseudo R2 = 0.0666

Log likelihood = -589.59688

PseudoR2 = 0.0921
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TABLE 3
Predicted Probabilities for Mediation Outcomes
for Selected Dispute Variables

Outcome Demo Non- L.A. Other Africa Non- Wa Non Cease  Other

Demo. Dyad ' Dyad n African r - - Previous
Part. War Fire
Settleme  56% 25% 5% 24%  59% 24% 18 31 41% 24%
nt % %

Ceasefire 11% 9% 11% 10% 11% 9% 8% 11 11% 9%
%

Failure  33% 66% 32% 66% 30% 66% 73 58 47% 66%
% %




a7

! We have paraphrased Rubin, Pruitt, and Kim to present the broadest possible definition
of mediation.

2 The hypotheses refer to "similar" social or political cultures, rather than the "same"
cultures because the social or political culture of every country isto some extent unique.
Nevertheless, "similar" should be understood to mean that the social or political cultures
of the two states both fall into the same social or political category in the typologies
below.

3 A more extensive discussion of the issue of global culture, and of realism in particular,
appearsin Avruch (1998:23-55).

* The ICM definition is essentially the same as that for the Correlates of War Militarized
Interstate Dispute data set. There is considerable overlap in the disputesincluded in the
two data sets. The unit of observation -- the mediation effort versus the dispute -- is
different.

® We limit our cases to mediation in militarized disputes because of our theoretical
concern with the proximate causes of war, as well as more the practical constraint of
available data. We note, however, that our inferences could be influenced by this coding
decision. We explore thisissue more fully in the discussion of the findings.

® The Philippines, for example, is a predominantly Catholic state, but although its religion
would place it in the Western category, we have classified it as Other because of its non-
Western attributes.

" There also are some instances in which we disagree with Henderson and Tucker's

classifications. We have changed the classification of Bosnia-Herzegovina from
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Orthodox to Muslim, Israel from Other to Western, Singapore from Buddhist to Sinic,
and Belize from Latin American to Other.

8 Bercovitch's totalitarian, military, monarchy, and authoritarian categories have been
collapsed into a single authoritarian category.

® All analyses employed STATA 6.0 software.

1%The excluded category in this case is mediation in disputes with one Islamic participant.
We chose the category of Islamic participant as the excluded variable because the mean
success rate for mediation in disputes with one Islamic participant (32%) was the
category with arelatively large number of cases that was closest to the overall mean

(36%). There were no cases of mediation in disputes involving Japanese participants.
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