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Abstract 
In this paper, we interpret leading research on cross-cultural negotiations to 
provide practical guidance to practitioners either from or negotiating with, 
individuals from the U.S., Poland, and Russia. These countries can be consi-
dered as sharing a continuum of Western values, with the U.S. at one end, 
Russia at the other end, and Poland sharing some cultural values from each of 
the other two plus its own unique cultural values. Culturally, Poland is more 
similar to Russia; however, attitudinally, it shares many similarities to the 
U.S. We reviewed the literature in the area including papers in Polish and 
Russian journals. We discuss each of the cultural similarities and differences 
among each of these countries in the pages that follow. 
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1. Introduction 

Knowledge of cross-cultural negotiations is increasingly important in a globa-
lized trade environment, such as the present one. “Culture” is the unique cha-
racter of a group (Lytle, Brett, Barsness, Tinsley, & Janssens, 1995). These are 
expressed in the beliefs, attitudes, norms, and behaviors of groups, as well as in 
their view of social, economic, political, legal, and religious institutions (Brett, 
2014). Recognizing and anticipating these cultural differences can mean the dif-
ference between successful and unsuccessful negotiations. Culture affects think-
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ing, values, and the behavior of individuals, and within the last 25 years, 
many studies have explored the impact of interactions between individuals 
from different cultures on business (Rozkwitalska, Sulkowski, & Magala, 
2017). Researchers are interested in how cultures affect different forms of or-
ganizational behavior, and how people from different countries interact with 
each other (Rozkwitalska et al., 2017; Hofstede, 1980a; Trompenaars & Hamp-
den-Turner, 1997).  

One area of cross-cultural differences in negotiation that has received very lit-
tle attention is bundles of broad-based regional differences among negotiators 
within a geographic area. This information can be useful to negotiators who ne-
gotiate with organizations. The academic literature has examined cross-cultural 
differences among members of various countries, but tends to do this while fo-
cusing on a very narrow issue (for example, trustworthiness between Japanese 
and US business persons, Nishishiba & Ritchie, 2000). The area of examination 
that could benefit practitioners is a broad-based comparison of cultural differ-
ences among the U.S., Poland, and Russia as they affect negotiators. These coun-
tries can be considered as sharing a continuum of Western values, with the U.S 
at one end, Russia at the other end, and Poland sharing some cultural values 
from each of the other two plus its own unique cultural values. Culturally, Pol-
and is much more similar to Russia; however, attitudinally, it shares many simi-
larities to the U.S. In this article, we integrate cutting-edge research to provide 
practical guidance to practitioners as they engage in actual negotiations with mem-
bers of one or more of these three countries. We discuss each of the cultural simi-
larities and differences among each of these countries in the pages that follow. 

2. Cultural Differences Based on Hofstede 

Geert Hofstede was a prominent social psychologist, IBM employee, and con-
sultant who did a series of pioneering studies that established major cultural dif-
ferences between countries based on several cultural dimensions including: 1) 
Power Distance, 2) Individualism/Collectivism, 3) Uncertainty Avoidance, and 
4) Masculinity/Femininity, in which “[e]ach country has been positioned relative 
to other countries through a score on each dimension” (Hofstede, 2011: p. 8). 
We explain these cultural dimensions below and as shown is Table 1. 

Power Distance 
Power Distance, the first of Hofstede’s dimensions of culture, is defined as the 

degree to which the “less powerful” members of society and organizations within 
a country “expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Balykina, 
2015: p. 4; Hofstede, 2000: p. 81), acknowledging that although all societies are 
unequal in power distance, “some are more unequal than others” (Hofstede, 
2011: p. 9). Often a nations’ preference for hierarchy is caused by the state lack-
ing fundamental democratic values, where hierarchy serves as a stabilizing factor 
in the unsettled social system (Rozkwitalska et al., 2017). In such nations, people 
accept what they are told; for example, in workplaces, subordinates are expected 
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to follow the requests of their bosses without questioning them (Krzywda, 2017). 
The power distance scale constructed by Hofstede extends from 0 to 100 (with 0 
representing the smallest discrepancies between the more and less powerful 
members in society, and 100 representing the largest discrepancies between the 
more and less powerful) (Hofstede, 2011). 

Russia, scoring 93 on Power Distance, experiences big discrepancies between 
the more and less powerful people in society (Hofstede, 2011) with Russian 
business largely “characterized by a hierarchy based on power separation” 
(Panarina, 2020: p. 7). In Russian society, the individuals that hold power are 
usually distant from the less powerful (Hofstede, 2011). Successful business 
interactions in Russia are top-down, in which clear instructions are provided 
for any task requested (Hofstede, 2011). Poland, with a score of 68, is also a 
hierarchical society (although, less than Russia) where employees expect their 
bosses to explicitly tell them what to do (Hofstede, 2011). Poles largely accept 
the hierarchical order, with each individual clearly knowing their place 
(Krzywda, 2017). 

By comparison, the U.S., with a score of 40, is not a hierarchical society 
(Hofstede, 2011). In some places in the U.S., however, a hierarchy may be im-
plemented for pure convenience; for example, hiring and promoting in business 
is often related more with prior success than seniority (Hofstede, 2011). In the 
U.S. business world, the low power distance orientation is visible through parti-
cipative leadership, where workers have a role in decision-making in a company 
(Kooyers, 2015; Dorfman, Howell, Hibino, Lee, Tate, & Bautista, 1997), and the 
society at large is more concerned with equality (Hofstede, 2011). In contrast 
with Russia, individuals in the U.S., have more to say within their organization 
(Rose, Carausu, Crone, & Sengupta, 2014), and employees often have the free-
dom to choose the methods needed to achieve their goals (Kooyers, 2015; Dorf-
man et al., 1997). Moreover, in the U.S., horizontal communication is preferable 
in the organizations (Kooyers, 2015), instead of the top-down approach imple-
mented in Russia or Poland. The U.S negotiators should be aware that societies 
scoring low on Power Distance would not be afraid to take some risk, whereas 
negotiators from countries scoring high on Power Distance will seek their boss’ 
approval before making decisions (Baranowski, 2016). 

Individualism/Collectivism 
Hofstede’s second dimension of culture, Individualism/Collectivism, is con-

cerned with the degree that people in society are integrated into groups (Hofstede, 
2011), and how strong the bonds between people in society are (Krzywda, 2017). 
Nations scoring high on Individualism mostly look out for themselves and their 
immediate family members, whereas collectivist nations, with low scores on In-
dividualism, form into strong groups to bond and to protect all family members, 
including the extended family, including grandparents, uncles, and cousins 
(Hofstede, 2011). Thus, collectivistic nations have stronger bonds between their 
members, and individuals are expected to conform to the group, and to give up 
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on their personal goals for the group’s greater interest (Matsumoto et al., 
2008). The Individualism/Collectivism scale constructed by Hofstede extends 
from 0 to 100 (with 0 being the most collectivist, and 100 the most individualis-
tic) (Hofstede, 2011). 

At a score of 39, Russia is a collectivistic society (Hofstede, 2011). The tradi-
tion of collectivism started in Russia early in history with the formation of the 
first tribal Slavic societies, continued through Orthodox Christianity and later 
with socialism (Panarina, 2020; Hofstede, 1980b). Russia’s weak score on Indi-
vidualism manifests itself in the manner Russians speak; for example, Russians 
implement a “we consciousness” and would say, “we go” instead of saying “my 
friends and I go” (Hofstede, 2011). Relationships and friends are valued more by 
Russians than tasks; thus, creating an authentic and trustful relationship early on 
is essential for obtaining information from Russians (Hofstede, 2011). 

In contrast, both Poland and the U.S., scoring 60 and 91 respectively, are indi-
vidualistic societies (Hofstede, 2011), although there are significant differences 
between the two countries on this dimension. High Individualism translates to 
“I” consciousness society (Hofstede, 2011), in which people prefer a loosely-knit 
social framework and take care only of themselves and their immediate family, 
without relying too heavily on the support from the government (Hofstede, 
2011: p. 83). The U.S. negotiators should acknowledge the underlying norms in 
collectivist countries, and understand that the interest in these societies shifts 
from individual rights to the well-being of the negotiating partners’ community 
(Blankley, 2013). Thus, the U.S. negotiators must be prepared to answer a ques-
tion regarding how the potential outcome of the negotiation may affect the for-
eign negotiator’s community or their family (Blankley, 2013). There is a certain 
contradiction in the characteristics of Polish culture, in that although Poland is 
an individualistic society, it relies on hierarchical order (Hofstede, 2011). These 
two contradictory factors combined with Poland’s strong score on Power Dis-
tance makes the relationship with Poles particularly intense and delicate 
(Hofstede, 2011). For example, business partners in Poland obtain information 
through relationships and personal contacts, but some people may receive better 
treatment depending on their membership in a preferred group (Krzywda, 
2017). Managers should improve communication by implementing personal 
contact with employees in the company by giving the impression that even 
though employees’ statuses are unequal, everyone is important (Hofstede, 2011). 
To be more successful in negotiation, negotiators from individualistic countries 
such as the U.S. and Poland must be mindful that collectivist countries emphas-
ize high context communication such as reading between lines, rather than low 
context (i.e., direct) communication that is explicit (Baranowski, 2016). Further, 
the negotiators may use to their advantage the fact that in collectivist countries 
such as Russia, relationships are more important than tasks, and consensus and 
harmony are highly valued (Baranowski, 2016). 

Uncertainty Avoidance 
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The third dimension of culture identified by Hofstede is Uncertainty Avoid-
ance, which deals with a society’s tolerance toward ambiguity and response to 
unstructured situations (Hofstede, 2011). For example, in societies with a high 
score of Uncertainty Avoidance, people tend to be more emotional and nervous 
in uncertain and ambiguous situations, whereas in counties scoring low on Un-
certainty Avoidance, people tend to be more contemplative and calm (Hofstede, 
2011). The Uncertainty Avoidance scale, constructed by Hofstede extends from 
0 to 100 (with 0 the weakest uncertainty avoidance, and 100 the strongest uncer-
tainty avoidance) (Hofstede, 2011). Both Poland and Russia, scoring a high 93 
and 95 respectively on Uncertainty Avoidance, are nations where individuals feel 
threatened by ambiguous situations, and prefer to avoid uncertainty (Hofstede, 
2011). Security is important in these societies, time is money, people work hard, 
and there is a need for rules (Hofstede, 2011). Scoring high on Uncertainty 
Avoidance contributes to the fact that Russians are distant and formal when in-
teracting with foreigners (Hofstede, 2011). The combination of high Uncertainty 
Avoidance with high Power Distance for Russians translates into a situation 
where people obey rules only when they are controlled (Balykina, 2015). For 
example, in the Soviet era, breaking rules was a matter of survival (Rozkwitalska 
et al., 2017), and even now Russians may bypass procedures if they know they 
will not be checked (Balykina, 2015). 

By comparison, the U.S., with a low score of 46 on Uncertainty Avoidance, is 
a society that does not need a lot of rules and is less emotionally expressive than 
nations with higher scores (Hofstede, 2011). Individuals from the U.S. easily 
accept new ideas and are willing to try new things (Hofstede, 2011). Further, 
Americans are more tolerant of different points of view, enjoy freedom of ex-
pression (Hofstede, 2011), and are not afraid to take risks (Rose et al., 2014). 
Individuals from nations scoring high on Uncertainty Avoidance can be 
viewed as aggressive, emotional, and busy, whereas individuals from nations 
scoring low on Uncertainty Avoidance can be viewed as lazy, quiet, or con-
trolled, and negotiators should prepare to avoid forming false impressions 
(Baranowski, 2016). 

Masculinity/Femininity 
The fourth dimension of culture identified by Hofstede is Masculinity/Femininity 

(Hofstede, 2011). Masculinity and Femininity are concerned with the “distribu-
tion of values between the genders” in particular societies (Hofstede, 2011: p. 
12). In general, society is masculine when people tend to be assertive or compet-
itive, whereas it is feminine when the dominant values in society are concerned 
with quality of life and taking care of others without standing out of the crowd 
(Hofstede, 2011). The Masculinity/Femininity scale, constructed by Hofstede 
extends from 0 to 100 (with 0 the most feminine, and 100 the most masculine) 
(Hofstede, 2011). Both Poland and the U.S., with scores of 64 and 62 respective-
ly, are relatively masculine societies (Hofstede, 2011). In masculine societies, 
people are expected to be assertive, and it is desirable to work to generate higher 
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income and achieve the ultimate goal of obtaining a higher social status 
(Hofstede, 2011). In the U.S., it is important to be successful and even more im-
portant to be able to show off, thus many white-collar workers tend to move to 
better neighborhoods soon after promotion (Hofstede, 2011). Russia, with a low 
score of 36, is a feminine nation (Hofstede, 2011), but Russian business is still 
conducted through masculine methods (Balykina, 2015). In everyday life, Rus-
sians talk modestly about their achievements, often understate their capacities, 
and live modest lives (Hofstede, 2011). Russian business, however, is known to 
be masculine (Balykina, 2015). In feminine societies, people resolve conflicts 
through cooperation, whereas in masculine societies, people resolve conflicts 
with strength (Baranowski, 2016). Russian business, on the other hand, “follows 
‘male’ principles” and the decision-making process is based on masculine me-
thods from the Soviet period, when “male and females role were defined by the 
state” (Balykina, 2015: p. 5). 

 
Table 1. Rankings of Hofstede Scales among the U.S., Poland, and Russia (Hofstede, 2011). 

 The U.S. Poland Russia 

Power Distance 40 68 93 

Individualism 60 91 39 

Uncertainty Avoidance 46 93 95 

Masculinity 62 64 36 

3. Language, Religion and History 

Nations differ based on the characteristics of language, religion, and history that 
lead to the perception of one’s national identity (Kardas, 2011). Cross-cultural 
awareness is essential for successful business negotiation because different cul-
tures generate different negotiation styles, and culturally inappropriate behavior 
may lead to conflicts (Rozkwitalska et al., 2017). The negotiators must be aware 
of cultural differences, and adapt their negotiating tactics based upon those dif-
ferences, and should “not only rely on their own codes, habits, attitudes and be-
haviors, but also understand and experience other’s codes, habits, attitudes, and 
behaviors” (Qu, 2015; Wilson & Drake, 2000: pp. 5-6). For example, cultures of-
ten influence languages, and studying a language itself may be insufficient for 
understanding foreigners, and thus studying language is more effective when 
combined with studying the culture of the target language (Adachi, 2010; 
King, 1990: p. 19). Religious beliefs impact the behavior and decision-making 
of the individuals (Richardson & Rammal, 2018), and affect conflict resolutions 
(Blankley, 2013). When negotiators are prepared and know how religion impacts 
negotiation, they gain an advantage over their negotiating partners (Tu & Chih, 
2011). The relationships between countries may also be affected by the history 
between the nations (Wolski, 2016), because history forms customs and has a 
very strong effect on its members (Qu, 2015). 
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3.1. U.S.-Poland 

The English language is spoken by 1.5 billion in the world and is considered to 
be the most successful language in international communication (Crystal, 2003), 
and likely “the most common business language” (Qu, 2015: p. 6). English in-
fluenced the Polish language as early as 1661 (Witalisz, 2013). The Polish lan-
guage is the closest related to Czech (Katz, 2007), but some words in Polish are 
similar to English, and their phrases follow English structure, for example, 
“poprawność polityczna” (political correctness) and “gorący ziemniak” (hot po-
tato) (Witalisz, 2013: p. 333). There are also “phraseological replicas” in the 
Polish language such as “miec trupa w szafie” (to have a skeleton in a cupboard) 
or “loanblends” such as “pracoholik” (workaholic) (Witalisz, 2013: p. 332). In 
Poland, English does not have an important administrative status, but is viewed 
as an essential foreign language to master because of the needs of business and 
academic communities (Crystal, 2003). Non-native speakers, however, cannot 
always successfully convey the meaning of words into their native language, 
which can lead to potential misunderstandings (Adachi, 2010). It is essential for 
proper communication that people engaging in conversation share “common 
ground underlying the notion of [a] word” (Adachi, 2010: p. 24). When con-
versing in English with Poles, foreign negotiators should speak slowly, use sim-
ple sentences, refrain from using confusing idioms or slang, and pause frequent-
ly to allow Poles to process the words (Katz, 2007). It can be frustrating to fo-
reigners that Poles like to speak in their native Polish, completely ignoring the 
fact that foreigners may not speak Polish (Rozkwitalska et al., 2017). According 
to U.S. managers working with Poles, by speaking Polish, Poles avoid undesira-
ble confrontations (Rozkwitalska et al., 2017). Even though the younger genera-
tion of business people generally speak English on a conversational level, it may 
be beneficial to use interpreters during the negotiation process to have a conver-
sation with older Poles (Katz, 2007). Poles should be asked, however, if they wish 
to have an interpreter before the business meeting takes place because hiring one 
without their consent may be viewed as impolite (Katz, 2007). When negotiators 
rely on a professional interpreter, they should ensure that the translators pay at-
tention to subtle cultural differences, so the differences disappear in the transla-
tion process (Qu, 2015). For example, the translator should be aware that Poles 
often like to use expressions and understatements that are particularly difficult 
to translate (Rozkwitalska et al., 2017). Even though many Poles speak Russian 
(Katz, 2007), they dislike when foreigners address them in Russian, and in the 
presentence of Poles, U.S. [negotiators] should always “stay cool about liking 
Russians” because Poles are generally much more friendly toward other Slavs, or 
Hungarians (Lewis, 2006: p. 287). 

Cultural differences are often connected to values of a particular religion, or 
“prevailing ideologies, and underlying philosophical views” (Rozkwitalska et al., 
2017: p. 57). According to the 2012 General Social Surveys (GSS) comparing the 
U.S. with 22 European countries (GSS), the U.S. is the tenth most religious na-
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tion, while Poland is the second most religious country of the 23 (Brauer, 2018). 
The United States and Poland are predominantly Christian and share a similar 
rate of attendance of religious events (Brauer, 2018). According to 2012 General 
Social Surveys (GSS) data, 58% of Americans and 59% of Polish respondents 
claimed to attend religious events on a weekly basis (Brauer, 2018). Similar to 
Poles, the youngest generation in the U.S. is “significantly lower on several reli-
gious characteristics than older cohorts” (Brauer, 2018: p. 654). The U.S. nego-
tiators should always try to assess what the religion of their negotiating partners 
is to avoid potentially offending the partner with certain gestures or symbols 
(Blankley, 2013). Further, it is helpful to research whether a foreign government 
restricts, bans, or welcomes a particular religion because the ethics of the follow-
er of a particular religion may change depending on how the foreign govern-
ment interacts with that religion (Blankley, 2013). To avoid surprise, the U.S. 
negotiators should never assume that all citizens of particular foreign country 
practice the same religion or that all people practicing a particular religion 
uphold the same ethical standards (Blankley, 2013). Knowledge about the reli-
gion of the negotiating partner, combined with respect for their beliefs, helps 
develop mutual respect and trust between parties, which potentially leads to 
higher chances of achieving a successful negotiation (Tu & Chih, 2011). As illu-
strated above, there is not much surprise waiting for the U.S. negotiators in Pol-
and. 

When making decisions in business, not only are the obvious and objective 
facts considered, but so are the personal experiences and feelings of the business 
people (Katz, 2007). Negotiators experience not just “differences in language or 
dress code, but first and foremost, in the perception of the world and the defini-
tion of business goals and motivation” (Rozkwitalska et al., 2017: p. 272). Histo-
ry shapes the cultural perceptions of nations. For example, Poles lean toward 
Westerners and tend to feel superior to Eastern European negotiators (Witaszek, 
2007). The United States and Poland enjoy a strong relationship and commit-
ment to freedom since the ‘American Revolution (U.S. Department of State, 
2019). During the Cold War, the relation with Poland was restrained, but since 
1989, after the first Polish democratic election, the United States and Poland 
have “enjoyed warm bilateral relations” (U.S. Department of State, 2019). For 
the last 25 years, the relationship between Poland and the U.S. has been close, 
and Poland is one of the U.S.’s strongest European partners (Mix, 2016). Their 
areas of cooperation include energy security, human rights, democratization, 
counterterrorism, economic growth, and innovation and regional cooperation 
(Mix, 2016). Congress has been continuing to support Poland in the interna-
tional arena. For example, in 1999 the U.S. supported Poland in joining NATO, 
and in 2004 it supported Poland in joining the European Union (Mix, 2016). In 
exchange, Poland hosts U.S. troops, facilities military exercises, contributed to 
operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, Kosovo, and against ISIS, and Poland is consi-
dered a great ally of the United States in Central Europe (U.S. Department of 
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State, 2019). Recently, in 2019, Poland became formally designated as a partici-
pant of the Visa Waiver Program (U.S. Embassy & Consulate in Poland, 2020). 
The U.S. and Poland share similar interests based upon broadly shared values 
such as international democracy, and the connection between Poland and the 
U.S. is also based on cultural ties, with 9.6 million Americans having a Polish 
heritage (Mix, 2016). U.S. companies enjoy doing business in Poland, viewing 
stability as the prime reason for doing business there (Mix, 2016). Americans are 
often criticized by foreigners for ignoring the culture or national histories of 
other nations, but once the U.S. negotiators show respect and understanding of 
their partner’s culture and history, “they enhance the probability bargaining ne-
gotiations will begin beneficially” (Craver, 2014: p. 88). Polish history includes 
partitions by other nations and falling into the control of the Soviet Union, re-
sulting in the development of a “lack of trust toward oppressive states”, and 
Poles trust only their family or close church communities (Rozkwitalska et al., 
2017: p. 164). In general, nations that were invaded by major powers tend to be 
suspicious of “seeiming economic invaders”, and U.S. business negotiators 
should immediately let the negotiators from such countries know that they are 
interested in mutually beneficial solutions (Craver, 2014: p. 88). 

3.2. U.S.-Russia 

The Russian and English languages differ substantially in grammar and script 
(Grosman, 2014). Russian words usually have “more syllables, more varied stress 
patterns, and more articulatory complex consonant segments than those in Eng-
lish,” there are also significant differences in the vowel system, with 5 vowel 
phonemes in Russian and 15 vowel phonemes in English (Grosman, 2014: p. 7). 
Further, Russians use the Cyrillic script, and some of the difficulties in under-
standing the language lies in the similarity of some of the letters to English, for 
example, the English V is Russian B, English N is Russian H, and English P is 
Russian R (1894). The Russian language is fairly popular in the U.S., and Russian 
is one of 10 most spoken foreign languages at home (Dubinina & Polinsky, 2013; 
Potowski, 2010; Kagan & Dillon, 2010). In Russia, negotiators may encounter 
communication barriers because often, Russian managers do not speak good 
English (Panarina, 2020). Even though it is particularly difficult to learn Russian 
for English speakers (Dubinina & Polinsky, 2013), attempting to speak a few 
words in Russian by foreigners will be greatly appreciated (Panarina, 2020). For 
example, greeting in a foreign language is desirable, but the U.S. negotiators that 
do not speak fluent foreign language should never try to negotiate deals in the 
language unless they are completely fluent to avoid misunderstandings (Craver, 
2014). When negotiators lack fluency in the language, it could lead to unneces-
sary anger or frustration, and any potential language problems must be discov-
ered before the negotiation (Brett, 2014). Similarly, when the need for an inter-
preter arises, the person should be completely fluent in the language (Craver, 
2014). In a situation where parties look confused and have difficulties under-
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standing the language, the U.S. negotiators should patiently explain the matter in 
a way that is easier for their negotiating partners to understand (Craver, 2014). 
The U.S. negotiators are also encouraged to use visuals like graphs, pictures, and 
mathematics or to allow for frequent breaks to discuss in their native language 
what happens during the meeting (Brett, 2014). Additionally, it is beneficial to 
stop the meeting when needed to ask for clarification or create subgroups, where 
teams discuss in their native language before choosing the best speaking repre-
sentative to share their ideas (Brett, 2014). 

Christianity in the U.S. differs substantially from Orthodox Christianity in 
Russia, but the nations share a similar percentage of the overall dominant reli-
gion (Panarina, 2020). For example, according to data from 2015, 71% of Rus-
sians identify as Eastern Orthodox, compared to 70.6% of Americans identifying 
as some form of Christians (Central Intelligence Agency, 2020), we provide 
more details about the issues below and as shown in Table 2. Russians combine 
spirituality and superstition, and believe that there are things beyond control 
that strictly depend on the power of a god; “Russian people are true Orthodox; 
they are considered as God’s children, and they believe that there is only one 
God for everyone, no matter what the name may be” (Rose et al., 2014: p. 464). 
The Russian Orthodox Christianity offers “certainty and feminine society val-
ues,” and the appreciation of strong family ties, therefore business relationships 
often depend on the strength of personal relationships (Panarina, 2020: p. 8). To 
ensure successful cross-cultural communication with Russians, the negotiators 
must understand that establishing a personal relationship is essential because 
Russians open up through socializing (Panarina, 2020). Religious beliefs and 
customs often impact individuals’ ethics and the manner in which nations re-
solve conflicts (Blankley, 2013). Though the U.S. negotiators need to become 
familiar with the religion of their negotiating partners’ country, they should not 
automatically assume that their partners practice this religion or they may be 
surprised if they find it is not the case (Blankley, 2013). Countries with different 
religious orientations may prioritize different values that may affect the negotia-
tion styles of their members (Tu & Chih, 2011). 

Russia has a complex history, including a somewhat recent shift from social-
ism to capitalism (Panarina, 2020). Russian and U.S. diplomatic relations were 
established in 1803 but ceased relatively quickly in 1909 during the Bolshevik 
Revolution (U.S. Department of State, 2019). Tensions between the nations 
intensified during the Cold War (Panarina, 2020) due to ideological differenc-
es between U.S. democratic and capitalist values colliding with communism 
(Glazunova, 2018). After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the U.S. supported 
Russian integration into European institutions (U.S. Department of State, 2019). 
In 2014, the United States with G-7 partners imposed sanctions on Russia for its 
aggressive actions on Georgia and the annexation of Crimea, pushing Russia in-
to a deep recession (U.S. Department of State, 2019). Russia, however, is still 
considered a “major economic power” with 12th Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 
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worldwide, and despite the recession, Russia “remained rather stable in terms of 
its competitiveness” (Panarina, 2020: p. 3). Russians are proud of their heritage 
and appreciate when, during business conversations, subjects about Russian 
history or culture are being brought up by foreign negotiators (Panarina, 2020). 
In the negotiations, Russians tend to act like they have nothing to lose, but they 
like to be seen as equal to Westerners and tend to live up to contractual obliga-
tions (Meerts, 2009). Russians pay special attention to the way foreigners speak, 
and negotiators should attempt to speak with Russians in “a calm, moderate tone 
of voice” (Panarina, 2020: p. 13), even if Russian negotiators use the threat of 
force, try to push their partner to compromise or show agitation or even intro-
duce inducement (Meerts, 2009). 

3.3. Poland-Russia 

Russian and Polish cultures share a similar ethnicity, language, and communist past, 
however, Russian culture is East oriented and heavily influenced by Orthodox Chris-
tianity, while Polish culture is under the influence of Catholicism and is culturally 
West-leaning (Gerstein, Slobodskaya, Zylicz, Gosztyla, & Nakagawa, 2010). 

At first glance, communication between Russian and Poles seems fairly easy, 
as Slavic languages are similar in basic vocabulary, phonology, morphology and 
syntax (Fisher, Jargova, Stenger, Avhustinova, Klakow, & Mart, 2016). Poles and 
Russians, however, do not belong to the same Slavic family group: The Polish 
language uses the Latin script and belongs to the West Slavic language family, 
while Russian uses the Cyrillic script and belongs to East Slavic languages 
(Fisher, Jargova, Stenger, Avhustinova, Klakow, & Mart, 2016). Further, Poland 
and Russian differ in how the nations view being Slavic (Lakomy, 2011; Meller, 
2007). For Russians, Slavic is a political term, and being Slavic means that other 
Slavs accept the political dominance of Russia, whereas for Poles being Slavic 
means belonging to a particular ethnical group (Lakomy, 2011; Meller, 2007). 
According to participants in a study of L1-Based Strategies In Learning The 
Grammar of L2 English And L3 Russian, some, if not all, of the grammatical 
structures of the Russian and Polish languages are so similar that there is little to 
learn in that regard (with L1 being the speaker’s first language, L2 second lan-
guage, and L3 third spoken language) (Wach, 2016). The linguistic similarities, 
however, can lead to variety of mistakes or misunderstandings when learners 
copy Polish structures and apply them to Russian because the languages, though 
similar, still have significant differences, and relying on any native language may 
disturb the process of thinking in foreign language (Wach, 2016). Verbal and 
nonverbal communication may lead to difficulties in understanding even if par-
ties think they speak the same language (Craver, 2014). When communicating in 
English, Poles and Russians should use clear and concise language, and refrain 
from using idioms or slangs to avoid misunderstandings (Qu, 2015). There are 
non-verbal differences between the countries that negotiators should be mindful 
of, for example, Poles hold a closed fist and thumbs up to wish others good luck, 
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touching one’s nose with the index finger means that something is a lie or a joke, 
and keeping eye contact is a sign that someone is honest (Laroche & Morey, 
2002). In both Russia and Poland, it is impolite to talk to someone while keeping 
one’s hands in the pockets or chewing gum during conversations, and it is better 
to avoid smiling to strangers; usually most people “wear sober expressions” 
(Laroche & Morey, 2002: p. 87). Additionally, in Russia in is impolite to keep 
one’s arms folded across the chest (Laroche & Morey, 2002). 

Russia and Poland do not share similar religious beliefs; Poland is predomi-
nantly Roman Catholic, whereas in Russia, Orthodox Christianity is the predo-
minant religion (Panarina, 2020). Throughout history, Poles used religion as a 
source of unity and identity to protect themselves from non-Roman Catholic in-
truders (Lewis, 2006). Since medieval times, Poles believed that they had a mis-
sion to defend Christianity against the neighboring Russians, viewed by Poles as 
“barbarous hordes spilling over the Russian Steppes and attempting to subjugate 
Europe” (Lewis, 2006: p. 283). Eventually, Polish religious beliefs turned to 
strong defensive nationalism (Lewis, 2006). Under communism, states com-
monly targeted religion in an attempt to replace it with atheism (Panarina, 
2020). Even though communist governments similarly oppressed religious be-
liefs in Russia and Poland, the nations responded differently (Panarina, 2020). 
When the Orthodox Church was subject to political power, it did not oppose it 
(Kosuda, 2007). In contrast, the Catholic Church in Poland was, for the most 
part, independent from political power and played a role though schools and 
theological literature in shaping Poles’ cultural lives (Kosuda, 2007). There are 
significant differences in how the churches in Russia and Poland were educating 
people; where the Catholic church in Poland emphasized the didactic aspect of 
religion by creating schools, the Orthodox Church in Russia did not have a di-
dactic role, and did not teach through books but rather through examples 
(Kosuda, 2007). Nowadays, there is more religious diversity in Russia than in 
Poland, and Russian religious beliefs include both Christianity and Islam, whe-
reas the majority of Poles are religiously homogeneous (Gerstein et al., 2010). Reli-
gious beliefs may affect negotiation and be the underlying reasons for a party’s in-
terest (Blankley, 2013). The negotiators must be mindful that some of the foreign 
negotiators may only come to a negotiated agreement if the agreements are aligned 
with the negotiators’ moral or religious beliefs (Blankley, 2013). These religious or 
moral principles may predominate the interest of the parties, for example, an owner 
of domesticated animals who believes that it is inherently wrong to consume meat 
may be not willing to sell their animals for slaughter (Blankley, 2013). 

The relationship between Poland and Russia was difficult and turbulent from 
the beginning of the existence of the states (Kosuda, 2007) due to different stra-
tegic interests of the countries based on geographical location, cultural and eco-
nomic realities, overall safety, and ethical differences (Lakomy, 2011). In the year 
966 Russia was Christianized through the Byzantine Empire, while Poland un-
derwent Western means of Christianization, and this difference in Christianiza-
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tion laid the foundation for two contrary views of the world (Kosuda, 2007). 
Even the aspect of political ruling was different between the nations; while in 
Russia violent murders of tsars were normalized, in Poland, there was no “bloo-
dy struggle” for power (Kosuda, 2007: p. 9). Both Poles and Russian also devel-
oped unique concepts of Messianism that made the cultures collide more 
(Kosuda, 2007). While Polish Messianism was concerned with protecting the 
values and norms of Western culture, Russian Messianism was based on Byzan-
tine values and protecting Orthodox ideology (Kosuda, 2007). Further, Poland 
experienced 123 years of partition between the Russian Empire, Kingdom of 
Prussia and Habsburg Austria (Korzeniowski, 2014). Poland always fought to 
establish a strong central government and fought for independence throughout 
its history (Krzywda, 2017), and Poles, as the most Westernized of all Slavs, 
turned to the West for help (Lewis, 2006). Between 1947 and 1989, Poland ap-
peared to exist as a sovereign country; in reality, it was no more than a “pro-
longed arm of Soviet Union” (Kosuda, 2007: p. 17). The relation between Poland 
and Russia became more tense post-1989 after the Polish transition to democra-
cy (Kosuda, 2007). The relation between the nations worsened still after the Rus-
sian annexation of Crimea in 2014 (Mix, 2016), because many Poles fear that 
Russia is still a real danger to Poland (Kabzińska, 2011). 

Currently, different perceptions of history contribute to further conflicts be-
tween the nations (Konarska, 2013). For instance, Poles view themselves as su-
perior to Russians due to their perception of belonging to Western European 
culture (Konarska, 2013) while Russians only respect strong countries that fight 
for their interest, and do not see Poland as an equal partner (Kabzińska, 2011). 
At the same time, Russophobia is common in Poland and “Poles ascribe to 
themselves a moral, religious, and cultural superiority over their Russian coun-
terparts” (Uscilowicz, 2008: p. 6). Nowadays, Russians accept both authoritarian 
and democratic values and perceive its political system neither as democratic nor 
as authoritarian (Hale, 2011). Consequently, Poland chose as a part of its foreign 
policy to align its interest with the United States and not with Russia (Kosuda, 
2007). The way the countries interact with each other may translate into busi-
ness negotiations. The negotiators should be mindful that Poles tend to speak 
softly and never appreciate when, during conversation, business partners raise 
their voice (Katz, 2007). Moreover, Poles are friendly only when they are treated 
well, but react strongly when they think they are mistreated, and this is when 
Poles may feel it justified to become aggressive (Lewis, 2006). Even though Rus-
sians prefer if foreigners abstain from aggressive behavior (Panarina, 2020), Rus-
sian negotiators are willing to achieve their goals by “agitation, bribery, induce-
ments, or any other number of things” (Meerts, 2009: p. 20). Business relation-
ships in Russia are based on personal relationships (Panarina, 2020) and it is 
important for the negotiators to remember that developing personal relation-
ships between negotiators “can often achieve miracles in cases of apparent offi-
cial deadlock” (Lewis, 2006). 
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Table 2. Language, religion, and history in the United States, Poland and Russia. 

 The U.S. Poland Russia 

Language 

No official language 
English 78.2%, Spanish 13.4%, Chinese 1.1%, 
Other 7.3% (Central Intelligence Agency, 
2020). 

Official language: 
Polish 98.2%, 
Silesian 1.4%, 
Other 1.1%, unspecified 1.3% 
(Central Intelligence Agency, 2020). 

Official language: 
Russian 85.7%, 
Tatar 3.2%, 
Chechen 1%, 
Other 10.1% 
(Central Intelligence Agency, 2020). 

Religion 

Christian 70.6% 
(Protestant 46.5%, 
Roman Catholic 20.8%), 
Jewish 1.9%, 
Mormon 1.6%, other Christian 0.9%, 
Muslim 0.9%, 
Jehovah’s Witness 0.8%, 
Buddhist 0.7%, 
Hindu 0.7%, 
Other 1.8%, 
Unaffiliated 22.8% (Central Intelligence 
Agency, 2020). 

85.9% Roman Catholic, 
Other catholic 3%, 
Orthodox 1.3%, Protestant 0.4%, 
Other 0.4% (Central Intelligence 
Agency, 2020). 

71% Orthodox Christians, 
Muslim 10%-15%, 
Other Christian 2% (Central Intelligence 
Agency, 2020). 

History 

1776, British colonies recognized as the 
United States of America; 
1783, Treaty of Paris; 
19th-20th century, 37 more states added to the 
original 13; 
1861-1865, Civil War; 
1930, the Great Depression; 
Victories in World War I and World War II; 
1947-1991, the Cold War; 
The U.S. remains the most powerful nation 
state (Central Intelligence Agency, 2020). 

State began around 10th century; 
16th century, Polish-Lithuanian 
Commonwealth ruling; 
1772-1975, partition of Poland between 
Prussia, Austria, and Russia; 
1918, regaining independence; 
World War II, attacked by Germany and 
Russia; 
Under Soviet influence until free election 
in 1989; 
1999, joined NATO; 
2004, joined EU (Central Intelligence 
Agency, 2020). 

Founded in 12th century after 200 years of 
Mongol domination; 
17th century, Romanov Dynasty; 
1904-1905, defeat in Russo-Japanese War; 
1905, Revolution; 
1917, overthrow of Romanov dynasty, 
forming USSR; 
1928-1953, Stalin rule; 
1983-1945, defeating Germany, and 
expending influence on Eastern 
European countries; 
1947-1991, the Cold War; 
1985-1991, Gorbachev, glasnost, and 
perestroika, led to: 
1991, dissolution of USSR into Russia 
and 14 other states; 
1991-1999, President Yeltsin, political 
and economic turmoil; 
2000-present, authoritarian state under 
President Putin (Central Intelligence 
Agency, 2020). 

4. Legal System, Ethics, Values, Customs, Bribery 

Different historical traditions result in “diverse legal and institutional frame-
works,” such as governance and educational systems (Rozkwitalska et al., 2017: 
p. 55), and knowing the history of the negotiating partner’s country may be 
helpful in negotiation (Blankley, 2013). Justice may be based on agreed upon 
standards of behavior and sometimes based on ethics, and this is why people 
from different cultures have different views on what justice is (Blankley, 2013). 
In cross-cultural settings with different legal systems or standards, negotiators 
may be exposed to corruption or bribery that may test the negotiator’s ethics 
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(Blankley, 2013). Negotiators should understand their ethical standards to avoid 
surprise or “surpassing boundaries that [they] thought were inherently estab-
lished” (Blankley, 2013: p. 118). The best way to prepare is to acknowledge the 
possibility of entering a negotiation with someone whose ethics differ, and estab-
lishing a standard—the ethical bottom line (Blankley, 2013). 

4.1. U.S.-Poland 

Poland has a civil law system with judicial review of legislative, administrative, 
and other governmental actions (Central Intelligence Agency, 2020). In Poland, 
the Constitutional Tribunal may review the Supreme Court’s rulings, is inde-
pendent from legislative and executive powers, and its rulings are final (Central 
Intelligence Agency, 2020). Countries’ current and past legal systems can shape 
their negotiators’ ethics, and in Poland, the communist regime shaped ethics 
with effects that are still observable (Blankley, 2013). For example, the Polish 
community in Chicago observed that perceptions of ethics differ between recent 
Polish immigrants compared to Polish-Americans citizens (Blankley, 2013). 
Polish-Americans, judging the ethics of new immigrants by the role of the gov-
ernment in Poland during communism, often believe that the recent immigrants 
do not want to find any work, have no work ethics, and instead rely on benefits 
and have an expectation that they should rightfully receive it (Blankley, 2013). In 
fact, Poland experienced chronic and systematic corruption and struggled to 
“design and implement anti-corruption strategies that can reverse or control 
these negative trends, in close coordination with host governments” (Lyons & 
Khadiagala, 2010: p. 22). Corruption is a behavior that is not ethically, morally, 
or legally correct in Western countries (Brett, 2014). A major manifestation of 
corruption in the world’s society is bribery, and it tends to appear where “the 
rule of law is not clearly elaborated and public officials have wide authority to 
act” (Mendelsohn, 2015: p. 188). In many Eastern European countries, bribery is 
viewed as nothing more than “tipping” or “a reward for services rendered” 
(Laroche & Morey, 2002: p. 85), whereas in the U.S. it is unlawful to bribe for-
eign official as stated in the U.S. Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA) of 1977 
(Brett, 2014), we provide more information on these topics below and as shown 
in Table 3. Moreover, bribery is defined in the U.S. by law in a specific manner 
to ensure its broad reach (Brett, 2014). For the last 20 years, fighting corruption 
was a priority in Poland with laws enacted to aid the cause, like the An-
ti-Corruption Act of 1997 (Mendelsohn, 2015), and Poland became a member of 
the Convention on Combating Bribery in International Business Transactions 
(OECD), joining 38 other countries, including the U.S. (Brett, 2014). The Polish 
Criminal Code provides “criminal liability both for the person accepting a bribe 
and for the person offering it” (Mendelsohn, 2015: p. 182). Similar to the U.S., 
possible criminal penalties extend to business for accepting, giving, or demand-
ing bribes for personal benefit (Mendelsohn, 2015). In spite of all the efforts to 
address bribery, in 2014 only 16 people were convicted of bribery in Poland 
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(Mendelsohn, 2015). Furthermore, what the U.S. negotiators may regard as bri-
bery will be no more than a nice gift for Poles (Katz, 2007). The policies of U.S. 
companies have to be explained clearly to the counter partners to avoid any fu-
ture ambiguities, and it is never desirable to call the local customs unethical 
(Katz, 2007). According to Transparency International Corruption Index, Pol-
and ranks 41 out of 180 (its position relative to other countries), with a perceived 
corruption level of 58 out of 100 (100 being very clean), as compared with the 
United States ranking 23 out of 180 with a perceived corruption level 69 out of 
100 (Transparency International, 2019). 

Poland is more relationship-oriented (Rozkwitalska et al., 2017) than the U.S. 
Ethnic differences between populations, environmental factors, and parent-child 
interaction can all contribute to the development of cross-cultural differences 
(Gerstein et al., 2010). Americans most value independence, self-reliance and 
individualism (Rose et al., 2014), whereas Poles are less individualistic (Katz, 
2007), more family-oriented; it is common for example for parents to kiss their 
children until they are adults (Lewis, 2006). Poles like to socialize and drink al-
cohol with people that have a strong sense of humor (Lewis, 2006); they are even 
perceived by other Slavs as the most unserious, of all Slavs (Wolski, 2016). It is 
always desirable to share a few drinks with Poles to establish relationships 
(Lewis, 2006) while complementing Poles on their lavish hospitability (Katz, 
2007). Bringing flowers for women is also generally appreciated, unwrapping the 
paper around the flowers before giving it to women speaks of good manners and 
respect (Laroche & Morey, 2002). Roses should be avoided because they sym-
bolize love, as well as chrysanthemums, which are reserved for funerals (Laroche 
& Morey, 2002). Flowers should not be given in an even number, as that is also 
reserved for funerals, and the unlucky number 13 should be avoided (Laroche & 
Morey, 2002). Americans are used to carrying flowers downward, whereas Eu-
ropeans always carry flowers upward, thus giving flowers facing down is gener-
ally in poor taste (Laroche & Morey, 2002). Poles tend to have relatively large 
personal spaces of 40 centimeters (Wolski, 2016), and any physical contact be-
tween strangers is rare and rather unwelcome (Katz, 2007). Even though physi-
cal contact between strangers is inappropriate, it is desirable to keep frequent eye 
contact without staring (Katz, 2007), and it is typically in good taste to kiss 
women on the hand and male acquaintances on both cheeks (Lewis, 2006). It is 
never appropriate, however, to smile to strangers (Laroche & Morey, 2002). The 
U.S. has a rather informal culture and Americans establish first-name relation-
ship with strangers (Craver, 2014). This may, however, offend Poles that find it 
disrespectful unless someone is their close friend or a family member (Hall & 
Hall, 1989). In most European countries, it is improper to address strangers by 
their first name, and the U.S. negotiators should wait until they are asked several 
times to address someone by their first name (Craver, 2014). In Poland, guests 
are always asked to come in (Qu, 2015), and not letting guests into the house 
shows bad manners and is disrespectful. This differs from the U.S., where guests 
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are often left waiting in front of the door (Qu, 2015). 

4.2. U.S.-Russia 

Similar to Poland, Russia has a civil legal system based on legislation as the 
source of law (Henegan, Smith, & Butler, 2019). Both Russia and the U.S. have a 
three-branch government, but in the U.S. each branch has authority that serves 
as a check on the other two branches (Henegan et al., 2019). By contrast, in Rus-
sia, the Constitution provides separation of power, but the president has the 
power to dismiss the government or dissolve the State in Duma (Konyushkevich, 
Rubashevskiy, & Bazurin, 2019). Crime is of concern in Russia, and Westerners 
should not show off their wealth in public because they can become a target for 
organized crime (Laroche & Morey, 2002). It is desirable to make a copy of 
passports or credit cards in case of theft (Laroche & Morey, 2002). There is a 
significant difference between perceptions of corruption in the U.S. and Russia. 
In 1977, the U.S. enacted the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA), which 
made it unlawful to bribe a foreign official, defining bribery as the intent to pro-
vide a gift in the attempt of keeping or gaining new business; a gift itself can be 
defined as money, or tips (Brett, 2014). In Eastern Europe, however, including 
Poland, bribery is pervasive (Brett, 2014) and Russian officials may expect to re-
ceive bribes (Spector, 2008). Bribes are not limited to officials and can also be 
offered by regular citizens to speed up administrative processes, like the process 
of issuing a driver’s license or getting admissions to schools (Spector, 2008). 
Corruption usually prevails where the “rule of law is not clearly elaborated,” in 
countries where officials are not accountable to the public, wages are not livable, 
the corresponding punishment is light, and public officials have broad discretion 
to receive benefits without the risk of being caught (Spector, 2008: p. 3). In Rus-
sia between 2007-2011, despite the efforts to combat corruption, corruption ap-
peared to be rising (Goel & Jo, 2012). According to Transparency International, 
Russia ranks 137 out of 180 (position relative to other countries) with a per-
ceived corruption level of 28 out of 100 (low number corresponding to higher 
corruption), compared with the United States, which ranks 23 out of 180 with a 
perceived corruption level 69 out of 100 (Transparency International, 2019). 
Russians prefer personal rather than business-oriented favors (Lewis, 2006), and 
giving or receiving gifts, which is normalized in Russia, can help to develop ge-
nuine relationships with Russian partners (Panarina, 2020). 

The U.S. negotiators must be approachable and understand that Russians 
open up slowly, and are a bit reserved at first (Panarina, 2020). It is desirable to 
have meals with Russian to develop a friendship (Panarina, 2020). Before having 
a meal with Russians, the U.S negotiators should be aware of the different 
drinking habits in Russia (Schweitzer & Kerr, 2000). Even though the U.S. nego-
tiators are usually familiar with alcohol consumption and its effect on negotia-
tions, they need to be mindful that “the relationship between alcohol and nego-
tiations is complicated by the fact that alcohol operates differently at different 
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quantity levels and different stages of the negotiation process” (Schweitzer & 
Gomberg, 2001: p. 2096). Often, business people may not recognize they are 
substantially under the influence of alcohol; for example, in 1979, during an 
arms control negotiation between the Soviet Union and the U.S., senior generals 
revealed secrets after drinking heavily with Soviets (Schweitzer & Gomberg, 
2001). Russians commonly use steam baths as places for a social gathering to 
build a more open and personal relationship with their business partners 
(Schweitzer & Kerr, 2000). Alcohol tolerance increases with practice, thus nego-
tiators that are accustomed to drink more gain an advantage when the negotia-
tions include alcohol (Schweitzer & Gomberg, 2001). Especially in a steam baths 
setting, vodka consumption is common and expected, and the U.S. negotiators 
should be mindful that “the combination of alcohol and dehydration from the 
heat can be especially debilitating” (Schweitzer & Kerr, 2000: p. 52). The U.S. 
negotiators are encouraged to evaluate their alcohol tolerance before entering 
negotiations with partners that are regular drinkers; otherwise, they may put 
themselves at a disadvantage (Schweitzer & Kerr, 2000). In Russia, alcohol is 
more commonly present in social settings than it is in the U.S., and Russians 
may initiate negotiation with drinking because it symbolizes a commitment to a 
successful outcome (Schweitzer & Kerr, 2000). The U.S. negotiators may be sur-
prised that Russians start drinking in the beginning of the negotiation rather 
than towards the end; it can also be a strategy in negotiation to gain an advan-
tage over the outcome particularly because Russians have a reputation for being 
heavy drinkers (Schweitzer & Gomberg, 2001). Usually, once Russians open a 
bottle of vodka, they will often feel they need to finish it (Schweitzer & Kerr, 
2000). In Russia, there is always a reason to drink more, and each of the toasts 
performed may have a different meaning: “The first toast will customarily be to 
the meeting, the second to the host, and additional toasts may be made to the 
partnership or cooperation in general” (Schweitzer & Kerr, 2000: p. 55). Nego-
tiators do not always consume alcohol to get an advantage over their negotiating 
partners; they often drink simply to relax (Schweitzer & Kerr, 2000). 

The business culture in Russia has changed since the Soviet era, and Russians 
now recognize cultural differences and that drinking vodka is not as common in 
other countries; therefore Russians may choose to go for lunch with foreigners 
without drinking at all (Smirnova, 2013). The U.S. negotiators should remain 
friendly even if Russians are hot-tempered or even when Russians threaten to 
end the meeting in the attempt to persuade the negotiators to their own terms 
(Panarina, 2020). Russian employees respect hierarchy, such as “age, rank, and 
protocol,” and do not address managers in public because it would undermine 
their authority (Panarina, 2020: p. 1). Instead, to develop friendly relations and 
common ground with Russians, the U.S. negotiators should often indicate their 
distrust of blind authority, because when Russian like their partners, they will 
“conspire” with them to “beat the system” (Lewis, 2006: p. 377). People from the 
U.S. “excel in small talk,” which may collide with Russians’ preference to have 
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deeper conversations; Russians are deal-oriented, and may also perceive small 
talks as not genuine (Lewis, 2006: p. 88). 

4.3. Poland-Russia 

Russia and Poland have a continental legal system based on civil law tradition 
(Konyushkevich et al., 2019). To become a member of the European Union, 
Poland had to adjust its regulation to effectively fight corruption (Kalikh, 2010). 
Despite the efforts, Poles perceive themselves as living in a highly corrupted 
country (Kalikh, 2010). As in Russia, corruption in Poland is a permanent ele-
ment of life (Kalikh, 2010). According to a poll of the Public Opinion Research 
Center, 83% of Poles believe that corruption in Poland is a significant or very 
significant issue (Kalikh, 2010). Russia and Poland experience similar issues with 
corruption and bribery based on the similar post-Soviet economic backgrounds 
(Kalikh, 2010). While Poland is more successfully tackling corruption than is 
Russia, corruption in Russia in recent years grew and the issue became a ‘syste-
matic’ problem partially because Russian legislation for a long time did not even 
provide a definition of corruption (Kalikh, 2010). In Russia, corruption is nor-
malized, and according to polls, one out of three Russians consider bribery as a 
solution to best achieve a positive outcome for their issue (Kalikh, 2010). Simi-
larly, many Poles do not view minor monetary compensation as bribery, and ra-
ther as something that helps them “getting a job done” (Katz, 2007: p. 4). 

The tradition of drinking vodka is similar in Poland and Russia. Poland and 
Russia have been producing vodka since the 16th century (Wolska, 2001). Poles 
and Russian consume alcohol during business meetings to establish a relation-
ship, and it is a signal for one another that they want to do business together 
(Katz, 2007). In both Russian and Polish cultures, drinking is “equated with 
openness and candor,” and if someone refrains from drinking, the person ap-
pears suspicious and not to be trusted (Schweitzer & Kerr, 2000: p. 53). Bringing a 
bottle of vodka and wrapped chocolate as a gift is appreciated by both men and 
women (Laroche & Morey, 2002). Both Poles and Russians prefer to have longer, 
more meaningful conversations rather than small talk, of which they are not fond 
(Lewis, 2006). Sitting down by Poles or Russians, talking, and drinking helps to es-
tablish trust, and ensure positive outcomes of potential negotiations (Lewis, 2006). 

While Poles value family, health, honesty, quiet life, career, faith, friendships 
and respect of others (Public Opinion Research Center, 2010), Russians most 
value respect for the elderly, family, patriotism, and carrying for children until 
they become independent (Panarina, 2020). The core values of Russian culture 
consist of friendship, spirituality, creativity, perseverance, but also fatalism 
(Panarina, 2020). The relationships between people are essential for Russians 
because “the interests of the community are above personal interests, and there-
fore personal plans, purposes, and interests are so easily suppressed” (Rose et al., 
2014: p. 464). Russian like to keep a personal space of 20 - 30 centimeters, which 
is nearly half of the Poles’ personal space (Wolski, 2016). 
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Table 3. Legal systems, bribery and ethics in the United States, Poland, and Russia. 

 U.S. Poland Russia 

Legal system Common law federal and state (except 
Louisiana) 

Civil law system Civil law system 

Bribery 1977, Foreign Practices Act (FCPA), made 
unlawful to bribe officials by U.S. citizens, and 
certain foreigners (Brett, 2014).  
 
United States v. Hoskins, 902 F.3d. 69 (2d Cir. 
2018), the Court held that a foreigner that had 
never visited the U.S. cannot be liable for 
violating FCPA due to territorial limitations.  

For the last 20 years fighting corruption was 
a priority in Poland. 
 
1977, Anti-corruption Act of 1997, passed to 
aid corruption (Mendelsohn, 2015).  
 
Polish Criminal Code provides “criminal 
liability both for the person accepting a 
bribe and for the person offering it” 
(Mendelsohn, 2015).  
 
Possible criminal penalties extend to 
business for accepting, giving or demanding 
bribes for personal benefit (Mendelsohn, 
2015).  

Bribes demanded by officials more 
frequently than being offered by 
citizens (Spector, 2008).  
 
In Russia, despite the efforts to fight 
corruption the situation recently 
worsened (Goel & Jo, 2012). 

Ethics/values (1) Egalitarianism and equality,  
(2) Privacy and independence, 
(3) Competition and free-enterprise,  
(4) Honesty, openness and directness, 
(5) Informality,  
(6) Individualism, 
(7) Personal control over the environment, 
(8) Change and mobility, 
(9) Materialism, 
(10) Practicality, 
(11) Action and work orientation, 
(12) Future orientation, 
(13) Time control (Kohls, 1988).  

Poles value the most family and health.  
 
Poles also value respect from others faith, 
career, and quiet life 
(Public Opinion Research Center, 2010).  

The 5 most important values in 
Russian culture are: 
(1) Friendship  
(2)Warm-heartedness valuing deeper 
emotions over materialism 
(3) Innovation in problem solving  
(4)Fatalism, believing that individuals 
have little control over their lives 
(5) Persistence (Panarina, 2020). 
 
Russians also value family life; having 
children, respect for the elderly; 
 
Patriotism, and sense of humor 
(Panarina, 2020). 

5. Trust Perceptions 

Poles and Russians are generally distrustful of foreigners and “want to do busi-
ness only with those they like and trust” (Katz, 2007: p. 1). The distrust affects 
perceptions and the manner in which they view each other. In the 20th century, 
Poles believed that a true patriot should never attempt to make any agreements 
with Russians because Russians’ motivations are always concerned with strip-
ping Poland of its independence (Konarska, 2013). Russians were and are per-
ceived as liars, occupants (Mazurkiewicz, 2015), and wild, barbaric, cruel drun-
kards (Konarska, 2013), we provide more details about the issues below and as 
shown in Table 4. Russians, on the other hand, view Poland as an unhappy, ar-
rogant nation with a false perception of superiority (Konarska, 2013). The per-
ceptions of both nations are rooted in history, when Poles often conspired  
against Russians, had never felt defeated by them, and dreamt of rebuilding 
Poland (Konarska, 2013). Russians do not appreciate that Poles cannot be happy 
with what they have and view Poles as a nation of dissatisfied people that always 
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demanding something better (Konarska, 2013). According to 2014 research 
conducted by the Polish-Russian Center for Dialog and Communication, 82% of 
Polish participants viewed Russia’s relation toward Poland as either unfriendly 
or very unfriendly, while 85% of Poles viewed the U.S. politics toward Poland as 
friendly or very friendly (Mazurkiewicz, 2015). Further, 75% of Polish respon-
dents viewed Russia as undemocratic, and 75% perceived Russia as untrustwor-
thy (Mazurkiewicz, 2015). At the same time, 66% of Russian respondents viewed 
Poland as unfriendly toward the Russian Federation as compared to 89% who 
viewed the U.S. as unfriendly toward the Russian Federation (Mazurkiewicz, 
2015). Russians rate the unfriendliness of U.S. citizens and Poles at 58% and 43% 
respectively (Mazurkiewicz, 2015). Moreover, 14% of Polish respondents be-
lieved that the U.S. is the most fitting nation with which to have an honest con-
versation, whereas 27% view Russia as least fitting (Mazurkiewicz, 2015). 

Poles endured two world wars, the partitioning of Poland, and communist re-
gime, and during that time Poland did not have the “proper conditions to de-
velop international trade and that is why does not have a strong tradition in ne-
gotiation,” and this is why Poles are distrustful of non-Polish negotiation part-
ners (Chmielecki & Sulkowski, 2014: p. 54). Additionally, the distrust is based on 
the early history of Poland, when the nation was occupied and seized by many 
powers (Katz, 2007). Poles living in the Eastern part of Poland were influenced 
by the values of the Russian Empire, and tend to be more distrusting than Poles 
from the Western part, who are also “better predisposed to democracy than in-
habitants of former Russian and Recovered Territories” (Korzeniowski, 2014: p. 
51). In studies conducted in 2014, 74% of Polish respondents believed people have 
to be careful in trusting others, whereas only 23% of respondents believed they 
could trust people (Chmielecki & Sulkowski, 2014). U.S. citizens, on the other 
hand, are more likely to trust foreigners (Gunia & Brett, 2011). The U.S. negotia-
tors need to be patient, as Poles are suspicious (Baranowski, 2016), and the process 
of developing trust and friendship by Poles may include many personal questions 
(Katz, 2007). Even though Poles seek personal contact with their negotiating part-
ners, they will maintain a distance with people they do not know (Baranowski, 
2016). Poles often listen to official directives with distrust and skepticism in an at-
tempt “to detect minor slights” (Lewis, 2006: p. 286), and newly developed trust is 
not always automatically granted and has to be renewed each meeting (Baranowski, 
2016). It is not desirable to bring a lawyer to a negotiation with Poles because it 
shows distrust (Katz, 2007). In the U.S., during business negotiation, the negotiators 
will usually stand two feet apart (Craver, 2014), while Poles prefer to stand three 
feet apart from a stranger and engage in indirect, quiet conversation (Katz, 2007). 
When Poles think they can trust their partners, they are not as guarded, and show 
emotions openly “to the point of bluntness” (Katz, 2007: p. 2). 

Russia, unlike the U.S., is a high-context culture with a low trust environment 
(Louneva, 2010). A high context culture refers to nations that share a long his-
tory of deeper connections, so “indirect communications are understood based 
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on a deeper level of understanding,” while low-context nations share few con-
nections, and because of that, “behaviors and communications need to be more 
direct and explicit” (Louneva, 2010: p. 4). At first, Russians tend to be suspicious 
and distrustful of foreigners and it takes time to build a trusting and open rela-
tionship (Balykina, 2015). To establish trust with Russians, the U.S. negotiators 
must form personal relationships, prioritize the relationship, remain patient, and 
focus “on top-down decision making” (Louneva, 2010: p. 7). Forming personal 
relationships with Russians is the most important aspect of a potentially suc-
cessful negotiation, and it is recommended that such a relationship should be 
developed in a less formal setting than a typical conference room, preferably in a 
local restaurant where negotiators can sit down and share a meal (Louneva, 
2010). The U.S. negotiators must expect to engage in a different process of nego-
tiation than in the U.S., and instead of starting the negotiation by discussing the 
details with the goal of ending up with a final agreement, they should first estab-
lish trust, and only then discuss the agreement, leaving the details for the end 
(Louneva, 2010: p. 8). Discussions with Russians are particularly difficult for a 
purely financially oriented negotiator because in Russia, “things are looked at an 
emotional level rather than what are facts, the consequences, and so on,” and 
this is why building trust with Russians is essential (Louneva, 2010: p. 8). 

 
Table 4. Stereotypes about trust regarding Americans, Poles, and Russians. 

 The U.S. Poland Russia 

Trust More likely to trust foreigners than 
members of other two countries. 

Generally distrustful of 
foreigners 

Generally distrustful of foreigners 

Stereotypes Views on Poles: 
 
Distrustful, and automatically assumes 
unethical behavior, 
 
Personal relations lead to commitment 
in professional life, 
 
Poles are hard to understand 
(Rozkwitalska et al., 2017).  
 
Views on Russians: 
 
The Russian “peasant-commune”, 
 
“Thinking alike and acting alike”, 
 
Impulsive and emotional, 
 
Depend on authority, 
 
Russian as a worker as elf-interested 
“brute”, 
 
Uncivilized (Tomi, 2001).  

Views on Russians: 
  
Liars and occupants 
(Mazurkiewicz, 2015), 
 
Wild, barbaric, and cruel 
drunkards (Konarska, 2013). 
 
Views on people from the U.S.: 
 
Trustworthy and honest 
(Mazurkiewcz, 2015).  
 

Views on Poles: 
 
Very unfriendly (Mazurkiewcz, 2015). 
 
Unhappy, arrogant nation with a false perception of its 
superiority (Konarska, 2013). 
 
Russian view on the people from the U.S.: 
 
Very unfriendly,  
 
The U.S. viewed as the most culturally incompatible with 
Russia, even more incompatible than China.  
 
The U.S. viewed as one of the most pathological countries 
known for drugs, corruption and alcohol (Mazurkiewcz, 
2015).  
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6. Gender Differences 

Gender differences in negotiation are often based on social norms; for example, 
women tend to perform as well as men if the item of negotiation is considered 
feminine, but worse than men if the item is masculine (Toosi, Mor, Semnani, & 
Philips, 2018). In the U.S., gender differences are visible in the income differen-
tial between women and men, with women being compensated less than men, 
and the “$1000 difference in starting salary [between women and men] could 
translate into about half a million dollars lost over the course of a career” (Toosi 
et al., 2018). Additionally, gender differences also vary by race, with studies sug-
gesting that white women get $81.3 for every dollar white men get, Asian women 
$74.8, and Asian men $95.8 (Toosi et al., 2018), we provide more information on 
these topics below and as shown in Table 5. 

In the 19th and 20th century, Polish men went to war while Polish women were 
left to take care of their family, and these circumstances led to the creation of the 
perception of the ideal woman: strictly devoted to her family, strong and selfless 
with no life of her own: “Matka Polka”—the Polish Mother (Wejnert & Djuma-
baeva, 2005). This glorified self-sacrifice was embodied in the communist system, 
where Polish women were portrayed as an active work force: miners, tractor 
drivers, or bricklayers (Wejnert & Djumabaeva, 2005). By the end of 1980, a 
more traditional model of mother-homemaker became predominant due to the 
influence of Catholic tradition (Wejnert & Djumabaeva, 2005). For decades, 
Polish women sacrificed their careers and individual aspirations for the needs 
for their families; however, democracy initiated the slow process of moving the 
desirable social order from patriarchy to egalitarianism (Wejnert & Djumabaeva, 
2005). Even though Poland signed the Convention on the Elimination of All 
Forms of Discrimination Against Women (“CEDAW”) in 1980, the Polish gov-
ernment has never “defined gender equality as a priority policy aim” (Warat, 
2014: p. 6). Instead, the Polish government viewed gender equality as proble-
matic, and supported family values or “natural/traditional gender roles” (Warat, 
2014: p. 6). The gap in gender inequalities was reduced when Poland joined the 
European Union in 2004 (Warat, 2014). In 2014, the CEDAW Committee sug-
gested that the Catholic Church contributes to degrading and downplaying im-
plementing gender equality in Poland; at the same time, the Catholic Church in 
Poland fought back and accused the EU of threatening traditional Polish family 
values (Warat, 2014). 

Business in Poland is not immune to gender differences, and women still 
struggle to obtain job positions with the same income or authority as men (Katz, 
2007). Women in Poland are usually better educated than men; yet earn less 
within every level of education (Goraus & Tyrowicz, 2014). Visiting foreign bu-
sinesswomen are encouraged to immediately establish their authority by empha-
sizing their company’s importance and the importance of their role (Katz, 2007). 
Finally, businesswomen are expected to show only a certain degree of assertive-
ness and confidence, but they should never appear aggressive or bold (Katz, 
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2007). At the same time, “[m]ale chivalry is a sign of good manners and should 
be graciously accepted,” and the hand-kissing of women by men should never be 
refused (Katz, 2007: p. 5). There is also a presumption in Poland that women 
should not be involved in politics because they are “emotional, have difficulties 
in making decisions, and [will] not be competitive or assertive (Warat, 2014: p. 
68). Violence against women is a serious concern in Poland, and for decades 
domestic violence was treated as a private matter “which should be dealt with at 
the level of the family, without noticing that it affected women to a greater ex-
tent than men” (Warat, 2014: p. 106). Violence for decades was not viewed as a 
political issue, and the state failed to protect its female citizens (Warat, 2014). 
Nowadays, Poland is close to achieving a gender-equal society, with a gender 
income gap currently at 8% as compared to 2005 when the gap was 25% 
(European Institute for Gender Equality, 2017). Poland is viewed as the closest 
Slavic nation to Western culture, and thus, Poland has more in common with 
France or other Western countries than with Russia, and it is easier for Wes-
terners to negotiate with Poles than with Russians based on their cultural simi-
larities (Baranowski, 2016). 

Russia has a highly patriarchal culture with polarized gender roles, and even 
business etiquette in Russia is gender oriented (Panarina, 2020). There are ste-
reotypes about women in Russia that make women less attractive as a workforce 
such as that “women’s labour force is less profitable and demands bigger in-
vestments than men’s” (Rimashevskaya, 2013). The gender segregation is visible 
in a job occupation’s “glass ceiling” that manifests through real and artificial 
barriers, “which exist in the form of prejudices and institutional bars and pre-
vent women from getting higher managerial positions” (Rimashevskaya, 2013: p. 
56). Gender differences also take a more subtle form and manifest as specific 
dress codes in the workplace, where Russian women are supposed to wear at-
tractive and feminine clothing in the office and are openly complimented by 
male co-workers, or receive “other gestures” from males when they do (Panarina, 
2020: p. 11), which could be potentially perceived as a harassment in the U.S. 
The gender oriented business in Russia is also visible in other situations, like 
where men are expected to cover a bill in a restaurant or help women carry their 
purses and hang coats (Panarina, 2020). Sexual harassment is more prevalent in 
Russia, and foreign women should be aware that if they go to hotel nightclubs 
and other drinking places, “plenty of men will assume [they] are prostitute[s]” 
(Laroche & Morey, 2002: p. 86). The gender inequality affects family dynamics, 
and women may lose their jobs and become servants of their husbands 
(Rimashevskaya, 2013). Women initiate around 70% of divorces in Russia, and 
many of the separations are caused by domestic violence (Rimashevskaya, 2013). 
Even though new trends and changes in recent years suggest that it is more de-
sirable to view negotiations as a collaborative process in cross-cultural settings 
“aimed at finding the best solution for everyone involved,” the traditional male 
traits of antagonism, assertiveness, and aggression usually are still the most de-
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sirable in a cross-cultural setting (Blankley, 2013: p. 78). U.S negotiators should 
always know their audience and know what values are preferred at the bargain-
ing table before implementing them (Blankley, 2013). 

 
Table 5. Differences in Gender between the United States, Poland, and Russia. 

 The U.S. Poland Russia 

Gender 
differences 

Gender differences visible in the income, 
 
Gender differences vary by race; studies suggest 
that white women get 81.3 for every dollar 
white men get, Asian women 74.8, while Asian 
men are paid 95.8 for every dollar a white man 
earns (Toosi et al., 2018).  

Change from patriarchy to egalitarianism  
(Wejnert & Djumabaeva, 2005).  
 
Gender differences in business; women struggle to 
obtain job positions with the same income or 
authority as men (Katz, 2007).  
 
Businesswomen are expected to show only a certain 
degree of assertiveness and confidence, but they 
should never appear aggressive or bold (Katz, 2007).  
 
Presumption that women should not be involved in 
politics because they are too emotional and not 
assertive (Warat, 2014).  
 
Violence against women (Warat, 2014).  
 
Women in Poland are usually better educated than 
men and earn less in every education category 
(Goraus &Tyrowicz, 2014). 

Highly patriarchal culture, 
 
Polarized gender roles; 
 
Traditionally family oriented 
(Panarina, 2020).  
 
Women are often servants to 
husbands (Rimashevskaya, 
2013) 
 
Business etiquette gender 
oriented  
 
Dress code (Panarina, 2020). 
 
Prevalent sexual harassment 
(Rimashevskaya, 2013). 

7. Negotiations Styles: Distributive or Integrative 

Distributive bargaining is concerned with “efforts to maximize gains and mi-
nimize losses within a ‘win-lose’ or self-gain orientation” (Baranowski, 2016: p. 
22; Putnam et al., 1990) by gaining an advantage over the negotiating party to 
obtain the largest proportion of available resources possible (Blankley, 2013). By 
contrast, integrative negotiation aims to reconcile the interests of both parties, 
reach joint benefits, or attain ‘win-win’ goals” (Baranowski, 2016; Putnam et al., 
1990) by expanding the available resources (Blankley, 2013). 

Russians prefer a distributive rather than integrative approach to negotiation 
(Roemer et al., 1999), and Russian negotiators are often viewed as inflexible, 
competitive, confrontational, uncompromising, and stubborn (Roemer et al., 
1999). This preference is based either on organizational and bureaucratic con-
straints of the communist past, or alternatively on the existing ethical system in 
Russia (Roemer et al., 1999). According to Lefebvre (1982: p. 7), people from the 
U.S. and Russians have different ethical systems, where individuals from the U.S. 
are governed by a “first ethical system,” in which individuals seek compromise 
to resolve disputes and prefer a problem-solving approach, whereas Russians are 
governed by the “second ethical system,” in which individuals “try either to  
create new conflicts or exacerbate existing ones with adversaries” (Roemer et al., 
1999: p. 46; Lefebvre, 1982). This hypothesis was presented to explain Russians’ 
“uncompromising” attitude, and based on an empirical study Lefebvre con-
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cluded that “[t]he majority of former Soviet citizens consider it acceptable to use 
bad means to achieve good goals … and … the majority of Americans disagree 
with this” (Roemer et al., 1999: p. 46; Lefebvre, 1982: p. 6). Although, Poles in-
itially appear highly adversarial and competitive, they usually value long-term 
relationships, engage in problem-solving processes, and like U.S negotiators, are 
interested in win-win solutions (Katz, 2007). Poles may engage in direct and ag-
gressive negotiating, but even then they are interested in a solution acceptable by 
both sides (Katz, 2007). 

8. Research Summary 

Approach to Negotiations. The primary framework we have relied on in craft-
ing this paper is the landmark work of Hofstede (1980b, 2000, 2011) to discuss 
cultural differences. His identification and reliance on Power Distance, Indivi-
dualism/Collectivism, Uncertainty Avoidance, and Masculinity/Feminity pro-
vide a useful perspective to identify important cultural differences among how 
negotiators differentially approach negotiations in Russia, the United States, and 
Poland. For example, Russia scores highest on Power Distance, Poland is in the 
middle of the group, and the U.S. is third (Hofstede, 2011). Therefore, Russian 
negotiators are more concerned with the perceived differences in society 
(Hofstede, 2011). The U.S. scores highest on Individualism/Collectivism, Poland 
is in the middle of this group, and Russia is third (Hofstede, 2011). Therefore, 
the U.S. negotiators must be mindful that in collectivist countries, relationships 
are more important than tasks (Baranowski, 2016). Russia scores highest on 
Uncertainty Avoidance, Poland is in the middle of the group with a score slightly 
lower than Russia, and the U.S. is third (Hofstede, 2011). Therefore, Russian and 
Polish negotiators tend to be more emotional and nervous in uncertain and am-
biguous situations, while the U.S. negotiators tend to be more calm and compet-
itive (Hofstede, 2011). The U.S. scores highest on Masculinity and Femininity, 
Poland is in the middle of the group with a score slightly lower than the U.S., 
and Russia is third (Hofstede, 2011). Therefore, the U.S. and Polish negotiators 
tend to be more assertive, while Russians, although feminine as a society, follow 
masculine principles in business (Balykina, 2015: p. 5). 

Behavioral Differences among Negotiators. These attitudinal differences 
express themselves differently when negotiators from the U.S., Poland, and Rus-
sia negotiate with each other. 

8.1. U.S.-Poland 

When negotiating with Poles, the U.S. negotiators should be mindful that Poles 
often like to use expressions and understatements that are difficult to translate 
(Rozkwitalska et al., 2017), possibly as an expression of in-group identification. 
Poles have difficulty trusting non-in-group members (i.e., close members of 
family or church communities, Rozkwitalska et al., 2017: p. 164), and the U.S 
negotiators should take care to avoid expressing affection for Russia or Russians 
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(Lewis, 2006: p. 287). Where Americans value independence, self-reliance, and 
individualism, Poles are more family-oriented (Katz, 2007). The U.S. negotiators 
should be mindful that Poles like to socialize and drink alcohol, and it is always 
desirable to share a few drinks with Poles to establish relationships (Lewis, 
2006). However, Poles have a relatively large personal space of 40 centimeters 
(Wolski, 2016), and physical contact between strangers is unwelcome (Katz, 
2007). In the U.S., during a business negotiation, the negotiators will usually 
stand two feet apart (Craver, 2014), while Poles prefer to stand three feet from a 
stranger and engage in indirect, quiet conversation (Katz, 2007). U.S negotiators 
must be mindful that it is improper to address strangers by their first name 
(Craver, 2014). It is not desirable to bring a lawyer to negotiate with Poles be-
cause it shows distrust (Katz, 2007). When Poles think they can trust their part-
ners, they are not as guarded, and show emotions openly “to the point of blunt-
ness” (Katz, 2007: p. 2). 

8.2. U.S.-Russia 

U.S. negotiators must be approachable and understand that Russians open up 
slowly (Panarina, 2020). Forming personal relationships with Russians is the 
most important aspect of a potentially successful negotiation, and it is recom-
mended that such a relationship should preferably be developed in a local res-
taurant where negotiators can sit down and share a meal (Louneva, 2010). Rus-
sians prefer personal rather than business-oriented favors (Lewis, 2006), and 
giving or receiving gifts can help to develop genuine relationships with Russian 
partners (Panarina, 2020). However, U.S. negotiators should be attentive to at-
tempts by Russians to use the threat of forceful attempts to extract concessions 
(Meerts, 2009). Businesswomen are expected to show a certain degree of asser-
tiveness and confidence, but should never appear aggressive or bold (Katz, 
2007). It is desirable to have meals with Russians to develop a friendship 
(Panarina, 2020). In Russia, alcohol is more commonly present in social, as well 
as some business, settings than it is in the U.S., and Russians may initiate nego-
tiations with drinking because it symbolizes a commitment to a successful out-
come (Schweitzer & Kerr, 2000). Negotiators with a high alcohol tolerance that 
may gain an advantage (or less of a disadvantage) with negotiations that include 
alcohol (Schweitzer & Gomberg, 2001). 

8.3. Poland-Russia 

When Polish negotiators engage with Russian partners, the Poles may view 
themselves as superior to Russians, while Russians may likewise view themselves 
as superior to the Poles (Kabzińska, 2011). Poles tend to speak softly during 
conversations, but become aggressive when they perceive mistreatment (Lewis, 
2006), while Russians negotiators are willing to achieve goals by agitation or in-
ducement (Meerts, 2009: p. 20). In Russia, corruption is normalized (Kalikh, 
2010). Similarly, many Poles do not view minor monetary compensation as bri-
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bery, and rather as something that helps them in “getting a job done” (Katz, 
2007: p. 4). In both Russian and Polish cultures, drinking is “equated with 
openness and candor,” and if someone refrains from drinking, the person ap-
pears suspicious and not to be trusted (Schweitzer & Kerr, 2000: p. 53). The ne-
gotiators should be attentive that Russians like to keep a personal space of 20-30 
centimeters, which is nearly half of the Poles’ personal space (Wolski, 2016). 

9. Conclusion 

In this paper, we have presented a guide for individuals negotiating with mem-
bers of the U.S., Poland, or Russia, whether those negotiators are from one of 
these three countries or from some other countries. We have grounded our 
practical guidance in research relating to cultural similarities and differences as 
identified by research. We believe this broad-based comparative guidance to be 
particularly useful to help identify cultural differences that may have not been 
previously overlooked. 
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