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INTRODUCTION

     Culture has a critical role in altering the dynamics of communication, negotiation, and feedback across international borders. This article uses the Lewis Model as a framework to critically explore how culture impacts these essential features in two different nations. This approach seeks to give a complete understanding of cultural differences' enormous influence on international contacts by synthesising ideas from scholarly literature and empirical evidence. The Lewis Model divides cultures into three categories: linear-active, multi-active, and reactive. Each type demonstrates distinct communication methods that are strongly established in their cultural fabric. Linear-Active cultures, such as Germany, value directness and clarity in communication (Hofstede, 1980). Multi-active cultures, such as Italy, value spontaneity and emotional expression (Hall, 1976). Similarly, reactive cultures, such as Japan, prioritise harmony and nonverbal indications (Lewis, 2006). These differing communication methods frequently result in misunderstandings or effective encounters between people from various ethnic backgrounds.

  
CRITICALLY DISCUSS HOW CULTURE MAY INFLUENCE COMUNICATION NEGOTIATION AND FEEDBACK PRACTICES BETWEEN THE 2 COUNTRIES
 
     Negotiation strategies differ among cultures, indicating diverse cultural orientations. In Linear-Active cultures, negotiation is frequently task-oriented, with an emphasis on efficiency and logical thinking (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). During negotiations, multi-Active cultures prioritise relationship-building and flexibility, with an emphasis on rapport and trust (Gudykunst & Kim, 2003). Negotiations in Reactive cultures are centred on reaching an agreement and maintaining harmony, which is frequently accomplished through nonverbal signs and indirect communication (Hall 1959). In international negotiations, cultural variations have a significant impact on strategy, tactics, and outcomes.

     Culture has a significant impact on communication patterns, including how people share information, express emotions, and interpret signals. Using the Lewis Model, this article critically examines how cultural variations affect communication between two countries. This approach, based on scholarly literature and empirical evidence, seeks to expand our knowledge of the intricate relationship between culture and communication. The Lewis Model divides cultures into three categories: linear-active, multi-active, and reactive. Each type has unique communication skills that are strongly embedded in their cultural fabric (Lewis, 2006). Linear-Active cultures, such as Germany, favour direct and clear communication (Hofstede, 1980). People respect clarity, accuracy, and logical reasoning in their relationships. Messages are communicated directly, and replies are expected to be clear and unambiguous. Multi-active cultures, such as Italy, value spontaneity and emotional expressiveness in communication (Hall, 1976). Conversations are frequently vibrant, expressive, and interspersed with gestures and facial expressions. Emotions play an important part in expressing meaning, and people may prioritise developing rapport and relationships throughout exchanges. Reactive cultures, such as Japan, emphasise harmony and nonverbal clues in communication (Lewis, 2006). Indirect communication is ubiquitous, with people using subtle gestures, facial expressions, and contextual signals to communicate information. Silence and pauses are frequently meaningful and used to convey agreement, disagreement, or reflection. 
     These various communication styles can result in both effective encounters and misunderstandings between people from diverse cultural backgrounds. Misinterpretations can occur when persons from Linear-Active cultures regard Reactive cultures' indirect communication as imprecise or ambiguous (Gudykunst and Kim, 2003). Individuals from Multi-Active cultures may see Linear-Active cultures' guarded communication style as cold or impersonal (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1997). Individuals must cultivate cultural knowledge, sensitivity, and adaptation in order to communicate effectively across cultures. Understanding the communication patterns prevalent in diverse cultures allows individuals to effectively manage cultural differences. 
     For example, I use two different countries to see the difference: Romanian culture combines Linear-Active and Reactive communication styles. While direct communication and clarity in delivering information are preferred, there is also a great focus on preserving peace and avoiding conflict (Roe, 1994). Romanians appreciate civility, respect, and sensitivity in their relationships, and they frequently use indirect communication to discuss sensitive issues or arguments (Botezatu & Cleopatra, 2015). According to Hall (1959), Japanese culture prioritises reactive communication, emphasising harmony, nonverbal clues, and implicit communication. Japanese communication is distinguished by subtlety, indirectness, and the use of silence as a means of communication. Facial expressions, body language, and tone of voice are important nonverbal clues for expressing meaning and understanding in Japanese communication (Hall, 1976). 
     Communication styles between Romania and Japan differ, creating obstacles for cross-cultural communication. Romanians may find Japanese communication oblique and difficult to grasp, resulting in misunderstandings or misinterpretations (Yamawaki, 2012). In contrast, Japanese people may consider direct communication from Romanians as aggressive or insensitive, which might cause discomfort or loss of face (Hall, 1989). Effective cross-cultural communication between Romania and Japan demands cultural understanding, sensitivity, and adaptation. Recognising and accepting cultural variations in communication styles is critical for developing rapport and promoting successful communication (Nicolae and Cristina, 2013). Strategies such as active listening, message clarification, and nonverbal cue observation can assist bridge communication gaps and improve mutual comprehension (Hall, 1989). 
     Negotiation and feedback are fundamental aspects of international relations, influencing diplomatic, economic, and social interactions between countries. However, the effectiveness of these practices can vary significantly based on cultural differences between nations. This essay critically discusses how negotiation and feedback practices between two countries, Romania, and Japan, can be influenced by culture, employing the Lewis model as a framework for analysis. Culture plays a pivotal role in shaping negotiation practices, as it influences communication styles, decision-making processes, and perceptions of power and hierarchy. Geert Hofstede's cultural dimensions theory provides a useful framework for understanding these differences, encompassing dimensions such as power distance, individualism vs. collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity vs. femininity. Applying this framework to Romania and Japan, notable differences emerge that can impact negotiation dynamics.
     Romania tends to have a high-power distance, indicating a hierarchical society where authority is respected, and centralized decision-making is common. In negotiations, this may manifest in a preference for top-down communication and deference to authority figures. Conversely, Japan also exhibits a high-power distance culture, characterized by a strong respect for seniority and authority within organizations. As such, negotiations in both countries may involve careful navigation of hierarchical structures and the need to establish rapport with influential decision-makers. Romania leans more towards collectivism, emphasising the value of community cohesiveness and familial bonds. In negotiations, this collectivist perspective may prioritise consensus-building and relationship-building over individual objectives. In contrast, Japan is recognised for its collectivist culture, which emphasises harmony among social groupings and organisations. Thus, discussions in both nations may prioritise group unity and face preservation, potentially leading to indirect communication methods and an emphasis on long-term connections rather than short-term advantages.
     Romania has a modest level of uncertainty avoidance, indicating a tolerance for ambiguity and a readiness to accept risks in specific scenarios. In negotiations, this may manifest as a more flexible attitude to decision-making and a readiness to explore novel ideas. Japan, on the other hand, has a stronger culture of uncertainty avoidance, as seen by a desire for controlled systems and explicit standards. To reduce uncertainty and promote stability, Japanese negotiations may include thorough planning and an emphasis on risk mitigation methods.
     Romania has a moderate level of masculinity, emphasising aggressiveness, competition, and performance in societal positions. In negotiations, this might emerge as a direct and forceful communication approach, with a focus on attaining practical results. Similarly, Japan has an extraordinarily strong masculine culture, emphasising attributes like ambition, competition, and aggressiveness. Negotiations in both nations may thus centre on attaining actual achievements while exhibiting expertise and power.

FEEDBACK PRACTICES AND CULTURAL INFLUENCES 
     
     Feedback is critical for increasing mutual understanding and performance in negotiations. However, cultural variations may have a considerable influence on feedback practices, influencing how it is presented, received, and acted upon. In Romania, comments may be given directly and candidly, reflecting the country's strong tolerance for confrontation and aggressiveness. However, feedback receivers may still value courtesy and respect, especially when dealing with delicate subjects. In contrast, Japan's feedback culture is defined by indirect and implicit communication, which is frequently transmitted by nonverbal clues or subtle suggestions. Feedback receivers may need to decode underlying meanings and subtleties, which requires a strong understanding of context and cultural norms. 
    Furthermore, the attitude of "saving face" pervades both Romanian and Japanese cultures, impacting how feedback is offered and received. In Romania, protecting face may entail recognising accomplishments and qualities while providing constructive criticism in a polite manner. Similarly, in Japan, feedback might be presented in a way that respects the recipient's dignity while avoiding direct confrontation or shame.
    Richard D. Lewis' idea of cultural types of sheds light on Romanian and Japanese negotiation and feedback processes. According to Lewis, Romania belongs to the "Linear-Active" cultural style, which is defined by direct communication, task-oriented behaviour, and a preference for organised agreements. In contrast, Japan has a "multi-Active" culture that values relationships, harmony, and nonverbal communication in negotiations. The Linear-Active strategy is consistent with Romania's inclination for clear communication and an emphasis on attaining practical results in negotiations. In contrast, the multi-Active method is consistent with Japan's emphasis on relationship building and harmony, which may include indirect communication tactics and a concentration on nonverbal signs.
     Furthermore, Lewis' approach emphasises the significance of recognising the cultural environment and tailoring negotiating methods appropriately. Negotiators dealing with Romania may benefit from a straightforward and results-oriented approach, whilst those dealing with Japan may need to prioritise relationship-building and attention to nonverbal signs. Feedback techniques are also heavily influenced by cultural conventions and beliefs. Linear-Active cultures appreciate immediate and constructive feedback for its ability to promote efficiency and continual progress (Ting-Toomey, 1999). In contrast, multi-Active cultures may favour contextualised feedback that takes into account the relationship dynamics and emotional components of communication (Graham & Lam, 2003). Direct criticism may be viewed as aggressive in reactive cultures, causing discomfort and losing face (Gao, Ting-Toomey, & Gudykunst, 1996). Understanding these cultural preferences is vital for successful cross-cultural communication and collaboration.
CRITICALLY DISCUTION OFF ETHNOCENTRIC AND POLYCENTRIC MODEL
     Corporate takeovers are watershed occasions in the life of any organisation, typically resulting in substantial changes in organisational structure, culture, and management methods. Effective people management during such changes is critical to ensuring a seamless integration process while also preserving staff morale and productivity. In this essay, we critically examine the ethnocentric and polycentric theories of international management, including their application to corporate takeovers. Using relevant research and case studies, we identify major people management areas where these models might be implemented and assess their strengths and weaknesses. 
     The ethnocentric paradigm of multinational management focuses on decision-making centralization and the parent company's culture and practices dominating all subsidiaries (Perlmutter, 1969). In the context of a corporate acquisition, an ethnocentric strategy may entail imposing the acquiring corporation's management style, rules, and values on the acquired company, regardless of local peculiarities. Leadership and organisational culture are examples of when the ethnocentric paradigm might be used during a takeover. To achieve congruence with its strategic goals, the acquiring business may aim to implant its leadership philosophy and corporate values throughout the newly acquired organisation (Dowling et al., 1999). This may include replacing top executives and managers with people who embody the desired corporate culture and have a thorough grasp of the parent company's operations and goals.
     Furthermore, the ethnocentric paradigm can help standardise HR policies and procedures across merging organisations. To ensure consistency and simplify operations, the acquiring business may integrate its performance rating systems, pay structures, and staff development programmes (Briscoe & Schuler, 2004). Centralising HR services allows the organisation to realise economies of scale and better exploit its resources. However, the ethnocentric approach has several limits, especially in the context of corporate takeovers. One key problem is cultural resistance from acquired firm personnel, who may feel marginalised or disempowered by the imposition of foreign methods (Harzing & Ruysseveldt, 2004). Now, in the case of a corporate takeover, where one business acquires another, the use of an ethnocentric approach might be very obvious. In this case, the acquiring firm typically asserts its dominance by imposing its own management style, rules, and fundamental values on the acquired company, sometimes ignoring, or downplaying the importance of local variations or cultural subtleties. For example, if a multinational corporation based in the United States acquires a company operating in another country, such as Japan, an ethnocentric approach could entail imposing American management practices, corporate policies, and organisational values on the Japanese subsidiary without taking into account Japan's unique cultural and business environment. This might result in difficulties, opposition from local staff, and, eventually, operational inefficiencies or cultural clashes, which could jeopardise the acquisition's success. While the ethnocentric model may streamline decision-making and promote consistency across global operations, its strict adherence to the parent company's norms can sometimes overlook the importance of adapting to local contexts and embracing diversity in management practices, both of which are critical for fostering harmony and maximising performance in a multinational setting. 

 This can result in animosity, low morale, and, eventually, resistance to change, jeopardising the integration process's effectiveness. However, the ethnocentric approach has several limitations, particularly in the context of corporate takeovers. One significant challenge is cultural resistance from employees in the acquired company who may feel marginalized or disempowered by the imposition of foreign practices (Harzing & Ruysseveldt, 2004). This can lead to resentment, decreased morale, and resistance to change, undermining the success of the integration process. 
     In contrast to the ethnocentric model, the polycentric model advocates for decentralized decision-making and recognizes the importance of adapting management practices to local contexts (Perlmutter, 1969). In the context of a corporate takeover, a polycentric approach entails preserving the autonomy and cultural identity of the acquired company while allowing for some degree of integration with the acquiring company's operations. One area where the polycentric model can be applied effectively is in talent management and employee relations. Instead of imposing top-down directives, the acquiring company may empower local managers in the acquired organization to make decisions that align with the unique needs and preferences of their workforce (Dowling et al., 1999). This can foster a sense of ownership and engagement among employees, leading to higher levels of satisfaction and commitment. Moreover, the polycentric approach emphasizes the importance of cultural sensitivity and cross-cultural communication in people management. During a takeover, HR professionals play a crucial role in facilitating dialogue between employees from diverse cultural backgrounds, promoting mutual understanding and respect (Briscoe & Schuler, 2004). By fostering a culture of inclusivity and collaboration, organizations can mitigate cultural clashes and promote synergy between diverse teams. However, the polycentric model also has its challenges, particularly in terms of coordination and control. Maintaining consistency and coherence across multiple subsidiaries with varying management practices and cultural norms can be logistically complex and resource intensive (Harzing & Ruysseveldt, 2004). Without clear guidelines and oversight from the parent company, there is a risk of fragmentation and inefficiency, hindering the achievement of strategic objectives. Application in People Management during Takeovers. In the context of a corporate takeover, both the ethnocentric and polycentric models have distinct implications for people management across various functional areas.
     Leadership and Organizational Culture: The ethnocentric model may be more suitable for organizations seeking to impose a unified leadership style and corporate culture throughout the merged entity. In contrast, the polycentric model allows for greater flexibility and adaptation to local cultural nuances, enabling the preservation of organizational identity and employee engagement. HR Policies and Practices: While the ethnocentric model favors standardization and centralization of HR functions, the polycentric model emphasizes localization and empowerment of local HR teams. Depending on the strategic priorities of the acquiring company, a balanced approach that incorporates elements of both models may be warranted to achieve optimal outcomes. Talent Management and Employee Relations: The polycentric model is particularly relevant in talent management, as it encourages the recognition and development of local talent within the acquired organization. By leveraging the expertise and insights of local managers, organizations can enhance employee engagement and retention, driving long-term success. Cross-Cultural Communication and Integration: Both models highlight the importance of effective communication and integration strategies during a takeover. HR professionals play a crucial role in facilitating cultural exchange and collaboration between employees from divergent backgrounds, helping to bridge divides and build cohesive teams. Both ethnocentric and other models of international management emphasise the need of effective communication and integration techniques throughout these changes. Regardless of the precise technique adopted, it is commonly recognised that HR professionals play a vital role in negotiating the difficulties of cultural diversity and establishing an environment of cooperation and understanding. HR professionals serve as mediators and facilitators, bridging cultural barriers through communication channels and integration activities. They create training programmes and seminars to increase cultural awareness and sensitivity among workers, assisting them in understanding and appreciating any variations in values, conventions, and communication styles across merging companies. Furthermore, HR professionals play a key role in encouraging inclusive policies that appreciate diversity and encourage workers to share their unique viewpoints and knowledge. By establishing an inclusive and respectful culture, they contribute to the creation of an atmosphere in which people from all backgrounds feel appreciated and inspired to work together efficiently towards common goals
     Furthermore, HR professionals actively participate in talent management and succession planning activities to ensure that leadership roles are filled by people who have the cultural competency and interpersonal skills required to handle the intricacies of a multicultural setting. Effective cross-cultural communication and integration strategies are critical to the success of any corporate takeover, and HR professionals play a key role in facilitating this process, resulting in the formation of cohesive, high-performing teams capable of thriving in a diverse global landscape.




 Interview

     In our linked world, knowing cultural differences is critical for efficient communication and cooperation. Richard D. Lewis devised the Lewis Model, which aims to explain these disparities. To assess its validity from the standpoint of a different culture, I interviewed a representative from a variety of cultural backgrounds. 
    For this interview, I spoke with Mei Ling, a business executive from China, a culture known for its unique values, communication styles, and business practices.
     Can you describe the cultural values and communication norms prevalent in your society?
    MEI LING: Chinese culture places an immense importance on harmony, respect for authority, and collectivism. We prioritise preserving peaceful relationships over outright conflict or disagreement. Our communication style is indirect and context-dependent, depending on nonverbal clues and implicit messages.
     How do these cultural values influence business practices and decision-making in your society?
    Mei Ling: In business, hierarchy is important, and senior executives frequently make decisions after consulting with key stakeholders. Building trust and nurturing guanxi (personal ties) are critical to effective negotiations and cooperation. Face-saving is also crucial; therefore, we prefer to resolve disagreements quietly to prevent humiliation or loss of face.
     Have you encountered challenges when interacting with individuals from cultures different from your own?
    Mei Ling: Definitely. Cultural differences can occasionally cause misunderstandings or misinterpretations. For example, in Western countries where direct communication is prized, my indirect communication style may be viewed as unclear or evasive. Similarly, their emphasis on individualism contradicts our collectivist beliefs, which can cause friction in joint activities. 
    How do you think the Lewis Model, which categorizes cultures into linear-active, multi-active, and reactive, applies to your culture? 
      Mei Ling: The Lewis Model is a valuable framework for understanding cultural differences, but it is critical to remember that cultures are diverse and changing. Chinese culture combines elements of both multi-active and reactive civilizations. We cherish connections and prioritise flexibility in our interactions, tailoring our behaviour to the situation and relationships at hand. 
     Do you think the Lewis Model accurately captures the nuances of cultural diversity, or does it oversimplify the complexities of cultural interactions?
     MEI LING: While the Lewis Model provides useful insights, it falls short in reflecting the entire range of cultural variety. Cultures are neither unchanging nor readily divided into clear groups. Each culture is rich and diverse, and a single model cannot capture it all. Furthermore, cultural exchanges are impacted by a variety of elements, including historical background, personal differences, and globalisation.
     How can organizations effectively navigate cultural differences to promote collaboration and synergy in multicultural teams?
    Mei Ling: In order to develop cooperation in multicultural teams, organisations must prioritise cultural competency and establish an inclusive workplace in which varied viewpoints are recognised and appreciated. Cultural awareness training, open communication, and cross-cultural mentorship are all vital measures. Leaders should also set an example by displaying cultural awareness and fostering a culture of mutual respect and understanding.
     In your opinion, what are the key considerations for organizations seeking to expand or operate in culturally diverse markets such as China?
     Mei Ling: When working in culturally varied markets such as China, organisations must engage in learning about local culture, conventions, and business practices. Building connections and trust with local partners and stakeholders is critical. Additionally, tailoring products, services, and marketing methods to local tastes and values may boost competitiveness and promote market success.







     Conclusion 
     Finally, the Lewis model distinguishes between linear-active, multi-active, and reactive cultural types, demonstrating how culture has a substantial impact on international negotiation and feedback procedures. Individuals and organisations can better manage international relationships if they grasp these cultural factors and their consequences for communication styles and behaviour.
     In conclusion, culture has a significant impact on negotiation and feedback processes, defining communication styles and behavioural norms. By using the Lewis model to compare Germany and Japan, we can better understand the cultural differences that influence these processes. German negotiation and feedback procedures reflect the linear-active cultural orientation, which values directness, efficiency, and performance indicators. In contrast, Japanese techniques are distinguished by delicacy, patience, and an emphasis on maintaining societal harmony, which is consistent with the reactive cultural pattern. Recognising cultural differences is critical for promoting good cross-cultural communication and attaining positive outcomes in negotiation and feedback situations.
     In conclusion, negotiation and feedback practices between Romania and Japan are profoundly influenced by cultural factors, including power distance, individualism vs. collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity vs. femininity, and communication styles. By applying frameworks such as Hofstede's cultural dimensions theory and Lewis' model of cultural types, it becomes evident that cultural differences shape the dynamics of negotiations and feedback exchanges between these two countries.
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