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Abstract
In order to assess the impact of culture on state behavior in international crises,
specifically with regard to mediation and its outcome, this study tests hypotheses
rooted in both the international relations and the cross-cultural psychology litera-
tures, implementing analysis at both the international-system level and the domes-
tic-state-actor level. At the international system level, the study finds that cultural
difference between adversaries affects whether or not mediation occurs during an
international crisis but has no effect on tension reduction. At the domestic state
actor level, we find that there are certain facets of cultural identity that make a state
more or less open to requesting or accepting third-party mediation during an inter-
national crisis, but that these facets have no effect on tension reduction.
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The field of international relations (IR) focuses on the interactions among states and

how various factors such as power and resources influence these interactions. The

field of cross-cultural psychology (CCP) focuses on how culture influences
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individual and group behavior in various contexts. This research combines the two

approaches to examine how the culture of states influences how they behave and

interact. Specifically, we examine how culture impacts states’ attempts to resolve

international crises in which they become engaged, focusing on the use of mediation.

After reviewing the relevant literature, we outline a theory of how culture impacts

mediation of international crises, both in terms of cultural difference, which is a

more common line of inquiry in the field of IR, and in terms of specific cultural

dimensions, which has been the domain of CCP. We then present some empirical

findings.

The International Relations Literature: Mediation and
Culture

The IR literature on mediation focuses almost exclusively on factors that impact

mediation outcomes. Wilkenfeld et al. (2003, 281) focus on mediation in interna-

tional crises, which is defined as an international event that meets the following

criteria:

(1) A change has occurred in the type, and/or an increase in the intensity, of disruptive

(hostile verbal or physical) interactions between two or more states, with a heightened

probability of military hostilities. (2) These changes, in turn, destabilize the states’ rela-

tionship and challenge the structure of an international system. (p. 281)

They find that mediation shortens crisis duration and increases satisfaction with

outcomes, and that the more involved and forceful the style, the more effective it

is in achieving successful outcomes. Beardsley et al. (2006) further explore the

effect of three mediation styles—facilitative, formulative, and manipulative—on

crisis mediation outcomes. However, Bercovitch and Gartner (2006) argue that dis-

pute intensity mitigates the effect of mediation style. Bercovitch has also explored

the characteristics of the mediator, issue type, and disputant behavior (Bercovitch

1991, 1992; Bercovitch and Houston 1996, 2000; Bercovitch and Langley 1993; Ber-

covitch and Schneider 2000). All of these studies draw on impressive large-N data sets

to explore their hypotheses. In a more recent work, Bercovitch and Foulkes (2012)

offer a conceptual framework for examining the impact of culture and its dimensions

on mediation, offering a catalog of contextual variables for consideration.

The constructivist literature within IR embraces norms and identity as products of

culture that have an impact on a state’s behavior (Katzenstein 1996; Finnemore

1996; Legro 1996). Constructivists argue that cultural norms shape state preference

formation and how states pursue these preferences. While this literature has gener-

ated useful theories about culture and its impact on IR, it provides few testable

hypotheses and scant empirical evidence.

Bercovitch and Elgström (2001) were among the first in IR to examine explicitly

the impact of cultural difference on international mediation using quantitative
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analysis. They gave great consideration to the difficulty in measuring culture and

settled on using geographical proximity, type of political system, level of political

rights, level of civil rights and religion (Bercovitch and Elgström 2001, 15). Overall,

they found that cultural difference, regardless of how they measured it, was more

likely to be associated with unsuccessful outcomes. While this research goes a step

further in considering culture’s impact on mediated outcomes of international dis-

putes, most of the variables are proxies for aspects of democracy. Additionally, it

did not include any control variables and was not able to cluster the errors on con-

flict, suggesting that a handful of conflicts with a large number of mediation efforts

could be driving the results. Furthermore, the instances of mediation are not ran-

domly selected from the universe of conflicts, and it is likely that culture has an

impact on whether states initially pursue mediation that is not taken into account

when only looking at outcomes. This selection bias (Geddes 1990) could also poten-

tially be driving their results.

Leng and Regan (2003) built on this informative initial research and drew cases

of mediation from Bercovitch’s International Conflict Management project to fur-

ther explore the role of cultural difference in international mediation. Their unit

of analysis was mediation occurring within an interstate conflict. They found that

religious difference led to a lower likelihood of success in mediation; however, nei-

ther difference in political system nor having both a different religion and a different

political system combined did. They did find support for the democratic peace the-

ory in that democratic dyads were more likely to have successful mediation out-

comes. Their study suffers from two of the problems that Bercovitch and

Elgström’s research does; namely, they do not account for the selection effect and

they do not cluster the errors on conflict.

The Cross-cultural Psychology Literature:
Culture and Mediation

The CCP literature has devoted substantial resources to studying culture. There have

been several attempts at measuring aspects of culture in terms of substantive dimen-

sions. For example, Hofstede (1980) pioneered the quantitative evaluation of culture

for use in cross-national comparative analysis in his survey of IBM employees in

over seventy countries. Others including Schwartz (1992), Inglehart with the World

Values Survey (2000), and the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior

Effectiveness project (GLOBE) (House et al. 2004) have also collected data on

dimensions of culture. Gelfand et al. (2011) have also contributed to this literature

with a study on tightness and looseness of cultural norms and values. By far, the

most studied aspect of culture coming out of this body of research has been collec-

tivism/individualism.

CCP research has explored the impact of culture on negotiation in general

(Gelfand and Dyer 2000; Gelfand et al. 2011), and mediation as a specific form

of negotiation (Carnevale and Pruitt 1992). For the most part, this research has
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focused on cultural difference either among parties, or when it has focused on the

content of culture, it has examined micro level, individual behavior. Gelfand and

Dyer (2000) review a number of studies that examine the impact of culture on

negotiation by comparing the behavior of subjects from two different countries in

experiments. They point out that while these studies generate interesting results,

because they are limited to the two countries included in the study, they are not

generalizable. However, these studies surpass much of the consideration in other

fields (and especially IR) in that while they may only compare the behavior of actors

in two countries, they do examine the underlying cultural values that are likely to

lead to the behaviors observed.

If we expand our scope further to include conflict resolution more generally as we

did in examining the IR literature, we can also draw upon CCP studies of procedural

justice which focus on why people choose particular strategies for resolving conflict

(Bond, Leung, and Schwartz 1992). For instance, Leung (1987) found that collecti-

vistic Chinese subjects prefer bargaining and mediation to resolve conflict more than

individualistic American subjects. He points out that collectivist cultures emphasize

interpersonal harmony and that ‘‘mediation is even more effective than bargaining in

leading to harmonious relations between former disputants, because it offers sub-

stantially more opportunity for face saving in making concessions than does unas-

sisted negotiation’’ (p. 899). Bond, Leung, and Schwartz (1992) found substantial

cultural variation in what subjects expected various conflict resolution strategies

would give them in terms of process control or animosity reduction. In another study

(Morris et al. 1998), researchers found that Chinese managers were more likely to

use an avoiding style to manage conflict because of the cultural emphasis on confor-

mity and tradition while American managers were more likely to use a competitive

style because of the cultural emphasis on individual achievement.

Definitions

To this point, we have skirted the issue of defining precisely what we mean by

culture and mediation. The definition of culture has long been a source of debate

among anthropologists, cross-cultural psychologists, and political scientists, with

over 160 definitions of culture having been identified decades ago (see Kroeber and

Kluckhohn 1952). Perhaps not surprisingly, definitions tend to reflect scholars’

training and experience, with importance placed on mechanisms ranging from

symbols (Geertz 1973), to scheduled reinforcements (Skinner 1981), and to mental

programs (Hofstede 1980). Carnevale and Choi (2000) argued that

Culture specifies what behaviours are desirable or proscribed for members of the cul-

ture (norms), for individuals in the social structure (roles), as well as the important

goals and principles in one’s life (values). Culture also specifies how things are to

be evaluated (Carnevale 1995). This implies that people of different cultures will have

greater difficulty in interaction, in understanding, and in valuation. (P. 106)
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This description of culture is particularly useful within our study because it asserts

that culture not only impacts individuals’ values and goals but also what one thinks

others expect as acceptable behaviors, and thus dictates the available conflict strate-

gies (Brett 2001). Because leaders of countries make the decisions about whether or

not to engage in mediation, culture will both shape their perceptions of the utility of

the method and what their constituents’ reactions will be. In the IR literature, this is

referred to as audience costs; leaders are accountable to their populations, and their

behavior is constrained to a set of acceptable actions (Fearon 1994). If leaders

diverge from those actions deemed acceptable, they will pay. In democratic systems,

this may lower the chances of reelection, while in authoritarian systems, a coup may

be more likely. The theoretical analog in the CCP literature is the ‘‘niche construc-

tion approach,’’ which conceptualizes the leaders as ‘‘‘cultural game players’ who

pursue their goals in anticipation of others’ actions’’ (Yamagishi 2011, 1). Leaders

choose a strategy based on the expected outcomes as well as on what others perceive

as culturally acceptable or valued.

Mediation is more straightforward to define; however, there remain some impor-

tant clarifications to be made. According to Bercovitch, Anagnoson, and Wille

(1991, 8), mediation is

A process of conflict management where disputants seek the assistance of, or accept an

offer of help from, an individual, group, state, or organization to settle their conflict or

resolve their differences without resorting to physical force or invoking the authority of

the law.

Mediation is distinct from negotiation—or rather is a distinct form of negotiation—

in that disputants voluntarily agree to have a third-party assist in resolving the dis-

pute. A more difficult concept to define is successful mediation. Bercovitch and Elg-

ström (2001) define mediation as successful ‘‘when it has made a considerable

difference to the parties’ observed level of conflict (e.g., achieve a ceasefire, a set-

tlement or an abatement of the conflict). Mediation is unsuccessful when it has no

effect whatsoever on the parties’ level of conflict’’ (14–15). Leng and Regan

(2003) use a similar typology.

Our concept of a successful outcome adopts this definition: if the mediation resulted

in the reduction of tension, we consider it successful. We are focusing in this research on

mediation in international crises. We have chosen crises rather than conflicts, which

were employed in the Bercovitch and Elgström (2001) and Leng and Regan (2003) stud-

ies, because we are interested not only in when mediation can or cannot resolve inter-

national conflict but also in when it is or is not able to prevent it. Within crises, perceived

threats can be as important as actual ones in leading to the escalation of conflict. We

follow the definition of international crisis mentioned earlier, and use the international

crisis behavior (ICB) data sets for empirical testing of our hypotheses.

While we employ the system-level ICB data set (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 2010)

that Wilkenfeld et al. (2003) and Beardsley et al. (2006) use to test our hypotheses
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about cultural difference, we use the actor-level data set (Wilkenfeld and Brecher

2010) to test our theory about cultural dimensions. For a country to be considered

an actor in an international crisis, ‘‘three conditions [must be] present: decision mak-

ers perceive a threat to basic national values, leaders believe that they must make a

decision within a finite period of time, and leaders consider the probability of invol-

vement in military hostilities to be heightened’’ (Wilkenfeld et al. 2003, 281). For a

crisis to be international, by definition, it must have at least two countries involved,

although it might not be a crisis for both. For instance, in 1988, during the Iran/Iraq

War, Iraq recaptured the port of al-Faw from Iran. This event was a crisis for Iran but

not for Iraq, because for Iraq it did not result in a positive change in the three criteria

listed above. This distinction is important to keep in mind.

Theory of the Impact of Culture on Mediation

We now turn to our theory of the impact of culture on mediation. There are several

approaches to exploring the relationship between culture and mediation. The first is

to quantify the cultural difference or distance between the disputing parties. The sec-

ond, and perhaps most common approach in CCP, is to test the impact of specific

cultural values on the outcome or outcomes of interest, which provides a related but

conceptually separate perspective. We will return to a discussion of this approach, as

well as a discussion of the cultural values that may impact mediation acceptance and

success.

Cultural difference can be operationalized by counting the differences between

two parties across a variety of indicators, such as race, religion, language, or social

norms (Ghemawat 2001). We argue that cultural difference will decrease the likeli-

hood that disputants in an international crisis will pursue mediation. However, if and

when culturally different crisis actors pursue mediation, the impact of these differ-

ences on the outcome of the mediation is an open question.

There are a number of mechanisms through which cultural difference may inhibit

mediation acceptance. First, disputants who are culturally different from their coun-

terpart may anticipate that their interaction with the other party will be more diffi-

cult, based on either inferred or experienced divergences in conflict style, norms,

communication, and emotional expression (Ting-Toomey and Oetzel 2001). As

cultural distance increases, disputants may view the costs or anticipated difficulties

of engaging in the mediation processes as outweighing the potential benefits.

Cultural difference may also be one method for inferring social identity, in that

cultural difference may signal in-group or out-group status. Previous research in

social psychology has suggested that social identity becomes particularly salient

in intergroup contexts (Hogg and Turner 1987) and that social identification is asso-

ciated with cohesion and cooperation with the in-group (Turner 1982, 1984). When

cultural difference is small, the shared qualities or similarities between disputants

may signal in-group status, fostering an acceptance of mediation or other coopera-

tive conflict resolution methods. However, large cultural differences may signal
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out-group status. Combined with the greater potential for ethnocentric and stereoty-

pic evaluations of culturally different disputants (Ting-Toomey and Oetzel 2001),

this perceived out-group status may dissuade disputants from accepting a collabora-

tive process such as mediation.

Finally, cultural distance may impact perceptions of and reactions to mediator

bias. In order for mediation to occur, both states must consent to third-party interven-

tion. If the mediator is closer culturally to one disputant, the other may perceive it as

biased and will thus be less likely to consent to mediation. While there are compet-

ing arguments as to whether a biased mediator is more or less effective in resolving a

dispute (Betts 1994; Carnevale and Choi 2000), we theorize that states consider the

effect of a biased mediator before they enter into mediation; hence, a mediator who

is perceived as biased is a deterrent to mediation. Additionally, we suggest that not

only will states that are culturally different be less likely to pursue mediation, but

also that the more different they are, the less likely it is that mediation will occur.

This is because the farther apart the parties are, the greater the potential cultural

difference between mediators and parties, thereby increasing the likelihood that at

least one of the states will view mediation as potentially biased and reject it (as seen

when moving from Figures 1 and 2.

Based on the aforementioned arguments, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1: The more cultural difference there is between disputants in an

international crisis, the less likely they are to pursue mediation.

Whether or not cultural difference has an effect on the success of mediation is an

open question; as a result, we propose two divergent hypotheses based on the two

schools of thought. Research in the CCP literature would lead us to expect that

Figure 1. Cultural difference between the cultures of actor A and actor B, and respective
mediator bias.

Figure 2. Increased cultural difference between the cultures of actor A and actor B, and
respective increased mediator bias.
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cultural difference would have a negative effect on the success of mediation, as is the

case in individual-level behavior (Adam, Shirako, and Maddux 2010). Additionally,

simple intuition would lead us to think that if cultural difference makes communi-

cation difficult, communication through a mediator would be difficult as well. Thus,

Hypothesis 2A: Once mediation has been chosen, cultural difference will

have a negative impact on whether or not mediation is effective.

However, it is also possible that once mediation has been chosen, cultural differ-

ences will have less of an effect on whether mediation is effective. It is debatable

as to whether states generally behave like individuals or groups when interacting

with one another. Though some (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 1999; Pierce 1994) assert

that indeed they do behave like individuals (albeit as very rational individuals) and

that the head of state making the decisions is essentially a proxy for that individual,

others (e.g., Putnam 1988; Tsebelis 2002) disagree, suggesting that even in highly

autocratic states there are some checks on the foreign policy decision-making power

of the leader, such as the military. In democratic states, legislatures generally have

treaty¼ ratifying powers and control over the declaration of war and the deployment

of the military abroad. So, while leaders have differing personal interests or person-

ality traits, these differences do not impact major international decisions alone. Zart-

man’s (1993) is probably the most well known theory that discounts personal and

cultural differences as having an impact on international interactions, claiming that

there is an international set of diplomatic norms that govern negotiations including

mediation between states. This literature suggests that perhaps states do not behave

in the same way as individuals and that hence individual-level theories should not be

used to explain state-level behavior.

Extant theory suggests that within two-stage processes in IR, such as the process

involving the decision to accept mediation and then mediation itself, a preference

that impacts decision making at the first level does not necessarily impact decision

making at the second level. For instance, Reed (2000) finds that while joint democ-

racy and joint satisfaction with the status quo have a pacifying effect on conflict

onset, once a conflict has started, neither appears to have any impact on conflict

escalation once the effect at the first stage has been taken into account. He theorizes

that the processes that lead to conflict onset are different than are those that lead to

conflict escalation. The same argument may apply to the case of cultural difference

and mediation effectiveness, as it is possible that parties that do end up at the table

have overcome major hurdles and are committed to mediation despite cultural dis-

tance. These theories would suggest the following:

Hypothesis 2B: Once mediation has been chosen, cultural difference will

have no impact on whether or not mediation is effective.

While a consideration of the culture of the mediator would be an interesting factor to

include in our model, we are unable to do so for a number of reasons. First, in a crisis
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that did not lead to mediation, it is difficult if not impossible to know what the cul-

ture of a potential mediator would have been had the crisis been mediated. Even if a

potential mediator had been proposed to the parties, this type of information is often

communicated informally and kept private, leaving no record for subsequent analy-

sis. Additionally, in situations where a mediator was identified, if the mediator was

not a state actor (i.e., the United Nations, a regional organization, etc.), it would be

dubious to attribute culture to the organization. In many of these cases, there is not

necessarily one individual person to whom we could attribute a culture based on the

country of origin, but rather a team of mediators from various countries acting

on behalf of the organization and who may rotate on and off the team. Of the

139 cases in ICB that were mediated, in only 31 can we definitively attribute

culture to the mediator because the effort was led by a single country. Given

these limitations, the data do not exist and cannot be collected. Hence, as is the

case with other studies (i.e., Leng and Regan 2003), we do not include this vari-

able. In sum, it is the cultural difference between the disputants that is the rel-

evant variable of inquiry, not the culture of the mediator or the mediators’

difference from the disputants.

To this point, we have theorized about cultural difference between states in a dis-

pute and its impact on mediation occurrence and success. However, as discussed, the

CCP literature also has much to offer in terms of thinking about the substantive

impact of specific cultural dimensions on mediation acceptance and outcomes. One

much-discussed dimension, which has relevance for mediation, is individualism/

collectivism, or the degree of loyalty or cohesiveness felt toward one’s group. Gen-

erally speaking, collectivistic cultures are more concerned with harmony and ‘‘face

management’’ than individualistic cultures (Den Hartog 2004; Ting-Toomey 1988),

and mediation is generally perceived as a better way to preserve harmony and face

than other conflict resolution mechanisms (Leung 1987). Collectivists attempt to

preserve face not only among members of the in-group but also with other members

of society. Leaders can use the third-party mediator for political cover if the agree-

ment is unpopular (Huth and Allee 2006; Beardsley 2008) and thus save face with

constituents, as well as save face vis-à-vis the other disputant or disputants by only

dealing with them indirectly and avoiding potentially disruptive direct confronta-

tion. Therefore, we assert the following:

Hypothesis 3: The more collectivist the culture of a state, the more open it will

be to mediation efforts.

Another cultural dimension that may have an impact on openness to mediation is

future orientation, or the degree to which members of a culture can account for the

future (i.e., planning, delaying gratification, etc.). Individuals in societies that are

highly future-oriented are likely to have a longer strategic orientation while those

that are less future-oriented seek instant gratification (Ashkanasy et al. 2004). This

attribute would seem to mirror the concept in IR of discounting the future.
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According to Powell (1999), if a state values the future, then the relative value of

attacking another state now goes up, because it involves paying an immediate cost

for an expected future gain, especially if the state thinks it can gain more through

military action than through mediated settlement. However, states that are not

future-oriented will be focused on immediate payoffs and will hence not be willing

to pay the military costs of attack because war is costly. Instead, they may prefer to

resolve international disputes using mediation, which has minimal material and mil-

itary costs to the state at the present. Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 4: The more future-oriented the culture of a state, the less open it

will be to mediation efforts.

Another dimension that may have a negative impact on the likelihood of openness to

mediation is assertiveness, or the degree to which one uses more aggressive or con-

frontational tactics. Societies that value assertiveness also value competition,

strength, direct and unambiguous communication, and control over the environment,

while societies low in assertiveness tend to value cooperation, speak indirectly, and

emphasize face-saving (Den Hartog 2004). As mediation involves having a third

party as an intermediary between disputants, relaying messages and information, and

allowing disputants to relinquish some measure of control as well as diffusing com-

petition, it seems that very assertive societies would not view mediation favorably,

and thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 5: The more assertive the culture of a state, the less open it will be

to mediation efforts.

Finally, for likelihood of openness to mediation, we propose that uncertainty avoid-

ance, or using norms and rules to alleviate future unpredictability, is likely to have an

impact. Societies high in uncertainty avoidance tend to formalize their interactions

with others, be more risk averse, and have rules to make behavior more predictable

(Sully de Luque and Javidan 2004). When states are involved in an international cri-

sis, there is a great amount of uncertainty and security risk because military tensions

are heightened. High levels of uncertainty can also have a negative impact on the

effectiveness of communication across cultures (Gudykunst and Nishida 2001).

Pursuing mediation introduces even greater uncertainty into the crisis, further

exacerbating communication challenges because some measure of control over the

information exchange between the disputants is relinquished and the parties can

never be completely sure about the intentions of the mediator (whether in terms

of being biased toward the other party in the dispute or being biased toward reducing

tension and avoiding conflict, no matter the costs to one or both sides). When dis-

putants deal with each other directly through negotiations and/or violent conflict,

they can control the signals they send to their adversaries and can interpret the

signals their adversaries send to them without having them filtered through the

mediator; this reduces uncertainty. Hence, decision makers in states that display
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high levels of uncertainty avoidance may be more averse to participating in med-

iation processes. Thus, we believe the following:

Hypothesis 6: The higher in uncertainty avoidance the culture of a state, the

less open it will be to mediation efforts.

These cultural characteristics specifically are thought to influence openness to

mediation. There are cultural dimensions that are not as likely to influence open-

ness to mediation that we do not hypothesize about in this study. For example, we

do not believe that humane orientation, the degree to which one rewards altruism

and generosity; performance orientation, the degree to which one rewards excel-

lence; power distance,1 the degree to which individuals believe that power should

be distributed equally within a state; or gender egalitarianism and the minimization

of gender inequality will have a significant effect on a state’s openness to media-

tion efforts.

Once engaged in mediation of an international dispute, cultural dimensions may

have different effects, and some dimensions may be more important than others. We

argue that collectivism will continue to have a positive effect on successful media-

tion outcomes once mediation has been chosen because of this dimension’s focus on

indirect communication, animosity avoidance, and harmony. Thus,

Hypothesis 7: The more collectivist the culture of a state, the more likely it

will be to arrive at a successful mediation outcome.

While future orientation might impact the duration of mediation as future-oriented

states might be willing to hold out for their most desired outcome, we do not think

it would impact the success of the mediation because mediation efforts might break

down before the desired outcome is achieved. We do hypothesize that assertiveness

will continue to have a negative impact, because the competitive nature of this

dimension will make arriving at an agreement that is acceptable to all disputants dif-

ficult; thus,

Hypothesis 8: The more assertive the culture of a state, the less likely it will be

to arrive at a successful mediation outcome.

Uncertainty avoidance should continue to have a negative impact because it causes

societies to avoid sharing opinions and being verbal, making them less likely to

reach agreement in mediation; therefore,

Hypothesis 9: The higher in uncertainty avoidance the culture of a state, the

less likely it will be to arrive at a successful mediation outcome.
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Date and Methods

System-Level Analysis

Unit of Analysis: International Crisis. To test Hypotheses 1, 2A, and 2B, which hypothe-

size about the effect of cultural difference on mediation likelihood and outcomes, the

unit of analysis is an international crisis (i.e., system-level data), and the data include

all 452 international crises from 1918 to 2006.

These data differ most significantly from those used by Bercovitch and Elgström

(2001) and Leng and Regan (2003) in that each crisis is included in the data set only

once, and the general impact of mediation is assessed and coded rather than each

individual attempt during the crisis. Using this configuration of the data means that

no single crisis can account for statistical findings because of its high number of

mediation events. If there is any mediation at any point during a crisis, the crisis

is coded as having had mediation. However, we recognize that assessing mediation

only once per crisis may ignore the differential impact of early versus late mediation

efforts as well as their cumulative effects.

Overall, the ICB data set indicates that negotiation and mediation are closely

linked phenomena. The vast majority of cases in which negotiation was used as the

highest form of crisis management also showed mediation to have occurred—fifty-

eight of sixty-six or 88 percent of cases of negotiation also included mediation.

While the current study focuses exclusively on the impact of culture on whether

or not mediation is employed, and how successful this mediation is at managing

international crises, we should be cognizant of the fact that in many crises, direct

negotiation between the parties and attempts at third-party mediation may be occur-

ring in tandem.

Dependent Variables: Mediation Occurrence and Mediation Success. For testing the

hypotheses about the impact of cultural difference on mediation likelihood and

success, we used variables from the ICB system-level data set. For mediation occur-

rence, 0 indicates no mediation, and 1 indicates mediation did occur. For success of

mediation, 0 indicates no reduction in tensions, and 1 indicates some amount of

tension reduction.

Explanatory Variable: Cultural Difference. At the system level, to measure cultural dif-

ference and partly as a probability probe, we started with a variable that was already

contained within the ICB data: heterogeneity. This variable measures whether the

two primary disputants in an international crisis differ according to four character-

istics: military capability, political regime, economic development, and culture

(belief system, ideology, and language) (Brecher and Wilkenfeld 2010). This

five-point scale ranges from 0 to 4: 0 indicating no differences, and 1 through 4 indi-

cating number of differences in attributes. However, this measure captures differ-

ence in general, not specifically cultural difference in which we are interested,

which led us to consider other measures. We turned to elements that are traditionally
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associated with culture, albeit as proxies and somewhat superficial ones at that: lan-

guage, religion, and race. For language, we used ethnologue.com2 (Lewis 2009) and

coded the difference in language of the two primary disputant countries on a six-

point scale, with 0 being no difference, and 5 being completely different. For reli-

gion, we coded the difference between the majority or plurality religion in the dis-

puting countries on a scale from 0 to 2, 0 being same religion, 1 being same religion

but different sect, and 2 being different religion. For race, we coded similarly from 0

to 2, 0 being same race, 1 being same race different subgroup, and 2 being different

race, based on the majority or plurality population. We examined the correlations

among the language, religion, and race variables, and finding them relatively low,

also created an index combining the three variables.3 Unfortunately, neither the Hof-

stede nor the GLOBE data sets contain sufficient coverage of countries4 in the ICB

data set to be used in this analysis.

Actor-Level Analysis

Unit of Analysis: Actor in an International Crisis. To test Hypotheses 3 through 9, which

are related to the effect of content of cultural dimensions on mediation openness and

effectiveness, we use a configuration of the ICB data in which the country for which

the event is a crisis is the unit of analysis (i.e., actor-level data). We use the data in

this format because here we want to test the impact of an individual state’s cultural

dimensions on its own behavior as opposed to the difference between two states’

cultures’ effect on their joint behavior.

Dependent Variables: Openness to Mediation and Mediation Success. To test hypotheses

about the effect of cultural dimensions on mediation openness and outcomes, we

also used data from ICB. We collected data on mediation openness from the summa-

ries of ICB crises and coded a new dichotomous variable in order to measure

whether states requested mediation or accepted it when offered, regardless of

whether or not mediation ended up actually taking place. For mediation success,

we used a similar process as mentioned earlier, recoding the variable to be

dichotomous.

Explanatory Variables: Cultural Dimensions. The cultural dimension variables are drawn

from the GLOBE project, as it offered us access to more cultural variables for a

larger number of states than data from other sources such as Hofstede, or the World

Values Survey. GLOBE is a research undertaking composed of at least 170 research-

ers from over sixty-two societies with data from over 17,300 people in more than

951 organizations (House et al. 2004). GLOBE measures cultural values and prac-

tices at the individual, organizational, and societal levels, and uses a number of sta-

tistical techniques to validate its constructs and measurements.5 We used the values

measures because our theory relies heavily on expectations of behavior, especially

with regard to openness.6 While in the ICB actor-level data set there are 994 obser-

vations between 1918 and 2006, GLOBE does not have data on every one of the 140
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countries included within ICB, so the sample is truncated to the 689 observations

that include a state for which GLOBE variables are coded.7 Eighty-six of the states

included within ICB were not coded within GLOBE and were hence dropped from

analysis.

Control Variables

In order to account for other factors that may impact mediation likelihood and/or

outcomes, it is necessary to include them in our model as control variables. For

instance, in previous work using ICB, researchers have observed that the frequency

of mediation in international crises has increased as we move from bipolarity (1945–

1962), to polycentrism (1963–1990), to unipolarity (1991 -2006) (Wilkenfeld et al.

2003). Therefore, we include a control for polarity of the system. IR theory deals

extensively with relative power and its impact on how states interact, including how

they resolve disputes, so we include a measure of power discrepancy in the system-

level analysis. Additionally, because others have argued so extensively about the

democratic peace, we include a measure of joint democracy for the tests of the

impact of cultural difference, and of regime type (whether democracy or not) for the

tests of the impact of cultural dimensions. To test for the theory that a ‘‘hurting sta-

lemate’’ makes crises ripe for mediation, we include a measure of the intensity of

violence. To test for the duration hypothesis—that the longer crises go on the

‘‘riper’’ they become for peaceful resolution including mediation—we include a

measure of duration of crisis. To control for intractability, we include a measure

of gravity of the value threatened within the system-level analysis. The ICB’s het-

erogeneity variable measuring differences between adversaries was used as a control

variable within the actor-level analysis, as we believe cultural difference plays a role

in openness to and possibly effectiveness of mediation (i.e., the basis of our system-

level analyses). Additionally, in the tests of mediation occurrence and openness to

mediation, we control for the geographic proximity of the principal adversaries of

the crisis, as states that are closer geographically tend to see more instances of

conflict. In the tests of mediation effectiveness, we also control for the style of

mediation used, from more hands-off to more coercive.

Methods

Because our dependent variables are binary and our hypotheses address the likeli-

hood for culture to positively or negatively impact mediation, we can use maximum

likelihood estimation to test our theory in the form of a probit regression analysis.

However, as we pointed out earlier, previous studies of the effect of culture on the

outcomes of mediation may suffer from a selection bias, in that the same factors that

impact mediation effectiveness may also impact likelihood of mediation. Therefore,

we follow Reed’s (2000) example and employ censored probit models, which allow

us to model both the process of selection into mediation and the outcomes of
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mediation jointly to see whether the two processes are indeed interrelated. Hence,

for analysis at the system level, we employ a censored probit model using mediation

occurrence as the selection equation, and mediation success as the outcome equa-

tion. For analysis at the actor level, we employ a binomial probit in order to examine

states’ openness to mediation. We again employ a censored probit model in order to

examine mediation success: using mediation occurrence as the selection equation,

and mediation success as the outcome equation.

Results

The results of the statistical analyses for Hypotheses 1, 2A, and 2B are reported in

Table 1. We first discuss the results of the effect of cultural difference on the like-

lihood of mediation—the first level of the censored probit model. The results show

that for all but one of our models, the greater the cultural difference between disput-

ing countries, the less likely they are to pursue mediation to resolve their dispute,

supporting Hypothesis 1. The exception is religious difference, which does not have

a statistically significant impact on the likelihood of mediation. This finding adds to

the already voluminous evidence refuting the ‘‘clash of civilizations’’ hypothesis

(Huntington 1993) that religious differences are the fault lines for conflict. At least

when it comes to crises between states, religious difference does not impact whether

mediation occurs. The other cultural difference proxies—attribute heterogeneity,

language, and race, as well as the composite index—have a negative impact on the

likelihood of mediation, even when controlling for other explanations, many of

which are also supported. For instance, relative power has a negative impact on like-

lihood of mediation. That is, as the capability gap between two primary disputants

increases, the likelihood of mediation decreases. Weaker states might be expected

to pursue mediation as a preferred means of conflict resolution but stronger dispu-

tants may feel they have a better chance of achieving their desired outcome without

the interference of a third-party mediator. Additionally, there is support for the dem-

ocratic peace hypothesis: in disputes between democracies, mediation is more likely

to be pursued. Intensity of violence and duration of the dispute are also positive and

significant, lending support to ripeness arguments as well. However, gravity of issue

at stake does not seem to impact likelihood of mediation; thus, the model does not

support the intractability argument. Because we employ multivariate analysis to test

our hypotheses, we are able to control for these alternative hypotheses.

We are also interested in magnitude of the substantive effects of the indepen-

dent variables on the likelihood of mediation. Therefore, we have included the

predicted probabilities of each of the variables at its minimum and maximum

values in order to determine the size of its effect. We use Hanmer and Kalkan’s

(2012) recommended approach for allowing the control variables to assume their

observed values as opposed to being fixed at their means. The predicted prob-

ability of mediation occurring when there is no cultural difference is 0.37. When
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cultural difference is at its maximum value (6), however, it is 0.2, giving us a

decrease of 0.17.

The results of the impact of cultural difference on the likelihood of mediation

effectiveness can be seen within the second level of the censored probit model. How-

ever, before running the censored probit model, we also ran the two stages separately

as conventional binomial probit models. These results are not included here for the

sake of brevity; however, the results of the model testing the impact of cultural dif-

ference on mediation effectiveness—the second stage of the censored probit

model—mirror both those of Bercovitch and Elgström (2001) and Leng and Regan

(2003) as well as theories in the CCP literature that cultural difference negatively

impacts the probability of successful mediated outcomes. Importantly, however,

when we turn to the censored probit model, the results suggest that none of the cul-

tural difference variables are related to mediation effectiveness, suggesting support

for Hypothesis 2B over 2A. These differences in results between the one-stage and

two-stage models provide support for the existence of a selection effect at the first

Table 2. Likelihood of Openness to Mediation.

Variables Coefficients

Predicted probabilities

Minimum Maximum Effect

Collectivism 0.481*** 0.251 0.529 0.278
(0.1326)

Future Orientation �0.096 0.396 0.340 �0.056
(0.1915)

Assertiveness �0.421 0.378 0.341 �0.038
(0.0844)

Uncertainty Avoidance �0.276** 0.489 0.282 �0.206
(0.1338)

Period 0.230*** 0.167 0.521 0.354
(0.0473)

Democracy 0.314*** 0.319 0.417 0.098
(0.1109)

Intensity of Violence 0.163*** 0.308 0.464 0.156
(0.0463)

Duration 0.002*** 0.266 0.926 0.660
(0.0003)

Attribute Heterogeneity �0.094** 0.451 0.331 �0.121
(0.0483)

Geographic Proximity �0.304*** 0.422 0.240 �0.182
(0.0721)

Constant �1.606
(1.0460)

Number of observations 683

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < 0.1. **p < 0.05. ***p < 0.01.
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Table 3. Censored Probit Model of the Impact of Cultural Dimensions on Mediation.

Variables Coefficients

Predicted probabilities

Minimum Maximum Effect

DV: Occurrence of Mediation
Collectivism 0.376*** 0.267 0.479 0.212

(0.1341)
Future Orientation �0.002 0.351 0.354 0.003

(0.1980)
Assertiveness �0.080 0.391 0.302 �0.089

(0.0865)
Uncertainty Avoidance �0.319** 0.469 0.279 �0.190

(0.1369)
Period 0.288*** 0.168 0.500 0.332

(0.0483)
Democracy 0.311*** 0.314 0.401 0.088

(0.1123)
Intensity of Violence 0.241*** 0.277 0.495 0.218

(0.0466)
Duration 0.001*** 0.267 0.887 0.620

(0.0003)
Attribute Heterogeneity �0.059 0.419 0.329 �0.090

(0.0502)
Geographic Proximity �0.212*** 0.396 0.263 �0.134

(0.0716)
Constant �1.719

(1.0904)
Number of observations 665

DV: Mediation Effectiveness
Collectivism �0.012 0.139 0.222 0.083

(0.333)
Future Orientation �0.395 0.214 0.149 �0.065

(0.4290)
Assertiveness 0.275 0.155 0.193 0.038

(0.1963)
Uncertainty Avoidance �0.049 0.237 0.130 �0.107

(0.3170)
Period 0.275** 0.057 0.275 0.218

(0.1190)
Democracy 0.392* 0.140 0.214 0.075

(0.2361)
Intensity of Violence �0.031 0.137 0.221 0.084

(0.1512)
Duration 0.001 0.127 0.510 0.384

(0.0006)

(continued)
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stage that then affects the second stage. Additionally, these results support the find-

ing by Beardsley et al. (2006) that manipulative mediation tends to lead to more

effective mediation outcomes. In several of the models (religious difference, racial

difference, and difference based on the composite index), intensity of violence has a

negative effect on likelihood of effective mediation. This finding is particularly

interesting because intensity of violence had a positive effect on whether or not

mediation occurred in the first place. None of the other control variables in the effec-

tiveness model reach statistical significance, and we do not report the predicted

probabilities for mediation effectiveness, as the main explanatory variable does not

have an effect that is statistically different from zero.

The results of the statistical analyses for Hypotheses 3 through 9 on the effect of

cultural dimensions on mediation openness and outcomes for individual crisis actors,

as well as their respective predicted probabilities, are reported in Tables 2 and 3. We

first discuss the results of the separate probit analysis of the effect of cultural dimen-

sions on the likelihood of openness to mediation. In Table 2, the results show that, con-

sistent with Hypothesis 3, the more collectivistic a state is, the more likely it is to be

open to mediation efforts. The predicted probability of a state being open to mediation

occurring when a state is less collectivistic (the minimum collectivist value in our data

set) is 0.25. When collectivism is at its maximum value in our data set, however, it is

0.53, giving us an increase of 0.28. The model also suggests that the more uncertainty

avoidant a state is, the less likely it is to be open to mediation efforts, supporting

Hypothesis 6. The predicted probability of a state being open to mediation occurring

when a state is less uncertainty avoidant is 0.49. When uncertainty avoidance is at its

maximum value in our data set, however, it is 0.28, giving us a decrease of 0.21.

Control variables testing alternative explanations helping to explain openness to

mediation were also supported. As our hypotheses regarding the system-level

Table 3. (continued)

Variables Coefficients

Predicted probabilities

Minimum Maximum Effect

Attribute Heterogeneity �0.035 0.207 0.163 �0.044
(0.0933)

Mediation Style 0.727*** 0.087 0.310 0.222
(0.1939)

Constant �1.458
(2.5804)

Number of Uncensored
Observations

224

Rho Selection Effect 0.264
(0.6262)

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < 0.1. **p < 0.05. ***p < 0.01.
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findings were supported, attribute heterogeneity (i.e., differences in cultural dimen-

sions) was included as a control variable within the actor-level analysis and was

found to have a negative and significant effect on a state’s openness to mediation.

There is also support for the monadic democratic peace hypothesis: democracies are

more open to mediation (Raymond 1994). Intensity of violence and duration of the

dispute are also positive and significant, lending support to ripeness arguments

(Zartman 2000). As we move from bipolarity (1945–1962), to polycentrism

(1963–1990), and then to unipolarity (1991–2006), there is an increase in openness

to mediation, perhaps as norms for the increased use of mediation become more

entrenched (Wilkenfeld et al. 2005). The findings also suggest that the geographic

proximity of the principal adversaries in a crisis has a significant and negative effect

on openness to mediation, meaning that contiguous or near-contiguous states will be

less open to third-party mediation efforts. States located in close proximity to one

another may feel they do not need a third-party mediator, and might be more open

to resolving crises through nonmediated negotiation (Torre and Rallet 2005).

The results of the censored probit model testing the impact of cultural dimen-

sions on the likelihood of mediation effectiveness given the occurrence of media-

tion (i.e., the second level of the model) are displayed in Table 3. Hypotheses 7

through 9 regarding the effects of collectivism, assertiveness, and uncertainty

avoidance on mediation effectiveness are not supported, as they are not found to

have any statistically significant effect on reducing crisis tensions; their predicted

probabilities are hence not reported here. As a robustness check we also conducted

a binomial one-stage probit model testing the likelihood of mediation being effec-

tive, finding some differences in the results between the one-stage model versus

the second level of the censored probit model.8 These differences again support

using a two-stage model.

Several of the explanations for mediation effectiveness included as controls were

supported. For example, as we move from bipolarity (1945–1962), to polycentrism

(1963–1990), to unipolarity (1991–2007), there is an increased likelihood for med-

iation being effective. Democracies are also more likely to see more effective med-

iations, likely as a result of democracies being more accustomed to mechanisms used

within mediation through their use of democratic processes within their own state

(Huth and Allee 2002). There is also support for Beardsley et al.’s (2006) findings

that manipulative mediation tends to lead to more effective mediation outcomes.

Similar to our system-level findings, cultural attribute heterogeneity does not have

a statistically significant impact on mediation effectiveness, suggesting that once

states take into account cultural difference and agree to mediation, these differences

no longer play a role in reducing crisis tensions. The impacts of other control vari-

ables on the level of effectiveness do not reach statistical significance.

Methodologically, although our theory strongly suggests that we test for selection

effects and thus use censored probit models, the main indicator of this effect is not

statistically significant in any of our models. In these types of models, the rho is an

indicator that error terms of the two models are correlated (i.e., not independent of
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one another). Censored probit models, however, are considered by some to be

unstable, and our relatively small number of observations may be problematic.

Conclusion

The theory and analysis presented here suggest that culture impacts international cri-

sis mediation in several ways. Cultural difference has a negative impact on whether

mediation occurs, but may not impact mediation effectiveness. For instance, the cri-

sis between Rwanda and the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2004 occurred

between two states that are very similar culturally and the crisis was mediated.

We argue that their cultural similarity contributed to their willingness to accept med-

iation because neither country would have to be concerned about the mediator being

culturally biased toward the other side. In fact, the two sides accepted mediation

from a number of different sources in the international community, including the

African Union, the European Union and the United Nations. In this instance, the

mediation was effective at reducing tensions. However, in the first Galtat Zemmour

crisis in 1981 between Morocco and Algeria over the fate of Western Sahara, both

sides were very similar culturally and accepted mediation by the Organization for

African Unity, but the mediation was unsuccessful at reducing tensions. In the end,

Morocco did withdraw its troops from the disputed region, but there is no evidence

that the mediation impacted its decision to do so. The Spratly Islands crisis in 1995

between two culturally dissimilar states, China and the Philippines, is an example of

a crisis in which the two sides did not request or accept mediation. The crisis was

sparked for the Philippines when China built several permanent structures on islands

to which the Philippines also had claims. The Philippines increased its military pres-

ence in the areas of the Spratly Islands under its control but ruled out the use of force.

Specific cultural dimensions are found to affect openness to mediation. For

instance, collectivism seems to have a positive effect on a state’s openness to med-

iation. Georgia, for example, with the lowest collectivism score in the data set, does

not display openness to mediation in any of the crises it is a part of (the Georgia–

Abkhazia crisis in 1992, the Pankisi Gorge crisis in 2002, and the South Ossetia–

Abkhazia crisis in 2004, all involving Russia), while El Salvador with the highest

collectivism score does display openness to mediation in its lone crisis (the Football

War in 1969 with Honduras). Meanwhile, uncertainty avoidance seems to have a

negative effect on a state’s openness to mediation. The Netherlands, for example,

with one of the lowest uncertainty avoidance scores, often exhibits openness to med-

iation in the crises that it is a part of (i.e., the multiple crises over Indonesia’s strug-

gle for independence in 1945, 1947, and 1948), while Thailand, with the highest

uncertainty avoidance score, often does not display openness to mediation in its

crises (i.e., the Vietnam Invasion of Cambodia in 1977, the Vietnam Incursion into

Thailand in 1984, the Sleeping Dog Hill crisis in 1992 involving Myanmar, and the

Myanmar–Thailand crisis in 2002). This lack of openness to mediation exhibited by

Thailand can especially be seen in the Three Village Border crisis in 1987 between
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Thailand and Laos where Thailand was offered mediation but refused to accept.9

Some of our auxiliary binomial probit models suggest that other dimensions—like

assertiveness—can affect mediation effectiveness, though this finding needs to be

examined in more detail in the future, as it was not found in our joint models which

account for a selection effect.

We assert that drawing on both CCP theory and IR theory enhanced our explana-

tory power and encouraged us to address considerations that may have been over-

looked within the confines of one field alone. It is of particular interest that our

findings suggest that theories about how individuals and groups behave do some-

times, but not always, apply to how states behave. Unpacking the mechanisms

behind such behaviors at all levels may prove fruitful as a further line of research

in order to examine under what circumstances combining theories from multiple dis-

ciplines is most appropriate.

Finally, for the practitioners in the mediation trenches, several of our findings are

noteworthy. While each international crisis will have its own unique configuration

of historical and geopolitical characteristics, the two critical tasks for the interna-

tional or regional communities are to get the parties to the table, and then to provide

a way to address grievances and arrive at resolution. This study has highlighted the

central place that culture occupies in this array of factors. Cultural differences

impose significant constraints on the ability of third parties to get the adversaries

to accept mediation. But once they are at the table with the mediator, these cultural

differences appear to have little effect on whether or not the mediated negotiations

will be successful. The incentives that might be offered in order to get the mediated

negotiations going in a culturally diverse context will differ from those that might be

appropriate once discussions have begun, and awareness of these differences should

allow for a more effective approach to the entire mediation process.
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Notes

1. ICB’s ‘‘power distance’’ variable—measuring relative power as a measure of the capabil-

ity gap between two disputants—is included in our models.

2. Ethnologue.com provides a comprehensive list of all of the world’s known languages and

their classifications, which can be used to measure how closely a language is related to

another (Lewis 2009).
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3. So as not to overrepresent language in the index, it was collapsed into a three-point scale

ranging from 0 to 2 and added to it were the variables for race and religion to create a

seven-point categorical scale ranging from 0 to 6. To test the validity of this variable, sev-

eral other methods for creating the index were employed (i.e., simply adding all the vari-

ables, dividing language by 2.5 and adding it to race and religion, and factor analysis), and

the resulting variables were all highly correlated and yielded nearly identical results in the

analyses.

4. For instance, only about 7 percent of ICB crises include two primary disputants that had

been coded in Hofstede’s data set. GLOBE has broader coverage, yet still only 15 percent

of the ICB cases had both primary disputants coded.

5. GLOBE defines institutional collectivism as ‘‘the degree to which organizational and soci-

etal institutional practices encourage and reward collective distribution of resources and

collective action,’’ while defining in-group collectivism as ‘‘the degree to which individ-

uals express pride, loyalty, and cohesiveness in their organizations or families’’ (House

et al. 2004, 30). As it is thought that state decision making regarding state behavior in

an interstate crisis is handled by state bureaucratic elites working within an institutional

framework, we chose to employ GLOBE’s institutional collectivism variable as the mea-

sure of collectivism, rather than their in-group collectivism variable. References made to

‘‘collectivism’’ as an independent variable of primary interest are hence in regard to insti-

tutional collectivism.

6. Hofstede (2006) argues that GLOBE’s ‘‘values’’ levels are more reliable measurements of

cultural attributes. With the ‘‘practice’’ level variables, the GLOBE authors had assumed

that survey respondents would be able to compare their society to others, which might not

be true.

7. All except five countries in GLOBE (Brazil, Hong Kong, Ireland, Kazakhstan, and Singa-

pore) are seen within ICB crises.

8. This one-stage binomial probit model results table is again not included here for the sake of

brevity.

9. Thailand was also not open to mediation in the first Three Village Border crisis between

Thailand and Laos in 1984, though in this crisis Thailand did not turn down offered media-

tion as it did in the 1987 crisis.

References

Adam, Hajo, Aiwa Shirako, and William Maddux. 2010. ‘‘Cultural Variance in the Interper-

sonal Effects of Anger in Negotiations.’’ Psychological Science 21 (6): 882–89.

Ashkanasy, Neal, Vipin Gupta, Melinda Mayfield, and Edwin Trevor-Roberts. 2004. ‘‘Future

Orientation.’’ In Culture, Leadership, and Organizations: The GLOBE Study of 62

Societies, edited by Robert House, Paul Hanges, Mansour Javidan, Peter Dorfman, and

Vipin Gupta, 282–342. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Beardsley, Kyle. 2008. ‘‘Agreement Without Peace? International Mediation and Time Incon-

sistency Problems.’’ American Journal of Political Science 52 (4): 723–40.

Beardsley, Kyle, David Quinn, Bidisha Biswas, and Jonathan Wilkenfeld. 2006. ‘‘Mediation

Style and Crisis Outcomes.’’ Journal of Conflict Resolution 50 (1): 58–86.

708 Journal of Conflict Resolution 58(4)



Bercovitch, Jacob. 1991. ‘‘International Mediation and Dispute Settlement: Evaluating the

Conditions for Successful Mediation.’’ Negotiation Journal 7 (1): 17–30.

Bercovitch, Jacob. 1992. ‘‘Mediators and Mediation Strategies in International Relations.’’

Negotiation Journal 8 (2): 99–112.

Bercovitch, Jacob, J. Theodore Anagnoson, and Donnette Wille. 1991. ‘‘Some Conceptual

Issues and Empirical Trends in the Study of Successful Mediation in International Rela-

tions.’’ Journal of Peace Research 28 (1): 7–17.

Bercovitch, Jacob, and Ole Elgström. 2001. ‘‘Culture and International Mediation: Exploring

Theoretical and Empirical Linkages.’’ International Negotiation 6 (1): 3–23.

Bercovitch, Jacob, and Jon Foulkes. 2012. ‘‘Cross-cultural Effects in Conflict Management:

Examining the Nature and Relationship between Culture and International Mediation.’’

International Journal of Cross Cultural Management 12 (1): 25–47.

Bercovitch, Jacob, and Scott Gartner. 2006. ‘‘Empirical Studies in International Mediation.’’

International Interactions 32 (4): 319–28.

Bercovitch, Jacob, and Allison Houston. 1996. ‘‘The Study of International Mediation: Theore-

tical Issues and Empirical Evidence.’’ In Resolving International Conflicts: The Theory and

Practice of Mediation, edited by Jacob Bercovitch, 11–35. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner.

Bercovitch, Jacob, and Allison Houston. 2000. ‘‘Why Do They Do It Like This?’’ Journal of

Conflict Resolution 44 (2): 170–202.

Bercovitch, Jacob, and Jeffrey Langley. 1993. ‘‘The Nature of the Dispute and the Effective-

ness of International Mediation.’’ Journal of Conflict Resolution 37 (4): 670–91.

Bercovitch, Jacob, and Gerald Schneider. 2000. ‘‘Who Mediates? The Political Economy of

International Conflict Management.’’ Journal of Peace Research 37 (2): 145–65.

Betts, Richard. 1994. ‘‘The Delusion of Impartial Intervention.’’ Foreign Affairs 73 (6):

20–33.

Bond, Michael, Kwok Leung, and Shalom Schwartz. 1992. ‘‘Explaining Choices in Procedural

and Distributive Justice Across Cultures.’’ International Journal of Psychology 27 (2):

211–25.

Brecher, Michael, and Jonathan Wilkenfeld 2010. ‘‘Codebook for ICB1—International Crisis

Behavior Project—System-Level Dataset.’’Accessed July 2010. www.cidcm.umd.edu/

icb/data/ICB1-2010-final.pdf.

Brett, Jeanne. 2001. Negotiating Globally: How to Negotiate Deals, Resolve Disputes, and

Make Decisions Across Cultural Boundaries. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Bueno de, Mesquita, James Morrow Bruce, Randolph Siverson, and Alastair Smith. 1999.

‘‘An Institutional Explanation of the Democratic Peace.’’ American Political Science

Review 93 (4): 791–807.

Carnevale, Peter. 1995. ‘‘Property, Culture, and Negotiation.’’ In Negotiation as a Social Pro-

cess: New Trends in Theory and Research, edited by Roderick Kramer, and David Mes-

sick, 309–23. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Carnevale, Peter, and Dong-Won Choi. 2000. ‘‘Culture in the Mediation of International

Disputes.’’ International Journal of Psychology 35 (2): 105–10.

Carnevale, Peter, and Dean Pruitt. 1992. ‘‘Negotiation and Mediation.’’ Annual Review of

Psychology 43 (1): 531–82.

Inman et al. 709



Den Hartog, Deanne. 2004. ‘‘Leading in a Global Context: Vision in Complexity.’’ In The Black-

well Handbook of Global Management: A Guide to Managing Complexity, edited by Henry

Lane, Martha Maznevski, Mark Mendenhall, and Jeanne McNett, 3–26. Boston: Blackwell.

Fearon, James. 1994. ‘‘Domestic Political Audiences and the Escalation of International Dis-

putes.’’ American Political Science Review 88 (3): 577–92.

Finnemore, Martha. 1996. National Interests in International Society. Ithaca, NY: Cornell

University Press.

Geddes, Barbara. 1990. ‘‘How the Cases You Choose Affect the Answers You Get: Selection

Bias in Comparative Politics.’’ Political Analysis 2 (1): 131–50.

Geertz, Clifford. 1973. The Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays. New York: Basic Books.

Gelfand, Michele, and Naomi Dyer. 2000. ‘‘A Cultural Perspective on Negotiation: Progress,

Pitfalls, and Prospects.’’ Applied Psychology 49 (1): 62–99.

Gelfand, Michele, Jana Raver, Lisa Nishii, Lisa Leslie, Janetta Lun, Beng Chong Lim, Lili

Duan, et al. 2011. ‘‘Differences between Tight and Loose Cultures: A 33-Nation Study.’’

Science 332 (6033): 1100–04.

Ghemawat, Pankaj. 2001. ‘‘Distance Still Matters.’’ Harvard Business Review 79 (8): 137–47.

Gudykunst, William, and Tsukasa Nishida. 2001. ‘‘Anxiety, Uncertainty, and Perceived

Effectiveness of Communication Across Relationships and Cultures.’’ International Jour-

nal of Intercultural Relations 25 (1): 55–71.

Hanmer, Michael J., and Kerem O. Kalkan. 2012. ‘‘Behind the curve: Clarifying the best

approach to calculating predicted probabilities and marginal effects from limited depen-

dent variable models.’’ American Journal of Political Science 57 (1): 263–77.

Hofstede, Geert. 1980. Culture’s Consequences: International Differences in Work-related

Values. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Hofstede, Geert. 2006. ‘‘What Did GLOBE Really Measure? Researchers’ Minds Versus

Respondents’ Minds.’’ Journal of International Business Studies 37 (6): 882–96.

Hogg, Michael, and John Turner. 1987. ‘‘Social Identity and Conformity: A Theory of Referent

Informational Influence.’’ In Current Issues in European Social Psychology, edited by

Willem Doisse, and Serge Moscovici, 139–82. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

House, Robert, Paul Hanges, Mansour Javidan, Peter Dorfman, and Vipin Gupta. 2004. Cul-

ture, Leadership, and Organizations: The GLOBE Study of 62 Societies. Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage.

Huntington, Samuel. 1993. ‘‘The Clash of Civilizations?’’ Foreign Affairs 72 (3): 22–49.

Huth, Paul, and Todd L. Allee. 2002. ‘‘Domestic Political Accountability and the Escalation

and Settlement of International Disputes.’’ Journal of Conflict Resolution 46 (6): 754–90.

Huth, Paul, and Todd L. Allee. 2006. ‘‘Legitimizing Dispute Settlement: International Legal

Rulings as Domestic Political Cover.’’ American Political Science Review 100 (2): 219–34.

Inglehart, Ronald. 2000. Codebook for World Values Survey. Ann Arbor, MI: Institute for

Social Research.

Katzenstein, Peter. 1996. The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World

Politics. New York: Columbia University Press.

Kroeber, Alfred L., and Clyde Kluckhohn. 1952. ‘‘Culture: A critical review of concepts and

definitions.’’ Papers. Peabody Museum of Archaeology & Ethnology. Harvard University.

710 Journal of Conflict Resolution 58(4)



Legro, Jeffrey. 1996. ‘‘Culture and Preferences in the International Cooperation Two-step.’’

American Political Science Review 90 (1): 118–37.

Leng, Russell, and Patrick Regan. 2003. ‘‘Social and Political Cultural Effects on the Out-

comes of Mediation in Militarized Interstate Disputes.’’ International Studies Quarterly

47 (3): 431–52.

Leung, Kwok. 1987. ‘‘Some Determinants of Reactions to Procedural Models for Conflict

Resolution: A Cross-national Study.’’ Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 53

(5): 898–908.

Lewis, M. Paul. ed. 2009. Ethnologue: Languages of the World. 16th ed. Dallas, TX: SIL

International. Accessed February 28, 2010. http://www.ethnologue.com/.

Morris, Michael, Katherine Williams, Kwok Leung, Richard Larrick, M. Teresa Mendoza,

Deepti Bhatnagar, Jianfeng Li, Mari Kondo, Jin-Lian Luo, and Jun-Chen Hu. 1998. ‘‘Con-

flict Management Style: Accounting for Cross-national Differences.’’ Journal of Interna-

tional Business Studies 29 (4): 729–47.

Pierce, Roy. 1994. ‘‘Introduction: Fresh Perspectives on a Developing Institution.’’ In Eur-

opean Community Decision Making: Models, Applications, and Comparisons, edited by

Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, and Frans Stokman, 1–14. New Haven, CT: Yale University

Press.

Powell, Robert. 1999. In the Shadow of Power: States and Strategies in International Politics.

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Putnam, Robert. 1988. ‘‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-level Games.’’

International Organization 42 (3): 427–60.

Raymond, Gregory. 1994. ‘‘Democracies, Disputes, and Third-party Intermediaries.’’ Journal

of Conflict Resolution 38 (1): 24–42.

Reed, William. 2000. ‘‘A Unified Statistical Model of Conflict Onset and Escalation.’’ Amer-

ican Journal of Political Science 44 (1): 84–93.

Schwartz, Shalom. 1992. ‘‘Universals in the Content and Structure of Values: Theoretical

Advances and Empirical Tests in 20 Countries.’’ In Advances in Experimental Social

Psychology, vol. 25, edited by Mark Zanna, 1–65. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Skinner, Burrhus. 1981. ‘‘Selection by Consequences.’’ Science 213 (4507): 501–04.

Sully de Luque, Mary, and Mansour Javidan 2004. ‘‘Uncertainty Avoidance.’’ In Culture,

Leadership, and Organizations: The GLOBE Study of 62 Societies, edited by Robert

House, Paul Hanges, Mansour Javidan, Peter Dorfman, and Vipin Gupta, 602–53. Thou-

sand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ting-Toomey, Stella. 1988. ‘‘Intercultural Conflict Styles: A Face-negotiation Theory.’’ In

Theories in Intercultural Communication, edited by Young Kim, and William Gudykunst,

213–35. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Ting-Toomey, Stella, and John Oetzel. 2001. Managing Intercultural Conflict Effectively.

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Torre, Andre, and Alain Rallet. 2005. ‘‘Proximity and Localization.’’ Regional Studies 39 (1):

47–59.

Tsebelis, George. 2002. Veto Players: How Political Institutions Work. New York: Russell

Sage.

Inman et al. 711



Turner, John. 1982. ‘‘Towards a Cognitive Redefinition of the Social Group.’’ In Social Iden-

tity and Intergroup Relations, edited by Henri Tajfel, 15–40. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-

versity Press.

Turner, John. 1984. ‘‘Social Identification and Psychological Group Formation.’’ In The

Social Dimension: European Developments in Social Psychology, edited by Henri Tajfel,

Colin Fraser, and Joseph Jaspars, 518–38. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wilkenfeld, Jonathan, and Michael Brecher. 2010. ‘‘Codebook for ICB2—International Crisis

Behavior Project—Actor-Level Dataset.’’ Accessed July 2010. www.cidcm.umd.edu/icb/

data/ICB2-2010-final.pdf.

Wilkenfeld, Jonathan, Kathleen Young, Victor Asal, and David Quinn. 2003. ‘‘Mediating

International Crises.’’ Journal of Conflict Resolution 47 (3): 279–301.

Wilkenfeld, Jonathan, Kathleen Young, David Quinn, and Victor Asal. 2005. Mediating Inter-

national Crises. New York: Routledge.

Yamagishi, Toshio. 2011. ‘‘Micro–Macro Dynamics of the Cultural Construction of Reality:

A Niche Construction Approach to Culture.’’ In Advances in Culture and Psychology,

Volume 1, edited by Michele Gelfand, Chi-yue Chiu, and Ying-yi Hong, 251–309. Oxford,

UK: Oxford University Press.

Zartman, I. William. 1993. ‘‘A Skeptic’s View.’’ In Culture and Negotiation: The Resolution

of Water Disputes, edited by Guy Faure and Jeffrey Rubin, 17–21. Thousand Oaks, CA:

Sage.

Zartman, I. William. 2000. ‘‘Ripeness: The Hurting Stalemate and Beyond.’’ In International

Conflict Resolution after the Cold War, edited by Daniel Druckman, 225–50. Washington,

DC: National Academies Press.

712 Journal of Conflict Resolution 58(4)



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


