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importance of such concepts as "transparency" in security matters.' One step further up the ladder of 
generality, deep cultural considerations (such as the so-called "Asian way") can be used to explain the 
framing of security issues and a preference for hierarchical versus egalitarian ideas of regional security 
architectures, or can be invoked to explain the different interpretations of such concepts as a "common 
European home."' At the most general level, cultures or "civilizations" can be invoked as the basic units 
of interaction in world politics, and the "clash of civilizations" as the most important future challenge for 
global security.7  

The dominant assumption is that cross-cultural differences not only reflect differences on specific policy 
issues (although that is part of it), but also often reflect more fundamental differences concerning 
motivations, events and their contexts that result from different philosophical, ethical or cultural 
traditions. Reaching security-building agreements across the cultural divides in international relations may 
thus involve a process of mutual education and dialogue, and ultimately of transformation of perceptions 
and weltanschauungen. But exactly what role cultural elements play in national and international security 
policies is not clear. It is often impossible to demonstrate that cultural factors, and not some other 
"variables," were responsible for a particular position or outcome; neither is it the case that cultural 
elements operate in a vacuum, as they are usually entangled with a host of other factors operating 
simultaneously.' 

These analyses result in conflicting and contradictory conclusions about the role of cultural elements in 
national and international security. On the one hand, people such as Raymond Cohen or Elizabeth Kier 
argue "that cross-cultural antimonies between the parties may affect the course and outcome of 
negotiations," or that "culture is important in explaining choices [for example] between offensive and 
defensive military doctrines."' On the other hand, people such as Desmond Ball or William Zartman 
conclude that "cultural factors will be less important than economic, technological and strategic 
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