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ABSTRACT

This study explores the increasing significance and complexity of
international and cross-cultural negotiation in today’s globalized environment.
Drawing on recent theoretical and empirical research, it examines how cultural,
political, legal, and economic factors interact to shape negotiation processes and
outcomes across borders. The analysis distinguishes between environmental and
immediate contextual influences, emphasizing their role in determining negotiation
dynamics. Special attention is given to five conceptualizations of culture — shared
values, cultural syndromes and logics, tightness-looseness, learned behavior, and
culture in context — that offer diverse frameworks for understanding intercultural
negotiation behavior. The study highlights that no single model can capture the full
range of cross-cultural negotiation scenarios, and it underscores the importance of
cultural intelligence, relational dynamics, and adaptive strategies. Ultimately, this
research provides a comprehensive and nuanced view of the challenges faced by
negotiators operating in international settings, offering valuable insights for both
scholars and practitioners seeking effective approaches to global negotiation.

KEYWORDS: context, cross-cultural negotiation, cultural dimensions, power,
strategy

1. Introduction backgrounds. While the term “culture” can

Although the subject of international
negotiation has held relevance for centuries,
its occurrence has intensified substantially
over the last two decades (Hopmann, 1995;
Weiss, 2006). In today’s globalized
environment, international business
interactions are more prevalent than ever
before. For numerous individuals and
institutions, engaging in negotiations across
borders has transitioned from being a rare
or exceptional endeavor to becoming a
regular component of professional activity.
A wide range of scholarly and practical
literature has examined the multifaceted
challenges associated with conducting
negotiations  between individuals of
differing national, regional, or cultural

carry a multitude of interpretations, in this
context, it is defined as a collection of
shared norms, beliefs, and behavioral
patterns that characterize a social group.
A single state may encompass various
cultural identities, and cultural systems can
often surpass national borders. Negotiation
is, by its nature, a socially embedded
activity situated within a broader contextual
framework. When multiple national or
cultural systems are involved, this
framework becomes more layered and
difficult to navigate, making the process of
international negotiation significantly more
complex (Sebenius, 2002a).

DOI: 10.2478/raft-2025-0057
© 2025 Aniela Ioana Corlateanu. This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-Non Commercial-No Derivatives 3.0 License.

604



2. Methodology

This study employs a qualitative,
conceptual research approach based on a
comprehensive review and synthesis of
existing academic literature in the field of
international and cross-cultural negotiation.
It analyzes key theoretical frameworks and
comparative studies to identify the main
contextual factors and cultural dimensions

influencing negotiation outcomes. The
methodology  focuses on interpreting
models such as environmental and

immediate context, as well as five cultural
conceptualizations, to provide a structured
understanding of negotiation behavior. No
primary data collection was conducted,
instead, the study relies on secondary
sources to draw conclusions relevant to

both theory and practice.
Current scholarly attention in this
domain spans several relevant areas,

including the study of negotiations in
developing markets, intracultural assessments
among negotiators from distinct countries,
and detailed inquiries into negotiation
practices in countries such as China and
India. Furthermore, substantial analysis has
been devoted to diplomatic engagements and
the mechanisms of international trade. The
central aim of this study is to offer a
comprehensive outline of the evolving field
of international and intercultural negotiation,
with a particular emphasis on recent scholarly
developments and key thematic contributions.
In this work, we delve into both the structured
principles and the interpretive nuances of
negotiating across cultures. Following this
exploration, we identify and analyze critical
variables that distinguish international
negotiations from domestic ones, addressing
both the macro-level external environment
and the more immediate, micro-level strategic
context.

3. Cross-Cultural Negotiation as
Both Discipline and Practice

Viewing negotiation as both an
empirical discipline and a creative endeavor
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is particularly relevant within intercultural
and international settings. The empirical, or
scientific, component involves data-
supported patterns and recurring tendencies
observed in  negotiation  contexts.
Conversely, the interpretive or artistic side
requires discretion in selecting the
appropriate tactics, models, and conceptual
frameworks that can foster mutual
understanding across cultural divides. This
challenge is amplified due to the additional
layers of complexity inherent in
intercultural negotiation compared to
negotiations conducted within a single
cultural framework (Crump, 2015).

This complexity presents two key
implications. First, a wide variety of
theoretical models exist to understand
cross-cultural  negotiation, but their
applicability and effectiveness often depend
on the specific situational context. No
singular  framework is  sufficiently
comprehensive to  account for all
intercultural negotiation dynamics. The
current body of knowledge does not yet
allow for the development of such a
universal model, and perhaps never will.
This ambiguity often proves frustrating for

practitioners  seeking more definitive
guidance. There is no standardized
playbook that guarantees success in cross-
cultural interactions. Instead, existing

theoretical models serve as components of a
negotiator’s toolkit, which can be adapted
and refined over time. Through practice,
reading, and reflection, professionals can
develop their own strategic artistry in
managing complex international
negotiations. The second implication is the
frequent  oversight of  intra-cultural
variability. Outcomes of both domestic and
international negotiations are shaped by a
range of influences, and while cultural
factors play a substantial role, their
importance should not be overstated
(Sebenius, 2002b). Dialdin et al. (1999)
coined the term “cultural attribution error”
to describe the cognitive tendency to rely



on cultural explanations at the expense of
considering contextual or situational factors
(Matsumoto & Yoo, 2006). A negotiator’s
decisions and actions may stem from a
complex interplay of reasons, not all of which
are cultural in origin. It is equally vital to
understand that while culture refers to shared
group-level characteristics, these traits are not
uniformly expressed across individuals within
that group. Consequently, predicting personal
behavior based solely on cultural affiliation
remains highly unreliable (Sebenius, 2002b;
Weiss, 20006).

In fact, variation in behavior among
members of the same culture can be just as
significant as differences observed between
cultures (Rubin & Sander, 1991). While
general awareness of a counterpart’s
cultural background may offer a useful
starting hypothesis, successful negotiators
must remain flexible and ready to reassess
initial assumptions as the interaction
unfolds (Adler, 2002).

In summary, engaging in negotiations
that span national and cultural boundaries
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presents a far greater degree of complexity
than those confined to domestic settings.
This complexity brings both opportunities
and challenges, stimulating creative
problem-solving while demanding a more
nuanced understanding of both theory and
practice.

4. Features of Cross-Cultural
Negotiation

According to Phatak and Habib
(1996), two overarching dimensions shape
the dynamics of cross-cultural negotiation:
the environmental context and the
immediate context. The environmental
context refers to external forces beyond the
control of either negotiating party, yet these
forces significantly affect the negotiation
process. In contrast, the immediate context
encompasses those elements over which
negotiators may exercise some degree of
control. To fully appreciate the intricacy of
global negotiations, it 1is critical to
understand how factors within both of these
contexts influence outcomes.
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Figure no. 1: The context of cross-culture negotiations
(Source: Adapted from Lewicki, Saunders & Barry, 2024)



4.1. Environmental Context

Salacuse (1988) outlines six primary
variables that heighten the complexity of
cross-cultural negotiations compared to
domestic ones: political and legal diversity,
global economic conditions, interactions with
foreign governments and administrative
bodies, instability, ideological divergence,
and cultural differences. To this list, Phatak
and Habib (1996) add a seventh factor: the
presence of external stakeholders. These
elements may act as constraints on
multinational enterprises, and negotiators
must recognize their impact to effectively
navigate international agreements.

Political and legal diversity —
Companies engaged in global commerce face
multiple regulatory systems, each with its
own set of legal codes and political structures.
These differences can affect tax obligations,
employment regulations, contract law, and
enforcement standards. Additionally, political
climates may either facilitate or obstruct
negotiation efforts depending on the timing
and nature of the issues involved (Kalra,
2023). Countries may also invoke
international trade agreements to support or
restrict business interactions.

Global economic considerations -

Currency  exchange rates  fluctuate
regularly, introducing uncertainty into
cross-border deals. Deciding on the

currency for a transaction is critical, as the
party agreeing to pay in a foreign currency
often bears greater financial risk (Salacuse,
1988). When a currency is unstable, the
volatility increases for all involved.
Changes in exchange rates can alter the
value of the negotiated deal — potentially
turning a mutually beneficial agreement
into a disproportionate gain for one party
and a loss for the other. Moreover, some
nations impose strict controls on currency
transfers. In such contexts, international
transactions may only be conducted using
hard currency brought in by foreign
partners, limiting domestic firms’ ability to
engage in foreign commerce.
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Government involvement and
bureaucracy — Governments vary in the
extent to which they regulate economic
sectors. In the United States, for example,
business operations are typically free from
government  interference —  though
exceptions exist, such as in energy or
defense. However, in many developing
countries or those transitioning from
communist systems, such as Romania,
government oversight in matters of foreign
trade and joint ventures is extensive
(Brouthers & Bamossy, 1997). Often, a
designated state agency controls foreign
partnerships. Political objectives — such as
preserving national resources or stabilizing
the economy — can influence negotiations
more than conventional business motives.

Instability and change — Instability
can emerge in many forms, such as
shortages of essential negotiation resources
(e.g., power, internet, paper), limited access
to infrastructure, or political disruptions
like regime changes or currency crises.
Navigators of international deals must
accurately forecast such changes and plan
accordingly. Salacuse (1988) recommends
that negotiators in unstable regions include
provisions for flexible contract termination
or third-party arbitration and even consider
insuring agreements. These precautions rely
on assumptions that contracts will be
upheld and that such clauses are culturally

acceptable.

Ideological differences — While U.S.
negotiators  often operate within a
framework  that  values  capitalism,
individualism, and market-driven outcomes,
negotiators from other nations may
approach issues from very different

ideological perspectives. For example, in
China or France, collective rights or state-
led investment may be prioritized over
private ownership. These fundamental
differences can create friction at a basic
conceptual level, complicating efforts to
reach shared understanding or agreement.



Cultural factors — Differences in
cultural values influence not only
negotiation behaviors but also underlying
assumptions about the nature of negotiation
itself. Individuals from distinct cultures
may vary in how they approach discussions,
determine what is open to negotiation, and
understand the negotiation’s purpose. Some
cultures approach the process deductively —
starting from overarching principles — while
others follow an inductive strategy,
focusing first on specific details (Palich et
al., 2002). In certain cultures, the emphasis
lies on the substance of the agreement,
while in others, the quality of the
relationship takes precedence (Tinsley,
1997). Conflict resolution styles also differ
by culture (Tinsley, 1997; 1998; 2001).

External stakeholders — Phatak and
Habib (1996) define external stakeholders
as individuals or organizations with a
vested interest in the negotiation’s outcome.
These may include labor unions, trade
associations, embassies, or industry groups
(Sebenius, 2002a). For instance, unions
may resist deals perceived to endanger local
employment. On the other hand, foreign
embassies and business networks (e.g.,
chambers of commerce) often provide
guidance and support for cross-border
negotiations.

4.2. Immediate Context

Phatak and  Habib’s (1996)
framework emphasizes that alongside the
broader environment, the immediate
context also plays a crucial role in shaping
international negotiation outcomes (Lin &
Miller, 2003). This level includes variables
more directly influenced or controlled by
the negotiating parties.

Relative bargaining power — One
extensively examined topic in the field is
the comparative power dynamic between
negotiating entities. Much of this research
has centered on international joint ventures,
where bargaining power is often interpreted
through the lens of financial contributions —
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typically the equity each party brings to the
table (Yan & Gray, 1994). A common
assumption is that the party contributing
more resources holds greater sway over
both the negotiation process and its results.
However, Yan and Gray (1994) challenge
this assumption, arguing that managerial
authority — not simply capital investment —
plays a more decisive role in determining
bargaining power. Control over project
operations is often achieved through
effective negotiation strategies. Moreover,
other elements can affect power balance,
such as privileged access to key markets,
control over  distribution  channels,
governmental  relationships, and the
perceived strength of one’s Best Alternative
to a Negotiated Agreement (BATNA)
(Saorin-Iborra, Redondo-Cano & Revuelto-
Taboada, 2013).

Levels of conflict — The intensity and
nature of the interdependence between the
negotiating parties also significantly affect
how negotiations unfold.  Situations
involving deep-rooted conflict, particularly
those related to ethnic identity, territorial
disputes, or historical grievances, tend to be
especially intractable. Current geopolitical
tensions in areas such as Ukraine, the
Middle East, and Pakistan illustrate such
complexities. Research by Hartzell (1999)
suggests that when civil conflicts are
resolved through broad, institutionalized
frameworks that prohibit coercion and
ensure equitable resource and power
sharing, the likelihood of sustainable peace
increases. Equally critical is how the
involved parties frame the dispute, which
can differ greatly across cultures
(Abu-Nimer, 1996). How conflict is
interpreted and addressed can vary based on
cultural background, and so do the
mechanisms used to manage it (Tinsley,
1998). For instance, Fisher, Ury and Patton
(2011) point out that ongoing disputes in
the Middle East were prolonged in part due
to incompatible views of what the conflict
was fundamentally about - whether



sovereignty, historical claims, or national
security. In highly contentious scenarios,
informal or back-channel diplomacy may
help reduce tensions, although such efforts
do not always guarantee resolution (Wanis-
St. John, 2006).

Relationships between negotiators —
The history of interaction and the relational
dynamics between negotiators often carry
significant weight. According to Phatak and
Habib (1996), pre-existing relationships
between negotiators can shape both the
direction and tone of discussions.
Negotiation is not an isolated event but a
moment within a larger and ongoing
relationship. Past experiences between the
parties — positive or negative — can
influence current discussions, just as the
outcomes of present negotiations will affect
future engagements.

Negotiation  objectives —  Both
tangible and intangible goals play a role in
shaping  negotiation  strategies  and
expectations. In many cases, political
objectives, both domestic and international,
are interwoven with economic aims. A
historical example is the Paris Peace Talks,
where one of North Vietnam’s central goals
was to be officially acknowledged by other
stakeholders. Similar dynamics are evident
in more recent ethnic conflicts, where
parties have threatened to derail peace
efforts if their political identity or authority
is not formally recognized during
negotiations. A recurring theme in global
trade discussions — such as those between
Japan and the United States — is the trade-
off between short-term concessions and
long-term  diplomatic  or  economic
relationships. In these cases, both parties
may accept less favorable immediate terms
in order to preserve or strengthen strategic
alliances (Phatak & Habib, 1996).

Immediate stakeholders — Those
directly participating in negotiations -—
along with those they represent — form the
core group of immediate stakeholders.
These may include executives, senior
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managers, shareholders, or members of
governing boards (Phatak & Habib, 1996).
Stakeholders can exert influence over the
negotiation through direct pressure or
strategic  expectations. Furthermore, the
negotiators’ own competencies, international
experience, and cultural adaptability — or
cultural intelligence — can have a decisive
effect on negotiation effectiveness (Groves,
Feyerherm & Gu, 2015). Individual
motivations also matter. A negotiator may be
influenced by how the outcome will reflect on
them professionally, how it will affect

organizational objectives, or by more
personal considerations such as future
promotion opportunities (Phatak & Habib,
1996).

In conclusion, Phatak and Habib’s
(1996) model offers a valuable lens for
examining the multilayered nature of
international negotiation. Still, it is vital to
remember that outcomes are shaped by an
interplay  of  both  structural and
interpersonal variables, which shift over
time. Studies such as those by Stark et al.
(2005) and Yan and Gray (1994) reinforce
the idea that adaptive planning and
continuous reassessment are essential for
success in the international arena. Given the
fluidity of both environmental and
immediate contexts, negotiators must stay
alert to changing dynamics and update their
strategies as new information becomes

available (Heunis, Pulles, Giebels &
Kolloffel, 2023).
5. Five Frameworks for

Understanding Culture in Negotiation
Among the many facets of cross-
culture negotiation, culture has attracted the
most sustained academic attention. In the
past twenty-five years, research examining
the cultural dimensions of negotiation has
grown substantially. Despite numerous
definitions of the term “culture” (Avruch,
2000), most conceptualizations share two
central themes. First, culture operates at the
group level — members of a defined



collective hold common beliefs, values, and
behavioral norms. Second, these cultural
traits are socially transmitted, passed on
through learning to successive members of
the group. Importantly, cultural variation
can account for considerable behavioral
differences between societies, while also
allowing for substantial diversity within
them (Leung & Cohen, 2011).

Researchers have proposed multiple
conceptual models of culture that inform
negotiation practices (Janosik, 1987). This
section outlines five such approaches:

o Culture as shared values,

o Cultural syndromes and logics,

e Cultural tightness versus looseness,

oCulture as learned behavioral
patterns,

o Culture embedded in context.

5.1. Culture as Shared Values

Perhaps the most widely accepted view
of culture focuses on core values and social
norms, which serve as the foundation for
understanding how members of a culture
typically negotiate (Sebenius, 2002a). This
approach enables cross-cultural comparisons
by identifying key differences in value
systems between cultures and examining how
such differences influence the negotiation
process. It assumes that culturally embedded
values shape behavior in predictable ways
during negotiation encounters.

5.2. Cultural Syndromes and Logics

Harry  Triandis  (1993; 1996)
introduced the idea of cultural syndromes,
which he described as recurring patterns of
attitudes, beliefs, roles, values, and self-
definitions that organize around a central
theme and are shared by members of a
group at a particular point in time. These
syndromes go beyond simple values or
behavioral norms; they include both what
people consider important (values) and how
they are expected to behave (norms) in a
given setting (Yao et al., 2017). Building on
this, Leung and Cohen (2011) developed
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the idea of cultural logics, which explain
how distinct societies create different moral
systems, models of reciprocity, punishment,
and perceptions of individual worth.

They identify three types of cultural
logic:

e Dignity cultures: Based on the belief
that individuals possess intrinsic worth.
People act from internal conscience, value
autonomy, and are guided by personal
goals. This form is closely associated with
Western democracies (Friedrichs, 2016).

eFace cultures: Self-worth is
externally conferred, based on societal
perception. Individuals strive to maintain
harmony and social order. These cultures
are hierarchical and are often found in East
Asian societies (Aslani et al., 2016).

e Honor cultures: Self-respect is both
internal and derived from how others
perceive one’s reputation. Honor must be
defended or claimed through reciprocal
interactions. Commonly associated with the
Middle East, Russia, and Latin America
(Leung & Cohen, 2011).

While most cultures are not pure
examples of these categories, the blending
of dignity, face, and honor dynamics
contributes to complex behavioral patterns.
Friedrichs (2016) points out that tensions
often arise when individuals from dignity
cultures interact with those from face or
honor cultures due to differing assumptions
about respect and social hierarchy.

5.3.
Looseness

An alternative perspective on culture
emphasizes the strength and enforcement of
social norms, rather than their specific
content. The concept of cultural tightness-
looseness distinguishes societies based on
how strictly they regulate behavior
(Gelfand, 2018; Triandis, 1996). Tight
cultures are marked by rigid rules, strong
social order, and severe consequences for
norm violations. Loose cultures, in contrast,
tend to allow greater behavioral flexibility,

Cultural  Tightness and



have weaker social norms, and exhibit
higher tolerance for deviance. Research has
shown that cultural tightness often emerges
in societies that face significant collective
threats — such as war, famine, or natural
disaster — where strict coordination and
compliance are crucial for survival
(Gelfand,  2018). These  structural
conditions shape how negotiation 1is
conducted. Tight cultures often resist
unconventional or creative negotiation
strategies, favoring structured, hierarchical
approaches. Loose cultures, on the other
hand, tend to welcome innovation and
adaptive solutions but may struggle with
discipline or consistency (Royce, Bowcher
& Jing Zhao, 2025).

The compatibility or mismatch
between the  tightness-looseness  of
negotiating  parties can dramatically

influence outcomes. For instance, Gelfand
et al. (2018) found that companies involved
in  mergers with mismatched cultural
tightness experienced greater financial
losses over time. To navigate such
differences, parties must negotiate not only
the deal but also the cultural processes that
guide it (Brett, Gunia, & Teucher, 2017).
Thus, cultural tightness-looseness offers an
important lens through which to anticipate
strategic behavior and potential conflict in
cross-cultural negotiations.

5.4. Culture as Learned Behavior

A more pragmatic framework views
culture as a set of observable and teachable
behavioral  patterns  that can  be
systematically catalogued. Rather than
analyzing underlying values or ideologies,
this approach focuses on how individuals
from different cultures tend to act in
negotiation settings (Janosik, 1987). The
goal is to provide practical guidance to
negotiators by offering descriptive accounts
of what to expect in foreign environments.

Many widely read texts on
international negotiation adopt this view,
providing “dos and don’ts” for interaction
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with specific cultures. For instance,
Solomon (1987) noted that Chinese
negotiators typically begin by seeking
broad agreement on principles and
investing time in Dbuilding personal
relationships  before moving to the
substance of the deal. This is followed by a
prolonged phase of evaluation, and only
then a final decision is reached — after
which modifications or concessions may
still occur.

Academic studies aligned with this
behavioral lens have explored how emotions
are expressed, how face-saving behaviors are
managed (Ogawa, 1999), and how specific
cultural or religious frameworks, such as
Islamic values, influence negotiation tactics.
While this approach may oversimplify deeper
cultural dynamics, it provides accessible and
actionable insights, especially for
practitioners new to international negotiation.

5.5. Culture in Context

The final framework recognizes that
human behavior — including negotiation — is
shaped by a dynamic interplay of multiple
influences, with culture being just one
among many factors. This contextual
approach argues that negotiation outcomes
cannot be attributed to cultural norms alone,
as they are also affected by individual
personality, historical experience, social
structures, and environmental conditions
(Rubin & Sander, 1991).

This view suggests that culture
interacts with context, producing variable
effects depending on the situation. For

example, Tinsley, Brett, Shapiro and
Okumura  (2004) proposed  cultural
complexity theory, which posits that

cultural values influence negotiation either
directly (when they remain consistent
across settings) or indirectly (when
moderated by context). A nation like
France, which has both democratic and
monarchic traditions, may demonstrate
different negotiation behaviors depending
on the situational cues. Similarly, Fang



(2006) argued that Chinese negotiators may
draw on a mix of Maoist, Confucian, and
Sun Tzu influences depending on the
specific environment.

Other studies have demonstrated how
negotiation behavior is influenced not only by
one’s culture but also by the culture of the
counterpart. Kopelman et al. (2016) found
that low-power negotiators from hierarchical
cultures such as Hong Kong became more or
less cooperative depending on whether their
high-power counterpart came from a
collectivist or individualist culture.

While the culture-in-context model
provides rich explanatory power, it is more
complex and less prescriptive than other
frameworks. As Janosik (1987) notes, such
models are less suited for generating clear
rules but are essential for building a
nuanced understanding of the multifaceted
nature of international negotiation. They
invite negotiators to develop situational
awareness and cultural flexibility, which are
vital in today’s increasingly global and
variable negotiation environments.

6. Conclusions

This study underscores the growing
complexity of cross-cultural negotiation in a
globalized world. Through a comprehensive
review of scholarly research, it reveals how
international negotiations are shaped by both

macro-level environmental factors — such as
political, legal, and economic diversity — and
micro-level immediate contexts including
power dynamics, relationship histories, and
negotiation goals. The analysis highlights that
no single theoretical model can fully account
for the diverse realities of international
negotiation, emphasizing instead the need for
adaptive, culturally intelligent strategies.

Five major cultural frameworks —
ranging from shared values to cultural logics
and behavior in context — provide
complementary lenses for interpreting
negotiation behavior. Each model reveals
different aspects of how culture shapes
expectations, decision-making styles, and
conflict resolution strategies. Importantly, the
article cautions against over-reliance on
culture as a sole explanatory factor, urging
negotiators to remain attentive to situational
variables and intra-cultural differences.

In summary, effective cross-culture
negotiation requires a balance of analytical
rigor and interpersonal  sensitivity.
Practitioners must integrate theory with
flexible, = experience-based  judgment,
adapting their approaches to evolving
conditions. This nuanced understanding of
cultural and contextual complexity offers
essential insights for academics, diplomats,
and business professionals navigating
today’s multifaceted negotiation landscape.
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