INTRODUCTION 
Cross–cultural management is an aspect of management that can neither be ignored nor over emphasised. It plays an important role in globalization aimed at resolving problems that pertain to cultural differences in business today such as cultural conflict. It also attempts to build a stronger relationship between companies and corporate organisations involved in Trans –national, global strategic alliance or international joint venture. Culture is an important part of business relationships and cross-cultural relationship is one of the major issues facing multinational organisations both internally and externally with the numerous relationships they develop with buyers and suppliers in many different international countries (Tse ,Lee et el..,1988). 
The term CULTURE means different things to different people depending on the perspective of the individual. According to the Roshan cultural heritage institute, culture can be defined as “a way of life, including but not limited to LANGUAGE which is the oldest human institution and the most sophisticated medium of expression, ARTS AND SCIENCES which refers to the most advanced and refined forms of human expression, THOUGHT is however the ways in which people perceive, interpret and understand the world around them, SPIRITUALITY referring to the value system transmitted through generations for the inner well-being of human beings ,expressed through language and actions, SOCIAL ACTIVITY which is the shared pursuits within a cultural community ,demonstrated in a variety of festivities and life celebrating events and finally INTERACTION being the social aspects of human contact including the give and take of socialization ,negotiation ,protocol and conventions”. The concept of culture is a very complex one and so for clarity and simplicity, Hofstede (1980 )describes culture as “the way people think and behave as a society”. “It is the sum total of ways of living built up by a group of human beings ,that is transmitted from one generation to another” (Macquarie Dictionary p.529). Spector (2004) likened culture to a” luggage that is being carried around throughout one’s life”. Kluc-khohn (1954) says that one way to define culture is that “culture is a memory of activities passed on to generations”. 
There are different ways to address the concept of cultural dimensions, While Trompenaars (1994) established seven ways to approach cultural dimensions which he narrowed down to three major subjects i.e. those arising from relationships with other people, those connecting to the passage of time and those evolving from our attitudes towards our environment, Hofstede (1980) developed four cultural dimensions which are power distance: masculinity and femininity :individualism and collectivism and finally uncertainty avoidance. The dimensions of both Hofstede and Trompenaars are common with very little differences and will be used as a guide to a the proper analysis of the underlying issues associated with cross cultural management as without the knowledge of these , there almost cannot be a success in any of the forms of cross-cultural businesses. 
Over the years, there have been a lot of mergers, alliances, joint ventures involving great business organisations all over the world cutting across continents and international borders. Some of these include the Exxon Mobil corporation, the Alza (US based pharmaceutical company) and Ciba-Giegy (originally in Switzerland) this merger cut across Europe and America. The case study which is to be discussed in the course of this work is a typical example of a global strategic alliance involving a French based company and a Japanese company (Europe and Asia). As far as we know in cross cultural management, these two are from completely different continents and thereby have completely different historical cultural backgrounds which must come into play even when doing business either by actions ,words and thoughts which is why Hofstede(1980) consistently argued that the attitudes displayed by involved parties indicate differences in national cultural characteristics. 
The typical Japanese business attitude is intensely delicate to the size of the organisation, the affluence of the organisation, the position of the organisation in the market, security and power. Triandis (2006) states that “people in east Asia tend to pay more attention to the context of a stimulus” while Nisbett (2003) believes that they think dialectically. The bond among members of the organisation is a main concern over any business transaction. It is also important to note that there is little or no power distance within a Japanese organisation as people within the organisation are considered equal. Hofstede and Bond (2008) noted that the existence of power distance is inevitable but in some organisations the equality gap is greater than others. In the Japanese business world, the universality and continuing visibility are defining factors although this is not exclusively linked to japan but this is what differentiates them from other countries as regards to business. There are five (5) important factors the Japanese take seriously when getting involved in a global strategic alliance, they are: 
“Long –term relationship; intercorporate relationships in their ideal form are stable and long term,relying on diffuse sets of obligations extending overtime. 
Multiplexity; transactions tend to be overlapping with equity investment and personnel interlocks used to consolidate financial ,commercial and other business ties. 
Extended Networks. Bilateral relationships are set in the context of a broader family or related companies. 
Symbolic signification; Active efforts are made to infuse intercorporate relationships with symbolic importance even in the absence of formal, legal arrangement or contracts. 
Affiliation ties; Transactions often takes place through alliances among affiliated enterprises creating a vast sphere of economic life intermediate between anonymous markets and vertically integrated firms.” 
Apart from these, Tony Morden (1995) explains that japan is known for the following; 
“Masculinity i.e. emphasis on economic competition and material acquisition, 
Collectivism: with prevailing concepts of harmony between goals of the group and the individual expressed in consensus decision making 
Uncertainty avoidance characterized by an inner anxiety associated with work and a need for personal performance”. 
On the other hand, the French business attitude has got a historical back ground, in brief, the French were known for authoritarianism and autocratic style of management, they were overly centralized in decision making and distant from labour and staff making the power distance gap in a French organisation a large one. The CEO usually came high class families (bourgeois) of the society .All these were factors resulting from culture to government policies et el. This had a negative impact on their business and the society in general as the up tightness, rigidity and unfriendly business environment deterred other business organisations to invest in France, the economy was gradually failing . There was then a need to re-strategize, the socialist/nationalist system of doing things changed as a result of government policies, the business world began to experience deregulation, privatisation and of course capitalism. This has now made France a more market oriented economy. Other hindering factors such as the class distinction have been reduced to the barest minimum as ownership of business now cuts across all existing classes of the French society. 

CASE STUDY 
RENAULT-NISSAN 
RENAULT BACKGROUD 
Renault is a French company that was founded in 1898 by Louis Renault. It started by producing and selling a few units of the car. In 1945, the company was nationalized and introduced as car production industrialised and first used to manufacture the taxis that entered French history. Renault produced the 4CV, a small car for everyone and as time went by, and Renault became the car producer for the masses. Over the next two decades, Renault was able to build trust and confidence in their customers as it was known for its strength. Exports reached 55% of sales in 1975. The introduction of 1961, R16 in 1965, R5 in 1972 and Espace in 1984) became the foundation of Renault’s strategy in the 70’s and 80’s respectively. However, Renault began to experience a low turnover in finances and in 1984 announced a loss of FF12.5billion(US$ 2 billion). 
NISSAN BACKGROUND 
Nissan originated from two automobile companies, kwaishinsha (1911) and Jitsuyo Jidosha (1919) and eventually merged to form Dat Jidosha Seizo co in 1926 Dat Jidosha Seizo Co. Nissan’s selling product was the Datsun passenger car that was exported to Australia. The company began its first foreign production in the US. Although the Nissan plant escaped damage during World War II, the Occupation Forces requisitioned over one half of the plant for approximately 10 years after the war, leading to the loss of the company’s dealership network. The sunny was debuted in 1966 and is one of Nissan’s greatest success stories. It played a major role in the automobile world in Japan and was responsible for the growth of the small car market. Nissan grew and had a reputation for excellence in engineering participating in many fields of advanced technology. Soon afterwards; Nissan began to encounter problems and needed a revival to still remain in the automobile industry. This was one of the reasons an Alliance was considered. 

The Renault-Nissan Alliance 

The Renault Nissan agreement was finalised after eight months of negotiation. Over 100 people on both sides had been involved in the process. Renault was aware of the dangers of cultural stereotyping and approached negotiations with grat sensitivity. 
. 
the Japanese daily Asahi acknowledged this by mentioning that: “Renault has done 
everything in order to avoid hurting the pride of Nissan and to avoid appearing as their 
‘sauveur’.” 
The negotiations were split into four stages: 
• June–July 1998: Prospecting by Renault. In an initial approach, both partners 
formulated their expectations regarding the alliance and explored the various points a 
potential alliance would involve. 
• July–September 1998: Identification of the Synergies. Work groups scrutinized 
various areas of potential synergies leading to a first memorandum that granted 
Renault an exclusive right to explore and quantify synergies with Nissan until 
December 1998. 
• September–December 1998: Quantification of the Synergies. During this phase the 
economic value of an alliance was calculated. It ended with the drafting of a letter of 
intent between Renault and Nissan, in which they set the goal of fixing the terms of an 
agreement during the next three months. 
• December 1998–March 1999: Final Negotiations. The details of the agreement were 
negotiated and the Renault Board approved the Alliance on 16 March 1999. 
The alliance was finally announced publicly and signed on the 27 March 1999. Mr Louis 
Schweitzer, CEO of Renault, and Mr Yoshikazu Hanawa, CEO of Nissan Motor Co., 
announced that they had signed an agreement for a total partnership “which will create the 
fourth largest automobile man 

heart of the Japanese organisational philosophy. 
itself on a continuous basis. 
After the signing of the deal, a committee was set up including the ceo of Renault and the chairman of Nissan. Other members of top management were involved based on equal numbers from both organisation. They held meetings in Tokyo and Paris simultaneously, these meeting were a follow up on what had been decided and how to go about achieving their main goal which was success. 

THE RENAULT NISSAN ALLIANCE: SUCCESS OR FAILURE AND WHY? 

For an Organisational partnership to succeed, according to Mclvor and McHugh (2000,p.223) it is necessary for all the members involved in the business to be involved in strategic decision making. In the Renault Nissan case, both C.E.Os. made the alliance process itself a priority putting it at the midpoint of their respective strategies ,they further used the development as an avenue to come up with tactical changes within their respective firms preceding the signing of the agreement. Korine et el (2002) gave an insight revealing that both C.E.Os. observed the alliance critically on a long-term basis not only to secure its feasibility but to ensure that they could deliver successfully. 

From the inception of the alliance, both companies identified and worked on the assumption that the natural cultural aspects of the parties involved were glaringly different. Hofstede (1996,1997)pointed out that organisational cultural beliefs and values are different this explains why organisations develop different models of management,. Both French and Japanese had their fears concerning their organisational beliefs, while Nissan staff feared the usual cultural clichés of arrogance, individualism, intellectual pretence, revolution management et al, their French counterparts worried about the narrow-mindedness, fear of invasion, fear of conceptualizing and the unilateral mind-set of the typical Japanese organisation. There is no doubt that with the existence of these fears, both the organisations had to come up with a strategy favourable to them both. To conquer the cultural challenge, it employed the services of a team of consultant’s psychologists who recommended that both parties try to identify positive peculiarities of the other further stating that this would help develop a sense of self and consequently a sense of the other. 

In achieving the aims and objective of the alliance, it was important to primarily deal with the issues arising from language and communication. It is however important to note that according to Philip Harris (2004) “communication in this context refers to both verbal and non-verbal exchange, body language and gestures. It also cuts across dialects, slangs and special terminologies”. This was achieved initially through personnel exchanges and eventually through the Alliance Business way Program i.e. Renault employees assigned to European Nissan affiliates and vice versa, the results of this program cannot be ignored as it had a tremendous positive impact on the alliance. It promoted a performance –driven culture and therefore be considered a measure to intercultural communication and as a means to support the values of the alliance. This programme concentrated on two core areas mainly training staff on cross-cultural backgrounds and how to manage cultural clash which results to big problems in most cases. The idea of the acculturation was to promote rapid cultural adaptation, effective cross-cultural communication and to learn to appreciate each other’s culture. “These are undoubtedly fundamentals for success in marrying two different organisational culture” Christensen et el(1999). Trompenaars (2000) in an attempt to explain universalism versus particularism also supports that “international success in alliances depends upon discovering special vein of excellence within different cultures, that no two cultures are the same is what brings richness and complexity to multi-nationalism” 

On the other hand, not all strategic alliances are recorded successes.one of the reasons why they have failed to succeed as outlined by Ireland et al(2002) is as a result of poor management,managing alliances between foreign partners is not an easy task. Another reason why alliances fail according to Hitt(2000)is because they are used in situations where risk is very high. A major barrier is also cultural differences and in cases where it is not well managed, it hinders the success of the alliance to a very large extent. 

The Renault Nissan case is undoubtedly a success story this is because from inception,they had made clear their motives and objectives by being transparent on strategic intent. They also tried to understand the differences in their cultural behaviour which led to cultural adaptation, mutual respect and focus on the main subject that gave room to the alliance. This practically worked for them because they were result oriented and therefore focused on being as transparent as possible, being consistent and building a trust worthy relationship. 
Today, Renault Nissan is the third largest global automaker , their sales and finances have recorded tremendous profit while they still have a global market share of about 10%. They have also been successful through factory closings ,and they hope to keep it this way . Renault Nissan is currently working on a fully electric vehicle in preparation for a trend that aims at reducing fuel consumption. 

CONCLUSION 
It is necessary to put into cognisance the cultural dimensions outlined by both Hofstede (1980) and Trompenaar when working within a cross-cultural or a different cultural environment. They have helped in the knowledge of international management practise across cultures, values and norms. Some of the explanations above have evidently shown that there are obviously differences in culture and if not properly understood and managed, cross-cultural misunderstandings may arise. A clear understanding of these dimensions will help to minimise any cross-cultural problems that may arise in the course of doing business. 

However, the use of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions can be a problem as there are so many other factors that are capable of influencing and determining behaviour. The two countries chosen in this report are completely different geographically and culturally looking at it from the dimesions of individualism/collectivism and majorly power distance. Conflicting organisational cultures are however blamed for failures of international alliances but the Renault Nissan case study provides a strong evidence where these differences are realised and accepted and if appropriate measures are followed, these cultural obstacles in organisations can be conquered. Cross Cultural harmonisations according to Turnheim(1996) can be achieved through proper structural policies and practices and this can be done by proper communication in the early stage. 
The alliance charter drawn up by Renault Nissan provides us with how to achieve harmonisation through mutual respect, business ethics ,confidentiality ,trust etc. Trompenaars (1998) believes culture is the way in which 
a group of people solves problems . The Renault Nissan is a clear case of cohabitation not colonisation. Any Global strategic alliance which fails to recognise the importance of understanding cross-cultural differences will achieve little or no success eventually. 

. 

The alliance was in part successful by the fact that Goshn was able to turn Nissan around, but the other factor that contributed to its success was the idea that both companies felt that they had an equal partnership in the alliance compared to the DaimlerChrysler merger. 
Through the alliance, they formed a variety of entities such as the Renault-Nissan B.V. and other departments such as the IT/IS departments and the purchasing and manufacturing departments where both employees from Renault and Nissan took part in. The Renault-Nissan alliance took the cultural differences into account and tried to manage them by creating a variety of cross cultural teams within both companies to create a stronger corporate culture and to prevent inefficiencies through cultural differences. These factors contributed to the success of the Renault-Nissan alliance by creating synergies through shared R&D in technologies relating to platforms and engine components, joint purchasing and manufacturing process, and the ability to enter new markets through the alliance. In the end, Nissan was able to turn its company around and ended up generating profits over its consecutive losses in previous years. It was also able reduce its debt levels by half. In addition, through the synergies of the Renault-Nissan alliance 
A company planning to expand internationally can use different strategies to adjust to the external pressures, threats and opportunities. The two main pressures faced by companies are the pressures to reduce costs and pressures for local adaptation. 
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