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INTRODUCTION

As part of INGSA’s INCLUSIVE1 project, this review looks to investigate the impact that language,
culture, and translation can have on policy negotiations as discussed within the international relations and
diplomacy literature. The review is structured around three research questions and undertakes a
qualitative and semi-systematic approach. The review draws from academic as well as “grey” literature
and includes representation from non-English literature including French and Polish. This approach
provides a broad survey of language, translation, and culture and how they are understood and addressed
in the context of international negotiations.

The first section provides insight on the question “what are the implications of language choice and
multilingualism in negotiation, looking at lingua franca(s), regional and minority languages?” Findings
opened-up a discussion about the politics of language, or of “language ideology,” and how language
choice can deeply impact the outcomes of negotiation. One key insight that emerged looked at what it
means to debate in the lingua franca, how that choice can affect the “coolness” of discussion, and when it
might be inappropriate to use a second language.

The second section focuses on the cultural aspect, addressing the question “what impact does “cultural
difference” have and how should it be considered in negotiation?” Results here provided a basis for
understanding how “culture” can impact negotiations, and the strategies that can be employed to mitigate
cultural friction and miscommunication. The literature, for instance, distinguished between various
“cultures of negotiation,” and how those can be understood in terms of general characteristics or by
in-depth and immersive cultural knowledge. These findings offer a roadmap for navigating cultural
differences, and developing a strategy tailored to the needs and means of negotiations.

The final section addresses translation itself, discussing the question “what bearing can translation and
interpreting have in negotiations, considering its technical or specialized aspects?” Here the literature
emphasizes the importance of translation as the basis for effective communication. Multiple examples
point to translations, and the translators, as making the difference between finding common ground and
conflict. Overall, this section indicates the need to prepare for translation when working across linguistic
and cultural divides.

The insights produced by this review underline both the importance of concepts like culture and language,
and how they can apply to policy dialogues and advice giving. These results also go a step further by
providing strategies for conducting multilingual and intercultural negotiations. While the scope of this
review was limited, it is clear that language culture and translation are crucial components in the
negotiation process, and that further consideration of these issues may prove fruitful.

1 INCLUSIVE project: The INfluence of Culture and LangUages on Science adVice in Europe
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METHODOLOGY

Research questions will be addressed by conducting a “systematic” literature review, defined as “a
specific methodology that locates existing studies, selects and evaluates contributions, analyses and
synthesises data, and reports the evidence in such a way that allows reasonably clear conclusions to be
reached about what is known and what is not known” (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009: 672). Within the field
of Political Science systematic literature reviews are a relatively new method, adopted from their original
application in clinical and health sciences (Dacombe, 2018). The systematic approach chosen for this
review builds on approaches found within recent articles from Political Science and Sociology (Attafa,
Renaud, De Paoli, 2020; Schwemmer & Wieczorek, 2020; Hunger & Paxton, 2022). This follows a
general methodological structure outlined in Dacombe (2018):

● Problem formulation. Clarifying the question(s) addressed by the review and preparing a
protocol governing the review process.

● Data collection. Literature searching and information gathering.

● Data evaluation. Exclusion of studies, quality assessment.

● Data analysis and interpretation. Interpreting the results of collected studies,
meta-analysis (where appropriate).

● Report preparation. Presentation of findings in a clear and accessible manner.

This general form will be further modified to fit the needs of this review where the priority is to provide
insight into the research questions presented rather than assessing the state of literature in general. The
review will focus on the qualitative interpretation of results, and on insights provided by selected
literature. This approach to the systematic review, which is not intended to be exhaustive, is considered a
“rapid review,” limited in scope but conforming to a set systematic protocol (Petticrew & Roberts, 2006).

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1) What are the implications of language choice and multilingualism in negotiation, looking at
lingua franca(s), regional and minority languages?

2) What impact does “cultural difference” have and how should it be considered in negotiation?

3) What bearing can translation and interpreting have in negotiations, considering its technical or
specialised aspects?

This review will centre around these three questions and will attempt to provide insight into how these
questions have been addressed, how they have been answered and whether there are useful lessons to be
taken from existing literature on relevant issues. The answers to these questions will be formatted in such
a way as to summarize recommendations from literature and provide illustrative case examples.
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The first question will focus on the perspective of the project and thus will emphasize results that
contribute insight to cases in Europe, with representation of the target languages of French and Polish.
The concept of negotiation is central to this question and will be viewed in the context of international
relations and diplomacy. More specifically this question will explore the significance and connotation of
language choice, in single cases but also more generally the potential impact that language choice can
have. This can apply to the use of lingua franca, multiple official languages, and minority languages, the
use of vernacular languages, the use of English, or Global English.

The second question will provide an overview of the roles which “culture” can play in the negotiation of
meaning and intra-cultural dialogue. “Culture” itself is a very broad category but this review will use a
narrow definition, looking specifically at pitfalls that may occur from insensitivity or ignorance of
custom, and of political and historical contexts. Specifically, these questions can provide insight into the
function of social taboos, norms, and values in dialogue and negotiation.

The third question, which is not as closely tied to specific geographical or lingual and cultural contexts,
will explore the need for expertise in the translation process itself. This will pertain to highly specialized
or technical issues, the importance of the translators and interpreters knowing the field, and the
importance of not only translating the words but effectively translating and conveying meaning.

DATA COLLECTION

The literature review search will be conducted looking for key words associated with the three research
question themes (language, culture, and translation). The challenge is to perform a literature search which,
while being relevant to the questions at hand, remains open and unbiased in view of particular schools of
thought or theories. To achieve this the search thread will remain more general, and the results will then
need to be further refined to exclude works that do not meet the evaluation criteria.

Research Question one search thread: Language - Multilingual - Negotiation - Diplomacy

Research Question two search thread: Culture Conflict - Negotiations - Diplomacy

Research Question three search thread: Translation - Diplomatic - Negotiations

This search will be conducted with a focus on the fields of Political Science, International Relations, and
20th century History. Springer, Scopus, and Google Scholar will be used to collect data as commonly
used databases in the relevant fields. Google Scholar will particularly contribute to the breadth of the
search and may be useful with non-English sources.
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DATA SCREENING AND EVALUATION

Screening will be based on abstracts, strict adherence to the scope of the research question will likely be
critical considering the generic terms of culture, language, and diplomacy. Preferred sources will be
peer-reviewed articles or books, though grey literature (NGOs, Think Tanks, Industry, Governments) may
also be considered. Books reviews will not be eligible. The research questions are not time sensitive and
will not discriminate based on the recency of publication if they fulfil the other criteria. Given the
qualitative nature of this review and the target fields of study, no discrimination will be made for small n
and anecdotal research.

RESULTS AND INTERPRETATIONS

Based on the result of literature searches and the subsequent screening process, literature will be classified
by its relevance to each of the three research questions. This analytical section will then extract key
themes which emerge from the literature and attempt to answer if not provide insight into the research
questions.
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RESULTS

817 articles were initially identified based on the search threads. In cases where search results were
ranked by relevance and impact but were otherwise open-ended searches (Google Scholar results show
for instance tens of thousands of results in order of decreasing relevance), the first 100 results were
screened for selection. Considering that this is a qualitative and non-exhaustive literature review only a
reasonable sample is required from each source. The results included limited representations from grey
literature but did find representation from both French and Polish literature for each question. The
incorporation of non-English literature also suggested the utilization of a general search engine, such as
Google Scholar, the functionality of which allows for searching in other languages.

From these 817 initial findings, 72 articles were selected in total. Articles 1-30 for question one, 31-58 for
question two and 59-72 for question three. These articles were selected in the first case owing to the
selection criteria but also by relevance to the questions and their contribution to the discussion of the
research questions. In this case that means referring specifically to interlingual or intercultural dialogue
and negotiations, added value was assigned if they approach these issues from the perspective of
diplomacy and international relations. This approach offered an impartial selection of literature, which
was not dominated by any school of thought or theoretical backing. The alternative method of “snowball”
sample, based on citations, would have risked a narrower perspective on the sum of work that addresses
these issues.

Overall, the search produced a substantial corpus of literature through this impartial selection process.
The selected literature was also able to provide a coherent and insightful response to the research
question, and while it may not be exhaustive it does provide a basis for further discussion and further
exploration of the issues.

DISCUSSIONS

RESEARCH QUESTION ONE

What are the implications of language choice and multilingualism in negotiation,
looking at lingua franca(s), regional and minority languages?

The literature revealed a wealth of information which can help provide insight into the first research
question. A common theme was the role of what political scientists and sociologists call “language
ideology” defined broadly as the “beliefs about language that are established in and shared by members of
a community” (10. De Malsche & Vandenbroucke, 2022; 11. McEntee-Atalianis & Vessey, 2022; 13.
Krzyżanowski & Wodak, 2011; 14. Estival & Pennycook, 2011). This definition can relate to the
perceptions of different languages, the importance of language issues, and the political function of
language, among others. The concept of language ideology underpins the categories or classifications of
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language considerations that emerged from the literature, those which will in turn have bearing on
discussion of the role and reception of language in negotiation.

- ENGLISH AS THE LINGUA FRANCA

A significant section of the literature was dedicated to the position of the English language internationally
and within the domain of negotiation. Conclusions vary on the appropriateness of using English as the
language of first choice, and at the very least the use of English must be context specific. The literature
does, however, outline several key characteristics that can help inform the decision to communicate in
English.

On the positive side, there were many arguments for the use of English as an “easy and cost effective”
(10. De Malsche & Vandenbroucke, 2022) medium of exchange, or as providing “equal footing” (24.
Grant, Maoz & Keysar, 2023) for negotiations. An illustrative example of this came from the EU
administration in Brussels where “Finns preferred to use English as they found that negotiating in
Swedish with the Swedes would put them in a disadvantaged position in terms of power while using
English offers neutral grounds” (9. Krizsán & Erkkilä, 2014). A second example further explained the
EU’s relation to English “this ‘rule’ is an unwritten agreement that in case of interpreters not being
available at a negotiation each speaker should present his or her contributions either in English or French,
but not in their mother tongue. That is, an English native speaker in this context is bound to use French
and a French speaker must perform in English” (9. Krizsán & Erkkilä, 2014).

Likewise, English has been described, in a non-native setting, as providing “emotional distance” and may
lead to “cooler heads” (24. Grant, Maoz & Keysar, 2023; 7. Ashraf, 2023) especially when discussing
topics that may provoke controversy. However, in this same analysis it was found that “hidden barriers”
can emerge from using the lingua franca “rendering proposals less palatable to the other side” (24. Grant,
Maoz & Keysar, 2023). In this context, debating issues that have an inherently “emotive” aspect, in the
lingua franca, can trigger backlash and even be construed as insulting.

This opened the discussion of the potential pitfalls of using English, and the contexts where the use of
English can negatively impact the outcome of discussion. The central concern regarding the use of
English is its perception as a “triumph of globalization and a loss of identity” (27. Gaboriaux, Raus,
Robert, & Vicari, 2022) and furthermore that English is not “neutral” but rather imposed (6. Hornberger,
2002) and benefits “natives” (30. Żelazny, 2010) at the expense of others (28. Marácz, 2015). Given this,
it is important to be aware of the historical and cultural context of the discussion or negotiation,
specifically the relation to the English language as the language of the oppressor or of imperialism.

- POWER DYNAMICS AND LANGUAGE

The concept of “language imperialism” (7. Ashraf, 2023) itself was a recurring theme in the literature
though this does not necessarily refer to English or the lingua franca. Instead, it relates to how specific
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languages can be associated with legacies of imperialism or of oppression, whether that be by external
powers or even internally by the ruling elite.

The case of Belgium illustrated this point where, as part of a “historical and protracted language struggle,
language remains a controversial topic and source of conflict in Belgian politics and society up to this day
(10. De Malsche & Vandenbroucke, 2022). Speaking about this case, another article provided an example
based on interviews that “If I am in the Walloon part of the country, I use French [but] if I’m in the
Flemish part of the country I will always speak in English. I will never speak in French because they
won’t like it (9. Krizsán & Erkkilä, 2014).

In a broader context, challenges can arise from a “monolingual view of modernization and
internationalization” (5. Hornberger, 2002), this goes hand in glove with the notion that a certain language
becomes the “technical” global language, as opposed to the “emotive” native language. An example from
a discussion of HIV/AIDS in Uganda found “that beliefs and practices perceived to be ‘‘western’’ should
be negotiated with care” (12. Norton & Mutonyi, 2010). The perception of “Western” in this case being
highly associated with the legacy of imperialism.

This is also seen in the context of class power dynamics an example from Pakistan shows “this system is
class-based one for the well-off people who send their children to high-level English-medium schools and
one for the toiling masses whose children go to poorly organized and poorly equipped desi schools, where
they get no idea how much science has progressed (7. Ashraf, 2023). In this case English is taken as the
lingua franca. This case would suggest that the class background of the discussion partner be taken into
consideration when choosing the language of communication.

- TYPES OF NEGOTIATION

In a slightly different vein, the literature has also indicated that even the type of conversation can have
bearing on which language, whether native, lingua franca or otherwise, may be best suited and most
appropriate. This dimension rests heavily on the either “technical” or “emotive” qualities of language that
we have already discussed. This distinction is further developed where “in technical or commercial talks,
where interlocutors share a stock of expert knowledge, semantic problems are relatively easily
overcome”, and alternatively "in emotive and complex negotiations to resolve protracted international
conflict, however, intriguing problems of interpretation arise” (2. Cohen, 2001). We have seen that in the
“technical” context, English, or the Lingua Franca, may have the advantage as a common ground, and
potentially facilitating the “coolness” of the conversation, though of course the context should be taken
into account (24. Grant, Maoz, & Keysar, 2023; 7. Ashraf, 2023). Likewise, with high tension discussion,
where the “emotive” element is inherent in the subject of debate, use of the native language may come off
as more genuine and effective. The “emotive” side can, however, be used to facilitate even “technical”
discussions, demonstrating appreciation and respect for the local language, “even a few words
pronounced in the local language may break the ice and create a positive atmosphere” (25. Kurbalija &
Slavik, 2001).
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- MINORITY LANGUAGE CONSIDERATIONS

The final recurrent theme that emerged from the literature, focused on the position and role of minority
languages, and how that status can influence perception of either their use or neglect. This discussion ties
directly into the earlier discussion of imperialism.

In many cases the use of minority languages can be an effective means of establishing rapport within the
conversation, it is noted that “minority languages, or at least some of them, are more appreciative of the
potential contribution of their maintenance or nurturance (6. Tannenbaum, Shohamy & Inbar-Lourie,
2022). This paralleled the example of using the Flemish language in certain parts of Belgium, where a
positive atmosphere can be easily established by use of the local language. One main difference however,
between using “official” languages and using “minority” languages is the political dimension that comes
into play. In the extreme case where “identification with one nation demands an identification with one
language” (15. Duncan, 2004). This piece went on to elaborate on the potentially conflicted relationship
between minority languages and the official or “majority” language; “imbalanced language policies may
be characterized as structural violence, as social injustice: unequal institutions yield unequal chances in
life for the victims. This can be seen if we consider the opportunities available to a speaker of a national
language, as opposed to one of a local minority language (15. Duncan, 2004). For our purposes, this
understanding of the position of “minority language” explains why the use of the language may be well
received. However, this also opens upon another problem, where use of the “minority language” may be
received as an insult or as a confrontation with the “official” language. This conflict with the “majority,”
as a result of using the minority language, has been observed where nationality or ethnocentrism remain
key political issues, “where nationalism continues to be a major force there is still majority rejection of
minority language use in the public sphere” (16. Wright, 2004). It follows again that the context must be
understood before the value of using a minority language can be weighed against the potential backlash
from the “majority.”
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RESEARCH QUESTION TWO

What impact does “cultural difference” have and how should it be considered in
negotiation?

Within the context of diplomatic negotiations and of multilateral international debates, “culture” and
cultural knowledge is widely viewed as critical elements in achieving common understanding. “Culture”
is, however, a very broad term, and in the context of this review we are looking for a functional definition
which highlights the role of culture in debate. In the literature several definitions were used, but a
common thread focused on interpreting the world and assigning meaning. For example, culture has been
defined as the “categories, plans and rules people employ to interpret their world and act purposefully in
it” (42. Murtezaj, 2013). Likewise, it has been explained as “a fuzzy set of basic assumptions and values,
orientations to life, beliefs, policies, procedures, and behavioural conventions that are shared by a group
of people, and that influence (but do not determine) each member's behaviour and his/her interpretations
of the ‘meaning’ of other people's behaviour” (38. Anagondahalli, & Zhu, 2016). These are of course
minimal definitions of culture, but ones which are tailored to the theme of intercultural negotiations. With
this as a basis, there are several ways in which “culture” can impact negotiations, both in terms of form,
or the “cultures of negotiation” itself, and the content or what is the subject of discussion. The literature
reviewed here provides insight into both cases and can further propose several solutions or insights into
how to appropriately address cultural concerns in negotiation.

- CULTURES OF NEGOTIATION

This first section takes a deeper look at the process negotiation itself, the effect of what is called
“diplomatic culture,” and further, what bearing that may have on the effectiveness of intercultural
discussion.

One useful and recurring framework for understanding culture’s impact on negotiations builds on the
work of the Dutch social-psychologist Geert Hofstede (1980, 1991) who conceptualized cultural
variations along five dimensions: “individualism/collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance,
masculinity/femininity, and long/short-term orientation” (38. Anagondahalli & Zhu, 2016; 45. Huang,
Y.-H & Bedford, 2009; 50. Morris & Fu, 2001). In the context of intercultural negotiations, this
framework can be applied in interpreting reactions of interlocutors, as well as in strategizing for effective
communication. An example which builds on this framework is seen in observation of Chinese diplomatic
culture; “the collectivistic characteristics of Chinese culture and Confucian traditions that emphasize
long-term relationships, harmony, interpersonal relationships, face, loyalty, order, and harmony contribute
to particular Chinese conflict management styles (45. Huang, & Bedford, 2009). The “positivist”
approach of Hofstede builds on and classifies observable characteristics, and the resulting concrete
“traits” are functionally valuable for negotiators. However, this approach is limited, especially in view of
culture’s idiosyncrasies and dynamic nature. This positivist, “traits” focused, approach has been further
identified, or criticized, as itself being a characteristic of “western” diplomatic culture “a basic
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assumption of many Western diplomats and social scientists is that there are generic principles of human
behaviour. Such minimization of cultural differences may be culturally based” (44. Deutsch, Coleman &
Marcus, 2006; 46. Kimmel, 1994).

The positivist culture of Western diplomats is an example of how impactful your own cultural background
can be in the negotiation process. The literature goes on to explain the effect of your own culture as
“conditioning one’s perception of reality, blocking out information inconsistent or unfamiliar with
culturally grounded assumptions, projecting meaning onto the other party’s words and actions, and
possibly impelling the ethnocentric observer to an incorrect attribution of motive.” (48. Strimling, A.,
2006) The “Americans” are for instance seen as defining “negotiation as a business, not a social activity”
where “the objective of a negotiation is to get a job done which usually requires a mixture of
problem-solving and bargaining activities” (46. Kimmel, 1994). While this approach may itself be rooted
in American business culture, it can go on to influence how negotiators look at problems and how they
seek solutions.

Another cultural influence that can affect negotiations is in the professional background of the
negotiators. For instance, “professional diplomats, probably as a result of both training and self-selection,
often understand conflict in terms of realpolitik, in which power dynamics drive both conflicts and their
resolution. Private facilitators, for similar reasons, tend to focus on the political and social-psychological
dimensions of conflict and the importance of transforming attitudes and relationships” (48. Strimling,
2006).

It stands, that depending on who the negotiations involve different strategies can be deployed to
accommodate both sides of the discussion. That article goes on to illustrate the “official” vs “private”
distinction by saying that “officials tend to emphasize status and rank, while private intermediaries,
although also attentive to status, tend to emphasize equality and informality” and further that “officials
often employ more formal mechanisms (e.g. carefully scripted meetings, with a strong chairperson and
predetermined seating) and private intermediaries, less formal ones (e.g., facilitated dialogue at a round
table” (48. Strimling, 2006).

Another important point mentioned in the literature is the power dynamic that underpin negotiations. This
dynamic can come into play both in the ethnocultural sense, but also based on professional background
and even class background. As the literature indicates, “without exaggeration, it can be said that the
problem of negotiation under conditions of power inequality is one of the toughest problems currently
confronting scholars in this area.” (48. Strimling, 2006). The response to imbalance is then to be aware, to
understand your own positionality in the discussion, and to create a common or equalizing platform for
the negotiation process.

In terms of finding a basic understanding or a platform for the negotiations, the literature warns about the
distinctions between “understanding” and “accepting” different cultures, the latter being akin to “cultural”
or even “moral” relativism. This argument continues that “rather a “microculture,” an ad hoc agreement
on norms and standards, [be] fitted to the negotiation at hand (44. Deutsch, Coleman & Marcus, 2006).
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This approach can help to bridge crucial gaps in culture and in “power,” that may otherwise impede the
basic functioning of negotiations.
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- CULTURE IN NEGOTIATION

Diverging from the previous section, here the discussion will focus rather on the “content” of debate
rather than on its form. “Culture” as we understand it, can also strongly impact the objects of negotiation,
how they are received, and the likelihood of their acceptance.

The literature points out that “cultural contexts and legacies may prove extremely relevant to understand
the logic behind local policy-making and political practices” (33. Acosta, 2012). A pertinent example
looks at the case of LGBT rights in the context of international human rights negotiations, “positions can
be contested or rejected by using “culture” as an excuse ‘claims to the cultural difference and specificity
of communities’” (32. Janoff, 2022). This referral to “culture” as a justification for opposing certain
positions, can be crucial in negotiations, and it highlights the importance of being prepared to discuss the
cultural underpinning of disagreement. The challenge lies in acknowledging the cultural basis of
negotiating position on both sides, or reflexively: “since different scripts can create barriers to
negotiation, negotiators should select “culturally responsive” negotiation strategies” (48. Strimling, 2006).

Having in-depth knowledge about your negotiating partners, and their cultural and historical background
can also be essential. One illustrative example of cultural content is seen in the case where “a contract
involving sales of a perfume called “Opium” would have no particular associations for American
negotiators, but it might trigger associations of exploitative colonialism for Chinese negotiators and, in
turn, a win-lose frame for conceptualizing the negotiation” (50. Morris & Fu, 2001). The colonial framing
evoked by “opium,” in this case, casts the negotiations in the light of one-sided exploitation making it
more difficult to visualise any potential mutual benefit. This example also builds on the idea that cultures
can be understood in terms of various “traits” or characteristics and demonstrates that there are context
specific considerations that can be made.

This echoes the previous section on the impact of language where the choice of language can evoke
reactions based on legacies of imperialism, exploitations. This opens the discussion about a more
“constructivist” approach to negotiations, looking at the particularities and idiosyncrasies of various
cultures. For instance, “the Japanese reluctance to say ‘no’ directly in several international cases has been
another cause for misunderstandings between negotiating nations, so are the differing emphases placed on
bargaining by nations in the Arab world and India” (38. Anagondahalli & Zhu, 2016). This understanding
could also be applied to for instance the importance of religion, or of gender roles, all of which could have
grave bearing on how topics are received. This constructivist approach can be summarized as the “cultural
filter” involving “mechanisms of identity, domestic salience and the construction of knowledge, including
persuasive engagement, venues for dialogue and argument, and the transference and status of ideas” (31.
Manners & Whitman, 2013).

In contrast to the observed “traits” based approach of Hofstede, when looking at the “content” of
negotiation, the literature emphasizes the importance of case-by-case knowledge. This approach offers a
more complete understanding of “culture” and its potential impacts, at the cost of time and labour.
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- NAVIGATING CULTURAL DIFFERENCE

Looking at these two highly interconnected categories of the “cultures of negotiation” and “culture in
negotiation,” the literature offers several insights into how these concerns can be addressed in practice,
and how a balance can be struck between detail and generality.

At the base, establishing an atmosphere of both respect and openness is vital, for instance the process of
“getting to know the 'other'” can “awaken curiosity” (55. Langowska, 2018) bypassing the traps of
stereotyping and oversimplification. In this, “communication” plays a key role “in fostering mutual
understanding and respect, building a common language, identifying potential opportunities for
complementarity, and dealing with differences of interests, priorities, culture, and power” (48. Strimling,
2006). One proposed technique for addressing these issues is so-called “intercultural exploration” (46.
Kimmel, 1994). In this method “the negotiators consciously identify the major cultural assumptions and
values that are affecting their own perceptions and behaviours in the negotiations; communicate these
assumptions and values clearly as an explicit part of their negotiations; encourage and help other
negotiators identify and communicate clearly their major cultural assumptions and values; and then move
toward creative and collaborative problem solving” (46. Kimmel, 1994). Another approach, called the
“links in the chain” (43. Kelman, 2008) model uses a two-step process, beginning with a “workshop” to
co-develop common solutions to problems, and then having these conclusions or insights be transmitted
back in each party's domestic political process and public discourse. The idea in this case is to affect the
“normalization” of certain topics over time, having them become more familiar and potentially more
acceptable to each group.

Another section of the literature outlined a set of questions or considerations that can be taken into
account before opening cross-cultural negotiations.

1) What is the predominant conception of negotiation (functions, role, rules of the game) in
the culture of the opposing party?

2) Can the opposing negotiator be considered representative of her or his group’s culture
(which would mean drawing up a social and cultural profile)? and cultural profile?

3) What is the usual method of decision-making in the culture to which the opposing party
belongs?

4) To what extent is negotiation likely to be influenced by the self-image of the negotiators,
by their stereotypes?

5) Do the notions of "agreement", "compromise", "commitments", "renegotiation” have the
same meaning for the parties involved?

6) What is the usual style of the negotiators with whom you are dealing, and in particular
their behaviour and techniques?
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7) What impact are differences in value systems, beliefs, and ideologies likely to have?

8) Are there significant differences in thinking and reasoning patterns between negotiators?

9) What specific cultural factors are likely to create specific cultural factors likely to create
barriers or 'noise' in communication or negotiation? communication or negotiation?

10) Are there any potential problems with language use and interpretation? (54.
Radtchenko-Draillard, 2018)

The guidance provided by the literature, steers negotiations to find a balance, and to understand the
applicability or appropriateness of approaches based on context. Both the generalized “positivist”
framework, and detailed case by case understanding provide a toolkit to negotiators. The literature also
demonstrates the important role that “culture” can play during negotiations, and that assuming a common
understanding can lead to avoidable conflicts and miscommunication.

RESEARCH QUESTION 3

What bearing can translation and interpreting have in negotiations, considering its
technical or specialized aspects?

Translation and interpreting in international negotiations are vital in establishing a common foundation of
understanding and ensuring that information is accurately disseminated. The difference between an
“interpreter” and a “translator,” in the case of international relations, can be understood along two lines.
First, according to the time at which the translation is being done, either concurrently with discussion or
post hoc utilizing transcripts, and secondly by their medium, where translators work with the written word
and interpreters with oral communications. Despite this, for the purposes of this review, both terms will be
used largely interchangeably, with the focus being, rather, on how the acts and actors of translation
mediation can influence negotiations.

The literature emphasized the importance of accurate communication, and that the effectiveness of
translation can make the difference between a successful negotiation and a damaging faux pas. Several
examples emerged showing how even the Presidents of the United States have found themselves in
compromising situations based solely on the challenges of translation (65. Albl-Mikasa & Tiselius, 2021).
In one case Richard Nixon’s misunderstanding of Japanese PM Eisaku Sato nearly caused a trade row,
and in another case while visiting Poland, Jimmy Carter accidentally expressed his “desire” for the Polish
people. Both cases demonstrate how small mistranslations can have big effects, and while not always dire,
they can cause unnecessary barriers between interlocutors.

The literature also pointed out the persistent “myth of the interpreter being ‘invisible’ and ‘neutral’” (62.
Zhao, 2021), while in reality they can have an active and sometimes unpredictably role in discussion. This
article goes on to outline rules for dealing with intermediaries “Rule Nr.3: stay on guard. The negotiation
expert Prof. Salacuse tells business executives to be alert to interpreters who try to take control of
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negotiations or slant them in a particular way because of personal interests or ego. He also gives a
warning about interpreters adding in personal business advice.” This may be an extreme case, but it does
shed light on the power of an intermediary's position.

The “agency” of a translation intermediary (an interpreter or translator depending on the context) was a
recurring theme in the literature. This idea draws attention to the subjectivity of translation, how
personality or identity can influence the choice of words and specific meanings that are imparted. One
article stated that “there is no act of translation that is not also an act of negotiation” (61. Tessicini, 2014)
and as such the meaning that is conveyed is always impacted by the translation process. A specific case
referenced in the literature, shows how for instance “expertise” can influence the process: “we also
wanted to avoid the possibility that an interpreter with medical training or an experienced medical
interpreter may modify the interviewer’s questions, insert their own questions or statements to make them
more medically ‘correct’” (59. Ballantyne, Yang & Boon, 2013). Another article emphasized how
“trustworthiness” and “competence” (62. Zhao, 2021) are essential traits which must be proven through
various means such as body language and tone, throughout the course of negotiations. From this
perspective, interlocutors should consider not only the professional background, but also the personality
and candour of the interpreter or translator they employ.

The questions of “expertise” and “professionalism” were, as well, recurring topics in the literature. It was
emphasized that translating effectively “requires not only mastery of knowledge of the culture in question
and its application in practice, but also familiarity with the vocabulary specific to negotiation discourse”
(72. Dargiewicz, 2020). It was further noted that, overall, the fields of translating and interpreting have
been chronically “under-professionalized” (60. Sela-Sheffy, 2023), which opens further room for
unpredictability. With this view on the role and position of the intermediary, the literature points toward
establishing a rapport and mutual understanding with the intermediary prior to formal negotiations. It is
essential that intermediaries understand the context of the negotiations as well as the various positions
involved.

In summation, the role of the translator or interpreter is a vital component of intercultural and interlingual
negotiations. However, the representations and analysis of this issue, in the context of international
relations and negotiation was not as forthcoming in the literature as were the subjects of the previous two
sections. This research question on translation and interpreting, may well deserve a more in-depth
analysis in the future, and a clearer picture of how to approach challenges and forge more effective
solutions.
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CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this review was to investigate the roles which culture, language and translation may have
on negotiations in the international context. The review confirms that each concept is impactful and owed
consideration before serious negotiations can be undertaken. Language, and specifically the choice of
language, was shown to influence how negotiations are perceived, and the emotions involved in that
process. Culture, likewise, was found to underpin not only the customs and standards of negotiation, but
also whether and how certain topics might trigger unexpected responses. Finally, translation was seen to
be a source of significant unpredictability unless measures have been taken to guarantee a common
ground of understanding. With that, the importance of these concepts becomes clear, but it is also clear
that more work must be done to fully incorporate and account for these concerns.

This review took a functional approach to these topics, providing food for thought and discussion. This
review was not, however, meant to be a definitive overview of the literature in question, and it also cannot
guarantee a full representation of views and opinions on the subject concepts. Based on these preliminary
findings it would be advisable to follow-up on each concept individually, to achieve a more complete
understanding that captures the breadth and depth of each school of thought and theoretical angle.

The review also revealed that these concepts have been tackled in discrete fields such as academia,
diplomacy, and business, but it has also hinted that there may be a lack of cross-over and shared
understanding between them. That is to say that insight is often isolated, or endemic, to either one of these
fields. It stands that there may be value and applicable insight to be gained if these disparate strands are
collected and analysed as a whole. With the established significance of language, culture and translation,
the field of science advice may be well aided by learning from these experiences.

19



REFERENCES

1. Sokolova, M., & Szpakowicz, S. (2007). Strategies and language trends in learning success and
failure of negotiation. Group Decision and Negotiation, 16(5), 469–484.

2. Cohen, R. (2001). Resolving Conflict Across Languages. Negotiation Journal, 17(1), 17–34.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010963922969

3. Provis, C. (1996). Interests vs. Positions: A critique of the distinction. Negotiation Journal, 12(4),
305–323. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02187162

4. Glinert, L. H. (1996). Product safety information and language policy in an advanced third world
economy: The case of Israel. Journal of Consumer Policy, 19(4), 411–438.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00411501

5. Hornberger, N. H. (2002). Multilingual language policies and the continua of biliteracy: An
ecological approach. Language Policy, 1(1), 27–51. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014548611951

6. Tannenbaum, M., Shohamy, E., & Inbar-Lourie, O. (2022). Advocacy strategies for a new
multilingual educational policy in Israel. Language Policy, 21(4), 561-573.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-022-09616-5

7. Ashraf H. (2023). The ambivalent role of Urdu and English in multilingual Pakistan: a
Bourdieusian study. Language policy, 22(1), 25–48. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-022-09623-6

8. Williams, Q. E., & Stroud, C. (2013). Multilingualism in transformative spaces: Contact and
conviviality. Language Policy, 12(4), 289–311. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-012-9265-4

9. Krizsán, A., & Erkkilä, T. (2014). Multilingualism among Brussels-based civil servants and
lobbyists: Perceptions and practices. Language Policy, 13(3), 201–219.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-013-9302-y

10. De Malsche, F., & Vandenbroucke, M. (2022). Reconstructing over 20 years of language practice,
management and ideology at a multinational corporation in Brussels: A scaled socio-historical
approach to language policy. Language Policy, 21(2), 235–259.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-021-09609-w

11. McEntee-Atalianis, L., & Vessey, R. (2020). Mapping the language ideologies of organisational
members: A corpus linguistic investigation of the United Nations’ General Debates (1970–2016).
Language Policy, 19(4), 549–573. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-020-09542-4

12. Norton, B., & Mutonyi, H. (2010). Languaging for life: African youth talk back to HIV/AIDS
research. Language Policy, 9(1), 45–63. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-009-9150-y

20

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010963922969
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010963922969
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02187162
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00411501
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00411501
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014548611951
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-012-9265-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-013-9302-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-013-9302-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-021-09609-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-021-09609-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-020-09542-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-009-9150-y


13. Krzyżanowski, M., & Wodak, R. (2011). Political strategies and language policies: The European
Union Lisbon strategy and its implications for the EU’s language and multilingualism policy.
Language Policy, 10(2), 115–136. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-011-9196-5

14. Estival, D., & Pennycook, A. (2011). L’Académie française and Anglophone language ideologies.
Language Policy, 10(4), 325–341. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-011-9215-6

15. Duncan, D. (2016). Language policy, ethnic conflict, and conflict resolution: Albanian in the
former Yugoslavia. Language Policy, 15(4), 453–474. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-015-9380-0

16. Wright, S. (2004). New Discourse, New Legal Instruments and a New Political Context for
Minorities1 and their Languages. In: Language Policy and Language Planning. Palgrave
Macmillan, London. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230597037_9

17. Asadi-Lari, M. et al. (2021) ‘Opportunities and challenges of global health diplomacy for
prevention and control of noncommunicable diseases: a systematic review’, BMC Health
Services Research, 21(1). Available at: https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-021-07240-3.

18. Bayram, A.B. and Ta, V.P. (2019) ‘Diplomatic Chameleons: Language Style Matching and
Agreement in International Diplomatic Negotiations’, Negotiation and Conflict Management
Research, 12(1), pp. 23–40. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12142.

19. Yeh, K.B., Monagin, C. and Fletcher, J. (2017) ‘Promoting scientific transparency to facilitate the
safe and open international exchange of biological materials and electronic data’, Tropical
Medicine and Infectious Disease, 2(4). Available at: https://doi.org/10.3390/tropicalmed2040057.

20. Boumaza, G. and Aouadi, S. (2017) ‘Multi-headed Diplomatic ethos in negotiation discourse
within the Security Council’, Synergies Algerie, 24, pp. 235–247.

21. Rinfret, S. and Cook, J. (2014) ‘Environmental Policy Can Happen: Shuttle Diplomacy and the
Reality of Reg Neg Lite’, Environmental Policy and Governance, 24(2), pp. 122–133. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1641.

22. Arifon, O. (2010) ‘Diplomatie language and formal language: A code with double meaning’,
HERMES, (58), pp. 71–78.

23. Readman, K.S. (2006) ‘National interests and the power of “language”: West German diplomacy
and the conference on security and cooperation in Europe, 1972-1975’, in. Journal of Strategic
Studies, pp. 1077–1120. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/01402390601016626.

24. Grant, L.H., Maoz, I. and Keysar, B. (2023) ‘Lingua Franca as a Hidden Barrier to Conflict
Resolution’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 67(5), pp. 979–1006. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220027221123316.

25. Kurbalija, J., Slavik, H. (2001). Language and diplomacy. DiploProjects.

21

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-011-9196-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-011-9215-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-015-9380-0
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230597037_9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-021-07240-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12142
https://doi.org/10.3390/tropicalmed2040057.
https://doi.org/10.3390/tropicalmed2040057
https://doi.org/10.3390/tropicalmed2040057.
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1641
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402390601016626
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220027221123316


26. FIRTH, A. (1990), ‘Lingua franca’ negotiations: towards an interactional approach. World
Englishes, 9: 269-280. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.1990.tb00265.x

27. Gaboriaux, C., Raus, R., Robert, C. & Vicari, S. (2022). Politiques des langues dans les
organisations internationales. Mots. Les langages du politique, 128, 9-25.
https://doi.org/10.4000/mots.29160

28. Marácz, L. (2015). Les langues et la communication multilingue sont-elles pertinentes dans le
cadre de l’Europe sociale?. Revue française des affaires sociales,, 115-133.
https://doi.org/10.3917/rfas.153.0115

29. Czubik, A. (2015). Równouprawnienie języków dyplomatycznych na forum organizacji
międzynarodowych. Problemy Współczesnego Prawa Międzynarodowego, Europejskiego I
Porównawczego, 13, 160–179. https://doi.org/10.26106/gvkb-yr74

30. Żelazny, W. (2010). Czy możliwa jest sprawiedliwość językowa?. Kultura I Społeczeństwo,
54(2), 157-169. https://doi.org/10.35757/KiS.2010.54.2.9

31. Manners, I., Whitman, R. (2013). Normative Power and the Future of EU Public Diplomacy. In:
Cross, M.K.D., Melissen, J. (eds) European Public Diplomacy. Palgrave Macmillan Series in
Global Public Diplomacy. Palgrave Macmillan, New York.
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137315144_9

32. Janoff, D.V. (2022). The Mechanics of Human Rights Diplomacy. In: Queer Diplomacy. Global
Queer Politics. Palgrave Macmillan, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-07341-0_6

33. Acosta, R. (2012). Advocacy Networks Through a Multidisciplinary Lens: Implications for
Research Agendas. Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations,
23(1), 156–181. http://www.jstor.org/stable/41427517

34. Sicherman, H. (2007). Virtue, Interest, and Works in American Foreign Policy. Society, 44(6),
113–119. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12115-007-9024-x

35. Clegg, L. (2012). Global governance behind closed doors: The IMF boardroom, the Enhanced
Structural Adjustment Facility, and the intersection of material power and norm stabilisation in
global politics. The Review of International Organizations, 7(3), 285–308.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-011-9133-6

36. Keating, V.C. (2014). Norms and Legitimacy in International Society. In: US Human Rights
Conduct and International Legitimacy. Palgrave Macmillan, New York.
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137358028_2

22

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.1990.tb00265.x
https://doi.org/10.4000/mots.29160
https://doi.org/10.4000/mots.29160
https://doi.org/10.3917/rfas.153.0115
https://doi.org/10.3917/rfas.153.0115
https://doi.org/10.26106/gvkb-yr74
https://doi.org/10.35757/KiS.2010.54.2.9
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137315144_9
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137315144_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-07341-0_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12115-007-9024-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-011-9133-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-011-9133-6
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137358028_2
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137358028_2


37. Piper, L., von Lieres, B. (2014). Introduction: The Crucial Role of Mediators in Relations
between States and Citizens. In: von Lieres, B., Piper, L. (eds) Mediated Citizenship. Frontiers of
Globalization. Palgrave Macmillan, London. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137405319_1

38. Anagondahalli, D. and Zhu, L. (2016) ‘Culture’s role in public diplomacy: predicting and
preventing crises’, Journal of International Communication, 22(1), pp. 64–81. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1080/13216597.2015.1076733.

39. Zartman, J. (2008) ‘Negotiation, exclusion and durable peace: Dialogue and peacebuilding in
Tajikistan’, International Negotiation, 13(1), pp. 55–72. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1163/138234008X297931.

40. Wilhelm, J.E. (2019) ‘Translation as Intercultural Communication’, in Clashing Wor(l)ds: From
International to Intrapersonal Conflict, pp. 25–35. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1163/9781848883642_004.

41. Singh, J.P. (2018) ‘UNESCO: Scientific Humanism and its Impact on Multilateral Diplomacy’,
Global Policy, 9, pp. 53–59. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12624.

42. Murtezaj, V. (2013) ‘Understanding the international negotiation and conflict management
strategies in diplomacy’, Organizational Cultures, 12(2), pp. 45–55. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.18848/2327-8013/CGP/v12i02/50901.

43. Kelman, H.C. (2008) ‘Evaluating the contributions of interactive problem solving to the
resolution of ethnonational conflicts’, Peace and Conflict, 14(1), pp. 29–60. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1080/10781910701839767.

44. Deutsch, M., Coleman, P. T., & Marcus, E. C. (Eds.). (2006). The handbook of conflict resolution:
Theory and practice (2nd ed.). Wiley Publishing.

45. Huang, Y.-H., & Bedford, O. (2009). The Role of Cross-Cultural Factors in Integrative Conflict
Resolution and Crisis Communication: The Hainan Incident. American Behavioral Scientist,
53(4), 565-578. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764209347631

46. Kimmel, P.R. (1994), Cultural Perspectives on International Negotiations. Journal of Social
Issues, 50: 179-196. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1994.tb02404.x

47. Shehade, M., & Fouseki, K. (2016). The Politics of Culture and the Culture of Politics:
Examining the Role of Politics and Diplomacy in Cultural Property Disputes. International
Journal of Cultural Property, 23(4), 357-383. doi:10.1017/S0940739116000308

48. Strimling, A. (2006). Stepping Out of the Tracks: Cooperation Between Official Diplomats and
Private Facilitators. International Negotiation, 11(1), 91-127.
https://doi.org/10.1163/157180606777835766

23

https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137405319_1
https://doi.org/10.1080/13216597.2015.1076733
https://doi.org/10.1163/138234008X297931
https://doi.org/10.1163/9781848883642_004
https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12624
https://doi.org/10.18848/2327-8013/CGP/v12i02/50901
https://doi.org/10.1080/10781910701839767
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764209347631
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1994.tb02404.x
https://doi.org/10.1163/157180606777835766
https://doi.org/10.1163/157180606777835766


49. Galluccio, M., Vivani, L. (2015). Diplomacy Meets Science: Negotiating Responsible and
Inclusive Growth. In: Galluccio, M. (eds) Handbook of International Negotiation. Springer,
Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-10687-8_30

50. Morris, M. W., & Fu, H.-Y. (2001). How Does Culture Influence Conflict Resolution? A
Dynamic Constructivist Analysis. Social Cognition, 19(3), 324–349.
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.19.3.324.21475

51. Janosik, R. J. (1987). Rethinking the culture-negotiation link. Negotiation Journal, 3(4), 385-396.

52. Bell, D. V. (1988). Political linguistics and international negotiation. Negotiation Journal, 4(3),
233-246.

53. Stamatoudi, I. (2009), Médiation et diplomatie culturelle. Museum International (Edition
Francaise), 61: 126-131. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-5825.2009.01050.x

54. Radtchenko-Draillard, S. (2003),. LES ASPECTS CULTURELS DE LA NEGOCIATION
INTERNATIONALE. Cahiers de psychologie politique, 3, pp 63-79. ⟨hal-02196408⟩

55. Langowska, J. (2018). Dyplomacja kulturalna czy kulturowa : definiowanie kultury i jej roli na
arenie międzynarodowej z perspektywy nauk humanistycznych. Zeszyty Naukowe Towarzystwa
Doktorantów Uniwersytetu Jagiellońskiego. Nauki Humanistyczne, 21 (2), 37–60.
https://doi.org/10.26361/ZNTDH.09.2018.21.03

56. Ruffini, PB. (2017). Science Diplomacy as a National Issue. In: Science and Diplomacy. Science,
Technology and Innovation Studies. Springer, Cham.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-55104-3_3

57. Fritz, J.M., Fritz, J.M. (2014). Cultural Considerations. In: Fritz, J. (eds) Moving Toward a Just
Peace. Clinical Sociology: Research and Practice. Springer, Dordrecht.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2885-1_2

58. Newell, P. (2008). Lost in Translation? Domesticating Global Policy on Genetically Modified
Organisms: Comparing India and China. Global Society, 22(1), 115–136.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13600820701740761

59. Ballantyne, P. J., Yang, M., & Boon, H. (2013). Interpretation in cross-language research:
tongues-tied in the health care interview?. Journal of cross-cultural gerontology, 28(4), 391–405.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10823-013-9210-9

60. Sela-Sheffy, R. (2023). What Does It Take to Be a Professional Translator? Identity as a
Resource. In: Glückler, J., Winch, C., Punstein, A.M. (eds) Professions and Proficiency.
Knowledge and Space, vol 18. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-24910-5_5

24

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-10687-8_30
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.19.3.324.21475
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-5825.2009.01050.x
https://doi.org/10.26361/ZNTDH.09.2018.21.03
https://doi.org/10.26361/ZNTDH.09.2018.21.03
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-55104-3_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-55104-3_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2885-1_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2885-1_2
https://doi.org/10.1080/13600820701740761
https://doi.org/10.1080/13600820701740761
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10823-013-9210-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-24910-5_5


61. Tessicini, D. (2014). Introduction: Translators, Interpreters, and Cultural Negotiation. In:
Federici, F.M., Tessicini, D. (eds) Translators, Interpreters, and Cultural Negotiators. Palgrave
Macmillan, London. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137400048_1

62. Zhao, W. (2021). A Multi-Hatted Expert: Exploring Possible Roles of the Interpreter in Business
Negotiations with Specifics of Sino-German Negotiations. In: Moratto, R., Woesler, M. (eds)
Diverse Voices in Chinese Translation and Interpreting. New Frontiers in Translation Studies.
Springer, Singapore. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-4283-5_9

63. Doğan, A. (2018). Interpreting in diplomatic contexts. In Translating and Interpreting Specific
Fields: Current Practices in Turkey (pp. 19–51). Scopus.

64. Osborne, T. (2018). Translation, international relations and diplomacy. In The Routledge
Handbook of Translation and Culture (pp. 517–532). Scopus.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315670898

65. Albl-Mikasa, M., & Tiselius, E. (Eds.). (2021). The Routledge Handbook of Conference
Interpreting (1st ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429297878

66. Li, X., & Zhang, R. (2021). The diplomatic interpreter’s negotiation of power and solidarity
through engagement choices: A case study of the Chinese Foreign Minister’s 2018 press
conference. Discourse, Context & Media, 39, 100459. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcm.2020.100459

67. Boesenecker, A. P., & Vinjamuri, L. (2011). Lost in Translation? Civil Society, Faith-Based
Organizations and the Negotiation of International Norms. International Journal of Transitional
Justice, 5(3), 345–365. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijtj/ijr018

68. Zhang, J. (2014). From interpersonal to international: Two types of translation in the making of
implicitness in diplomatic discourse. Perspectives, 22(1), 75–95.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0907676X.2012.718354

69. Fu, R. (2016). Comparing modal patterns in Chinese-English interpreted and translated discourses
in diplomatic settings: A systemic functional approach. Babel, 62(1), 104–121.
https://doi.org/10.1075/babel.62.1.06fu

70. Köksal, O., & Yürük, N. (2020). The Role of Translator in Intercultural Communication.
International Journal of Curriculum and Instruction, 12(1), Article 1.

71. Maurice, A. (2002). La diplomatie multilatérale entre babil et Babel. In Rist, G. (Ed.), Les mots
du pouvoir: Sens et non-sens de la rhétorique internationale. Graduate Institute Publications.
doi:10.4000/books.iheid.2465

72. Dargiewicz, M. (2020). Harwardzki model negocjacji translacyjnym środowiskiem tłumacza.
https://rebus.us.edu.pl/handle/20.500.12128/22548

25

https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137400048_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-33-4283-5_9
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315670898
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429297878
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcm.2020.100459
https://doi.org/10.1093/ijtj/ijr018
https://doi.org/10.1080/0907676X.2012.718354
https://doi.org/10.1075/babel.62.1.06fu
https://rebus.us.edu.pl/handle/20.500.12128/22548


BIBLIOGRAPHY

Amel Attatfa, Karen Renaud, Stefano De Paoli, Cyber Diplomacy: A Systematic Literature Review,
Procedia Computer Science, Volume 176, 2020, Pages 60-69, ISSN 1877-0509,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2020.08.007

Dacombe, R. (2018). Systematic Reviews in Political Science: What Can the Approach Contribute to
Political Research? Political Studies Review, 16(2), 148–157. https://doi.org/10.1177/1478929916680641

Hofstede, G. (1991). Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind. London: McGraw-Hill.

Hofstede, G. (1980) Culture and Organizations, International Studies of Management & Organization,
10:4, 15-41, https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.1980.11656300

Hunger, S., & Paxton, F. (2022). What's in a buzzword? A systematic review of the state of populism
research in political science. Political Science Research and Methods, 10(3), 617-633.
doi:10.1017/psrm.2021.44

Petticrew, M. and Roberts, H. (2006). Starting the Review: Refining the Question and Defining the
Boundaries. In Systematic Reviews in the Social Sciences (eds M. Petticrew and H. Roberts).
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470754887.ch2

Schwemmer, C., & Wieczorek, O. (2020). The Methodological Divide of Sociology: Evidence from Two
Decades of Journal Publications. Sociology, 54(1), 3–21. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038519853146

26

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2020.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1177/1478929916680641
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.1980.11656300
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470754887.ch2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038519853146



