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ABSTRACT:

Companies have increasingly chosen to enter international business in the face of growing and
intense competition. Businesses worldwide have restricted face-to-face contact and negotia-
tions since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic. Various video tools have emerged to facil-
itate business-to-business video negotiations, which fills a need and can contribute to the glob-
ally accelerated transition from face-to-face international business negotiations (FTF-IBNs) to
video international business negotiations (V-IBNs). Previous studies have analyzed the influence
of different cultures on negotiation behavior. However, little is known about the effect of com-
munication mode (i.e., face-to-face vs. video negotiations) on the behavior of negotiators in
international business negotiations (IBNs). Thus, this study investigates the impact of communi-
cation mode on the tendencies of Finnish negotiators in IBNs.

To achieve this objective, a theoretical framework was developed for the research by combining
face-to-face and video communication modes with Salacuse’s model of the 10 elements of
negotiation behavior (i.e., negotiation goal, attitudes, personal style, communication style, time
sensitivity, emotionalism, agreement form, agreement building, team organization, and risk-tak-
ing). Furthermore, four new complementary elements were developed for this study: infor-
mation sharing, negotiation speed, trust, and negotiation satisfaction.

A methodological philosophy of positivism and, by extension, a deductive approach were ap-
plied in this study. The developed framework was tested using quantitative data collected from
an online survey of 28 Finnish executives involved in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. A confirmatory factor
analysis was also conducted to ensure that the measured constructs were reliable and valid.
Moreover, an independent samples t-test was performed to determine the effect of communi-
cation mode on the behavior of Finnish negotiators in IBNs.

The results revealed statistically significant differences in behavior between FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs
for seven out of 14 negotiation elements. First, extremely significant differences in participants’
personal style, negotiation speed, and negotiation satisfaction were found between the two
modes. In addition, very significant differences were observed for negotiation goal, risk-taking,
and trust. Finally, a significant difference was found for emotionalism. No statistically significant
differences were observed for the remaining elements. In practical terms, the results emphasize
the importance of considering the influence of communication modes on different elements of
negotiation behavior in IBNs.

KEYWORDS: international business negotiations, negotiation elements, communication
mode, face-to-face negotiation, video negotiation, Finnish negotiators, COVID-19
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TIIVISTELMA:

Kasvavan ja kiristyvan kilpailun vuoksi yhd useammat yritykset ovat paattaneet ryhtya kansain-
valiseen liiketoimintaan. COVID-19-pandemian alusta ldhtien yritykset ympari maailmaa ovat
rajoittaneet kasvokkain tapahtuvia kontakteja. Yritysten valisia videoneuvotteluja helpottamaan
on kehitetty erilaisia videotydkaluja, jotka vastaavat tdhan tarpeeseen ja saattavat olla osaltaan
nopeuttamassa maailmanlaajuista siirtymista kasvokkain kaytavista kansainvalisista liikeneuvot-
teluista kansainvalisiin videoneuvotteluihin. Aiemmissa tutkimuksissa on analysoitu eri kulttuu-
rien vaikutusta neuvottelukdyttdaytymiseen. Viestintdtavan (neuvottelut kasvotusten vs. vi-
deoneuvottelut) vaikutuksesta neuvottelijoiden kayttaytymiseen kansainvalisissa liikeneuvotte-
luissa tiedetddn kuitenkin vain vahan. Siksi tassa tutkimuksessa selvitetdan viestintatavan vaiku-
tusta suomalaisten neuvottelijoiden kayttaytymiseen kansainvalisissa liikeneuvotteluissa.

Tavoitteen saavuttamiseksi tutkimukselle rakennettiin teoreettinen viitekehys yhdistamalla kaksi
viestintdtapaa (neuvottelut kasvokkain ja videoneuvottelut) Salacusen malliin neuvottelukayt-
taytymisen 10 osatekijastd (neuvottelun tavoite, asenteet, henkilékohtainen tyyli, kommunikoin-
tityyli, aikaherkkyys, emotionaalisuus, sopimuksen muoto, sopimuksen rakenne, tiimiorganisaa-
tio ja riskinotto). Lisaksi tata tutkimusta varten kehitettiin neljd uutta niita tdydentavaa osatekijaa:
tiedon jakaminen, neuvottelunopeus, luottamus ja neuvottelutyytyvaisyys.

Tassa tutkimuksessa sovellettiin metodologista positivismin filosofiaa ja sitd kautta deduktiivista
lahestymistapaa. Kehitettya viitekehysta testattiin kvantitatiivisella datalla, joka kerattiin verkko-
kyselylla 28 suomalaiselta, jotka olivat osallistuneet kansainvalisiin liikkeneuvotteluihin kasvotus-
ten ja videoyhteydella. Mitattujen neuvottelukdyttdytymisen osatekijoiden reliabiliteetin ja vali-
diteetin varmistamiseksi suoritettiin myods faktorianalyysi. Lisdksi suoritettiin riippumattomien
otosten t-testi, jolla selvitettiin viestintatavan vaikutusta suomalaisten neuvottelijoiden kayttay-
tymiseen kansainvalisissa lilkeneuvotteluissa.

Tulokset paljastivat, etta kdyttaytymisessa kasvokkain kaydyissa neuvotteluissa ja videoneuvot-
teluissa oli tilastollisesti merkitsevia eroja seitsemassa neuvottelukayttaytymisen 14 osatekijasta.
Ensinndkin naiden kahden viestintatavan valilla havaittiin tilastollisesti erittdin merkitseva ero
osallistujien henkilokohtaisessa tyylissa, neuvottelunopeudessa ja neuvottelutyytyvaisyydessa.
Lisaksi neuvottelun tavoitteessa, riskinotossa ja luottamuksessa havaittiin tilastollisesti merkit-
seva ero ja emotionaalisuudessa tilastollisesti melkein merkitseva ero. Muissa osatekijoissa ei
havaittu tilastollisesti merkitsevia eroja. Kdytanndssa nama havainnot osoittavat, ettd kansain-
valisissa liikeneuvotteluissa olisi tarkeda ottaa huomioon viestintdtapa ja sen vaikutukset neu-
vottelijoiden kayttaytymiseen.

AVAINSANAT: kansainvaliset lilkkeneuvottelut, neuvottelun osatekijat, viestintatavat, kasvok-
kain neuvottelu, videoneuvottelu, suomalaiset neuvottelijat, COVID-19
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1 Introduction

Due to increased globalization and intense competition, an increasing number of com-
panies have embarked on international business (IB; Ali et al., 2021; Nguyen et al., 2016).
Face-to-face (FTF) negotiation is recognized as the most effective form of business be-
cause it enables the direct transfer of information and builds an authentic and confiden-
tial atmosphere between the parties (Denstadli et al., 2012, p. 66). However, since the
outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, companies around the world have restricted FTF
communication and negotiation and have been forced to adapt their business model to
video platforms to reach customers (Ratten, 2020, p. 633). Various video tools have
emerged to facilitate business-to-business video negotiation in IB and support leaders

toward success in virtual collaboration (Caligiuri et al., 2020, p. 707).

The switch from face-to-face international business negotiations (FTF-IBNs) to video in-
ternational business negotiations (V-IBNs) has globally accelerated since the outbreak of
COVID-19 in December 2019. The growing popularity of video negotiation is exemplified
by Zoom, whose daily users increased from 10 million in December 2019 to 300 million
in April 2020 (Backlinko, 2022). Furthermore, Zoom’s corporate customers increased
from 81,900 in January 2020 to 504,900 in July 2021 (Backlinko, 2022). Simultaneously,
the number of active users on the Microsoft Teams platform increased from 75 million
in 2020 to 270 million in 2022 (Business of Apps, 2022). In the third quarter of 2021,

Microsoft switched from reporting daily to monthly active users (Statista, 2022).

Although video negotiation has become an increasingly acceptable and common prac-
tice among IB negotiators, Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 66) emphasized that comparative
empirical studies on FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs are scarce. There are sufficient grounds for the
research topic considering that organizations spend an average of 15% of their time
(Mankins et al., 2014, p. 76) and managers almost 23 hours per week on negotiations
(Perlow et al., 2017, p. 64). In particular, lvanovski and Gruevski (2014, pp. 173-174)
demonstrated that time savings are associated with video negotiation when travel is re-

duced, leaving management and personnel more time to use resources for other, more



productive work. However, they noted that a lack of physical presence, limited visibility,
and technology issues in video negotiation present challenges to trust building between
negotiators. Therefore, Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 71) emphasized that the question is not
whether V-IBNs should replace FTF-IBNs but rather which variables influence the choice

of communication mode.

1.1 Background of the study

Prior research has extensively investigated culture’s impact on IB negotiators” behavior
from different countries (Metcalf et al., 2006; Salacuse, 1998; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad,
2021). For example, Salacuse (1998) surveyed 310 respondents, including business ex-
ecutives and other professionals from 12 countries, to examine the impact of culture on
10 elements of negotiation behavior. He found significant differences in negotiation
tendencies between negotiators from different countries. However, little is known re-
garding the impact of communication mode (FTF vs. video) on the 10 elements of nego-
tiation behavior in international business negotiations (IBNs). Previous studies have in-
vestigated the choice of the communication method (i.e., FTF vs. video) in IBNs
(Denstadli et al., 2012; Geiger, 2020) and their advantages and disadvantages (Denstadli
et al., 2012; Galin et al., 2007). Due to these different advantages and disadvantages, it
is essential to explore the impact of communication mode on the negotiation tendencies

of IB negotiators.

This research problem is topical, as corporations that engage in IB must consider which
method to use in business negotiations. The Global Business Travel Association (GBTA;
2020) reported that the scale of the COVID-19 pandemic potentially reduced the busi-
ness travel industry’s global revenue by $820.7 billion in 2020. Moreover, the GBTA (2021)
estimated that global spending on business travel would only return to the pre-COVID
level of $1.4 trillion in 2024. According to Caligiuri et al. (2020, p. 700), the pandemic has
affected international business travelers, reduced business travel as negotiations have
moved to a virtual environment, and led to additional uncertainty. For example, Julsrud

etal. (2012, pp. 397-398) reported that video negotiation could decrease business travel
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and complement traditional FTF negotiation. Thus, Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 86) under-
lined that, although video negotiation saves time and reduces travel stress, FTF negotia-
tion is still needed, as it facilitates the development of business relations through infor-

mal discussions.

Furthermore, Andres (2002, p. 46) argued that a project team’s productivity could de-
crease if communication is only handled through video connections compared to an FTF
negotiation team. Therefore, companies must evaluate the method used to conduct
business negotiations and calculate its economic effects based on the negotiations” re-
sults. For example, U.S. companies that invest one dollar in business travel achieve ap-
proximately $12.50 in turnover and $3.80 in profit (Oxford Economics, 2009). Therefore,
companies that conduct IB should assess which negotiation channel is needed at any
given time and its impact on negotiators” tendencies (i.e., behavior) and negotiation out-

comes.

1.2 Research gap

As IBNs have shifted from FTF to video platforms, it is worth examining the effect of
communication mode on IB negotiators” negotiation tendencies. Considerable research
has focused on the impact of culture on Finnish negotiators” negotiation tendencies in
FTF negotiations (Metcalf et al., 2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021) and the advantages
and disadvantages of FTF versus video negotiations (Denstadli et al., 2012; Galin et al.,
2007). Nevertheless, little attention has been paid to the effects of FTF and video plat-
forms on the elements of negotiation. However, Altis (2022) presented new information
on the influence of the communication mode on the elements and tactics of the negoti-
ation behavior of Finnish negotiators in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. After the outbreak of the
COVID-19 pandemic, companies in Finland and around the world adopted video negoti-
ation in IB. Therefore, Finnish companies must enrich their understanding of the influ-

ence of communication methods on negotiators’ tendencies.



11

1.3 Research question and objectives of the study

The main objective of this research is to explore the role of communication mode on the
negotiating elements of Finnish negotiators involved in IBNs. Accordingly, the main re-

search question is as follows:

What is the impact of communication mode (face-to-face vs. video) on Finnish negoti-

ators’ international business negotiation elements (i.e., tendencies)?

To answer this research question, the specific sub-objectives were formulated for this

study:

1. To increase understanding of the conceptualization, process, and elements of
IBNs

2. To study the conceptualization, characteristics, advantages, and disadvantages
of FTF negotiation and video negotiation

3. To explore the role of communication mode on the negotiating elements and

tendencies of Finnish negotiators involved in IBNs

1.4 Delimitations of the study

There are six delimitations of this study that should be considered. First, this study bor-
rows from and extends the 10-element model proposed by Salacuse (1998). Salacuse’s
(1998) model was chosen because it can be used to analyze the behavior of negotiators
comprehensively, and the constructs proposed in the model are measurable. Second,
although culture affects IBNs, it was not included as a variable in this study to ensure its
feasibility. However, culture was included as a background factor to understand the be-
haviors of Finnish negotiators. Third, this study is limited to Finnish negotiators involved
in IBNs. Fourth, quantitative online survey data was collected from respondents. How-
ever, | encourage future researchers to collect qualitative data to analyze the behavior

of IB negotiators in greater depth. Fifth, the sample size (i.e., 28 respondents) was small.
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Thus, the results cannot be generalized. Therefore, data should be collected from a larger

sample size of participants in future research. Finally, the study is limited to two negoti-

ation modes (i.e., FTF and video) in IBNs. The study does not consider other methods to

conduct IBNs, such as emails, instant messaging platforms, telephone calls, computer-

assisted communication, and using artificial intelligence (Al) in negotiations.

1.5 Definition of key terms

Table 1 summarizes the definitions of key terminologies used in this master’s research.

The listincludes international business negotiations, communication modes, negotiation

elements, face-to-face negotiation, and video negotiation, which serve as the study’s

conceptual framework.

Table 1. Definitions of key concepts covered in the study.

Key concepts

Definition

Source

International
business
negotiation

A voluntary give-and-take procedure in which
both parties adjust offers and expectations to
influence the outcome of the negotiation

Ghauri (20033, p. 3)

A problem-solving or decision-making
process between two or more parties

Luo (1999, p. 141)

Communication
mode

Communication modes are divided into six
themes: linguistic, visual, sound, gestural, and
spatial, which collectively form multimodal
meaning

The New London
Group (1996, p. 83)

Negotiation
element

Salacuse identified 10 elements of negotiation
behavior influenced by culture (i.e., negotiation
goal, attitudes, personal style, communication
style, time sensitivity, emotionalism, agreement
form, agreement building, team organization,
and risk-taking)

Salacuse (1998)

Face-to-face
negotiation

Traditional negotiations take place simulta-
neously and in the same place, and the parties
can communicate using direct and indirect
signals

Purdy and Nye
(2000, p. 164)

Video negotiation

Negotiations on video platforms are simulta-
neously synchronized in different locations

Stein and Mehta
(2020)




1.6 Previous studies
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Table 2 summarizes previous studies on the impact of culture on IBNs that are discussed

in this study. It includes the studies” authors, focus, methodology, theoretical roots, and

main findings.

Table 2. Previous studies on the impact of culture on business negotiations.

Author(s) Focus Metho.dology, sam.ple size, data Theoretical roots Main findings
and year analysis, and location
Salacuse Identify elements of the — Quantitative research Elements derived Definition of 10 ele-
(1998) negotiation process af- — Questionnaire (n = 301) from studies by ments of negotiation
fected by cultural differ- — Argentina, Brazil, China, France,  Salacuse (1991), influenced by a person’s
ences and determine how ...Germany, India, Japan, Mexico, Weiss (1994), and cultural background
the elements are reflected  ...Nigeria, Spain, the United King- Moran and Stripp
in different cultures ...dom, and the United States (1991)
Ghauri Create an international — Systematic literature review Ghauri’s (1986) Three groups of varia-
(2003a) business negotiation framework of the bles in the international
model that includes international busi-  business negotiation
elements that influence ness negotiation framework:
the process process 1) Background factors
2) Atmosphere
3) Process
Bird and Test the relationship be- — Systematic literature review Hofstede’s cul- Strong support for four
Metcalf tween Hofstede’s cultural — Brazil, China, Japan, Germany, tural values di- out of 12 hypotheses
(2004) values and dimensions of _ Mexico, and the United States mensions frame- and moderate support
negotiation work by Weiss for six hypotheses
and Stripp (1985)
Metcalf Identify differences in ne- — Quantitative research Salacuse (1998) Significant differences in
etal. gotiations in five countries ~ — Questionnaire (n = 1,189) negotiation approaches
(2006) and determine different — Comparative analysis between and within cul-
dimensions between — Finland, India, Mexico, Turkey, tures
countries _and the United States
Manrai Address shortcomings of — Systematic literature review Cultural frame- New framework divided
and previous frameworks and works by Hall into six structures: three
Manrai create a new conceptual (1959, 1960, negotiator characteris-
(2010) framework with key ele- 1976, 1979, 1983) tics and three negotia-
ments from research in and Hofstede tion behaviors
the field (1979, 1980,
1984, 1991, 2001)
Schwarz Study the influence of — Quantitative research, Hofstede’s cul- Significant differences
(2019) Generations X and Y on — Questionnaire (n = 574) tural dimensions observed between Gen-
international business — Confirmatory factor analysis theory (1992) and  erations X and Y in terms
negotiation behavior and independent samples t-test ~ Salacuse (1998) of cultural values and
— Germany, Finland, and Pakistan negotiation behavior
Zenad Study the influence of — Quantitative research Hofstede (1992), Significant differences
(2021) Generations X, Y, and Z on — Questionnaire (n = 141) Salacuse (1998), found in nine out of 10
international business — One-way ANOVA and Schwarz elements of negotiation
negotiation behavior in — Finland (2019) between Finnish Gener-
Finland ation X, Y, and Z negotia-
tors
Altis Determine the role of — Quantitative research Salacuse (1998), Significant differences
(2022) communication mode on — Questionnaire (n = 25) and international observed between face-

negotiation elements and
tactics among Finnish ne-
gotiators in international
business negotiations

— Confirmatory factor analysis
and independent samples t-test

— Finland

business negotia-
tion tactics

to-face and video nego-
tiations in terms of ne-
gotiation goal, personal
style, emotionalism, risk-
taking, trust, and infor-
mation exchange tactics
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1.7 Structure of the study

This thesis is divided into five chapters. The introduction presents the effects of the
change brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic in the transition of international busi-
ness negotiations from FTF negotiations to video negotiations. In addition, the back-
ground of the study is explained based on previous studies on the negotiation behavior
of IB negotiators. It then introduces a research question, objectives, and a theoretical
framework for IBNs. In addition, the chapter specifies research limitations and key terms,
as well as a list of previous research on the topic. Finally, it explains the structure of the

study.

The second chapter presents the literature review. Theoretical aspects are divided into
three sections. The first section presents the literature on IBNs in three parts: definitions
of negotiations, the process of negotiations, and the elements of negotiation based on
Salacuse’s (1998) model. The second part defines FTF and video negotiation and their
advantages and disadvantages. The third part specifies different modes of communica-

tion used and the characteristics of Finnish IB negotiators.

The third chapter details the research approach and methods and justifies the imple-
mentation of the research as a quantitative study. Then, it describes the survey methods
and the data collection process, followed by operationalization variables. In addition, the
chapter defines the evaluation of the study’s reliability and validity. The fourth chapter
presents the empirical results of the confirmatory and independent samples t-test anal-
yses. It links the results to the proposed theoretical framework and tests the formulated
hypotheses. Moreover, differences in FTF and video negotiation tendencies are evalu-
ated and compared. Finally, the discussion and conclusion chapter introduces the main
findings from the study, including the theoretical contributions and implications for the
management of companies involved in IB. Lastly, future research recommendations are

provided to promote the development of IBNs.
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2 Literature review

The literature review was approached by focusing on the IBN process, FTF and video
negotiations, and the negotiation behavior of Finnish IB negotiators. The most common
databases used were EBSCO, Emerald Insight, Oxford University Press, ProQuest, SAGE
Journals, Science Direct, Springer Link, Taylor & Francis Online, and Wiley Online Library.
The main keywords used in the database search were international business, negotiation
process, face-to-face and video negotiation, communication modes, negotiation culture,
attitudes, time sensitivity, emotionalism, trust building, negotiation satisfaction, risk-ta-

king, negotiation speed, information sharing, and Finnish business negotiation culture.

This chapter introduces the theoretical aspects of the research and is divided into three
sections. The first section covers the following aspects of IBNs: definitions of IBN, the
process of IBN, and elements of IBN using Salacuse’s (1998) model. The second section
describes the conceptualization of FTF and video negotiations and presents the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of these modes. Finally, the third section describes different
communication modes and examines the effect of negotiation methods on the behavior
of Finnish IB negotiators. The chapter concludes with the hypotheses developed for the

study and the conceptual framework derived from them.

2.1 International business negotiation

In IBN, priorities can be distinguished and defined to differentiate between general com-
munications and business negotiations. According to Ghauri (2003a, p. 3), there is no
need to plan the outcome of negotiations or the negotiation process in everyday com-
munication between different business stakeholders (e.g., between an employer and
employees), as is necessary for business negotiations. By contrast, business negotiations
are carefully prepared, designed, and negotiated because the stakes are higher than in
everyday negotiations. He concluded that parties negotiate because they believe the
process may affect the likelihood of reaching a better outcome before accepting or re-

jecting the other party’s offer. Reynolds et al. (2003, p. 236) noted that the failure of



16

international negotiations has negative consequences, such as limitations on firm capac-
ity and revenue potential, increased sunk costs, and decreased motivation for negotia-

tors who lead IBNs.

Negotiators who conduct IBNs should have a broader understanding of the negotiation
process. Ghauri (2003a, p. 5) indicated that cultural differences provide difficulties for
negotiators since they must be able to evaluate these disparities while remaining adapt-
able throughout the negotiating process. Therefore, Reynolds et al. (2003, p. 236) un-
derlined that IB negotiators must have more skills and expertise than domestic negotia-
tors. Ghauri (20034, p. 4) further argued that external factors influence the negotiation
process, especially cultural factors. The latter include cultural differences between coun-
tries and differences between organizations, which vary according to the company’s
country of operation and industry. Accordingly, individual differences are affected by dif-
ferent cultural and organizational backgrounds and the professional differences of those

involved in negotiations (Ghauri, 20033, p. 5).

2.1.1 Definitions of international business negotiation

Several scholars have provided similar definitions of the concept of IBN. For example,
Luo (1999, p. 141) claimed that negotiations take place between two or more parties in
problem solving or decision making. Negotiations between companies from two or more
countries involve a complex interaction process that seeks to define the interdepend-
ence between parties. Ghauri (2003a, p. 3) highlighted that the term “bargaining” is
sometimes used in the definition of negotiation to indicate that these terms are inter-
changeable. However, he clarified that bargaining refers to a bazaar activity, which he
called a competitive bargain that seeks to maximize one’s benefit at the expense of an-
other, also known as win-lose negotiations. By contrast, Ghauri (2003a, p. 4) emphasized
that negotiations can be called an interactive bargain in which both parties benefit and
are a process in which a solution to a common problem can be sought; he referred to

this style of negotiation as “win-win negotiations.” However, the latter does not
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necessarily result in achieving a common goal. As a result, Ghauri (20033, p. 4) identified

four characteristics of interactive negotiation:

1) The flow of information between the participants is open, and the parties recog-
nize their objectives, considering the other’s goals.

2) Finding a solution satisfies the goals of both parties.

3) Both parties are aware of similar and conflicting objectives and must work to-
gether to achieve common and complementary goals that they can accept.

4) Both parties try to understand each other’s perspectives to achieve their goals.

2.1.2 International business negotiation process

Attempts to create a unified framework for the process of IBN and the effect of culture
on the process have been widely discussed in previous studies (Brett, 2000; Calantone
et al., 1998; Ghauri, 1986; Ghauri, 2003a; Graham, 1985a; Graham & Lin, 1987; Phatak
& Habib, 1996; Reynolds et al., 2003; Simintiras & Thomas, 1998; Ting-Toomey & Kurogi,
1998; Tung, 1988; Weiss, 1993). Graham and Lin (1987) and Graham (1985a, p. 131) in-
troduced a framework of endogenous and exogenous factors that affect negotiation out-
comes. Endogenous constructs are factors defined before the beginning of the negotia-
tion, whereas negotiators” characteristics and the circumstantial constraints that affect
the process and the outcome form the exogenous construct variables. However, Ghauri
and Fang (2003, p. 415) indicated that Graham and Lin’s (1987) framework lacks a post-

negotiation element.

Tung’s (1988) negotiation framework is based on five dimensions: environment, situa-
tional negotiation, the negotiator’s personality, strategic choices and development, and
agreement. Weiss (1993, pp. 275-276) proposed a framework for IBNs divided into three
elements, i.e., the relationship and behavior of the parties and the influencing conditions
(RBC). Phatak and Habib (1996, pp. 30—31) established a context in which immediate and
environmental conditions influence international negotiations. Negotiators cannot influ-

ence the environmental context; instead, they have control over elements in the
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immediate context. Calantone et al. (1998, p. 21) developed an IBN framework based on
organizational and negotiator characteristics, cultural context, views of the partner’s
problem-solving behavior, and negotiator satisfaction. Simintiras and Thomas (1998,
p. 12) introduced a model for the IBN process divided into two phases; an interaction
unrelated to the task and an interaction related to the task. Key aspects of IBNs were
also included in Ting-Toomey and Kurogi’s (1998, pp. 209—211) model, which was based
on face maintenance theory in intercultural conflict, and Brett’s (2000, pp. 101-102)
framework, in which culture and negotiation processes are central. Building on the pre-
vious discussion, Reynolds et al. (2003, pp. 249-250) concluded that the factors that af-

fect IBNs lack a common theoretical framework.

Therefore, Ghauri’s (2003a) framework of IBNs was used in this study to provide an over-
view of the process. The framework introduces variables that affect the negotiation pro-
cess and describes its different aspects, which enables a deeper understanding of the
process because the factors are the same regardless of culture. Thus, explaining the ne-
gotiation process contributes to knowledge about factors that influence the behavior of
IB negotiators and the professional development of effective global negotiators. In con-
clusion, the IBN model presented by Ghauri (2003a) was applicable to and consistent

with this study’s research framework.

Ghauri (200343, p. 5) divided his IBN process framework according to three variables to
develop the definition of IBN: background factors, atmosphere, and the negotiation pro-
cess (see Figure 1). He explained that the progression of the process might impact the
alteration of background variables. The following sections present the variables in

greater depth, starting from background factors.

2.1.2.1 Background factors

According to Ghauri (20033, p. 5), background variables can positively or negatively im-
pact the negotiation environment, process, and stages. He asserted that the positive ef-

fects of the negotiation process include increased speed and efficiency, while the
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adverse effects include delays. In addition, Ghauri highlighted that the impact of one
variable might be beneficial at one stage of the process, but the effect of another varia-
ble may be harmful at the same stage. There are four categories of background factors:

objectives, the environment, third parties, and negotiators.

PROCESS
BACKGROUND FACTORS — Pre-negotiations
R — Face-to-face negotiations
— Objectives .
— Environment \ — Post-negotiations
— Third parties STRATEGIC FACTORS

— Negotiators — Presentations

i — Strategy

— Decision making

— Need for an agent
ATMOSPHERE

CULTURAL FACTORS
— Conflict and cooperation

— Power and dependence / ~ Time o

— Expectations — Individual vs. coIIec'.c|V|s.m

— Pattern of communication

— Emphasis on personal relation

Figure 1. International business negotiation process (Adapted from Ghauri, 2003a, p. 9).

Objectives refer to the final stage of negotiations that each party wants to reach. Ghauri
(20034, p. 5) distinguished between common, conflicting, and complementary objecti-
ves. He clarified that common and complementary goals” direct and positive effects on
the negotiation process are widely acknowledged. By contrast, conflicting goals adver-
sely affect the negotiation process and hinder the likelihood of a positive outcome be-

cause one party’s profit represents a cost to the other.

For example, Saner (2003, p. 58) explained that the interests of parties willing to coop-
erate are more aligned because they work toward a common objective. By contrast, if
there are few joint interests between parties, this will negatively affect cooperation in
negotiations. Geiger (2020, pp. 234-236) demonstrated that previous findings have

been inconsistent with regard to financial profits. He divided profits into three categories:
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individual profits, joint profits, and profit diversification. In some cases, FTF negotiations
yielded the highest financial profits. However, in all categories, communication without
physical presence achieved either higher or lower profits, and some results showed no

difference in the distribution of the profits between different modes of communication.

Environmental factors have been extensively discussed in previous studies (Kashlak,
1998; Luo, 1999; Mayfield et al., 1998; Reynolds et al., 2003; Snavely et al., 1998; Tinsley
et al., 1999; Tung, 1991), which supports Ghauri’s (20034, p. 6) view that political, social,
and structural elements may affect both parties in the negotiation. He explained that
political and social factors in the negotiation environment directly affect the negotiation
process, as the factors are influenced by cultural differences that can hinder progress.
Moreover, the atmosphere is influenced by the market position of each negotiating party,

as one party’s monopolistic position affects bargaining power between the parties.

Luo (1999, pp. 154-155), Phatak and Habib (1996, pp. 32—33), Snavely et al. (1998,
pp. 9-10), and Tung (1991, p. 38) demonstrated that political intervention from the local
government was evident in some countries, which affected trust in the organization’s
activities, commitments, and business rules. Tinsley et al. (1999, p. 6) supported Ghauri’s
view by explaining that the following environmental factors must be considered in the
international negotiation context: legal and political factors, foreign government inter-
vention, general instability, and micro- and macro-level economic differences. Therefore,
Kashlak (1998, p. 254) suggested that a multinational company adjusts its goals in an
unstable market due to risks in the host country. For example, Gulbro and Herbig (1995,
p. 32) found that companies in the service industry prefer to meet in their home country
in international negotiations. However, this has not been found to produce a higher
probability of success. As a result, Mayfield et al. (1998, pp. 23—24) emphasized that the

choice of location is vital for pre-negotiations, especially if a win-win outcome is sought.

Third-party members in IBNs have been widely discussed in previous studies (Brett,

2000; Herbig, 1997; Martin et al., 1999; Snavely et al., 1998; Ting-Toomey & Kurogi,
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1998), which stated that their involvement in IBN agreements is complex. Ghauri (2003a,
p. 6) provided the example of a government whose complementary goals may include
the possibility of additional employment, improved infrastructure, consideration of for-
eign exchange, and other potential cooperation between countries. Furthermore, third
parties in IBNs, such as agents, consultants, interpreters, and translators, are used in
different countries to increase the effectiveness of negotiations (Reynolds et al., 2003,
p. 243). For example, Phatak and Habib (1996, p. 33) describe that a government agent
can influence, in the background of negotiations, whether government regulations must

be taken into account in business decisions.

Previous studies (Brett, 2000, p. 98; Herbig, 1997, p. 7; Martin et al., 1999, p. 66; Snavely
et al., 1998, p. 10; Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998, p. 196) have recommended increasing
the efficiency of negotiations in different countries by utilizing a local consultant or me-
diator in aninternational environment. For example, it has been shown that stakeholders
influence the course of IBNs by providing support and creating challenges (Weiss, 1990,
p. 591). Brouthers and Bamossy (1997, pp. 302—-303) found that key stakeholders can
take a leading role in negotiations to replace the current management and in post-nego-
tiations to reopen an already agreed international joint venture (1JV) contract. They fur-
ther explain that the third party has decision-making power over the content of the final
agreement, which allows them to minimize their involvement in the negotiation phase.
In addition, it has been claimed that imperfection increases with the number of 1V play-
ers, which affects the goals of the negotiation and increases representation costs
(Luo, 1999, p. 161). In summary, Black and Mendenhall (1993, p. 58) suggested that a

third party can be used in conflict resolution.

Negotiators are the last background factor that affects negotiations. According to Ghauri
(20034, p. 6), the negotiators” previous experience and ability influence the negotiation
process. He also emphasized that the negotiators” personality plays a role in the out-
come of the negotiation, especially in stressful circumstances. Weiss and Stripp (1998,

p. 59) explained that the success or reputation of negotiators could be used as a criterion
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of negotiation skills, noting that these characteristics have a particular focus, given that
some correspond to each other. In addition, Ghauri (200343, p. 6) asserted that two con-
straints bind negotiators. First, negotiators seek to promote the success of all parties by
increasing their opportunities for cooperation. Second, they attempt to maximize their
objectives and ensure that the agreement benefits them. Reynolds et al. (2003, p. 243)
supported Ghauri’s view of the influence of negotiators on the negotiation process.
Their findings emphasized emotionality and negotiators” communication skills, including
the importance of foreign language skills, non-verbal expression, and direct and indirect

styles.

Hall (1976, p. 91) proposed that communication style can be divided into a high and low-
context culture. He explained that in a high-context culture, contextual cues are the pri-
mary and dominant way to convey communication rules such as body language and per-
sonal style. High-context cultures expressly lack written regulations. Instead, low-context
cultures are those in which norms are clearly stated or written, and most communication
is verbal. For example, Weiss and Stripp (1998, p. 59) described a negotiation team that
fulfills all the required characteristics, such as negotiation skills, status, subject
knowledge, and personal competence. In addition, they noted that when assessing

group composition, the number of members may be culturally dependent.

Furthermore, Volkema (1998, pp. 227-228) identified that negotiators” personal charac-
teristics and behavior affect the outcome of negotiations. The characteristics, forms of
communication, and content of negotiations have been studied in relation to different
personality types (Kale & Barnes, 1992, p. 126; Luo, 1999, p. 149). In addition, it has been
found that negotiators” behavior is influenced by adaptability or combined with their
perception of time (Ang et al., 2000, pp. 406—-407). Regarding challenges in understand-
ing different cultures, studies have focused on negotiators” communication skills, such
as knowledge of foreign languages, education level, and previous professional experi-
ence (Simintiras, 2000, pp. 49-50). Tsalikis et al. (1991, p. 38) demonstrated that, com-

pared to a native accent, a foreign accent in English weakens negotiators” credibility.
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2.1.2.2 Atmosphere

Atmosphere is the second core variable in the IBN process. Ghauri (2003a, p. 7) pre-
sented the meaningful interaction between atmosphere and process, which influence
each other at different stages of the negotiation; he emphasized that atmosphere is in-
fluenced by the parties” behavior and the characteristics of the process. In addition, the
parties” perceptions of the negotiation atmosphere are more important than how it is in
reality. Ghauri specified characteristics that influence the atmosphere of different stages
of negotiation, dividing them into three categories: (1) conflict and cooperation,

(2) power and dependence, and (3) expectations.

Conflict and cooperation are essential to the IBN process, as parties have the will to
identify a solution to the negotiated issue (Ghauri, 2003a, p. 7). However, Ghauri ex-
plained that this creates challenges because when one party benefits from the outcome
of the negotiation, the other party incurs costs. Reynolds et al. (2003, p. 246) confirmed
that issues related to business negotiations, such as agreements and concessions, are
linked to cultural differences. They also identified differences in negotiation behavior in
terms of negotiation goals, whether negotiators seek a contract or a relationship, and
whether the agreement is specific or general. Nguyen et al. (2016, p. 565) examined how
cultures and ownership in different countries affect the resolution of disputes in inter-
national joint ventures. Their findings indicated that the adoption of coercive and prob-
lem-solving tactics was influenced by ownership control. In contrast, there was no sig-
nificant correlation between ownership control and the legalistic method, and only con-

trol and minority status affected the use of the compromise strategy.

Ghauri (20033, p. 7) clarified that the extent of a conflict or cooperation depends on the
parties” objectives and the stage of the process. Furthermore, he argued that when the
other party is unknown, the risk of conflict increases due to misunderstanding its actions
during the negotiation. For example, Morris et al. (1998, p. 741) demonstrated that the
culture and social values influence the conflict resolution and cooperation strategy that

negotiators are accustomed to. Ghauri (2003a, p. 7) concluded that cooperation and
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conflict are on different sides of the balancing scale in the negotiation process and at

different stages.

The relationship between power and dependence is the second factor that influences
the atmosphere of negotiations. Ghauri (20033, p. 7) demonstrated that it is tied to both
parties” actual dominance in the market and the availability of alternatives; thus, back-
ground variables can affect the relationship between power and dependence. Ghauri
emphasized that the degree of dominance between the parties is correlated with the
ability to govern the relationship. For example, Phatak and Habib (1996, p. 35) explained
that the relationship between power and dependence affects negotiation strategy; as a
result, the party with more power can make demands, while the weaker party must
adapt. Therefore, Ghauri (2003a, p. 7) clarified that neither party is dependent on the

other only when both parties perceive the level of power to be at the same level.

To examine the factors that affect the relationship between power and dependence
among buyers and sellers, Inderst and Montez (2019, p. 47) created a model in which
the parties could negotiate bilaterally and make local changes. They found that company
size can be either a strength or a weakness when negotiating more favorable trade terms.
As a company grows; thus, does the interdependence between the parties; thus, chang-
ing business partners becomes less attractive. Ghauri (20033, p. 8) noted that there is an
imbalance of power when one party depends on the other or when the other party is
assumed to have more power. Therefore, Hansen and Rasmussen (2013, p. 664) ex-
plained that the relationship between power and dependence is not static but dynamic
in accordance with future cooperation. For instance, a vendor can contribute to the pos-
itive development of a relationship by demonstrating credibility, having unique

knowledge, and adapting to changing markets (Hansen & Rasmussen, 2013, p. 663).

Expectations are the third factor that influences the atmosphere of negotiations. Ghauri
(20034, p. 8) distinguished between long-term and short-term expectations. Long-term

expectations focus on a business partner’s future potential and values. For example,
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Phatak and Habib (1996, p. 36) divided negotiation outcomes into tangible results such
as profit sharing and intangible results such as goodwill. In addition, they stated that the
effects of the expected and achieved results in the negotiations on the short-term vs.
long-term business relationship must be considered because long-term cooperation is
required to achieve tangible results. Ghauri (2003a, p. 8) explained that the possibility
of an agreement increases when the negotiating parties have similar long-term expecta-

tions aligned with the negotiations” primary objectives.

In previous studies, factors that affect negotiation expectations have been linked with
business success and the level of connection building (Kale & Barnes, 1992, p. 123;
Luo, 1999, pp. 160-161). Ghauri (20033, p. 8) noted that parties only participate in or
continue negotiations if they lead to better results. Therefore, expectations change and
evolve at different stages and thus affect the negotiation process. He further argued that
short-term expectations involve weighing the benefits of current trade. Luo (1999, p. 160)
emphasized that successful negotiation lays the foundation for cooperation and long-
term success and performance. In summary, Tinsley and Pillutla (1998, p. 722) demon-
strated that, in IBNs, culture leads some negotiators to be satisfied when expected prof-

its are maximized, while others are more satisfied with parity of results.

2.1.2.3 Process

The negotiation process is the third essential variable in IBNs. In Ghauri’s (1986, p. 72)
framework, the negotiation process was previously divided into five different stages.
Later, Ghauri (2003a, p. 8) divided the process into three stages: (1) pre-negotiation,
(2) FTF negotiation, and (3) post-negotiation. The stages refer to the parties” activities
and communication in a particular setting, which change when they decide to move on
to the next step or state that there is no possibility of continuation and end the negotia-
tion. At the pre-negotiation stage, the parties seek agreement and consider each other’s
requirements. This is followed by the FTF negotiation phase. Finally, in the post-negoti-
ation phase, the parties have agreed on the negotiated issues and are ready to sign the

contract after approval of the form of the contract.
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Pre-negotiations are the first stage in the negotiation process and have been discussed
in previous literature (Cavusgil et al., 2013; Ghauri, 2003a; Saner, 2003). According to
Ghauri (2003a, pp. 8-9), pre-negotiation begins with the parties” first contact, which in-
dicates a willingness to cooperate and make preliminary proposals. Furthermore, the
dynamism of the process emerges at an early stage when there is an understanding of
the needs of both parties; moreover, the benefits of participating in the negotiation are
considered. In addition, when the requirements of both parties are understood at an
early stage, and the advantages of participating in the negotiations are considered, the
dynamism of the process emerges. Saner (2003, p. 51) suggested that strategy and tac-
tics are developed in the pre-negotiation phase while considering the other party’s

needs and what can be offered.

Ghauri (20033, p. 9) asserted that parties seek information about each other and the
factors that affect the environment in which they operate. For example, as McCall (2003,
pp. 225-226) described, the seller may notice in the pre-negotiation phase that the
buyer is attempting to take advantage of a particular negotiation element by emphasiz-
ing and leveraging it to ensure that it occupies an important position on the negotiation
agenda and thus achieve a better price. In addition, changes in the relative power bal-
ance between the parties may occur during the process as a result of factors such as
competitors or exchange rate fluctuations. Therefore, McCall emphasized that one chal-
lenge in the negotiation process is to define the negotiation agenda to be jointly solved.
Ghauri (2003a, pp. 9-10) stated that this requires each party to commit to the other

party’s goals and expectations honestly.

Informal pre-negotiation meetings are often more essential than formal negotiations
(Ghauri, 2003a, p. 10). According to Usunier (2003a, p. 125), the level of formality with
partners should be considered because members of a formal culture may adopt more
informal behavior in discussions outside of negotiations. Ghauri (20033, p. 10) clarified
that social ties between parties could be helpful, as the trust they build is more likely to

help them reach an agreement. Hence, these informal meetings prioritize understanding
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the other party’s priorities in the negotiations. As a result, the parties can establish a

negotiating strategy for future FTF transactions at the pre-negotiation stage.

Face-to-face negotiation is the second stage of the negotiation process, in which differ-
ent perspectives must be considered to make progress. Several studies (Adler et al., 1992;
Brett, 2000; Brett et al., 2017; Calantone et al., 1998; Ghauri, 2003c; Ghauri & Usunier,
2003a; Phatak & Habib, 1996; Simintiras & Thomas, 1998; Weiss, 1993) provide support
for Ghauri’s (2003a, p. 11) research, which highlighted that the important factor in ne-
gotiations is the parties” perception that the problem can be solved, given their possible
opinions on the topic and the outcome. In FTF negotiation, the parties should have var-
ious options available to move the negotiation forward and keep an open mind. The
main goal of this phase is to approach the parties and explore differences in expectations
and views. Therefore, Phatak and Habib (1996, p. 37) suggested that the parties must be
prepared to react to new needs by openly interacting with each other and attempting to

identify solutions to various negotiation issues.

Ghauri (20034, p. 11) explained that the negotiation process is dominated by the party
that sets the agenda for negotiations because it can highlight its strengths and the other
party’s weaknesses. Negotiations can be advanced by discussing and agreeing on
broader issues first or progressing one issue at a time towards an agreement. Therefore,
the chosen strategy is influenced by the other party in the negotiation, and it would be
beneficial to identify its strategy in a timely manner to formulate one’s strategy accord-
ingly. For example, Brett et al. (2017, p. 288) suggested that, depending on the culture,
negotiators may rely on the question and answer strategy, which is associated with high
trust and mutual benefits. In contrast to others who may use the associated substantia-
tion and offer strategy, which is associated with low trust and low mutual benefits.
Brett et al. (2017, p. 291) clarified that the substantiation and offer approach includes
logical arguments and emotional and influence strategies, such as threats and disputes.

Instead, the questions and answers focus on cooperation, sharing information, and
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solving problems. In addition, Calantone et al. (1998, p. 30) found that company repre-

sentatives with a collective culture value problem-solving behavior in negotiations.

Ghauri (1986, p. 76) argued that negotiators should not agree at the initial stage even if
there is a possibility, considering the following effects on the negotiation process. First,
extending the contract’s conclusion enables further concessions to be obtained from the
other party. Second, negotiators must demonstrate that they are putting time and effort
into agreements. Finally, the party that submits the last proposal at the beginning of
negotiations is at a disadvantage. Conversely, Fisher et al. (1991, p. 143) indicated that
deliberate delay tactics might adversely affect the negotiation process. In such cases, the
negotiating partner may seek alternatives with a third party if opportunities to reach an
agreement fade. Ghauri (20034, p. 12) indicated that international negotiations require
a discussion of different cultural and corporate traditions because the parties may have
difficulty understanding and adapting to a foreign culture. Thus, it is worth familiarizing

oneself with them in advance.

Participants should also maintain credibility while demonstrating flexibility to advance
the negotiations. Ghauri (1986, p. 77) stated that a balance between credibility and
strength is necessary and that the parties” challenge is to move forward without com-
promise at the beginning of negotiations. Thus, the parties should receive and send mes-
sages when they can proceed to the next stage in the negotiations. Consequently, Fisher
etal. (1991, p. 71) suggested that parties identify the factors that lead to mutual benefit.
According to Ghauri (1986, p. 77), maintaining flexibility between parties is emphasized
in negotiations over issues such as payment terms, price, and delivery time. Often, the
stronger party does not have to make many concessions, while the weaker party must
make them for the negotiations to progress and the atmosphere to remain positive
(Ghauri, 20033, p. 12). For instance, a better price may be offered in exchange for better
payment terms (Ghauri, 2003a, p. 11). In conclusion, negotiators should keep long-term
goals in mind; profit from the current trade is not the most important factor but rather

access to new markets or the acquisition of a reference project (Ghauri, 1986, p. 77).
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Post-negotiation is the third stage of the negotiation process and has been widely dis-
cussed in previous studies (Ghauri, 1986; Ghauri, 2003a; Ghauri & Fang, 2003; Weiss,
2003). It culminates in the signing of the agreement based on the negotiation, which
follows terms agreed upon by the parties. However, before the contract is signed, it
should be concluded in a language that both parties understand to avoid later conflicts
(Ghauri, 20033, p. 12). Moreover, it is beneficial to take the time needed to reach an
agreement; if it harms the atmosphere of the other party, this may lead to new negoti-
ations. Therefore, Ghauri (1986, p. 78) proposed a negotiation summary involving enu-
merating the concessions and contract terms to ensure that the parties understood what
was agreed upon. Ghauri (20034, p. 12) clarified that the negotiation summary should
concern not only the written contract and its signing but also how the contract is imple-

mented.

According to Weiss (2003, p. 358), parties can only evaluate the plan’s effectiveness and
how effectively the terms of the agreement meet the original goals and parties” evolving
interests after the plan has been implemented. To illustrate contract implementation,
Ghauri and Fang (2003, p. 428) explained problems in the implementation phase when
the other party does not fulfill their agreed-upon obligations. Changes can lead to new
rounds of negotiations in which previously agreed-upon issues are open for discussion.
It is possible that negotiators were under pressure from a higher authority to make
changes to the agreement based on changes in the local market. In Ghauri’s (20033,
p. 8) negotiation framework, the process variable includes two dimensions: cultural and
strategic factors. These affect all three stages of the negotiation process, and their role
varies according to the stage. These dimensions are presented in the following subsec-

tions.

Cultural factors are the second element of the negotiation process and have been ex-
tensively discussed in previous studies (Ang et al., 2000; Brett, 2017; Ghauri, 2003a; Hall,
1960; Hofstede & Usunier, 2003; Khakhar & Rammal, 2013; Manrai & Manrai, 2010;
Salacuse, 1998; Usunier, 2003a; Weiss & Stripp, 1998). Ghauri (20033, pp. 13—-14) divided
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cultural factors into four categories: time, individualism versus collectivism, communica-

tion patterns, and personal relationships.

Time is viewed differently around the world. Hall (1960, pp. 88—89) introduced cultural
variations in people’s perception of the passage of time in cross-cultural business nego-
tiations. He listed the following factors: schedules, whether the time is flexible or fixed,
the effect of personal relationships on the work schedule, decision-making time, and
reactions to delays and time constraints. Moreover, according to Salacuse (1998, p. 231),
adherence to schedules and the length of negotiations have been mentioned as part of

cultural concerns related to negotiation time.

For example, Ghauri (2003a, p. 13) asserted that, while time is considered valuable in
Western culture, it does not have a similar significance in Asia, Africa, and Latin America.
Thus, parties should minimize misunderstandings and frustrations during the negotia-
tion process by obtaining prior knowledge of the other party’s attitude over time. More-
over, Ghauri (20034, p. 21) explained that patience and time are essential for negotiators,
as the negotiation process can take an extended period of time for reasons attributable
to the other party. Therefore, negotiators must carefully discuss all issues to demon-
strate their relevance in challenging and lengthy negotiations. Finally, a good negotiator
determines the other party’s schedule for negotiations and allows sufficient time for the

process.

With this in mind, Weiss and Stripp (1998, pp. 60—61) claimed that cultural differences
affect the perception of time. In a monochronic culture, time is perceived as necessary;
thus, punctuality is valued, and schedules are kept. In a polychronic culture, parties ap-
preciate flexible schedules and use the time to develop relationships. For instance,
Ang et al. (2000, p. 406) reported that a polychronic time orientation resulted in the
lowest ratings for negotiators. By contrast, a monochronic time orientation was associ-
ated with the greatest flexibility and the most optimistic attitude. Khakhar and Rammal

(2013, p. 585) found that, in some cultures, negotiators often take time to familiarize
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themselves with the other party’s negotiators during the pre-negotiation phase. As a

result, negotiations may take longer because these cultures value relationship building.

Individual vs. collective behavior is a behavioral characteristic that varies among cul-
tures (Ghauri, 2003a, p. 13). According to Hofstede and Usunier (2003, p. 140), individ-
ualism and collectivism describe an individual’s degree of group integration. In an indi-
vidualistic culture, people care for themselves without having solid bonds with others.
By contrast, in a collective culture, individuals form strong bonds since childhood
through their families. Therefore, in previous studies, negotiators from an individualistic
culture have been shown to value individual rights, while collectivist negotiators have

been found to value relationships (Bazerman & Curhan, 2000, p. 297).

Moreover, Nguyen et al. (2016, p. 566) demonstrated that partners with different cul-
tural values may choose other conflict resolution techniques to solve problems. For ex-
ample, parties from individualistic cultures tend to use problem-solving strategies, while
parties from cultures that value uncertainty avoidance do not favor this tactic. For exam-
ple, Morris et al. (1998, p. 741) found that the members of individualist cultures behaved
competitively to manage conflicts, while members of collectivist cultures tended to be
avoidant. Therefore, it is essential to understand the other party’s behavioral character-

istics to develop a successful negotiation plan (Ghauri, 20033, p. 13).

Patterns of communication vary in different cultures. Some cultures use an indirect and
implicit communication model, while others use a direct and explicit communication
model (Ghauri, 20033, p. 13). Hall (1960, p. 77) argued that IB negotiators thrive when
they consider cultural differences such as time, place, material possessions, personal re-
lationships, and the language of contracts. Moreover, Ghauri (2003a, p. 14) highlighted
that interpreting non-verbal communication is vital because it can benefit multicultural
negotiations. In addition, awareness of non-verbal communication increases the effi-

ciency of the negotiation process and the likelihood of a positive outcome.
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Usunier (200343, p. 119) stated that, in lengthy negotiations, a common negotiating cul-
ture should be established between the parties, leaving local culture in the background.
He suggested that parties should agree on common standards and communication
methods, identify intermediaries within each party, and jointly decide facts, solutions,
and decisions. In conclusion, he argued that the approach is an informal solution be-
tween negotiators based on implicit communication, which depends on people who

have worked together for a long time and have good interpersonal relationships.

Personal relationships are the last category of cultural factors, from which Ghauri (2003a,
p. 14) explained how the level of valuing personal relationships varies in different cul-
tures. Western cultures tend to focus on the future relationship between organizations
and the issue under negotiation. However, in other cultures, the negotiator’s personality
is perceived as more important than the organization represented by the negotiator.
Usunier (2003a, pp. 133—-134) explained that the importance of personal relationships
should not be ignored, even if contracts are formally required in writing. In addition,
societies where negotiated agreements are based on trust between negotiators and oral
promises, must remember that it is difficult to gain trust in an individual who is not a

representative of the same social group.

Phatak and Habib (1996, p. 36) explained that negotiators” previous positive cooperation
influences the parties” relationship, which affects the outcome of the negotiations when
both parties aim for a win-win solution. Usunier (2003a, p. 134) emphasized that trust
between the parties should be regularly assessed and reviewed. To this end, Weiss and
Stripp (1998, p. 61) suggested that the reliability assessment may include past evidence,
instincts, external regulatory sanctions, and a particular contract. Thus, all or one of the
factors mentioned above can be practical options for evaluating the trustworthiness of

negotiations.
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Strategic factors are the third element of the negotiation process and have been exten-
sively discussed in previous studies (Campagna et al., 2016; Ghauri, 2003a; Ghauri &
Fang, 2003; Khakhar & Ahmed, 2017; Saner, 2003; Usunier, 2003b). According to Saner
(2003, p. 51), strategy guides the path that negotiators should take to achieve the goals
set for the negotiation. If the approach is chosen incorrectly based on specific interests
and purposes, the negotiation strategy was wrong from the beginning, which makes it
challenging to achieve one’s goals. Similarly, Ghauri (20033, p. 10) stated that the strat-
egy should consider challenges, available solutions, desired options, and the other
party’s wishes. Ghauri (20033, p. 11) recommended that negotiators note issues, focus
on controversial topics, develop tactics, create alternatives to multifaceted solutions,

and consider both parties” suggestions.

Moreover, Cavusgil et al. (2013, p. 265) underlined that the negotiators should consider
various solutions before negotiation because developing new alternatives under pres-
sure is challenging. With this in mind, Ghauri (2003a, p. 11) classified alternative solu-
tions into four categories: (1) preferred, (2) desired, (3) expected, and (4) not acceptable.
Cavusgil et al. (2013, p. 265) indicated that identifying various solutions strengthens
one’s negotiating position by bringing a competitive advantage to the assessment of
contract terms. In IBNs, the parties must carefully prepare for the plan, choose their ne-
gotiation approach, and consider the other party’s decision-making process. Ghauri
(20034, pp. 14-15) divided strategic factors into four categories: presentations, strategy,
decision making, and agent need. The following sections present the strategic factors in

more depth, starting with the presentations.

Presentations aim to demonstrate to the other party the company’s reliability in busi-
ness by presenting the quality and price of products or services, according to Ghauri and
Fang (2013, pp. 422-423). In addition, they emphasize that an essential step before for-
mal negotiations is the presentation of the members of the negotiation team to poten-
tial partners. Ghauri (20034, p. 14) explains that negotiators must know whether presen-

tations are held formally or informally and consider whether they are presented as a



34

group or individually. In addition, attention must be paid to how the presentation is con-
ducted, if its content is argumentative or informative, and the amount of information
shared. Because countries have different presentation styles, choosing the right style can
help negotiators prevent issues at the beginning of negotiations. For instance, Pender-
gast (1990, pp. 135-136) listed the five factors in creating a negotiation presentation:
scope, order, framing, packaging, and formula. Ghauri and Fang (2003, p. 423) described
a Western firm’s negotiations with a Chinese client; the firm’s negotiators had to present
the offer to several authorities in anticipation that a new team might replace the coun-
terparty’s negotiating team. Thus, negotiators had to repeat a presentation on the same

topic several times.

Strategy is another factor that negotiators in IBNs should consider. Ghauri (200343, p. 14)
asserted that the most important strategy styles are hard, soft, and intermediate. A hard
strategy is focused on making a high first offer with no compromises and then waiting
for the opposing side to respond with the first concession. A soft strategy is based on a
compromise made without a high offer and an expectation of reciprocity from the coun-
terparty’s negotiators. In an intermediate negotiation strategy, the first high offer is not
made to the other party; instead, a reasonable offer is expected from the other party,

which can be immediately accepted.

Furthermore, Ghauri (20033, p. 15) emphasized that negotiators must be aware of the
other party’s strategy to adapt their approach and prepare an appropriate counteroffer.
At the same time, negotiators should be aware that negotiations may ultimately be un-
favorable or fail. Therefore, Ghauri and Usunier (20033, p. 468) highlighted the possibil-
ity of terminating negotiations without agreeing on a contract because discrepancies
and differences of opinion between the parties remain unresolved. Consequently, the
strategy should also include measures that the parties choose not to take. Reasons to
leave a negotiation may include changes in the initial situation, changes in key personnel,
and differences in corporate culture between the negotiating partners (Ghauri & Usunier,

2003a, p. 469).
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As part of decision making in negotiations, different perspectives should be considered
in advance. According to Ghauri (200343, p. 15), it is essential to note the decision maker
in the other party, whether participants in the negotiation have final decision-making
power over the contract, and whether the other party’s decision making is impulsive or
rational. Ghauri (1986, p. 80) explained that, in some countries, the other party expects
a negotiator of the same organizational level. For example, the other party’s chief exec-

utive officer (CEO) expects their counterpart also to send a CEO to the negotiations.

Raven (2008, p. 4) stated that the source of legitimate power is part of a social norm that
requires the affected party to adhere to the influencer’s demands. Furthermore, Raven
clarified that legitimate power derives from a social standard of obedience being shown
to those of higher formal or informal social status, such as superiors, which influence
subordinates. Khakhar and Ahmed (2017, p. 35) further asserted that legitimate power
could be exercised in negotiations; for example, position-based power may be utilized
when a higher-level business leader has power over those below them. Therefore,
Khakhar and Ahmed (2017, pp. 42—43) highlighted that the irresponsible exercise of le-
gitimate power on the part of senior management could be detrimental to people of
certain nationalities. Conversely, if the legitimate use of power is positive, both parties
would have favorable views of absolute power. Khakhar and Ahmed concluded that

through the misuse of legitimate power, the distribution of its perception is possible.

The need for an agent is the last category of strategic factors. According to Ghauri (20033,
p. 15), an agent is sought when neither the firm nor the negotiators can handle negoti-
ation on their own. This may occur when a company is inexperienced, has limited time,
or undertakes several negotiations. Thus, a professional agent can be hired to assist in
the negotiation. They can be involved throughout the process, while others participate
only in the final stage. Especially when entering a new market, Ghauri (1986, p. 80) ad-
vised that an agent’s assistance be considered to formulate the strategy and obtain more
information about environmental factors in the local market. Therefore, companies

should consider hiring a local lawyer who is familiar with the local market.
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In practice, the potential tasks assigned to an agent or a consultant and risks to which
the company may be exposed must be considered. According to Usunier (2003b, p. 445),
an agent’s duties may include providing confidential information about a customer, shar-
ing data about competitors with a seller, sharing false information about competitors in
favor of a seller, and identifying individuals who receive and redistribute illegal bribes.
Ghauri (2003b, p. 374) explained that a challenge lies in assessing the local agent’s reli-
ability and whether their information is accurate. Furthermore, Beaufort and Lempereur
(2003, p. 322) indicated that there is a risk that agents will place their personal interests
ahead of those of the client company. In summary, the relationship between an agent
and a company may lead the agent to pursue their own interests because bribes are not
formally contracted (Usunier, 2003b, p. 446). Therefore, agent fees should consider the
possible success of negotiations by providing sufficient incentives and, in addition, the

risk of failure or mistrust by preparing for further action towards the agent.

2.1.3 Salacuse’s model of the elements of negotiation behavior

Previous research has developed different models of how culture influences negotia-
tions and communication (Hofstede & Usunier, 1999; Manrai & Manrai, 2010; Salacuse,
1998; Weiss & Stripp, 1998). Rammal (2005, p. 131) asserted that two pioneering studies,
Hofstede and Usunier (1999) and Salacuse (1998), are considered the basis for research
on the effect of culture on IBNs. These studies were based on a model developed by
Weiss and Stripp (1985/1998) that describes cross-cultural differences based on 12 be-
havioral factors (Manrai & Manrai, 2010, p. 78). Subsequently, by building on their pre-
vious research and interviewing professionals in the field (Salacuse, 1998, p. 223), Sala-

cuse presented 10 negotiation elements that impact an individual’s culture.

Bird and Metcalf (2004, p. 252) reported that Weiss and Stripp (1998) updated their 12-
dimension framework into five categories and argued that Weiss and Stripp’s framework
had not been experimentally validated through empirical studies. However, Metcalf et
al. (2007, p. 148) indicated that comparative research in IBNs had been scarce when

Weiss and Stripp developed their model. As a result, Bird and Metcalf (2004, p. 253)
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refined Weiss and Stripp’s (1998) model, in which the bipolar continuum is redesigned
to correspond to each dimension. In addition, the framework is tied to the negotiation
and communication literature, corresponding to the goals and content of Weiss and

Stripp’s framework.

The current study focuses on factors that influence the impact of culture on IBNs. There-
fore, there are two main reasons why Salacuse’s (1998) framework was used as the basis
for this research. First, as global cooperation increases, negotiators must be better-in-
formed about their negotiation behavior (Manrai & Manrai, 2010, p. 93). Metcalf et al.
(2006, p. 383) argued that, because negotiations sometimes take place in several coun-
tries with different cultures, negotiators must be informed about how the counterparty’s
negotiators behave in a particular country. Therefore, Metcalf et al. acknowledged the
need for systematic access to data through surveys to comprehensively compare nego-
tiation trends in different countries. Second, they suggested that methodological com-
parison is necessary to assess global negotiation tendencies. Metcalf et al. (2006, p. 384)
stated that Salacuse’s framework is the only model that has been empirically studied in

its entirety.

The purpose of this study is also to reveal cultural factors other than those in Salacuse’s
(1998) model that may influence the negotiation tendencies of IB negotiators. Four ad-
ditional elements were added to the study, which were used to analyze negotiators” ne-
gotiation tendencies in FTF and video negotiations: information sharing, negotiation
speed, trust, and negotiation satisfaction. Salacuse (1998, p. 223) identified 10 elements
in the negotiation process that are influenced by an individual’s culture, which was in-
corporated into the theoretical framework used in this study: negotiation goal, attitudes,
personal style, communication style, time sensitivity, emotionalism, agreement form,
agreement building, team organization, and risk-taking (see Table 3). A four-year study
by Salacuse (1998, p. 224) tested the proposed approach to understanding different ne-
gotiation styles. The study targeted 370 business leaders, lawyers, and graduate students

in North America, Europe, and Latin America, of which 310 were valid for the study.
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Table 3. The impact of culture on negotiations (Adapted from Salacuse, 1998, p. 223).

Negotiation element

Range of cultural responses

Goal Contract «—  » Relationship
Attitudes Win-lose ¢—  » Win-win
Personal style Informal <— Formal
Communication style Direct «<—  |Indirect
Time sensitivity Low «<— High
Emotionalism Low «<— High
Agreement form Specific «— » General
Agreement building Bottom-up <—» Top-down
Team organization One leader «<—  » Consensus
Risk-taking Low «<— High

The negotiation goal is the first element of Salacuse’s model, and the two extremes on
the continuum of cultural responses are a contract or a relationship between the parties.
Salacuse (1998, p. 225) explained that the purpose of negotiations is perceived differ-
ently between cultures. For example, Sebenius (2002, p. 81) indicated that connections
arise from transactions in contract-oriented cultures and from developing relationships
between the parties in relationship-oriented cultures. Furthermore, Bird and Metcalf
(2004, pp. 254-255) clarified that, in contract-oriented cultures, negotiators must enter
into specific agreements, especially for projects that detail business resource manage-

ment (including information on profit, control, and ownership relationships).

Cultures that value personal relationships primarily consider the business relationship
between the parties to be the fundamental purpose of the negotiations, even if a written
agreement is established (Salacuse, 1998, p. 226). Therefore, in these cultures, negotia-
tors spend time building relationships by discussing how to work together and whether
the parties have common long-term goals (Bird & Metcalf, 2004, p. 255). Moreover, the
functions of business negotiations will merge and be resolved as the relationship be-

tween the parties develops.
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Attitudes are the second element in Salacuse’s model, wherein the impact of culture on
negotiations is seen as either a win-lose or win-win approach. According to Salacuse
(1998, p. 227), a win-lose approach entails a confrontation in which one wins, and the
other loses. The negotiator’s strategy is to pursue maximum benefit in accordance with
their interests by utilizing various tactics, such as intimidation, making promises, or be-
having neutrally to change the other’s attitudes (Bird & Metcalf, 2004, p. 253). In a win-
win approach, the parties seek an agreement that leads to mutual satisfaction (Salacuse,
1998, p. 227). The parties perceive the process as cooperation in which problems are
resolved. Therefore, mutual benefit is challenging to achieve without a common ap-
proach to problem solving between the parties (Ghauri, 20033, p. 4). Bird and Metcalf
(2004, pp. 253—254) added that information about issues is exchanged between negoti-
ators with a win-win attitude to achieve a mutually beneficial result. Finally, an agree-
ment does not represent a compromise but rather increases cooperation and under-

standing between both parties.

Personal style is the third element of Salacuse’s model. Culture influences whether the
negotiator uses a formal or informal negotiation style. Salacuse (1998, p. 228) defined a
negotiator’s personal style as the interaction with the other party, such as how to talk
during negotiations, what title to use, how to dress, and refrain from discussing negoti-
ators” personal lives. Weiss and Stripp (1998, pp. 61-62) added that personal style is
related to the organization’s official protocol with regard to social norms. Bird and
Metcalf (2004, p. 260) explained that countries with a formal negotiating culture have a
strict procedural protocol during negotiations. Formal culture extends to the rules that
limit the behavior of negotiators, which must be strictly adhered to in the prevailing

culture.

By contrast, an informal personal style is based on establishing friendly relations as soon
as negotiations begin; thus, using first names is natural (Salacuse, 1998, p. 228). Moreo-
ver, according to Bird and Metcalf (2004, p. 260), negotiators with an informal personal

style do not follow a precise protocol during negotiations. Thus, they may react in many
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ways to different situations. Finally, Salacuse (1998, p. 228) emphasized that formal and
informal terminology can vary between cultures. Therefore, he recommended beginning
negotiations with a formal personal style and, when the situation allows, shifting to a

more informal style.

Communication style is the fourth element in Salacuse’s model. Modes of communica-
tion can be divided into direct and indirect communication approaches influenced by
culture. Adair et al. (2001, p. 380) made a distinction between communication styles in
low- and high-context cultures. They indicated that using a direct or indirect communi-
cation style was culturally dependent. In cultures that favor indirect communication, ne-
gotiators use vague language, facial expressions, and other body languages (Salacuse,
1998, p. 230). In addition to spoken language, indirect communication requires negotia-
tors to parse non-verbal communication to achieve an overall understanding of the con-
versation (Bird & Metcalf, 2004, p. 261). Indeed, Salacuse (1998, p. 230) asserted that,
in cultures that use indirect communication, attempts should be made to interpret the
other party’s reactions to suggestions made during negotiations in the form of non-ver-
bal messages. By contrast, in cultures that favor a direct communication style, clear com-
munication between the parties and the provision of unambiguous responses to sugges-
tions are valued. Bird and Metcalf (2004, p. 261) added that cultures that use a direct

negotiation style might not perceive indirect, non-verbal messages from the other party.

Time sensitivity is the fifth element in Salacuse’s model. The two extremes are high and
low sensitivity to time, which are influenced by the negotiator’s culture (Salacuse, 1998,
p. 230). In highly time-sensitive cultures, negotiators tend to set clear agendas and
schedule negotiations, as they believe that solutions can be achieved within an allocated
time window (Bird & Metcalf, 2004, p. 258). In addition, negotiators in highly time-sen-
sitive cultures seek to distinguish between business and leisure. By contrast, in cultures
with low time sensitivity, all time spent on negotiations is beneficial because building
relationships is more important than adhering to strict, pre-determined schedules.

Moreover, punctuality is not perceived as significant in these cultures, and it is not
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necessary to reach an agreement within a specific time frame. According to Salacuse
(1998, p. 231), 80% of survey participants appreciated high time sensitivity, whereas only
20% valued low time sensitivity. He suggested that the responses may have been influ-
enced by culture (e.g., how respondents perceived the term “time sensitivity” and the

potential impact of organizational culture on their reactions).

Furthermore, Usunier (2003c, p. 173) argued that the concept of time is related to the
following factors: negotiation structure, negotiation strategy, process variables, and out-
come (i.e., a contract or a long-term business relationship). According to Weiss and
Stripp (1998, pp. 60-61), timeliness and the urgency of meeting deadlines are associated
with a monochronic perception of time. On the other hand, the polychronic concept of
time is related to the idea that plenty of time is available. Consequently, negotiators do
not follow strict schedules, postpone solving problems to get to know the other party,

and do not rush into decision-making.

Emotionalism is the sixth element of negotiations. It refers to how culture influences
emotions during negotiations (Salacuse, 1998, p. 231). In cultures with high emotional-
ism, emotions are openly demonstrated, and appeals are made to the other party’s com-
passion through indirect arguments (Bird & Metcalf, 2004, p. 262). In cultures that value
low emotionalism, personal feelings are not openly demonstrated (Salacuse, 1998,
p. 231). Negotiators from such cultures base their arguments on facts and logical think-
ing and use the information provided by experts to persuade the other party (Bird &

Metcalf, 2004, p. 262).

Agreement form is the seventh element of negotiations and influences the agreement
between the parties. The two extremes are general and specific agreements. In general
agreements, the content uses vague language and does not specify every possible detail
(Salacuse, 1998, p. 232). Bird and Metcalf (2004, pp. 262-263) clarified that the agree-
ment is seen as general guidance in some cultures because developing a cooperative

relationship is more important. Even oral agreements are sometimes possible in such
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cultures. In addition, personal trust is not based on a written contract but a verbal agree-
ment between the parties (Usunier, 20033, p. 131). Salacuse (1998, p. 232) stated that if
problems arise between the parties, cultures that prefer general agreements value the
relationship rather than invoking the contract. By contrast, in cultures that prefer specific
agreements, the contract is carefully written, every detail is considered, and circum-
stances between the parties are anticipated. Bird and Metcalf (2004, p. 262) concluded
that negotiators in such cultures use specific agreements to minimize risk and ensure
stability for investments covered by the agreement. In general, Manrai and Manrai (2010,
p. 90) stated that formal agreements are preferred in low-context cultures and that in-

formal agreements are valued in high-context cultures.

Agreement building is the eighth element in Salacuse’s model. The extremes are bot-
tom-up and top-down agreement building, which are influenced by the negotiators” cul-
ture. Bottom-up agreement building is called the inductive model; negotiators begin to
develop a contract by agreeing on details such as price, delivery times, and quantities
(Salacuse, 1998, p. 233). In the top-down deductive model, agreement building starts
with general principles and moves towards more complex issues (Salacuse, 1998,
pp. 233-234). According to Manrai and Manrai (2010, p. 90), low-context cultures value
bottom-up reasoning in agreement building. In comparison, high-context cultures tend

to value top-down agreement building.

Team organization is the ninth element in Salacuse’s model. The two extremes are one-
leader or consensus decision making. According to Salacuse (1998, p. 235), a single-
leader culture emphasizes the individual; one leader has power over all decision making.
By contrast, consensus cultures emphasize collaboration within a group, and the leader
considers the opinions of other group members. Ghauri and Usunier (20033, p. 463) rec-
ommended identifying the counterparty’s decision-making style and who exercises
power over decision making. Negotiators should assess how their negotiation style
matches the counterparty’s style and, if necessary, modify it to match the counterparty’s

style. Bird and Metcalf (2004) found that societies with high levels of uncertainty
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avoidance prefer consensus decision making, while cultures with low uncertainty avoid-

ance prefer independent decision making.

Risk, the final element in Salacuse’s model, refers to the negotiator’s willingness to tol-
erate risk. Salacuse (1998, p. 236) stated that high-tolerance negotiators are willing to
test negotiation methods that involve uncertainties. Bird and Metcalf (2004, pp. 258—
259) explained that high-risk negotiators are eager to accept failure, even if no further
concessions or demands are made, and could adopt a strategy with a higher reward but
a higher chance of failing. Conversely, low-risk negotiators avoid risk by making conces-
sions to the other party and accepting lower compensation for the contract to reach an

agreement.

In this study, information sharing, negotiation speed, trust, and negotiation satisfaction
were also identified as complementary variables to Salacuse’s model (see Table 4). These
factors have received extensive attention in IBNs and are considered to be crucial to the
success of IBNs (Ghauri & Usunier, 2003b). Adding these elements to research is ex-
pected to increase negotiators” understanding of how to prepare for and act in negotia-
tions. A broader examination of negotiation tendencies enables systematic access to in-

formation for future studies that compare negotiation tendencies between countries.

Table 4. Four additional elements on the influence of culture on negotiations.

Negotiation element Range of cultural responses
Information sharing Low «<— > High
Negotiation speed Low «<— > High
Trust Low «<—— High
Negotiation satisfaction Low «<— High

Information sharing in IBNs often involves different negotiating cultures. Thus, it is par-
amount for negotiators to focus on information sharing and acquisition to foster a col-
laborative strategy (Usunier, 2003a, p. 123). De Drue et al. (2008, p. 35) explained that a
negotiator’s orientation toward the negotiation or their group discussion partners sig-

nificantly impacts how information is shared and integrated. The extremes of
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information sharing (i.e., high and low) can be divided into cooperative and non-cooper-
ative decision making (Swaab et al., 2012, p. 30). De Drue et al. (2008, p. 35) described
cooperative decision making as an approach in which negotiators are more likely to con-
vey the correct information, which suggests a high level of knowledge sharing. Swaab et
al. (2012, p. 30) clarified that negotiators in cooperative negotiation processes share mu-
tually beneficial information. By contrast, a non-cooperative approach is characterized
by the pursuit of personal interests and the distortion and non-disclosure of useful infor-
mation, which suggests a low level of information sharing (De Drue et al., 2008, p. 35).
Therefore, Swaab et al. (2012, p. 30) emphasized the importance of sharing information

in social interactions involving mutually beneficial problem solving.

Negotiation speed is the second complementary element of negotiation behavior. It can
be divided into high and low negotiation speeds. According to Usunier (2003c, p. 173),
time is a variable that influences the negotiation process, including appointments,
schedule, and speed. The time variable is also related to the overall duration of negotia-
tions, which also affects their structure. In a formal negotiating style, time is seen as an
essential resource rather than a constraint; it organizes the schedule according to a pre-
agreed timetable. Stuhlmacher and Champagne (2000, pp. 486—487) reported that ne-
gotiating with high time pressure makes more concessions to meet objectives than in
negotiations with lower time pressure. Moreover, Usunier (2003c, p. 189) specified that
cultures have different views of time and time coordination, which may cause conflicts
between IB negotiators. In summary, Usunier (2003c, p. 176) stated that unnecessary
wait times are perceived as a misuse of resources, as the time spent must be balanced

with the outcome of the negotiation.

Trust is the third complementary element of negotiation behavior. It can also be divided
into high and low trust. According to Fells (1993, p. 33), trust is demonstrated when the
parties are willing to cooperate and promote good relations. He (1993, p. 37) added that
the two main factors in a trust are negotiation expectations and potential risk, which

enable appropriate negotiation behavior to be assessed. Yao and Storme (2021, p. 507)
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explained that negotiators seek to build long-term business relationships with the other
party during negotiations. However, empirical research has focused on how trust affects

negotiations, not whether negotiations involve trust.

Butler (1995, p. 497) argued that when trust is high, there is an increased likelihood of
information sharing between parties. In addition, high trust encourages agreement, re-
duces the possibility of breaches (Campagna et al., 2016, p. 621), and decreases trans-
action expenses (Connelly et al., 2018, p. 934). Schurr and Ozanne (1985, p. 950) added
that more agreements are reached and that negotiations are conducted more effectively
in situations of high trust than in low trust. Fells (1993, p. 36) stated that finding alterna-
tive solutions to conflict is challenging without bilateral trust, which leaves pressure
techniques as the only option. Therefore, negotiators should note that trust develops
during and after negotiations (Yao & Storme, 2021, p. 507). Fells (1993, p. 35) concluded

that trust is related to how negotiators expect the other party to react.

Negotiation satisfaction was defined by Geiger (2014, p. 738) as a response to the out-
come and process of negotiations after their completion. This element can be divided
into high and low satisfaction. Curhan et al. (2006, p. 498) classified negotiation satisfac-
tion into four categories: outcome, process, relationship, and self-satisfaction. Conlon
and Ross (1993, p. 287) reported that negotiators with more realistic expectations are
more satisfied with negotiation outcomes. Moreover, Gillespie et al. (2000, p. 791)
demonstrated that individual outcomes and negotiator satisfaction were positively cor-
related. Conversely, when the group performed better, individual satisfaction decreased.
Brett et al. (1999, pp. 447-448) explained that the relationship between expectations
and results is challenging to define because expectations may change during the negoti-
ation. As shown by Yao and Storme (2021, p. 521), negotiation satisfaction is also related
to trust between the parties. They explained that trust increases after the negotiation if

the negotiators are satisfied with the outcome.
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2.2 Face-to-face and video negotiation

The negotiation modes covered in this study are FTF negotiation, which occurs when
negotiators are physically in the same location, and video negotiation, which occurs
when the negotiators are simultaneously present over the same network through a
video platform but in different locations. Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 71) stated that the
purpose of evaluating the effectiveness of different modes is not to analyze whether
video negotiation should replace FTF negotiation but rather factors that influence the

choice of mode given the objectives of the negotiation.

In a study, Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 77) reported that the most common topic in video
negotiations was project work (53%), followed by the exchange of information (21%).
In FTF negotiations, the most common topic of discussion was also project work (30%),
but there was a more comprehensive range of negotiation issues. Moreover, 70% of
video negotiations were internal, compared to 42% of FTF negotiations. Julsrud et al.
(2012, p. 398) emphasized that the relationship between negotiation methods is not
only related to whether video negotiation is replacing FTF negotiations, but video mode

should be considered a complementary option for organizing negotiations.

IB negotiators must consider the impact of negotiation mode on the outcome of the
negotiation. As Purdy and Nye (2000, p. 163) suggested, understanding of the negotia-
tion mode’s effects has increased due to the emergence of technological innovations.
Some negotiators have used these new options to conduct negotiations without under-
standing the impact of mode on the quality of communication. By contrast, other nego-
tiators have rejected these new options because they believe that FTF negotiations pro-
duce the best results. Therefore, a broader understanding of the importance of commu-

nication mode in negotiations is needed.
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2.2.1 Conceptualization of face-to-face negotiation

The conceptualization of FTF negotiation and its impact on IB has been widely discussed
in previous studies (Andres, 2002; Denstadli et al., 2012; Geiger, 2020; Ghauri & Usunier,
2003a; Ilvanovski & Gruevski, 2014; Purdy & Nye, 2000; Stein & Mehta, 2020; Stuhlma-
cher & Citera, 2005; Usunier, 2003a). Purdy and Nye (2000, p. 164) defined FTF negotia-
tion as a communication mode in which negotiators interact with each other in person.
In addition to the language spoken by the negotiators, this interaction involves non-ver-
bal communication through gestures, eye contact, body language, and physical presence.
In addition, negotiators can influence speech by varying their speed, intensity, pitch, and
by taking advantage of pauses between words. Stein and Mehta (2020) explained that
parties could use direct and immediate signals to communicate in FTF negotiations,
which enables them to interpret the information, identify potential interests, and imme-
diately respond to the counterparty’s offers. Therefore, it is easier to manage uncer-
tainty in the negotiation compared with other modes because the selected negotiation
strategy can be monitored more effectively by the parties, and the counterparty’s reac-

tions can be considered.

2.2.2 Advantages and disadvantages of face-to-face negotiation

The advantages of FTF negotiations are manifested in the choice of negotiation method,
influencing the negotiations positively (see Figure 2). IB negotiators can gain a competi-
tive advantage over a foreign party by arranging the meeting in their own country
(Ghauri & Usunier, 2003a, p. 470). The organizing party controls the meeting schedule
and agenda; thus, arranging an FTF negotiation in the company’s home country is a pri-
ority. Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 66) stated that FTF negotiation is the most effective way
to conduct business. The assertion is supported by Purdy and Nye (2000, p. 164), who
explained that FTF negotiations are the most media-rich form of communication be-
cause they enable negotiators to simultaneously address multiple forms of contact and
provide immediate feedback. Moreover, a media-rich negotiation mode strengthens co-

operation between the parties (Purdy & Nye, 2000, p. 182).
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Figure 2. Advantages of face-to-face negotiation.

Other advantages of FTF negotiation include trust building between the parties.
Ivanovski and Gruevski (2014, p. 169) stated that, in business, managers value long-term
cooperation and gaining confidence in the other party, especially in negotiations. More-
over, FTF negotiation fosters long-term relationship building in new collaborations com-
pared to video negotiation. This was supported by Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 86), who
argued that the choice of FTF negotiation is influenced by the possibility of creating new
opportunities for cooperation and informal discussions between the parties. Further-
more, Stein and Mehta (2020) specified that developing the fundamental degree of trust
required in negotiations is essential to the development of negotiations. Parties can form
more precise interpretations in FTF negotiation, which reduces uncertainty and helps to
prevent misunderstandings. Andres (2002, pp. 46—47) concluded that communication
about conflicts and problems occurs immediately in FTF negotiation, which leads to suc-
cessful collaboration. In addition, they found that the FTF negotiators have more confi-
dence and competence in the content of the negotiations compared to the group that

negotiated via video.
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The disadvantages of FTF negotiation are related to cost and time management
(see Figure 3). In international business, FTF negotiations require at least one party to
travel to another country or both parties to travel to a mutually agreed venue. Cross-
border movement entails increased costs for the parties (Usunier, 2003a, p. 125), includ-
ing flights, accommodation, the use of an external meeting room, necessary travel doc-

uments, and personnel costs.
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Figure 3. Disadvantages of face-to-face negotiation.

Studies have examined the time needed for planning and the duration of negotiations.
Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 78) found that 59% of FTF negotiations are scheduled for at
least two weeks in advance. By contrast, 49% of video negotiations are scheduled a week
before the negotiation. Moreover, Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 79) found that FTF negotia-
tions last three times longer than video negotiations on average. Similarly, lvanovski and
Gruevski (2014, p. 172) reported that agreements could be reached more rapidly
through video negotiations than FTF negotiations. Conversely, Purdy and Nye (2000,

p. 182) found that FTF negotiations were more efficient than video negotiations.
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In addition, research findings on hostile behavior in different negotiation modes have
been mixed. According to Stuhlmacher and Citera (2005, p. 79), hostile behavior includes
deceit, threats, or acts concerning concession and alternative proposals made during
negotiations. They (2005, p. 86) suggested that less hostile activity occurs in FTF negoti-
ations than in video negotiations. In addition, if the negotiators expect to continue ne-
gotiating with the other party in the future via video, the degree of hostility is at the
same level as for FTF negotiators. In contrast, if negotiations were not expected to con-
tinue in the future, video negotiators showed more hostility than FTF negotiators. How-
ever, Stuhlmacher and Citera (2005, p. 87) indicated that differences in hostile behavior
between negotiation modes were non-significant. By contrast, lvanovski and Gruevski
(2014, p. 173) found that negotiators tend to behave unethically in FTF negotiations.
Research has demonstrated that unethical behavior is more common among experi-

enced negotiators who utilize body language in communication.

2.2.3 Conceptualization of video negotiation and platforms

The impact of video negotiations on IB and its conceptualization has been extensively
discussed in previous studies (Andres, 2002; Denstadli et al., 2012; Geiger, 2020; Hard-
wich & Anderson, 2019; lvanovski & Gruevski, 2014; Julsrud et al., 2012; Purdy & Nye,
2000; Stein & Mehta, 2020; Stuhlmacher & Citera, 2005). Purdy and Nye (2000, p. 166)
defined video negotiation as a method in which parties communicate in real-time via
video. They indicated that video negotiation simulates FTF negotiation and that negoti-
ators do not perceive all communication cues in meetings. Ivanovski and Gruevski (2014,
p. 168) described video negotiation as a process in which two or more parties participate
in decision making and influence the other party by utilizing digital technology in com-
munication. In addition, Stein and Mehta (2020) specified that the video negotiation
process is synchronized but occurs in different locations. Moreover, video negotiation
enables a sense of intimacy, although the method does not allow the same kind of im-

mediate communication as in FTF negotiations.
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A digital video connection can be established using various devices (e.g., a mobile phone,
tablet, or computer) through an internet connection; moreover, digital negotiation plat-
forms are available from different service providers (Julsrud et al., 2012, p. 396). Julsrud
et al. (2012) indicated that the video connection created through these different devices
offers the opportunity to negotiate more cost-effectively than traditional negotiation
rooms equipped with a video connection. Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 68) estimated that
room-based video negotiation facilities are common in IBNs in Europe and the United
States. However, the emergence of new technology has enabled high-quality video and

audio services for negotiations.

A digital video negotiation platform is a commercial service that enables digital commu-
nication between users and offers a wide range of options for conducting negotiations
(Hardwich & Anderson, 2019, p. 43). The most popular video negotiation platforms are
Microsoft Teams, Zoom, and Google Meet; they were downloaded 1.63 billion times be-
tween the first quarter of 2020 and the second quarter of 2021 (Sensor Tower, 2021).
Zoom (2022) describes itself as a simplified video negotiation platform that enables com-
munication on all devices. Services can be rapidly deployed, and the platform promises
adequate security. Video negotiation platforms usually feature various collaboration
tools, such as screen sharing, to allow users to collaborate on a shared document. Meet-
ings held on the platform can be locally stored on users” computers or a cloud storage

service.

2.2.4 Advantages and disadvantages of video negotiation

Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 80) indicated that video negotiation saves time, reduces costs,
and relieves stress experienced by negotiators when traveling. In addition, they found
that decision-making, information sharing, and communication with partners are ad-
vantages of video negotiation. Similarly, Ivanovski and Gruevski (2014, p. 169) found that
video negotiation was associated with cost and time savings, greater efficiency with re-
gard to results, lower conflict behavior, and a focus on the speed of the negotiation pro-

cess. They indicated that inexperienced and experienced negotiators are on an equal
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footing in video negotiation because, although the negotiation occurs on a video plat-
form, it does not convey experienced negotiators” subtle changes in body language,
which may unethically influence inexperienced negotiators. Therefore, Denstadli et al.
(2012, p. 86) considered video negotiation the preferred option for negotiators who are
geographically distant. Lastly, Hardwich and Anderson (2019, p. 50) indicated that video
negotiation strengthens the maintenance of cooperation after trust has been estab-
lished to nurture a long-term relationship. The advantages of video negotiation are sum-

marized in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Advantages of video negotiation.

However, video negotiation is also associated with disadvantages. For example, although
video negotiations occur through image and sound to simulate FTF negotiations, the
connection is often limited to the negotiator’s head and upper body (Purdy & Nye, 2000,
p. 166). Therefore, making eye contact with the other party is complex, and subtle ges-
tures and postures are not conveyed in the same way as in FTF negotiations. Hardwick
and Anderson (2019, p. 45) emphasized the difficulty of interpreting subtle emotions,

especially in complex negotiations. Purdy and Nye (2002, p. 166) found that this can be
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affected by the quality of the digital connection in video negotiations, as poor connec-
tivity hinders the detection of subtle gestures. The disadvantages of video negotiation

are presented in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Disadvantages of video negotiation.

Stein and Mehta (2020) advised against starting or ending a negotiation via video nego-
tiation, especially if the parties feel that the negotiators” physical presence would reduce
suspicion and uncertainty. This argument was supported by Denstadli et al. (2012,
pp. 84—-85), who stated that video negotiation between unfamiliar parties is disadvanta-
geous to new partnerships. Hardwick and Anderson (2019, p. 52) emphasized that build-
ing trust is challenging in developing new customer relationships. Therefore, they did
not view video negotiation as the primary option for addressing material contracts with
key customers. Hence, the parties should prepare for technical problems in video nego-
tiation and meet data protection and security challenges to ensure that confidential in-
formation does not fall into the wrong hands. Lastly, Ivanovski and Gruevski (2014,
p. 173) noted that the efficiency and security of the negotiation process decrease when

informal negotiation platforms are used.
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2.3 Communication modes and negotiation elements among Finnish

business negotiators

In IBNs, it is necessary to understand the meaning of social relations and intercultural
communication skills (Usunier, 2003a, p. 97). The importance of communication mode
in negotiations has been extensively discussed by previous authors (Arola et al., 2014;
Ghauri, 2003a; Ghauri, 2003c; Graham, 2003; Hall, 1960; Kale, 2003; The New London
Group, 1996; Usunier, 2003a). For example, Usunier (2003a, p. 118) explained that an
obstacle in successful IBNs is the lack of familiarity with the other party’s culture, alt-
hough this should be part of preliminary investigations. Ghauri (20033, p. 13) stated that
different cultures have different communication models, which are related to their lin-
guistic and cultural circumstances. Therefore, members of various cultures display di-
verse communication behaviors. Hall (1960, p. 96) explained that this is related to lin-
guistic and cultural differences between countries; thus, sufficient time must be allo-

cated to develop a business relationship.

To understand the complexity of the relationships between different modes of commu-
nication, The New London Group (1996, p. 78) identified six modes: linguistic, visual,
aural, gestural, and spatial, which collectively form multimodal meaning (see Figure 6).
The multidimensional meaning arises because the negotiators do not communicate only
by speech or image but by using several means of communication. Ghauri (2003, p. 19)
explained that communication is interpreted differently across cultures, which leads to
challenges and pressures for parties in a negotiation. Lewicki et al. (2016, p. 256) speci-
fied that culture affects verbal and non-verbal communication and the interpretation of
body language, which IB negotiators should be aware of to avoid unintentionally offend-
ing the other party. Graham (2003, p. 29) demonstrated that different communication
styles among colleagues can lead to misunderstandings, especially in international busi-

ness negotiations.



Figure 6. Types of communication mode (Adapted from The New London Group, 1996, p. 83).

The first mode of communication is linguistic. According to Arola et al. (2014, p. 5), the
linguistic mode encompasses written text, speech, grammar, vocabulary, and paragraph
structures. It makes communicators understandable through the use of different word
choices, the editing of written or spoken text, the formation of sentence structures, the
division of a text into paragraphs and chapters, and the consistent combination of indi-
vidual words and ideas. However, Arola et al. specify that the linguistic approach is not
always the most relevant, as it is affected by using other modes of communication in the

text.

According to Usunier (20033, p. 101), parties to a negotiation must communicate even
if their native language is different. Thus, a third party may be required to translate the
agreement into a format that can be understood by all parties. Therefore, linguistic im-
portance is demonstrated by knowledge of a foreign language or its use as a competitive
advantage (Graham, 2003, p. 33). Graham (2003) further emphasized that understand-
ing and using a foreign language is an asset that must be recognized. He (1985b, p. 90)

demonstrated that negotiators in certain cultures use silence as a negotiation tactic.
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Furthermore, George et al. (1998, p. 758) claimed that linguistic variations in a multicul-

tural negotiation might cause negotiators to feel unsure and stressed.

The second mode of communication is visual, which encompasses what people see, such
as photographs, colors, videos, and other elements (e.g., size, perspective, and style;
Arola et al., 2014, p. 6). The visual mode affects how a party perceives what they see and
guides or reassures people when they are exposed to optical signals. The New London
Group (1996, p. 81) explained that the modes are related; for example, written text can
also be visually interpreted. In addition, Kale (2003, p. 87) provided the example of a
sales transaction affected by advertising brochures” style and content. Hall (1960, p. 91)
explained that visual elements could also influence the demonstration of a negotiator’s

status through materialistic choices such as clothing, a car, or a house.

The third mode of communication, aural, refers to sound. The latter encompasses vari-
ous methods of communication, including sound effects, music, rhythm, volume, tone,
and silence (Arola et al., 2014, p. 8). In addition, listeners are accustomed to aural signals
in everyday life but pay less attention to the kind of information, emotions, and answers
conveyed. According to Usunier (2003a, p. 106), the aural mode affects personal trust-
worthiness; for example, the tone and intensity of a negotiator’s voice can influence
their credibility. McCall (2003, p. 232) demonstrated that, in Western culture, explicit
language could indicate the finality of a negotiation proposal, which can be further rein-

forced through non-verbal gestures.

The fourth mode of communication is gestural, which refers to interactions between
people in terms of body language, facial expressions, and hand gestures (Arola et al.,
2014, p. 12). Gestures made in interpersonal communication can be used to analyze
emotions or what they are intended to communicate to the other party. Ghauri (20033,
p. 19) explained that, in IBNs, non-verbal communication could be as important as com-
munication using a spoken language, as it may indicate nervousness and various tensions.

However, since non-verbal communication is related to the subconscious and emotional
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states, it can be challenging to assess. Graham (2003, p. 33) emphasized that cultural
variations in non-verbal communication are often overlooked. Since communication
takes place subconsciously, it is challenging to interpret the gestures of a negotiator from
another culture; in such cases, the possibility of misinterpretation may increase. Thus,
Kale (2003, p. 92) suggested that negotiating parties be sensitive to verbal and non-ver-
bal cues. Ghauri (20033, p. 114) concluded that awareness of these factors is essential

because it may improve the effectiveness of negotiations.

The fifth mode of communication is spatial, which refers to the arrangement of the phys-
ical space (e.g., distance, location, and the ordering of objects; Arola et al., 2014, p. 10).
The design of company brochures and website navigation are also part of the spatial
mode, and furniture arrangements can encourage discussion and cooperation.
Hall (1960, pp. 87—88) demonstrated that spatial space is applicable to IBNs because the
disarray of a business partner’s premises and office can give an unreliable image of the
negotiating partner. In addition, Hall (1960, p. 90) stated that the size of an office could
determine a person’s status; for example, the chairman of a board or the CEO must have
the largest offices. Ghauri (2003c, p. 211) concluded that the atmosphere of negotiations
might be influenced by the location of the negotiation, the agenda, and the negotiators’

seating arrangement.

Multimodal meaning is the sixth mode of communication. The New London Group
(1996, pp. 80—81) emphasized the importance of multimodal meaning because it has a
dynamic relationship with all other modes of communication. It is not enough to inter-
pret only one mode of communication; instead, different communication methods must
be considered and combined into an understandable format. Ghauri and Usunier (200343,
pp. 474-475) provided general guidelines for FTF negotiations in anticipation of cultural
differences in communication. Different communication styles should be considered in
advance to interpret the other party’s behavior during the negotiation itself, such as
emotionality, manipulation, and threats. Finally, the researchers stated that negotiation

is a two-way process in which listening plays a prominent role.
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2.3.1 Finnish cultural behavior

Previous studies have extensively examined the effect of culture on the behavior of Finn-
ish managers (Airola et al., 1991; Chhokar et al., 2007; Lewis, 2005; Lewis, 2006; Lindell
& Arvonen, 1996; Lindell & Rosenqvist, 1992; Lindell & Sigfrids, 2007; Smith et al., 2003;
Zander, 1997). For example, the GLOBE study (Chhokar et al., 2007) used the cultural
factors identified by Hofstede (1980) and combined leadership theories and societal and
corporate elements (Lindell & Sigfrids, 2007, pp. 83—84). It found that out of 61 nations
(Rank 1 is the highest; 61 is the lowest), assertiveness (Rank 47), performance orienta-
tion (Rank 46), human orientation (Rank 35), and group collectivism (Rank 54) are low
to medium in Finnish culture. In addition, the power distance (Rank 47) is low, which
shows that Finnish society values the equality of its members. A low performance orien-
tation signaled that Finnish culture does not promote the development of group skills.
Moreover, Finland was found to be a collectivist culture in which gender equality is rela-
tively high, and people trust social norms and processes to avoid societal uncertainty.
It ranked in the upper middle range on the dimensions of gender equality (Rank 31) and

future orientation (Rank 14).

Lewis (2006, p. 136) asserted that Finns are generally described as calm, imaginative,
and reliable; master data use; and have vital planning and implementation skills. More-
over, Finns are careful listeners, adapt their position based on scientific evidence, and
avoid hypocrisy and wasting time. Lindell and Sigfrids (2007, p. 86) added that Finns are
reserved, tolerant, and value calmness. Therefore, Lewis (2005, p. 68) assumed Finnish
values include democracy, self-determination between individuals, women’s equality in

society, a high work ethic, human rights, and ecology.

However, a general weakness in Finnish culture is the lack of conversational skills. Several
researchers have stated (Lewis, 2006, p. 333; Lindell & Sigfrids, 2007, p. 99; Smith et al.,
2003, p. 505) that Finns are reserved; communication includes a little small talk and peo-
ple generally avoid arguing with others, but being reserved is perceived to be part of the

interaction. Metcalf et al. (2006, p. 383) reported that Finns are highly sensitive to time;
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they tend to begin negotiations without delay or small talk and do not appreciate wast-
ing time. According to Lewis (2006, p. 68), the Finns” communication style is character-
ized by using few words. He demonstrated that Finns” communication patterns show
that they strive for minimal speech while reducing the possibility of misunderstanding,
enabling clarity of communication (see Figure 7), which has been emphasized in previous

studies (Lindell & Sigfrids, 2007, p. 86; Metcalf et al., 2006, p. 383).

Miscomprehension
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Figure 7. Communication patterns among Finns (Adapted from Lewis, 2006, p. 68).

Lindell and Sigfrids (2007, pp. 90-91) summarized the characteristics of Finnish manag-
ers based on previous studies. According to Lindell and Sigfrids, an effective leader in
Finnish management culture was characterized by participation in decision-making, co-
operation between superiors and subordinates, and open leadership. In addition, deci-
sion-making, honesty and responsibility, flexibility, and the ability for open dialogue
within the organization and delegation of responsibilities were emphasized. Lewis (2006,
p. 120) demonstrated that the Finnish management style included power sharing; mid-
dle management has the right to make independent decisions, but senior management
holds power by virtue of position. In addition, senior management supports employees
in crises. Finnish managers are perceived as team players with good leadership skills in a
culture with an informal business environment unburdened by multiple systems and hi-
erarchies (Lewis, 2006, p. 332). Zander (1997, p. 307) stated that Finnish management
culture is perceived as one of silent coaching in which employees have low interest in

general communication; instead, personal communication is prioritized.
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The operating environment of Finnish organizations is based on modern technology, up-
to-date knowledge (Smith et al., 2003, p. 501), and the division of decision-making
power (Lindell & Sigfrids, 2007, p. 94). Lewis (2006, p. 334) emphasized that managers
use the latest technology while pursuing continuous development. Moreover, decision-
making power is mainly in the hands of managers, and every decision does not need to
be approved by headquarters. Therefore, Lindell and Sigfrids (2007, p. 86) specified that
it is possible to reach a consensus because decision makers in society have opportunities

to engage in personal dialogue in informal and formal settings.

In addition, Lewis (2006, p. 334) explained that Finns consider corporate bureaucracy to
hinder the business. Hence, an informal business environment facilitates the develop-
ment of ideas for Finnish companies. For example, Lindell and Arvonen (1996, p. 80)
found that Finnish managers valued the development-oriented management style the
most compared to Swedish, Danish and Norwegian managers. According to Lewis (2006,
pp. 334-335), this is partly due to Finnish managers” higher education level, which pro-
vides Finnish companies an advantage over foreign parties. Lindell and Sigfrids (2007,
p. 90) indicated that Finnish managers believed competition would intensify. In effect,
the development of innovations and increasing performance must be considered in op-

erations.

The culture of trust is considered high in Finland, where the default is to trust the other
party until proven otherwise (Lewis, 2006, p. 145). Therefore, Finnish culture emphasizes
honesty and expects leaders to be fair and reliable (Lindell & Sigfrids, 2007, p. 99). Katz
(2006, p. 4) indicated that Finns provide information as a sign of trust and expect joint
action. Therefore, it is inadvisable to use pressure tactics against Finns or hide known
facts from negotiations, as these actions will negatively affect the process. Metcalf et al.
(2007, p. 149) noted that Finns strive to identify collaborative solutions during the initial
phase of negotiations. In addition, Finns abide by agreements, and their statements can

be considered promises.
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2.3.2 Negotiation elements and tendencies among Finnish negotiators

In IBNs, Finnish negotiators” tendencies have been previously studied without a compar-
ison of different communication modes (Metcalf et al., 2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad,
2021). For example, Metcalf et al. (2006) compared the effect of culture on negotiation
trends in five countries. The study included 147 Finns. Moreover, Schwarz (2019) studied
the impact of generations (i.e., Generations X and Y) on negotiators” behavior in IBNs;
the sample included 112 Finns. Similarly, Zenad (2021) studied the behavior of 114 Finn-
ish negotiators from Generations X, Y, and Z in IBNs. However, Altis (2022) examined the
influence of communication mode on IBN tactics and Salacuse’s model of ten negotia-
tion elements based on the experiences of 25 Finnish IB negotiators in both FTF-IBNs
and V-IBNs. In the process, Altis provided new information about the effects of negotia-

tions on trends among Finnish negotiators in IBNs.

Table 5 presents results from the abovementioned studies related to Finnish negotiators’
behavior in IBNs. In general, Finns strive to build a relationship between parties. With
regard to the element of attitudes, Finns strive to achieve mutually beneficial win-win
outcomes. Furthermore, Finns generally prefer a formal negotiation style (Schwarz, 2019;
Zenad, 2021), and also, Altis (2022) reported that Finnish V-IBNs negotiators valued a
formal negotiation style. However, Altis (2022) found that Finnish FTF-IBNs negotiators
used a more informal negotiation style, and similarly, Metcalf et al. (2006) found that
they generally used a more informal style. In all studies, Finns were found to have a direct
communication style. Moreover, they are highly time-sensitive, indicating that they are

punctual and strive to reach rapid decisions.

Some previous studies found low emotionalism among Finnish participants (Altis, 2022;
Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021), while Metcalf et al. (2006) found medium emotionalism.
Altis (2022) and Zenad (2021) reported that, in terms of team organization, Finns de-
monstrated consensus behavior in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. Meanwhile, Metcalf et al. (2006)
and Schwarz (2019) found that team organization fell in the middle of the team organi-

zation continuum. Lastly, Altis (2022) stated that risk-taking was low in V-IBNs and higher
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in FTF-IBNs; this contrasted with previous studies (Metcalf et al., 2006; Schwarz, 2019;
Zenad, 2021) that identified a medium level of risk-taking in general. Regarding trust and
information-sharing behavior, Altis (2022) found that Finnish IB negotiators valued high
trust and information sharing in both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs.

Table 5. Tendencies among Finnish international business negotiators (Altis, 2022; Metcalf et al.,
2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021).

Country Finland
Altis (2022
Negotiation element Metcalf et al. Schwarz Zenad - Is (2022)
8 (2006) (2019) (2021) Video Face-to-face
negotiation negotiation
Goal . . . . . . . . . .
(contract vs. relationship) Relationship  Relationship  Relationship Relationship Relationship
Attitudes Win-win Win-win Win-win Win-win Win-win
(win-lose vs. win-win)
P.ersonal style Informal Formal Formal Formal Informal
(informal vs. formal)
Cc?mmunlc.atlgn style Direct Direct Direct Direct Direct
(direct vs. indirect)
Time sensitivity . . . . .
(low vs. high) High High High High High
Emotlona.llsm Medium Low Low Low Low
(low vs. high)
Agreement form - - . - -
(specific vs. general) Specific Specific Specific Specific Specific
Agreement building Top-down Bottom-u Medium Top-down Top-down
(bottom-up vs. top-down) P P P P
Team organization Medium Medium Consensus Consensus Consensus
(one leader vs. consensus)
Risk-taking . . . .
. Medium Medium Medium Low High
(low vs. high)
Trust . .
(low vs. high) N/A N/A N/A High High
Information sharing . .
(low vs. high) N/A N/A N/A High High

2.3.3 Impact of communication mode on negotiating elements of Finnish negotiators

This subsection combines the previously discussed IBN process, FTF and video negotia-
tion, and the influence of culture on the negotiation behavior of Finnish IB negotiators.
Theoretical gaps are supplemented by presenting perspectives from various publications
and studies to support the formation of hypotheses. Ten hypotheses (H1-10) are based

on the negotiation elements presented by Salacuse (1998) and influenced by culture,
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and four hypotheses (H11-14) are based on the four additional elements identified in

this study. They are presented in the following paragraphs.

Goal (contract vs. relationship)

Finnish IB negotiators aim to build business relationships. For example, Metcalf et al.
(2006) reported that Finns valued relationship building the most out of the five countries
included in the study (the others were India, Mexico, Turkey, and the United States).
Similarly, Schwarz (2019) found that Finnish negotiators of the X and Y generations value
building relationships the most compared to Germans and Pakistanis. Moreover, Zenad
(2021) demonstrated that Generations X, Y, and Z valued building business relationships.
Altis (2022) found that Finnish negotiators in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs valued relationships.
Furthermore, Lewis (2006, pp. 333—334) characterized Finns as calm, reliable, and quiet;
they base their operations on facts, invest in new technologies, and keep social interac-
tions low. Nevertheless, cautious Finns take precautions when entering agreements with

international clients.

According to the theory of social presence (Short et al., 1976), FTF communication is
best-suited to negotiations because it does not interfere with socio-psychological behav-
ior, unlike many other means of communication (Geiger, 2020, p. 217). In other words,
FTF negotiation can lead to more optimal processes and thus better outcomes. Denstadli
et al. (2012, p. 85) assumed in their study of Norwegian business travelers that social
relationships influence the choice of negotiation mode. They argued that the FTF ap-
proach was popular, especially for developing new business relationships. By contrast,
video negotiations are often used with familiar partners and in situations that require a
more efficient process. Based on the advantages of FTF negotiation in facilitating new
cooperation and developing long-term relationships and the finding that video negotia-

tion focuses on efficiency, the following hypothesis was developed:

H1: Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs demonstrate more relationship-building be-

havior than those involved in V-IBNs.
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Attitudes (win-lose vs. win-win)

Finnish negotiators are known for their professional and efficient attitudes in negotia-
tions. Metcalf et al. (2006) found that Finns and Mexicans were the most successful in
producing win-win outcomes among the five countries featured in their study. Schwarz
(2019) also found that Finnish X and Y generation negotiators strive for a win-win atti-
tude in negotiations, valuing it more compared to German and Pakistani negotiators.
Consistent with previous studies, Zenad (2021) reported a win-win attitude among Finn-
ish Generation X, Y, and Z negotiators. Similarly, Altis (2022) demonstrated that Finnish

negotiators in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs valued a win-win attitude.

Lewis (2006, p. 71) characterized the Finnish negotiation style as calm, which involves
listening to the other party’s views without interruption. Geiger (2020, p. 216) indicated
that negotiators could not send, receive and understand visual cues based on the barrier
effect theory. As a result of the barrier effect, the importance of eye contact decreases
because the negotiator’s visual interpretation is limited, which reduces the dominant
party’s influence through eye contact. Swaab et al. (2012, p. 26) classified negotiators
into three main types: neutral, cooperative, and non-cooperative. In their communica-
tion model, media-rich communication channels lead neutral negotiators to achieve bet-
ter outcomes. They do not affect willingness to cooperate but impair the results of non-
cooperative negotiators. However, Geiger (2020, p. 219) clarified that, based on the bar-
rier effect theory, video negotiation could encourage negotiators to adopt a cooperative
attitude compared to FTF negotiation, especially for non-cooperative parties. Further-
more, Swaab et al. (2012, p. 30) found that cooperative negotiators seek solutions that
benefit both parties. Non-verbal cues affect the other party’s interpretation of the com-
munication, building trust, and the relationship. Conversely, the number of non-verbal
signals in video negotiation is lower due to limited visuals. Based on this discussion, the

following hypothesis was developed:

H2: A win-win attitude is prevalent among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs and

V-IBNs.
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Personal style (informal vs. formal)

Generally, Finns behave informally in business contexts (Lewis, 2006, p. 334). Metcalf et
al. (2006) supported the argument with their study of negotiators from Finland, India,
Mexico, Turkey, and the United States; they found that Finnish participants scored high-
est on informal behavior. Similarly, Smith et al. (2003, p. 499) found that Finns demon-
strate a preference for informal behavior in business cooperation. By contrast, Schwarz
(2019) found that Finnish Generation X and Y negotiators exhibited the most formal ne-
gotiating behavior compared to their peers from Germany and Pakistan. Similarly, Zenad
(2021) indicated that Finns from Generations X, Y, and Z valued formal behavior. Altis
(2022) reported mixed results; they showed that Finnish negotiators valued informal be-

havior in FTF-IBNs and formal behavior in V-IBNs.

Bird and Metcalf (2004, p. 260) explained that, in countries with a relatively low culture
of strict business practices (including the ability to make independent decisions and tol-
erance for a certain degree of uncertainty), informal behavior was preferred. Lewis (2006,
p. 332) stated that the Finnish leadership style is balanced between consulting and de-
termination. In the Finnish business environment, hierarchy’s importance is low, ena-
bling informal behavior without unnecessary bureaucracy. Moreover, Denstadli et al.
(2012) and Geiger (2020) demonstrated that relationship building is more challenging
than alternative means of communication. Therefore, Salacuse (1999, p. 226) recom-
mended following the formalities of different cultures and shifting to more informal be-
havior at the right time. Lewis (2006, p. 335) described Finns” behavior in business con-
texts as restrained; they maintain a low profile and do not draw attention to themselves.
In conclusion, Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 86) stated that FTF negotiations provide an op-
portunity to establish new business relationships through informal discussions. Based on

the previous literature, the following hypothesis was formed:

H3: Informal behavior is more common among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs

than those involved in V-IBNs.
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Communication style (direct vs. indirect)

Metcalf et al. (2006) demonstrated that Finnish respondents favored a direct communi-
cation style. This result aligns with Schwarz’s (2019) observation that Finnish Generation
X and Y negotiators tended to use a direct communication style. Zenad (2021) reported
similar results for IB negotiators from Generations X, Y, and Z. Altis (2022) consistently
found that Finnish negotiators valued a direct communication style in both FTF-IBNs and
V-IBNs. According to Lindell and Sigfrids (2007, p. 99), Finns are known for moving

straight to the point in negotiations.

In general, Lewis (2006, p. 335) asserted that Finns listen to the other party’s views in
negotiations without interrupting. Moreover, they only present their opinions after care-
ful consideration. Therefore, Lewis (2006, p. 336) claimed that others should not be sur-
prised by the slowness of decision-making, but when they do, it is likely to be challenging
to convince them otherwise. Bird and Metcalf (2004) found that indirect communication
is used in high-context collective cultures, which are more sensitive to indirect, non-ver-
bal communication. By contrast, a direct communication style is characteristic of low-
context cultures. Finland is considered an individualistic culture with a direct communi-
cation style; it was ranked 63 out of 100 points on the Hofstede Insight (2022) index.
Lewis (2006, pp. 68—69) concluded that Finns strive for clarity and brevity and directly
communicate messages. Thus, Finnish IB negotiators” communication style tends to be

direct regardless of mode. Based on the discussion, the following hypothesis was formed:

H4: Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs favor a direct communication

style.

Time sensitivity (low vs. high)

Metcalf et al. (2006) found that 48% of the Finnish respondents in their study demon-
strated a high tendency toward time sensitivity. Similarly, Schwarz (2019) and Zenad
(2021) reported that Finnish Generation X, Y, and Z participants tended to have high time

sensitivity, and Altis (2022) demonstrated that Finnish negotiators valued high time
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sensitivity in both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. Finland is considered a culture that tolerates high
uncertainty, scoring 59 out of 100 points on the Hofstede Insight (2022) index. Finns
generally tend to be punctual and expect the same of colleagues and business partners
(Lewis, 2006, p. 332). Lindell and Sigfrids (2007, p. 89) also found that Finns value time;
thus, being on time for meetings is essential. They also tend to begin formal negotiations
soon after presentations and conclude them quickly, but sometimes at the expense of a
thorough situational analysis (Lewis, 2006, pp. 154—155). Based on the literature, time
sensitivity among Finnish negotiators is expected to be high regardless of communica-

tion mode. Hence, the following hypothesis was formed:

H5: Time sensitivity is high among Finnish negotiators involved in both FTF-IBNs and V-
IBNs.

Emotionalism (low vs. high)

Metcalf et al. (2006) found that Finnish negotiators tended to score in the middle on the
negotiating element of emotionalism. Studies by Schwarz (2019) and Zenad (2021)
demonstrated low emotionalism among Finnish Generation X, Y, and Z negotiators. Sim-
ilarly, Altis (2022) reported that emotionalism was low among Finnish IB negotiators in
FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. Lewis (2006, pp. 159-160) described Finns as having quiet and
moderate body language and argued that they do not show their feelings through it.
Similarly, Lindell and Sigfrids (2007, p. 99) reported that expressing emotions was chal-
lenging for Finns. Specifically, Finns experience difficulties establishing personal contacts

with foreign partners, which some cultures value.

Keltner and Haidt (1999, p. 511) explained that with the help of emotional expressions,
social interaction contributes to information about the other party’s intentions and the
recognition of their feelings. According to Laubert and Parlamis (2019, p. 378), negotia-
tion studies have shown that emotions can be strategically used to destabilize opponents.
For example, Citera et al. (2005, pp. 165—166) explained that psychological distance the-

ory posits that a lack of physical closeness leads to psychological distance. Consequently,
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lacking media richness leads to a lower social presence and a more significant psycho-
logical barrier between negotiators. Geiger (2020, p. 217) clarified that from the point
of view of psychological distance theory, no other mode of communication offers social
presence equivalent to the FTF mode. Lastly, Derks et al. (2008, pp. 780—-781) suggested
that the lack of physical contact weakens the emotional experience, even if the reactions
are similar to those in online negotiations, but appear weaker in intensity and shorter in
duration than in FTF interactions. Based on the previous discussion, the following hy-

pothesis was formed:

H6: Emotionalism is low among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs.

Agreement form (specific vs. general)

Metcalf et al. (2006) demonstrated that Finnish negotiators favor specific agreements.
Similarly, Schwarz (2019) found that Finnish Generation X and Y negotiators value spe-
cific agreements in negotiations. Again, Zenad (2021) reported that Finnish Generation
X, Y, and Z negotiators value specific agreements. Altis (2022) consistently indicated that
Finnish negotiators in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs value specific agreements. Lewis (2006,
p. 172) emphasized that written agreements are valued in Finnish culture. As reported
by Bird and Metcalf (2004), cultures with high uncertainty avoidance favor specific con-
tracts that detail all relevant matters. Conversely, cultures with low uncertainty avoid-
ance prefer more general contracts, which are seen as a set of guidelines and do not
contain well-defined conditions. Finland is considered a culture with a high level of tol-
erance for uncertainty (Hofstede Insight, 2022). Lewis (2006, p. 136) stated that Finns’
strength lies in utilizing fact-based information in international teams. Lewis (2005, p. 71)
also highlighted that Finns favor comprehending the needs of their counterparts., which

reduces the probability of negotiations failing.

According to Dennis et al. (2008, p. 575), media richness theory is one of the most uti-
lized media theories and suggests that challenging tasks should be performed on media-

rich channels such as FTF negotiations. Conversely, video negotiations are seen as a less
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media-rich information sharing channel. FTF-IBNs reduce the likelihood of misinterpre-
tation and misunderstandings between the parties (Stein & Mehta, 2020). Thus, it can
be suggested that Finnish IB negotiators prefer a specific agreement form, regardless of

the negotiation method. Based on the discussion, the following hypothesis was formed:

H7: Finnish negotiators involved in both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs favor specific agreements.

Agreement building (bottom-up vs. top-down)

A top-down approach was most prevalent among Finnish participants in the study in-
volving negotiators from Finland, India, Mexico, Turkey, and the United States (Metcalf
et al., 2006). Similarly, Altis (2022) demonstrated that Finnish negotiators in FTF-IBNs
and V-IBNs value top-down agreement building. By contrast, Schwarz (2019) found that
Finnish Generation X and Y negotiators value a bottom-up approach. Finally, Zenad (2021)
indicated that Finnish negotiators of Generations X, Y, and Z fall in the middle of the
continuum between bottom-up and top-down agreement building. Negotiators who fa-
vor top-down agreement building tend to outline general principles for the negotiations
in an informal environment before the formal negotiation process (Metcalf et al., 2006,

p. 391).

Denstadli et al. (2012, pp. 84—85) explained that FTF meetings are an option when de-
veloping business relationships is also on the agenda, not only contract issues. Specific
contract terms (e.g., payment and delivery) streamline the negotiation process, which is
a strength of video negotiation. Despite mixed results in the literature, it can be argued
that top-down agreement building is common among Finnish negotiators in both FTF

and video negotiation. Thus, the following hypothesis was formed:

H8: Top-down agreement building is prevalent among Finnish negotiators involved in

FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs.
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Team organization (one leader vs. consensus)

Metcalf et al. (2006) found that Finnish participants generally fell in the middle of the
continuum between a single-leader and consensus culture but leaned toward the single-
leader approach. By comparison, Schwarz (2019) also found that Finnish Generation X
and Y negotiators fell in the middle of the continuum but leaned toward a consensus
culture. Similarly, Zenad (2021) indicated that the team organization’s behavior of Finn-
ish negotiators of Generations Y and Z is based on consensus. Furthermore, Zenad pre-
sented that the team organizational behavior of Generations X fell between the one-
leader and consensus extremes. Correspondingly, Altis (2022) reported that Finnish ne-
gotiators in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs value consensus behavior. Moreover, Lindell and Sigfrids
(2007, p. 86) found that Finnish managers value collectivism and teamwork in companies

and government organizations, which indicates consensus behavior.

According to Lewis (2006, p. 120), Finnish senior managers are close to middle managers
and support the staff when challenges arise, which indicates consensus behavior. Fur-
thermore, Lewis (2006, p. 334) emphasized that Finnish leaders can make decisions with-
out the approval of senior management. Thus, Finnish negotiators have the authority to
make independent decisions, regardless of whether FTF or video negotiation is chosen.
Bird and Metcalf (2004) found that the negotiation process follows consensus behavior
in cultures that tolerate high uncertainty; in other words, the entire negotiating team
has decision-making power. Since Finland is a culture that tolerates high uncertainty, it
can be hypothesized that consensus behavior is prevalent among Finnish negotiators in

both FTF and video negotiations. Accordingly, the following hypothesis was formed:

H9: Consensus behavior is prevalent among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs and

V-IBNs.
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Risk-taking (low vs. high)

Schwarz (2019) demonstrated that risk-taking among Finnish Generation X and Y nego-
tiators falls toward the middle of the continuum between high and low but skews high.
Similarly, Metcalf et al. (2006) and Zenad (2021) found that Finnish respondents bal-
anced risk-taking and risk avoidance. Altis (2022) reported that Finnish negotiators value
higher risk-taking behavior in FTF-IBNs and lower risk-taking behavior in V-IBNs. Bird and
Metcalf (2004) found that cultures with high uncertainty avoidance shun risk-taking, and
low uncertainty avoidance accepts risk-taking. This view aligns with Usunier’s (2003a,
pp. 110-111) argument that Hofstede’s cultural dimensions are tied to risk-taking. He
specified that risks are part of contract negotiations due to the other party’s unpredict-
able actions. Lewis (2005, pp. 75—-76) stated that, due to their highly systematic thinking
and fact-based reasoning, Finns are perceived to avoid risk-taking. Daft and Lengel (1986,
p. 560) argued that, according to media richness theory, FTF channels are the most ef-
fective for solving challenging and unclear situations. In conclusion, Stein and Mehta
(2020) asserted that FTF negotiation reduces uncertainty compared to other modes.

Thus, the following hypothesis was formed:

H10: Risk-taking behavior is higher among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs than

those involved in V-IBNs.

Information sharing (low vs. high)

Altis (2022) found that Finnish negotiators in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs value high information
sharing. According to Bird and Metcalf (2004, pp. 253—-254), a negotiator who follows a
win-win negotiation strategy seeks to address potential challenges related to infor-
mation sharing to solve problems and produce an outcome that satisfies both parties.
This claim was supported by Usunier (2003a, pp. 112-113), who argued that problem-
solving negotiators engage in open information sharing and do not manipulate the other
party. By contrast, a win-lose approach is used by negotiators who want to expand their
profit at the opposing party’s expense through limited information sharing (Ghauri,

2003a, pp. 3-4). Both Schwarz (2019) and Metcalf et al. (2006) found that Finnish
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negotiators preferred a win-win negotiation strategy. Lewis (2006, p. 155) demonstrated
that Finnish team leaders consider colleagues and different perspectives in negotiations,

striving for a result that everyone is satisfied with.

However, Swaab et al. (2012, p. 31) indicated that the impact of communication mode
on information sharing between collaborative negotiators is not decisive. In their view,
information sharing is essential to build cooperation and trust; thus, the means of com-
munication is irrelevant. Stuhlmacher and Citera (2005, p. 86) presented a different per-
spective, suggesting that behavior would be less hostile in FTF negotiations than in video
negotiations. Their results demonstrated that behavior was more hostile in video nego-
tiations when the interlocutor was unknown. Thus, hostile behavior would decrease if
continued cooperation was expected. By contrast, if the collaboration was not expected
to continue, negotiators behaved in a more hostile manner in video negotiations than in

FTF negotiations. Based on the previous discussion, the following hypothesis was formed:

H11: Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs engage in high information-

sharing behavior.

Negotiation speed (low vs. high)

In general, Smith et al. (2003, p. 504) explained that the Finns value efficient time man-
agement in business. In a study conducted by Ivanovski and Gruevski (2014, p. 172), 55%
of respondents agreed with the statement that the time required to reach an agreement
in negotiations has decreased with the emergence of virtual communication technolo-
gies, while 19% were neutral. The researchers also found that senior management per-
ceived virtual negotiation as a time and resource saver. This view was supported by Den-
stadli et al. (2012, p. 84), who found that video negotiations saved time in terms of both
negotiation duration and planning. Furthermore, Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 85) concluded
that respondents generally perceived video negotiation to be more efficient than FTF

negotiation.
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However, Hardwick and Anderson (2019, p. 48) found the opposite; participants in their
study stated that video negotiations could be time-consuming and resource-intensive.
In addition, Purdy and Nye (2000, p. 181) demonstrated that, on average, FTF negotia-
tions took less time (14.5 minutes) than video negotiations (24.5 minutes). Similarly,
Galin et al. (2007, p. 793) determined that FTF negotiations took less time than virtual
negotiations. Thus, FTF negotiations are the most effective way of building long-term
relationships, which increases trust and commitment (Denstadli et al., 2012, p. 66). Con-
versely, lvanovski and Gruevski (2014, p. 173) presented that reaching an agreement is
faster through virtual communication while saving resources. Therefore, video negotia-
tions are recommended when time is limited or the negotiators are spread over multiple
locations, as they allow the parties to connect rapidly. Based on the previous literature,

the following hypothesis was developed:

H12: The speed of negotiations is higher among Finnish negotiators involved in V-IBNs

than those involved in FTF-IBNs.

Trust (low vs. high)

Altis (2022) demonstrated that Finnish negotiators in both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs value
high trust. Bird and Metcalf (2004, p. 259) described trust as the basis of a cooperative
relationship; it establishes a bond between the parties, and the formal agreement is seen
as a formality. In addition, Bird and Metcalf (2004) found that in a culture of high uncer-
tainty avoidance, negotiators value behaviors where trust is based on the relationship
between the parties. Lewis (2006, pp. 145-146) asserted that Finns have a culture of
high trust, which means that people generally trust each other and are expected to fol-
low the rules. Thus, as Finns represent a culture of high uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede
Insight, 2022), it can be interpreted that the value of trust is recognized as high among
Finnish IB negotiators. FTF negotiations build trust, while video negotiations maintain
established trust in a business relationship (Hardwick & Anderson, 2019, p. 50). These

arguments were supported by Geiger (2020, p. 239), who suggested that FTF negotiation
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leads to higher trust. Consequently, these findings demonstrate that both modes of com-

munication are related to building trust. Therefore, the following hypothesis was formed:

H13: Trust is higher among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs than those involved

in V-IBNs.

Negotiation satisfaction (low vs. high)

The effects of different modes of communication on negotiation satisfaction have been
mixed. For example, Carnevale et al. (1981, p. 117) found that negotiator satisfaction
was higher when there was no visual connection. Meanwhile, Barkhi et al. (1999, p. 342)
found that, compared to computer-mediated communication, negotiators who engaged
in FTF communication were more satisfied with the negotiation process but not its out-
come. Wolfe and Murthy (2005, p. 374) indicated that different pre-negotiation expec-
tations influenced negotiators’ negotiation satisfaction with both FTF and software ap-
plications and platforms. When there were inconsistent expectations in pre-negotiations,
they found that deadlocks were more common in FTF negotiations than in negotiations
via an electronic platform. Wang and Doong (2014, pp. 744—745) reported that the sat-
isfaction of FTF and video negotiators focused on negotiation processes that dealt with
less analytical assignments. Instead, the results illustrated that text-based negotiation

was associated with satisfaction with more analytical tasks.

Based on Naquin and Paulson’s (2003, pp. 117-118) findings, confidence and satisfac-
tion with results were higher in FTF negotiations than in video negotiations. Conversely,
Ivanovski and Gruevski (2014, p. 172) hypothesized that negotiators were more satisfied
with the outcome of virtual negotiations. However, they found that 36% of participants
were satisfied, 30% were neutral, and the rest were unsatisfied with the outcome of
virtual negotiations. Moreover, Lewis (2006, p. 155) stated that the practices of Finnish
team leaders create satisfaction among colleagues because different perspectives are

considered and openly addressed. Metcalf et al. (2006) found that Finnish negotiators
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seek a win-win rather than a win-lose negotiation solution. Based on previous studies,

the following hypothesis was developed:

H14: Negotiation satisfaction is high among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs and

V-IBNs.

2.3.4 Conceptual framework for the study

A conceptual framework (see Table 6) was developed for the research and focused on
the effects of changing culture on the behavior of Finnish negotiators in FTF-IBNs and
V-IBNs. The framework was developed using Salacuse’s (1998) model and previous find-
ings on communication methods. Salacuse’s model focuses on elements that influence
the negotiation style of people from different cultural backgrounds. He listed 10 cultur-
ally dependent factors that affect negotiation behavior. The hypotheses were designed

to examine the effect of communication mode on 14 negotiation tendencies.

The first 10 elements were borrowed from Salacuse’s model, which was also the basis
for previous studies (Altis, 2022; Metcalf et al., 2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021) on
the negotiation behavior of Finnish IB negotiators. Four additional elements were devel-
oped and incorporated into the framework to complement Salacuse’s model: infor-
mation sharing, negotiation speed, trust, and negotiation satisfaction. They have re-
ceived attention in IBNs and are considered particularly significant for the outcome of

negotiations.

The conceptual framework includes theories, additional ideas, and findings from the lit-
erature review. Consequently, it illustrates the connections between these concepts and
their applicability to the research topic (see Table 6). The current study examines and
defines two negotiation modes: FTF and video negotiation. In addition, it combines the-
ories, findings from previous studies, and hypotheses. It presents research questions,

related background theories, and the research methods used to test them. In addition,
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general knowledge about Finnish culture and communication practices was used to cre-

ate the hypotheses.

Table 6. Conceptual framework for the study.

Hypothesis Negotiation element Face-to-face negotiation Video negotiation
Goal

H1 (contract vs. relationship) Higher relationship Lower relationship
Attitudes

H2 (win-lose vs. win-win) Higher win-win attitude Higher win-win attitude

H3 P.ersonal style Higher informal style Lower informal style
(informal vs. formal)

H4 Cc?mmunic.ati?n style Higher direct communication Higher direct communication
(direct vs. indirect)
Time sensitivity . . L . . L

H5 (low vs. high) Higher time sensitivity Higher time sensitivity
Emotionalism . . . .

H6 (low vs. high) Lower emotionalism Lower emotionalism
Agreement form . .

H7 (specific vs. general) Specific agreement form Specific agreement form

H8 Agreement building Top-down agreement Top-down agreement
(bottom-up vs. top-down)

H9 Team organization Higher consensus Higher consensus
(one leader vs. consensus)
Risk-taking . . . . .

H10 (low vs. high) Higher risk-taking Lower risk-taking
Information sharing . . . . . . . .

H11 (low vs. high) Higher information sharing Higher information sharing

H12 Negotiatign speed Lower negotiation speed Higher negotiation speed
(low vs. high)

H13 Trust . Higher trust Higher trust
(low vs. high)
Negotiation satisfaction . . . . . .

H14 Higher satisfaction Higher satisfaction

(low vs. high)
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3 Methodology

The current chapter introduces the methodology chosen for the study, which is pre-
sented according to the different layers of the research onion. The two outer layers, the
research philosophy and approach, are described in section 3.1. Next, section 3.2
explains the study’s research methods, strategy, and time horizon. Sections 3.3 and 3.4
describe the data collection and data analysis methods. Finally, section 3.5 examines the

credibility of the research, and section 3.6 evaluates research ethics.

3.1 Research philosophy and approach

This section demonstrates the study’s research philosophy and approach according to
the layers of the research onion (see Figure 8) and justifies the decisions made for the
research. According to Saunders et al. (2016, p. 122), data collection methods and ana-
lytical procedures are at the heart of a study, but the outermost layers—the research
philosophy and approach—also merit understanding and explanation. The research phi-
losophy chosen for this study is positivism, which Saunders et al. (2016) described as
follows:

Positivism relates to the philosophical stance of the natural scientist and entails
working with an observable social reality to produce law-like generalizations. It
promises unambiguous and accurate knowledge and originates in the works of
Francis Bacon, Auguste Comte, and the early twentieth-century group of philoso-
phers and scientists known as the Vienna Circle. (pp. 135-136)

Consistent with the strategy and purpose of the study, Saunders et al. (2016, pp. 137—-
138) explained that a positivist research philosophy draws on existing theory to develop,
test, and confirm hypotheses. Accordingly, this study is based on Salacuse’s (1998)
framework and previous studies (Altis, 2022; Metcalf et al., 2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad,
2021) that utilized the framework to examine the behavior of Finnish IBN negotiators.
A guantitative research approach was used to collect primary data through an online
survey. Collecting survey data is consistent with a positivist research philosophy, as the

researcher’s influence on the research is minimized and remains neutral. Furthermore,
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the study used a structured methodology that enables reproducibility. Therefore, it fo-
cuses on producing measurable findings that are suitable for statistical analysis, which
was conducted with the SPSS program. In light of these assumptions, positivism was an

appropriate philosophical approach for the current research.

Research philosophy
positivism

Research approach
deductive

Methodological choice
mono method
guantitative

Research strategy
online survey

Time horizon
cross-sectional

Data
collection
and data
analysis

Figure 8. The research onion (Adapted from Saunders et al., 2016, p. 124).

In this study, a deductive approach was employed to evaluate the hypotheses and deter-
mine whether there was a causal relationship between the independent and dependent
variables, which were used to test and develop the chosen theory (Saunders et al., 2016,
pp. 51, 145). To determine the impact of communication mode (i.e., FTF negotiation vs.
video negotiation) on the behavior of Finnish IBN negotiators, 14 hypotheses based on
previous findings on negotiation elements and behavior were developed. Quantitative
data was collected through a structured questionnaire to test the hypotheses, which en-
abled the reproducibility of the research. Furthermore, the operationalization of the var-
iables was updated to meet the study’s objectives by combining survey questions from

previous studies.
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3.2 Quantitative research method

Both quantitative and qualitative research methods are used in business studies. Accord-
ing to Saunders et al. (2016, p. 165), quantitative studies feature numerical data col-
lected through surveys or statistical analysis in numerical form, while qualitative studies
are based on non-numerical data collected through interviews or data classification. This
research is characterized by a mono method (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 166) because it
uses only one quantitative study data collection technique (i.e., an online survey).
An online survey was used to collect primary data because there were insufficient sec-

ondary sources that contained information about the behavior of Finnish IBN negotiators.

Based on previous studies (Altis, 2022; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021), a structured ques-
tionnaire was developed to collect primary data. Furthermore, the research strategy
used was comparative (Bukhari, 2011, p. 1), which means that two research subjects
were compared—in this case, the behavior of Finnish negotiators in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs.
Changes brought by the COVID-19 pandemic also affected the communication modes
used in IBNs. Therefore, the phenomenon was studied within a specific time frame,

which means that the current study is also cross-sectional (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 200).

3.3 Data collection

An online survey was used to collect the data from respondents in a target group, com-
monly used in business research (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 436). The advantages of using
an online survey are the saving of time and resources, the accessibility of the respond-
ents, and the possibility of faster data analysis, compared to a paper survey which in-
creases costs and time due to the manual processes (Saunders et al., 2016, pp. 443—-444).
In addition, quantitative research methods were combined with a positivism research
philosophy and a deductive approach in which theory was tested using the collected
data (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 166). The following five procedures were implemented as
part of the study: data sample selection, the development of an online survey, the oper-

ationalization of the variables, data collection with response rates, and data analysis.
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3.3.1 Datasample

The study includes Finnish IB negotiators with experience in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. The
research was limited to Finnish companies engaged in IB, without any restrictions on
industry or size. The author obtained a list of Finland’s largest companies measured by
turnover from the Asiakastieto (2022) database, which offers digital business infor-
mation services. Also, the author’s professional network provided an additional sample
of small and medium-sized firms engaged in IB. A sampling technique was used to obtain
a sufficiently large sample for the data analysis and generalizations (Saunders et al., 2016,

p. 274).

Some criteria were set for the sampling. First, the respondents” nationality had to be
Finnish. Second, they had to have experience in IBNs. Third, they had to have expertise
in both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs, without limitations on work experience. Finally, they had
to work at or own a company that operates in Finland and is registered in the Finnish YTJ
(2022) business information database without restrictions on industry or turnover. Due
to resource, time, and budget constraints, the selected sample was not representative

of the entire study population, as it would have been challenging to ensure this.

3.3.2 Questionnaire

A structured questionnaire was used to collect the data. Questionnaires are the most
common data collection method and enable data to be gathered from a sample before
conducting a quantitative analysis, as respondents answer the same questions (Saunders
etal., 2016, p. 439). The choice of survey type was influenced by the distribution method
and how the data collection method of the study was organized (Saunders et al., 2016,
p. 440). Data collection was conducted via an online survey, and the questionnaire was

distributed to respondents using an online link.

According to Ghauri et al. (2020, p. 171), the advantages of questionnaires include low

cost and the ability to reach global respondents. In addition, it allows to respond to the
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survey by carefully considering the answers without schedule pressure, and the re-
searcher’s behavior or survey techniques do not affect the responses. An essential part
of the research is the questionnaire, the design of which must take into account the data
analysis methods before completing the survey (Ghauri et al., 2020, p. 172). Thus, Saun-
ders et al. (2016, p. 444) emphasize designing a questionnaire because the research
method provides only one opportunity to collect data, and there is often no opportunity

to collect additional data.

The questions were designed to be concise and easy to understand (Ghauri et al., 2020,
p. 176). Each question addressed only one aspect of negotiation, encouraging respond-
ents to provide a specific answer. General topics were avoided to interpret each respond-
ent’s responses efficiently in the analysis phase. Moreover, suggestive language was
omitted from the questions to prevent influencing participants to respond in a particular
manner. In addition, the questions were polite, clear, and contained no hidden meanings.
In particular, consideration was paid to the sequence of questions. The questions were
properly organized, moving from easy to more challenging questions about attitudes.
Finally, the research questions and the order of questions were pre-tested with an ex-
perimental group representing the same target population as the sample to identify pos-

sible challenges or problems.

As suggested by Saunders et al. (2016, p. 445), the questionnaire was divided into five
categories. The first section contained questions about the respondents” factual and de-
mographic details, while the second section was designed to gather background infor-
mation on the respondent’s organization to form a participant profile. The collected data
can be used to compare respondents’ differences in negotiation experience and whether
the research data represented the entire population. The third and fourth sections
formed the central part of the survey and contained questions about the respondents’
attitudes, opinions, and behavior. The final section asked respondents about their will-

ingness to receive information about the study’s results.
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The survey included category questions in which respondents must choose one option,
such as age (Ghauri et al., 2020, p. 173). Moreover, rating questions were used, with the
answer categories divided into five categories: strongly disagree, partly disagree, neutral,
partly agree, and strongly agree (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 459). The second response
category for rating questions uses semantic difference rating questions to assess re-
spondents” attitudes (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 460), for example, satisfaction with the
negotiation outcome, where the two extremes are very low and very high. Lastly, the
questionnaire was in English and was not translated into the respondents” mother

tongue (i.e., Finnish) because the questionnaire was intended for Finnish IB negotiators.

3.3.3 Operationalization of variables

The operationalization of the video and FTF negotiation independent variables and the
dimensions of the negotiation behavior dependent variables (i.e., elements) were de-
rived from previous research (Altis, 2022; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021) and modified to
meet the current study’s objectives. Measurements for the independent and dependent

variables from the survey are listed in Table 7.

Table 7. Operationalization of variables.

Construct Question Source
Goal 1) Developing a relationship with the negotiation partner had a higher priority for me than  Schwarz (2019)
focusing solely at the task and the attainment of an agreement. Zenad (2021)

2) | did not see the potential agreement at the end of a negotiation process as a single deal. |
considered the negotiation as a step towards a long-term relationship between me and the
negotiation partner.

Attitudes 1) During the negotiations, | primarily focused on achieving my own company’s interests. Schwarz (2019)
2) Within the negotiations, | cooperated with the negotiation partner to reach fair and benefi-  Zenad (2021)
cial solutions for both parties instead of solely trying to maximize my own interests

Personal style 1) During the negotiations, | focused primarily on business matters instead of focusing moreon  Schwarz (2019)
personal and family matters. Zenad (2021)
2) During the negotiations, | expressed myself in a formal way.

3) During the negotiations, | tried to keep the conversation friendly and informal.

Communication 1) While evaluating my counterpart’s offer, | preferred to communicate in a clear and explicit ~ Schwarz (2019)

style way by directly stating my opinions. Zenad (2021)
2) In the case of a disagreement, | stated my opinions in a direct and explicit manner instead of
relying on gestures or facial expressions to convey my refusal.

Time sensitivity 1) I expected all parties involved in the negotiation process (including myself) to be punctual. Schwarz (2019)
2) During the negotiations, | preferred to strictly follow the time schedules set for the negotiati- ~ Zenad (2021)
ons.

Emotionalism 1) During the negotiations, | preferred to form my arguments based on facts rather than arguing ~ Schwarz (2019)
based on feelings and stories. Zenad (2021)

2) | preferred to hide my emotions, like frustration or happiness, during the negotiations be-
cause | think it is inappropriate to express emotions overtly.

Agreement form 1) | preferred to reach a negotiation agreement that was a detailed description of all the decisi-  Schwarz (2019)
ons agreed upon during the negotiation process rather than an agreement that was more ofa  Zenad (2021)
statement of general principles.
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Construct Question Source

Agreement 1) | preferred to negotiate the general principles that guided other decisions before negotiating ~ Schwarz (2019)

building specific issues that needed to be resolved. Zenad (2021)

Team 1) The whole negotiation team was involved in the decision making process instead of one or ~ Schwarz (2019)

organization few persons in senior positions making the decisions on behalf of the whole team. Zenad (2021)

Risk-taking 1) During negotiations, | made the first concession in the hope that my partner would also make ~ Schwarz (2019)
a concession in return. Zenad (2021)

2) During the negotiations, | tried to stick to the plans that were made prior to the beginning of
the negotiation process instead of being flexible and spontaneous towards sudden tur-

narounds.
Information 1) To build trust, | openly shared all the necessary information with my opposite party. Altis (2022)
sharing
Negotiation 1) I think negotiations took more time than normal. Developed for
speed this study
Trust 1) A high level of trust with the opposite party was developed during the negotiations. Altis (2022)
Negotiation 1) How satisfied were you with the outcome of the negotiation? Altis (2022)

satisfaction

3.3.4 Data collection process and responses

Before the data collection, pilot survey testing was conducted. Saunders et al. (2016,
p. 473) explained that pilot testing should target respondents who correspond to the
target group. The purpose is to test their ability to answer the questions without prob-
lems, collect and store data, and assess the correctness of the questions. Moreover, re-
spondents were asked to comment on the survey’s suitability for the study and structure.
Feedback can be used to amend the questionnaire as needed to increase the study’s
validity and reliability. Saunders et al. (2016, p. 473) stated that pilot respondents should
be experts with experience in researching a similar topic. Thus, two researchers were
used for the pre-testing: an assistant professor and an IB master’s graduate. Both schol-
ars were experts in IBN who had previously conducted surveys on a similar topic. They
reviewed the original questionnaire and provided feedback on the survey’s design and
length. Subsequently, their suggestions were considered for the final version of the sur-

vey.

An online survey (see Appendix 1) was conducted to collect the primary data for the
study from April 21 to May 31, 2022. It was emailed to Finland’s 30 largest companies
and 78 small and medium-sized enterprises from the researcher’s professional network,
for a total of 108 companies. The email contained a cover letter explaining the research’s
purpose and requesting the respondent’s consent to use the collected data. The allotted

response time for the survey was two weeks, but it was extended in order to reach more
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respondents. As a result, sufficient data for analysis was obtained for the study. Also,
potential respondents were reached through the researcher’s LinkedIn account by shar-
ing a public link to the survey. Of the 108 Finnish companies targeted for the survey, 21
Finnish IB negotiators answered the online survey, which amounted to a response rate
of 19.4%. In addition, nine people responded to the survey via the public link. Thus, a
total of 30 responses were received. A screening of the responses resulted in the rejec-
tion of two completed questionnaires because the criteria set for the target group were

not met. Therefore, the valid sample for the data analysis was n = 28.

3.4 Data analysis methods

In the data analysis, independent samples t-tests were conducted using the SPSS statis-
tical program. A numerical variable was divided into two groups using a descriptive var-
iable, as suggested by Saunders et al. (2016, pp. 542-543). They explained that an inde-
pendent samples t-test could be used when examining one independent variable that
assumes two categories and only one dependent variable. A significance level (or p-value)
is used to accept or reject hypotheses. Saunders et al. (2016, p. 537) explained that a
relationship is statistically significant when the p-value is .05 or lower. Conversely, if the
p-value is greater than .05, then the relationship is not statistically significant. Addition-
ally, Saunders et al. (2016) emphasized that the variables may be interdependent, but
the results cannot be confirmed with certainty. Therefore, statistical significance was as-
sessed in this study using the following p-values: significant (* p <.05), very significant

(** p £.01), or extremely significant (*** p <.001).

Furthermore, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to analyze relationships be-
tween observable data and hidden variables or factors based on historical data, as Jack-
son et al. (2009, p. 6) suggested. They clarified that CFA is often used to create and im-
prove measurement devices, test the validity of constructs, identify methodological ef-
fects, and assess factor variance between time and groups. An alternative method, ex-
ploratory factor analysis, focuses on theory development rather than hypothesis testing.

This study uses CFA rather than exploratory factor analysis because the negotiation
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constructs were based on established and tested constructs from previous studies. In

addition, hypotheses were tested.

3.5 Credibility of the research

To ensure the credibility of the research design, researchers must pay attention to the
quality of the research and findings. Saunders et al. (2016, p. 202) asserted that research-
ers can only reduce the likelihood of distorted results; thus, a high-quality research de-
sign is crucial. Moreover, research quality is based on reliability and validity. Reliability
means that a study should be reproducible and consistent; in other words, the findings
should be the same when another researcher repeats the research design (Saunders et
al., 2016, p. 202). Whereas, validity refers to the adequacy of the measurements used

for the research topic, the outcome analysis’s accuracy, and the findings” generalizability.

3.5.1 Reliability

Saunders et al. (2016, p. 202) distinguished internal and external reliability. Internal reli-
ability refers to consistency in research, which can be bolstered by involving more than
one researcher in a study. Also, consistency can be enhanced by promoting stability dur-
ing the research and taking notes on how the survey data is processed. External reliabil-
ity refers to whether the same or another researcher can obtain consistent results by
repeating the chosen research methods. Saunders et al. (2016) emphasized that there
are risks associated with assessing reliability because the results of an unreliable study

may prove invalid if errors or bias affect the credibility of the results and analysis.

Saunders et al. (2016, p. 203) presented a list of four key reliability risks: participant or
researcher error and participant or researcher bias. Participant error is related to factors
that affect the respondent’s performance in answering the survey; for example, answer-
ing questions in a hurry affects the responses given. The researcher’s error is defined;
thus, misunderstandings influence the interpretation of the survey data due to physical

conditions or a lack of preparation for the interview. Participant bias refers to factors that
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lead to erroneous responses; for example, another person’s presence during the survey
may affect the participant’s opinions. Finally, researcher bias (e.g., the researcher’s atti-

tudes and views) may influence the interpretation of responses.

Criteria and threats related to reliability were considered in this study as follows. First,
the study’s internal reliability was strengthened by documenting the research and anal-
ysis methods. Second, CFA was used to measure the study constructs and determine
Cronbach’s alpha (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 451). As proposed by Kolenikov (2009, p. 330),
the number of components and the relationships between factors and observable vari-
ables were defined in advance for CFA. Third, the study’s external reliability was rein-
forced through a detailed description of research methods and their rationale to enable

other researchers to repeat the research, if necessary.

The risk of participant bias was minimized by conducting a web-based survey that re-
spondents could complete without being disturbed by anyone. Moreover, the risk of par-
ticipant bias was reduced by confirming that respondents corresponded to the target
group defined for the study, which was expected to possess the knowledge required to
provide thoughtful responses to the survey (Brace, 2018, p. 277). The risk of researcher
bias was minimized by ensuring that the researcher could not influence the participants’
views and that the results were analyzed using the SPSS program, reporting the study

results accurately.

3.5.2 Validity

The evaluation of the study’s validity was divided into two parts: internal validity and
external validity (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 202). Saunders et al. (2016, p. 450) explained
that, in the context of questionnaires, the term “measurement validity” is also used in-
stead of internal validity and refers to a questionnaire’s ability to measure the factors
that the study was designed to measure. Accordingly, Saunders et al. (2016, p. 204) in-

troduced six threats to internal validity:
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1. Past events may shape the respondents’ views.

2. The survey may impact respondents” performance if perceived to affect conse-
quences after the survey.

3. The comparability of the results can be affected if the research instrument is
changed during the study.

4. Mortality refers to the withdrawal of a research participant during the process.

5. The maturity of a research participant changes during the research process due
to external factors.

6. Unclear cause and effect relationship.

Saunders et al. (2016, p. 450) enumerated three factors in measurement validity: con-
tent, criterion, and construct. First, content validity considers how the questionnaire co-
vers the research question under study. In this study, content validity was ensured using
survey questions tested in previous studies. Second, criterion validity is related to the
predictability of the answers provided by respondents (Saunders et al., 2016, pp. 450—
451). In this study, criterion validity was ensured by conducting t-tests. Finally, construct
validity was assessed based on whether the survey questions actually measured the ne-

gotiation elements that the study was designed to measure.

External validity refers to whether the study results are generalizable and applicable to
other research contexts or groups (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 204). Ghauri et al. (2020,
p. 68) added that external validity is emphasized in quantitative research methods. At-
tention must be paid to the sampling process to obtain a representative sample. In this
case, the external validity was ensured by considering sampling methods, namely by lim-
iting the survey to Finnish nationals with experience in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. In addition,
the respondent’s company must operate in Finland and be registered in the Finnish YTJ
business information database. Lastly, the results from previous studies on the tenden-
cies of Finnish IB negotiators and this study were compared. If the comparison does not
reveal any significant differences, this suggests that the sample adequately represented

the target population.
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3.6 Research ethics

Saunders et al. (2016, p. 239) stated that research ethics are the principles that guide
the researcher during the study’s implementation, including data collection, analysis,
and reporting of results. Ghauri et al. (2020, p. 25) emphasized that considering ethics
in business research increases the study’s credibility. Unethical behavior is often associ-
ated with hypocritical findings and fraud in data collection (Ghauri et al., 2020, p. 26).
Thus, the researcher must consider pre-defined ethical codes throughout the research

process.

The University of Vaasa’s (2013) ethical research principles served as the foundation for
the study’s code of ethics. Both these and the ethical principles described by Saunders
et al. (2016, pp. 243-244) were followed. For instance, integrity and objectivity were
maintained throughout the research process based on the transparency of operations.
The researcher was respectful of all participants and considered their rights. The study
did not harm any participants and respected their confidentiality, privacy, and anonymity.
Participation in the survey was voluntary; thus, the respondents had the option not to

answer the questions and to stop participating in the study.

Furthermore, the study followed the principle of informed consent. Before participating
in the study, the participants were given sufficient information about the background
and objectives of the study. Additionally, the data collected during the research was
treated confidentially to prevent personal information from being associated with any
respondent. Finally, the data was processed without risk of distortion or alteration. In
conclusion, Ghauri et al. (2020, p. 27) emphasized objectivity and honesty when report-
ing results as the most crucial ethical factor, as well as the presentation of results in a

form that does not cause problems for respondents.
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4 Empirical analysis and results

This chapter presents an empirical analysis and the results of the study, including the
distribution of the demographic background factors of Finnish IB negotiators. Then, CFA
is used to measure the constructs examined in the study. Finally, hypothesis testing is
presented, and differences in negotiation trends between video and FTF negotiations

are examined.

4.1 Distribution of survey respondents

Descriptive statistics were examined to explore background factors among Finnish IB ne-
gotiators. Participants” ages varied between 26—-35 and over 56; the mean age was 40
(M = 3.46), the standard deviation was .838, skewness was .121, and kurtosis was -.377.
The most common age group was 36—-45 (n =12; 42.9% of respondents), followed by 46—
55 (n = 10; 35.7% of respondents). Also, there were three respondents each (10.7%) in

the 26—-35 and over 56 age groups. Respondents” age distribution is shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9. Age distribution of participants.
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Out of 28 participants, 82.1% (n = 23) were male, 14.3% (n = 4) were female, and 3.6%

(n =1) chose “other.” Figure 10 presents the gender distribution of survey respondents.

Gender distribution of participants (n = 28)

Other
3.6%
Male
Female 82.1%
14.3%

Figure 10. Gender distribution of participants.

Out of 28 respondents, 46.4% (n = 13) did not report any experience of living abroad for
more than three months in a row, 35.7% (n = 10) reported living abroad for a year or less,
and 7.1% (n = 2) reported living abroad for two to three years. Of participants, 10.7%
(n = 3) reported living abroad for four to six, seven to 10, or over 10 years. These results

are summarized in Figure 11.

Participants” years of experience living outside of Finland (n = 28)

No experience | 46.4%

1 year or less | 35.7%
2-3 years 7.1%

4—6 years 3.6%

7-10 years 3.6%

Over 10 years 3.6%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Figure 11. Participants’ years of experience living outside of Finland.




Participants in the sample have lived in 17 countries, and the frequency of occurrence is

25, which shows a significant variation in the target countries. China (12%; n = 3) and

Sweden (12%; n = 3) were the most frequently reported countries. The next most com-

mon countries were Brazil (8%; n = 2), Russia (8%; n = 2), Spain (8%; n = 2), and the United

States (8%; n = 2). The remaining 11 countries accounted for 4% each (n = 1) and com-

prised 44% of all. The breakdown of countries is shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Countries that respondents have lived in.

Country Frequency Percentage
1. China 3 12%
2. Sweden 3 12%
3. Brasil 2 8%
4. Russia 2 8%
5. Spain 2 8%
6. The United States 2 8%
7. Argentina 1 4%
8. Bosnia and Herzegovina 1 4%
9. Canada 1 1%
10. Estonia 1 4%
11. Germany 1 4%
12. Hong Kong 1 4%
13. Kosovo 1 4%
14. Norway 1 4%
15. Portugal 1 1%
16. The Netherlands 1 1%
17. The United Kingdom 1 1%
Total 25 100%

In terms of educational level, 46.4% (n = 13) of respondents had a bachelor’s degree,

and 32.1% (n = 9) had a master’s degree. In addition, the highest level of education

attained was high school or trade school for 17.9% (n = 5) of participants and other

degrees for 3.6% (n = 1) of participants. Participants” educational attainment is shown in

Figure 12.
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Figure 12. Highest education level among participants.

Out of 28 respondents, 85.7% (n = 24) of respondents had 10 years or more years of

work experience, 7.1% (n = 2) had seven to 10 years of work experience, 3.6% (n = 1) had

one to three years of work experience, and 3.6% (n = 1) respondents had one year or

less of work experience. Figure 13 summarizes participants” total years of work experi-

ence.

Total years of work experience among participants (n = 28)
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1 year or less :| 3.6%

1-3 years :| 3.6%

7-10 years 7.1%

Over 10 years

85.7%
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20%
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100%

Figure 13. Total years of work experience among participants.
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The analysis demonstrated that 23 out of 28 respondents (82.1%) had a current man-
agement position, with titles such as manager, director, CEO, chief operating officer
(CO0), chief growth officer (CGO), head of strategic business unit, senior vice president
(SVP), and vice president (VP). There were also three (10.7%) entrepreneurs, and the
remaining two professional titles, customer service coordinator and technical sales,
were associated with one respondent each (3.6%). Respondents” current job titles are

presented in Table 9.

Table 9. Respondents’ current job titles.

Title Frequency Percentage
Chief executive officer (CEO) 3 10.7%
Development manager 3 10.7%
Director 3 10.7%
Entrepreneur 3 10.7%
Key account manager 2 7.1%
Chief growth officer (CGO) 1 3.6%
Chief operating officer (COO) 1 3.6%
Client manager 1 3.6%
Customer service coordinator 1 3.6%
Export manager 1 3.6%
Head of strategic business unit 1 3.6%
International sales manager 1 3.6%
Logistics manager 1 3.6%
Operational manager 1 3.6%
Project manager 1 3.6%
Purchasing manager 1 3.6%
Senior vice president (SVP) of sales and marketing 1 3.6%
Technical sales 1 3.6%
Vice president (VP) of sales operations 1 3.6%
Total 28 100.0%

Out of 28 respondents, 39.3% (n = 11) had two to three years of work experience at their
current position, while 32.1% (n = 9) had four to six years of experience. Furthermore,
14.3% (n = 4) had more than 10 years of work experience, 10.7% (n = 3) had seven to 10
years of work experience, and 3.6% (n = 1) had one year or less of work experience.

These figures are summarized in Figure 14.



94

Years of work experience in respondents” current position (n = 28)

lyearorless |1 3.6%
2-3 years | | 39.3%
4—6 years | | 32.1%
7-10 years | | 10.7%
Over 10 years | | 14.3%
0% 5% 10% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Figure 14. Years of work experience in respondents’ current position.

The descriptive statistics also provided background information on the sector that re-

spondents work in. Out of 28 respondents, 17.9% (n = 5) worked in the maritime sector,

17.9% (n = 5) worked in the food and beverage sector, 14.3% (n = 4) worked in the service

sector, 7.1% (n = 2) worked in the energy sector, 7.1% (n = 2) worked in the chemical

sector, and 3.6% (n = 1) worked in the metal sector. The remaining 32.1% (n = 9) of re-

spondents worked in other sectors, namely Software-as-a-Service (SaaS), tools for inter-

nal logistics, equipment for dismounted soldiers, consulting in Information and Commu-

nication Technology (ICT), trade house development, forestry, industrial and government

measurements, business-to-business wholesale, and logistics. The sectors that partici-

pants work in are shown in Figure 15.
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Figure 15. Primary sectors that participants work in.
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In terms of company size, the number of employees at participants” companies varied
between less than 20 employees and over 500 employees. The mean number of employ-
ees was 76 (M = 3.57), the standard deviation was 2.41, skewness was .529, and kurtosis
was -1.381. Out of 28 respondents, eight (28.6%) worked for companies with more than
500 employees, seven (25%) worked for companies with less than 20 employees, six
(21.4%) worked for companies with 51-100 employees, and five (17.9%) respondents
worked for companies with 21-50 employees. Moreover, one respondent each (3.6%)
worked for companies with 101-200 employees and companies with 201-300 employ-

ees. These results are summarized in Figure 16.
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Figure 16. Number of employees at participants” companies.

In addition, over half of the respondents (53.6%; n = 15) had over 10 years of experience
in IBNs, 21.4% (n = 6) respondents had six to 10 years of experience with IBNs, 14.3%
(n = 4) had three to five years of experience with IBNs, and 10.7% (n = 3) had one to two
years of experience with IBNs. The respondents” years of experience with IBNs is pre-

sented in Figure 17.
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Participants” years of experience with IBNs (n = 28)

1-2 years :I 10.7% | | | |
3-5 years | | 14.3%
6—10 years | | 21.4%
Over 10 years | 53.6%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Figure 17. Participants’ years of experience with IBNs.

The following descriptive statistics illustrate participants” negotiation behavior, including
how often they participated in IBNs (see Figure 18). Out of 28 respondents, 46.4%
(n =13) reported frequently participating in IBNs, 28.6% (n = 8) reported very frequently
participating in IBNs, 17.9% (n = 5) reported sometimes participating in IBNs, and 7.1%

(n =2) reported seldom participating in IBNs.

Participants’ frequency of participation in IBNs (n = 28)

Very frequently | 28.6%
Frequently A 46.4%
Sometimes A 17.9%
Seldom A:I 7.1%
0% 1(;% 2(;% 36% 4(;% 5(;%

Figure 18. Participants’ frequency of participation in IBNs.
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Figure 19 shows the number of IBNs in which respondents participated over the past
three years. The number of IBNs generally varied between less than 20 and over 150.
The mean number of IBNs was 54 (M = 4.07), the standard deviation was 1.274, skew-
ness was .088, and kurtosis was -.956. Out of 28 respondents, eight (28.6%) participated
in 51-100 IBNs over the past three years, seven (25%) participated in 20-50 IBNs, five
(17.9%) participated in 101-150 IBNs, five (17.9%) participated in over 150 IBNs, and

three (10.7%) respondents participated in fewer than 20 IBNs.
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Figure 19. Number of IBNs that respondents participated in the past three years.

Figure 20 shows the number of international FTF business negotiations respondents par-
ticipated in over the past three years. This number of international FTF business negoti-
ations varied between none and more than 150. The mean value of FTF-IBNs was 2.75,
standard deviation was 1.005, skewness was 1.254, and kurtosis was 2.747. Out of 28
respondents, 12 (42.9%) participated in less than 20 FTF international business negotia-
tions over the past three years, 10 (35.7%) participated in 20-50 FTF negotiations, four

(14.3%) participated in 51-100 FTF negotiations, one (3.6%) participated in more than
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150 FTF negotiations, and one (3.6%) did not participate in any FTF international busi-

ness negotiations.
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Number of face-to-face international business negotiations you have
approximately participated during the last three years
(1 =None, 2 =Less than 20 times, 3 =20-50 times, 4 =51-100 times,
5=101-150times, 6 = over 150 times)

Figure 20. Number of FTF-IBNs that respondents participated in the past three years.

Figure 21 shows the number of international video negotiations respondents partici-
pated in over the past three years. This number of V-IBNs varied between less than 20
and over 150. The mean number of video negotiations was 33 (M = 3.43), the standard
deviation was 1.289, skewness was .673, and kurtosis was -.386. Out of 28 respondents,
eight (28.6%) participated in less than 20 video international business negotiations over
the past three years, and eight (28.6%) participated in 20-50 video negotiations. More-
over, seven (25%) respondents participated in 51-100 video negotiations, three (10.7%)
participated in more than 150 video negotiations, and two (7.1%) participated in

101-150 video negotiations.
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Figure 21. Number of V-IBNs that respondents participated in the past three years.

4.2 Confirmatory factor analysis

CFA was used to measure negotiation behavior constructs in the study. The model’s
structure was based on Table 7 of operationalization variables presented in Section 3.3.3.
The factor loads generated by the CFA for the 14 negotiation behavior constructs are
shown in Table 10. The higher the internal correlation between responses, the more

likely that a particular variable affected the factor under study

This study followed the rule that Cronbach’s alpha value in CFA should be .70 or greater
(Credé & Harms, 2015, p. 854). The table demonstrated that more than one question
was defined for the following seven investigated constructs: goal, attitudes, personal
style, communication style, time sensitivity, emotionalism, and risk-taking. Factor analy-
sis indicates that Cronbach’s alpha value for these constructs was greater than .70, which
confirms internal correlation. For the construct of negotiation goal, item 3 was removed
and excluded from the analysis, as it had an internal correlation of less than .70. The

analysis of the remaining seven constructs, agreement form, agreement building, team



100

organization, information sharing, trust, negotiation speed, and negotiation satisfaction,

was based on one research question and resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha value of 1.

Table 10. Results of confirmatory factor analysis.

Construct Item Included or removed Alpha
Goal 1 Included  0.934
2 Included
3 Removed
Attitudes 1 Included  0.901
2 Included
Personal style 1 Included  0.845
2 Included
3 Included
Communication style 1 Included 0.836
2 Included
Time sensitivity 1 Included 0.886
2 Included
Emotionalism 1 Included 0.844
2 Included
Agreement form 1 Included 1
Agreement building 1 Included 1
Team organization 1 Included 1
Risk-taking 1 Included  0.725
2 Included
Information sharing 1 Included 1
Trust 1 Included 1
Negotiation speed 1 Included 1
Negotiation satisfaction 1 Included 1

4.3 Analysis of differences and hypothesis testing

The t-test of an independent sample was used to evaluate a hypothesis; the purpose was

to determine the effects of FTF and video communication modes on the behavior of

Finnish negotiators in IBNs. The dependent variables (i.e., the negotiation elements)

were continuous variables estimated on a five-point Likert scale. The independent vari-

able (i.e., communication methods) was divided into two categories: FTF-IBNs and V-

IBNs. When interpreting mean value in the analysis of results, a value below 3 was con-

sidered low, and a value above 3 was considered high.
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The overall sample after the independent samples t-test demonstrated a significant dif-
ference between FTF and video negotiation modes in seven out of 14 negotiation ele-
ments (see Table 11). There was an extremely (p < .001) significant difference between
video and FTF negotiations for three elements: personal style (t = 3.767, df = 46.030,
p =.000), negotiation speed (t=3.779, df = 53.998, p =.000), and negotiation satisfaction
(t =-4.315, df = 52.236, p = .000). Moreover, a very (p < .01) significant difference was
observed between FTF and video modes for three out of 14 negotiation elements: ne-
gotiation goal (t = -2.696, df = 45.811, p = .01), risk-taking (t = -2,730, df = 53,916,
p = .009), and negotiator trust (t = -3.083, df = 53.304, p = .003). Lastly, a significant
(p < .05) difference was observed between FTF and video negotiations for one element:

emotionalism (t =-2.356, df = 54, p = .022).

Table 11. T-test results for hypothesis testing.

Negotiation element Mean va!ues. for each T-value P-value Acce!:)t Hypothesis
communication mode or reject

(Gccc):iltract vs. relationship) \F/:izcl:;fgi 4.089 -2.696 (45.811)  .01* Accept H1
‘(Avttl:jg:es vs. win-win) L/;(izi;;fji 3.857 -140(50.362) 889 Accept H2
(nformal e orma Facetamoeco1sy | 37671460300 000°* accept K3
ndrectve dract) - Facorotmes3zso  P03054 425 Accept A
Lx\f:r;;g;uv)lty ::/;dcii: ;?ez 2 3.929 000 (54) ! Accept  H>
low e high) S I
&irr?:rrzle \?st zc;rgzific) \F/;izot: fsaf: =361 -388 (54) 700 Accept  H7
(ortomupve. topdown) _ Face o e =3g0 543054 589 Accept  H8
(one lonterve comsensus)  Facoroface=371  ~719(50 475 Accept  H9
low vo i) Facetoloesaaos | 2TR(396) 0097 accept  HIO
hn;alrvmjtr:?g”h;ha”“g ;/:izc’t: ;:cljz a1 287 (53.837) 775 Accept  H11
L;‘j;tv& high) ;/:izot: ; Zegz 432 3.083(53.304) .003**  Accept  H13
a‘sao\fijt;?g“hjatiﬁadio” ;/:izc’t: ; C5e7: 18 -4315(52.236) 000 *** Accept  H14

Note. * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001.
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The evidence supported all 14 hypotheses (see Table 11). H1 stated that, for the element
of negotiation goal, Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs demonstrate more relation-
ship-building behavior than those engaged in V-IBNs. The mean value for negotiation
goal was higher in FTF negotiations (4.089) than in video negotiations (3.304), and the
t-test (p = .01) provided very strong evidence for the effect of communication mode on
negotiation goal. Therefore, H1 was accepted. Overall, the high mean values for both
communication modes indicate that Finnish IB negotiators generally favored relation-
ships over contracts. However, a higher mean value for FTF negotiations compared to
video negotiations indicates that participants valued relationship building in FTF-IBNs

more than in V-IBNs.

H2 stated that, for the element of attitudes, a win-win attitude would be prevalent
among Finnish negotiators in both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. Mean values were high for both
video (3.821) and FTF negotiations (3.857). Therefore, H2 was accepted. Overall, the high
mean values for both communication modes indicate that participants favored a win-

win attitude over a win-lose attitude in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs.

H3 stated that, for the element of personal style, an informal personal style would be
more prevalent among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs than those engaged in
V-IBNs. The mean value of the personal style element tended to be more informal in FTF
(2.157) Finnish negotiators than in the video mode (2.907), and the t-test (p = .000) pro-
vided extremely strong evidence for the effect of communication mode on personal
style. Therefore, H3 was accepted. Generally, low mean values demonstrate that partic-
ipants favored an informal personal style over a formal one in both FTF and video nego-
tiations. However, the lower mean value for FTF-IBNs than V-IBNs indicates that they

preferred an informal personal style in FTF-IBNs rather than in V-IBNs.

H4 stated that a direct communication style would be prevalent among Finnish negoti-
ators involved in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. Finnish IBN negotiators valued a direct communi-

cation style, with mean values in the video (3.911) and FTF (3.750) communication
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modes, which means that the results did not indicate whether there was a statistically
significant difference between modes. Therefore, H4 was accepted. Overall, the high
mean values for both communication modes demonstrate that participants preferred a
direct communication style to an indirect communication style. However, the higher
mean value in V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs indicates that they valued a direct communication

style more in V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs.

H5 stated that time sensitivity would be high among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-
IBNs and V-IBNs. The behavior of Finnish IB negotiators in the time sensitivity element is
high, with mean values in the video (3.929) and FTF (3.929). The P-value (1) indicates
that the difference between the communication modes only occurred by chance. There-
fore, H5 was accepted. Overall, the high mean values for both communication modes
indicate that participants valued high time sensitivity rather than low time sensitivity in

FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs.

H6 stated that emotionalism would be low among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-
IBNs and V-IBNs. Emotionalism was relatively low in both modes; the mean values were
2.339 for video negotiations and 2.946 for FTF negotiations. Moreover, the t-test
(p =.022) provided strong evidence for the effect of communication mode on emotion-
alism. Therefore, H6 was accepted. Overall low mean values for both communication
modes demonstrate that participants favored low emotionalism over high emotionalism
in both contexts. However, the lower mean value in V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs indicates

that they valued low emotionalism more in V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs.

H7 stated that specific agreement form would be prevalent among Finnish negotiators
involved in both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. Specific agreements were more prevalent for both
communication modes; the mean value for video negotiations was 3.54 and 3.61 for FTF
negotiations. Therefore, H7 was accepted. However, there was no statistically significant
difference between modes. Overall, the high mean values for both communication

modes demonstrate that participants favored specific agreement forms in video and FTF
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negotiations. However, the higher mean value in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs indicates that

participants valued specific agreements more in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs.

H8 stated that top-down agreement building is prevalent among Finnish negotiators in-
volved in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. The top-down approach to agreement building was prev-
alent for both modes of communication; the mean value was 3.79 for video negotiations
and 3.89 for face-to-face negotiations. There was no statistically significant difference in
agreement-building behavior between modes. However, there was evidence to support
the hypothesis, as top-down behavior was predominant in both communication modes;
so H8 was accepted. Overall, the high mean values for both communication modes
demonstrate that participants preferred top-down agreement building in FTF and video
negotiations. However, the higher mean value in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs indicates that
Finnish negotiators valued top-down agreement building more in FTF-IBNs than in

V-IBNs.

H9 stated that, for the element of team organization, consensus behavior would be prev-
alent among Finnish negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. The results demon-
strate that this was the case in both modes; the mean value for video negotiations was
3.54 and 3.71 for FTF negotiations. There was no statistically significant difference in
team organization between modes. However, the evidence supports the hypothesis, as
consensus behavior was prevalent in both modes of communication; thus, H9 was ac-
cepted. Overall, the high mean values for both communication modes demonstrate that
participants favored consensus behavior in FTF and video negotiations. However, the
higher mean value in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs indicates that they valued consensus be-

havior more in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs.

H10 stated that risk-taking would be more prevalent among Finnish negotiators involved
in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs. This was indeed the case, as the mean value for FTF-IBNs was
3.393 and 2.893 for V-IBNs. The t-test (p = .009) provided very strong evidence of the

effect of communication mode on risk-taking. Therefore, there was support for H10.
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Overall, the mean values indicate that Finnish IB negotiators valued high risk-taking in
FTF-IBNs and low in V-IBNs. Consequently, the higher mean value in FTF-IBNs than in
V-IBNs indicates that Finnish negotiators valued more risk-taking behavior in FTF-IBNs

than in V-IBNs.

Next, results for the four negotiation elements added to Salacuse’s (1998) framework
(i.e., information sharing, negotiation speed, trust, and negotiation satisfaction) in this
study are presented. H11 stated that information sharing would be high among Finnish
negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. Information sharing was high in both
modes; the mean value for video negotiations was 4.18 and 4.11 for FTF negotiations.
Thus, H11 was accepted. Overall, the high mean values for both communication modes
demonstrate that participants valued information sharing. However, the higher mean
value in V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs indicates that they valued information sharing more in

V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs.

H12 stated that negotiation speed would be higher among Finnish IB negotiators in-
volved in V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs. Negotiation speed was indeed higher in video negoti-
ations (M = 3.54) than in FTF negotiations (M = 2.61). In addition, the t-test (p = .000)
provided extremely strong evidence of the influence of communication mode on the
negotiation behavior of Finnish IB negotiators. Therefore, H12 was accepted. Overall, the
mean values demonstrate that participants valued high negotiation speed more in

V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs.

H13 stated that trust would be higher among Finnish IB negotiators involved in FTF-IBNs
than in V-IBNs. Indeed, the mean value was higher in FTF negotiations (M = 4.32) than
in video negotiations (M = 3.79). Moreover, the t-test (p = .003) provided very strong
evidence of the effect of communication mode on trust. Therefore, H13 was accepted.
Overall, the high mean values for both communication modes demonstrate that partici-
pants favored high trust. However, the higher mean value in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs in-

dicates that they valued trust more in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs.
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Lastly, H14 stated that negotiation satisfaction would be high among Finnish negotiators
involved in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. The mean value for video negotiations was 3.57 and
4.18 for FTF negotiations. Furthermore, the t-test (p = .000) provided extremely strong
evidence for the effect of communication mode on negotiation satisfaction. Therefore,
H14 was accepted. Overall, the high mean values for both communication modes
demonstrate that participants preferred high negotiation satisfaction to low satisfaction.
However, the higher mean value in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs indicates that they valued

negotiation satisfaction more in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs.

In summary, the results demonstrated that Finnish negotiators in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs
valued similar negotiation behavior regardless of communication mode. However, dif-
ferences between FTF and video negotiations were statistically significant for seven ele-
ments. Consequently, the study’s results confirmed the developed hypotheses, which
indicated that the theory of the field, previous studies, and general knowledge about the
negotiation behavior of Finnish IB negotiators were consistent. In the next subsection,
differences in negotiation tendencies between FTF and video negotiations and the par-
ticipants” views of the advantages and disadvantages of FTF and video negotiations are

discussed.

4.3.1 Differences in video negotiation tendencies

The following descriptive statistics provide background information on the participants’
behavior during the evaluated video negotiation. In addition, respondents” views on the
advantages and disadvantages of video negotiation are presented. Participants” experi-
ence in using video tools is summarized in Figure 22. Out of 28 respondents, 57.1%
(n = 16) had moderate experience with video tools, 14.3% (n = 4) had extensive experi-
ence, 10.7% (n = 3) had little experience, 7.1% (n = 2) had very extensive experience,

7.1% (n = 2) had no experience, and 3.6% (n = 1) had very little experience.



107

Participants” experience in using video tools (n = 28)

1 1 1 1 1 1

No prior experience 7.1%

Very little experience :] 3.6%

Little experience 10.7%

Moderate experience | 57.1%

Extensive experience 14.3%

Very extensive experience 7.1%
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Figure 22. Participants’ experience in using video tools.

Figure 23 shows the role of the negotiating counterpart in selected V-IBN. Of the 28 re-
spondents, 39.3% (n = 11) reported that the negotiating partner represented the buyer,
32.1% (n = 9) represented the supplier, 10.7% (n = 3) represented alliance partner, 7.1%
(n = 2) represented the distributor, and 3.6% (n = 1) represented joint venture partner.

In addition, 7.1% (n = 2) of respondents played the role of business leads and specialists.

Role of the participants’ negotiating partner in selected V-IBN (n = 28)

Supplier | 32.1%

Buyer | 39.3%

Distributor 7.1%

Alliance partner | 10.7%

Joint venture partner 3.6%

Other 7.1%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Figure 23. Role of the participants” negotiating partner in selected V-IBN.
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Figure 24 shows the number of years of cooperation the respondents had with their ne-
gotiation partner at the time of V-IBN. This varied between no prior experience and over
10 years. The mean number of years of experience in cooperation was 1.1 years
(M = 3.14), the standard deviation was 1.38, skewness was .180, and kurtosis was -.267.
Out of 28 respondents, nine (32.1%) had three to six years of experience, seven (25%)
had one to two years of experience, five (17.9%) had less than one year of experience,
four (14.3%) had no experience, two (7.1%) had over 10 years of experience, and one

(3.6%) had seven to 10 years of experience in cooperation.
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Figure 24. Years of experience with a partner at the time of V-IBN.

The nationality of respondents” negotiation partners in V-IBNs is shown in Table 12. The
sample included 23 nationalities, with a total frequency of 54; this indicates significant
variation in the nationality of negotiating partners. The five most common nationalities
comprised 46.5% of the sample. Each of these nationalities (i.e., Chinese, German, Swe-
dish, British, and American) accounted for 9.3% (n = 5). In addition, 7.4% (n = 4) of nego-
tiation partners were of Dutch and 5.6% (n = 3) were both Danish and Italian. The re-

maining 15 nationalities accounted for 3.7% (n = 2), or 1.9% (n = 1) each.
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Table 12. Nationality of respondents” negotiation partners in V-IBNs.

Nationality Frequency Percentage
1. Chinese 5 9.3%
2. German 5 9.3%
3. Swedish 5 9.3%
4. British 5 9.3%
5. American 5 9.3%
6. Dutch 4 7.4%
7. Danish 3 5.6%
8. ltalian 3 5.6%
9. French 2 3.7%
10. Russian 2 3.7%
11. Taiwanese 2 3.7%
12. Emirati 2 3.7%
13. Australian 1 1.9%
14. Belarusian 1 1.9%
15. Belgian 1 1.9%
16. Egyptian 1 1.9%
17. Estonian 1 1.9%
18. Hong Kongese 1 1.9%
19. Indian 1 1.9%
20. Irish 1 1.9%
21. Monacan 1 1.9%
22. Polish 1 1.9%
23. Saudi Arabian 1 1.9%

Total 54 100.0%

Participants” views on the advantages of video negotiations can be divided into four
main themes: time and money savings, a more efficient negotiation process, information
sharing, and trust and relationship building. Respondents emphasized the first theme.
A reduction in business travel enabled them to save time, which they used to meet other
customers. With the possibility of video negotiations, the participants found interna-
tional business travel partly useless. As travel declined, they highlighted cost savings at

organizational and personal levels.

Regarding the second theme, respondents indicated that video negotiations were effi-
cient to organize. The invitation time for negotiations was shorter in video negotiations
than in FTF negotiations, as was the meeting duration. Similarly, when changes occurred,

it was easy to reschedule meetings. The effectiveness of video negotiations enabled
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participants to hold more daily or weekly meetings, and video negotiations could be

used to reach partners worldwide, regardless of location.

Furthermore, the versatility of information sharing in video negotiations was the third
advantage. Respondents indicated that video platforms were valuable tools for sharing
documents and other information needed for negotiations. In addition, they were opti-
mistic about visual contact through video, as the ability to see the other party during the
negotiation was perceived as an advantage. Building trust and relationships was per-
ceived as the fourth advantage of video negotiations. Respondents experienced video
negotiation as helpful to developing the relationship between the parties once it was
established. More frequent video negotiations are held between other tasks, thus fos-

tering the relationship between the parties.

Participants’ views on the disadvantages of video negotiations can be divided into three
main themes: interpretation of body language, technical problems, and the elements of
negotiation behavior. First, respondents found that reading body language in video con-
nections was challenging. The nuances of the interlocutor’s reactions, such as gestures,
are more difficult to detect than they would be in FTF negotiations. Respondents stated
that some users even turned off the camera, which made it impossible to interpret body
language. Moreover, the respondents stated that if more than one person participated
in the meeting, it could be challenging in video negotiations to understand when it is the

right moment to present one’s point of view on the discussed matter.

Second, technical problems posed a challenge in video negotiations and caused unnec-
essary delays. Especially at the beginning of a negotiation, it is difficult to ensure that all
parties” audio and video work, especially with inexperienced users. If the other party is
unaccustomed to video tools, one must be patient with their learning. In addition, re-
spondents argued that bandwidth was sometimes an issue, and video quality suffered
as a result. They also found it challenging to build relationships with other parties in

video negotiations, especially new business partners. According to them, V-IBNs was not
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a substitute for FTF-IBNs because they were not conducive to a personal connection.
Thus, respondents emphasized that building a deeper relationship with customers re-
quires FTF meetings and getting to know the negotiating partner in person. In addition,
video negotiations do not allow negotiators to familiarize themselves with a partner’s

company facilities or corporate culture.

Lastly, in video negotiation, negotiators” personal style tends to be perceived as more
formal than in FTF negotiations. Respondents noted that there was little informal discus-
sion in video negotiations, meaning that informal non-business-related discussions re-
mained low due to the use of video connections. In addition, communication style is
perceived as more direct in V-IBNs, and dialogue occurs more rapidly than in FTF-IBNs.
The element of team organization is a challenge, especially in Southeast Asian countries,
where respondents underlined that the entire negotiating team must make unanimous
decisions, which can only occur when parties are in the same room. Finally, participants
felt that the number of meetings increased with V-IBNs, which led to frustration and the

rejection of some appointments because they took too much time.

4.3.2 Differences in face-to-face negotiation tendencies

The following descriptive statistics contain background information on the participants’
behavior during the evaluated FTF-IBN. In addition, respondents” views of the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of FTF negotiations are presented. Figure 25 summarizes
the role played by participants’ negotiating counterparts in the selected FTF-IBN. Out of
28 respondents, 42.9% (n = 12) reported that the negotiating partner represented the
buyer, 28.6% (n = 8) represented the supplier, 10.7% (n = 3) represented alliance partner,
and 3.6% (n = 1) represented the distributor. Other roles (i.e., the end customer, business

manager, specialist, and importer) accounted for 14.3% (n = 4).



112

Role of the participants” negotiating partner in selected FTF-IBN (n = 28)

Supplier | 28.6%

Buyer | 42.9%

Distributor 3.6%

Alliance partner 10.7%

Other | 14.3%
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Figure 25. Role of the participants” negotiating partner in selected FTF-IBN.

The nationalities of respondents” negotiating partners in FTF-IBNs are shown in Table 13.
Negotiating partners represented 14 nationalities, with a total frequency of 29, which
suggests a significant variation in the nationality of negotiating partners. The three most
common nationalities accounted for 41.4% of the sample (n = 12): 17.2% (n = 5) of ne-
gotiating partners were German, 13.8% (n = 4) were Swedish, and 10.3% (n = 3) were
Italian. The remaining 11 nationalities accounted for either 6.9% (n = 2) or 3.4% (n = 1)

of the sample.

Table 13. Nationality of respondents” negotiation partners in FTF-IBNs.

Nationality Frequency Percentage
1. German 5 17.2%
2. Swedish 4 13.8%
3. ltalian 3 10.3%
4. British 2 6.9%
5. Chinese 2 6.9%
6. Danish 2 6.9%
7. Dutch 2 6.9%
8. French 2 6.9%
9. Russian 2 6.9%
10. Lithuanian 1 3.4%
11. Polish 1 3.4%
12. South-Korean 1 3.4%
13. Swiss 1 3.4%
14. Taiwanese 1 3.4%

Total 29 100.0%
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Figure 26 shows the number of years of cooperation the respondents had with their ne-
gotiation partner at the time of FTF-IBN. This varied between no prior experience and
over 10 years. The mean years of experience were 1.4 years (M = 3.41), the standard
deviation was 1.526, skewness was .084, and kurtosis was -.444. Of the 27 respondents,
10 (37%) had three to six years of FTF experience with a negotiation partner, six (22.2%)
had one to two years of experience, four (14.8%) had more than 10 years of experience,

three (11.1%) had less than one year of experience, and four (14.8%) had no prior expe-

rience.
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Figure 26. Years of experience with a partner at the time of FTF-IBN.

Participants’ views of the advantages of FTF negotiations can be divided into three main
themes: trust building, interpretation of body language, and personal negotiation style.
Respondents emphasized the ease of building trust in FTF negotiations, which they
stated was the best way to enter a partnership, especially with new people or companies.
Similarly, they felt that business relationships improved with FTF meetings, which is es-
sential for building long-term relationships. Moreover, respondents indicated that even

complex issues, such as contract prices, were easier to discuss in person.
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Furthermore, participants highlighted the ease of interpreting body language as an ad-
vantage of FTF negotiations. They believed that this helped them understand the other
party and fostered better communication without interruptions. The ability to interpret
subtle clues also facilitates reading the other party’s unspoken views. In FTF negotiations,
cultural aspects can be considered when all parties are in the same room. In addition,
depending on the starting point and venue of the negotiations, respondents commented
that they could make observations about the other party’s premises, which could be

beneficial in reaching the negotiations” objective.

Finally, the third theme was personal negotiation style. Respondents felt that informal
discussions increased understanding of the other party’s needs. They emphasized that
informal discussions outside the formal meeting led to deeper trust. In FTF negotiations,
respondents felt more relaxed. Lastly, discussing any new business-related terminology

that emerged during a project in FTF negotiations was easier.

Participants” views of the disadvantages of FTF negotiations can be divided into three
themes: time, costs, and negotiation speed. First, 75% of respondents stated that the
time required for business travel and increased costs were drawbacks of FTF negotiations.
Moreover, arrangements must be made to ensure that all negotiators, who may be
based in different countries, arrive at the same place. Travel is expensive, which entails
additional costs for the company and requires organizational resources. Another chal-
lenge is scheduling appointments, which respondents perceived as more complex than
in video negotiations. FTF negotiations are also considered to take longer than video
negotiations because of the issues to be negotiated and the slower progress of meetings.
Lastly, it should be noted that 14% of participants did not perceive any disadvantages to

FTF negotiations.
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5 Discussion and conclusion

The current chapter discusses the results and compares them to findings from previous
studies. Next, it presents the study’s theoretical contributions and examines the results’
implications for the management of companies, particularly factors that decision makers
should consider when planning IBNs. Finally, a general conclusion and recommendations

for further research are provided.

5.1 Discussion of results

The main research gap addressed by this study is a lack of information about the effects
of FTF and video communication modes on the behavior of Finnish negotiators in IBNs.
Due to its novelty, there is limited empirical evidence on this research topic. Thus, the
study aimed to determine how FTF and video negotiations affect the behavior of Finnish

IB negotiators.

The research framework was divided into three themes. First, the goal of the study was
to increase understanding of the conceptualization of the IBN process, which is based on
Ghauri’s (2003a) IBN framework, and the elements that influence negotiation behavior,
which are based on Salacuse’s (1998) model of cultural influence in IBNs. Second, the
study aimed to investigate the concepts of FTF and video negotiations and their ad-
vantages and disadvantages. Thirdly, the study intended to examine the role of the com-
munication method in the elements of the negotiation behavior of the Finnish negotia-
tors participating in the IBN, based on which the research hypotheses were developed.
The quantitative data analysis was based on the survey responses of 28 Finnish IB nego-
tiators. The data was analyzed by using an independent samples t-test to compare the
means of two groups (i.e., FTF and video negotiations) to determine whether there were

any statistically significant differences.

Based on the results, it can be concluded that the communication method influenced

the negotiation behavior of Finnish international business negotiators. In summary,
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there were statistically significant differences between FTF and video negotiations for
seven out of 14 negotiation elements: personal style, negotiation speed, negotiation sat-
isfaction, negotiation goal, risk-taking, trust, and emotionalism. By contrast, no statisti-
cally significant differences were found for the remaining seven elements (i.e., attitudes,
communication style, time sensitivity, agreement form, agreement building, team organ-

ization, and information sharing).

The primary purpose of this study was to determine how the FTF and video communica-
tion modes affect the behavior of Finnish negotiators in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. Thus, the
findings are compared to those from previous studies that used Salacuse’s (1998)
10 elements of negotiation behavior. First, with regard to the element of negotiation
goal, it was found that Finnish IB negotiators valued relationship building in both FTF and
video negotiations. This finding aligns with results from previous studies (Metcalf et al.,
2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021). However, a statistically significant difference was
found between communication modes, which indicates that Finnish IB negotiators val-
ued relationship building more in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs. This result supports Altis’s
(2022) finding that FTF-IBNs negotiators value relationship building more than V-IBNs

negotiators.

Second, concerning attitudes, the results demonstrate that Finnish negotiators valued a
win-win attitude in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. The findings align with previous studies (Altis,
2022; Metcalf et al., 2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021) that also found that Finnish ne-
gotiators valued a win-win attitude. In terms of the third element, personal style, Finnish
negotiators favored an informal style in FTF-IBNs more than in V-IBNs. Previous studies
by Altis (2022) and Metcalf et al. (2006) also report that Finnish IB negotiators value
informal behavior in FTF-IBNs. However, Finnish IB negotiators valued an informal per-
sonal style in FTF-IBNs more than in V-IBNs; this difference was statistically significant,
which Altis (2022) also found. Conversely, Schwarz (2019) found that Finnish Generations
X and Y negotiators valued formal behavior. Similarly, Zenad (2021) found that formal

behavior was prevalent among Finnish negotiators of Generations X, Y, and Z.
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Fourth, regarding communication style, Finnish IB negotiators preferred a direct com-
munication style in both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. This finding is consistent with previous
research (Altis, 2022; Metcalf et al., 2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021). Concerning the
fifth element, time sensitivity, Finnish IB negotiators valued high time sensitivity in both
FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. Previous studies have reported similar results (Altis, 2022; Metcalf
et al., 2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021). Sixth, Finnish IB negotiators were found to
value low emotionalism in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs, which aligns with previous studies by
Schwarz (2019) and Zenad (2021). In addition, the lower mean value for emotionalism
in V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs demonstrates that Finnish negotiators valued lower emotion-
alism more in V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs, which supports Altis’s (2022) findings. By contrast,
Metcalf et al. (2006) found that emotionalism among Finnish international negotiators

fell in the middle of the continuum between high and low extremes.

Seventh, Finnish IB negotiators were found to value specific agreement form in FTF-IBNs
and V-IBNs. This result is consistent with previous studies (Altis, 2022; Metcalf et al.,
2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021). Findings related to the eighth element, agreement
building, demonstrate that Finnish IB negotiators valued top-down agreement building
in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. Altis (2022) and Metcalf et al. (2006) found similar results.
By contrast, Schwarz (2019) demonstrated that Finnish Generation X and Y negotiators
tended to adopt a bottom-up approach. Meanwhile, Zenad (2021) reported that agree-
ment building among Finnish Generation X, Y, and Z negotiators fell in the middle of the

continuum but leaned toward a bottom-up approach.

Regarding the ninth element, team organization, the results show that Finnish IB nego-
tiators valued consensus behavior in FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. This result is consistent with
Altis’s (2022) and Zenad (2021) findings, but they diverge from Metcalf et al. (2006) and
Schwarz’s (2019) findings. Metcalf et al. and Schwarz found that Finnish negotiators fell
between the extremes of single-leader and consensus leadership. Results for the 10t
element, risk-taking, demonstrate that Finnish IB negotiators valued high-risk behavior

in FTF-IBNs and low-risk behavior in V-IBNs. This difference was statistically significant,
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which indicates that Finnish negotiators valued risk-taking more in FTF-IBNs than in
V-IBNs. This result is consistent with Altis (2022) but diverges from Metcalf et al. (2006),
Schwarz (2019), and Zenad (2021), who found that risk-taking behavior fell in the middle

of the continuum between high and low.

Moreover, four complementary elements were added to Salacuse’s model in this study.
Results for information sharing, the 11™ element, demonstrate that Finnish IB negotia-
tors valued high information sharing in both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. The results are con-
sistent with Altis’s (2022) findings. However, the higher mean value in V-IBNs than in
FTF-IBNs indicates that participants valued information sharing more in V-IBNs than in
FTF-IBNs. By contrast, Altis (2022) found that Finnish negotiators valued information
sharing more in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs.

With regard to the 12% element, negotiation speed, it was found that Finnish IB negoti-
ators valued high negotiation speed in both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. However, a statistically
significant difference between modes was found, which indicates that participants val-
ued high negotiation speed more in V-IBNs than in FTF-IBNs. These findings are con-
sistent with Denstadli et al. (2012, p. 84), who stated that video negotiations were gen-

erally more rapid than FTF negotiations.

Findings for trust, the 13" element, show that Finnish IB negotiators valued high trust in
both FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs. However, trust was higher in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs; this
difference was statistically significant. This finding aligns with Altis’s (2022) results. Sim-
ilarly, Stein and Mehta (2020) claimed that trust was higher in FTF negotiations than in
video negotiations. Results for negotiation satisfaction, the last element, demonstrate
that Finnish IB negotiators valued high negotiation satisfaction in both FTF-IBNs and
V-IBNs. However, they valued high negotiation satisfaction more in FTF-IBNs than in

V-IBNs, which aligns with Naquin and Paulson’s (2003, p. 118) results in general.
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5.2 Theoretical contributions

This study makes several theoretical contributions. First, the conceptual framework and
hypotheses developed for this research were based on previous studies, literature, and
theories. Thus, this study contributes to IBN research by examining the effect of FTF and
video communication modes on the behavior of Finnish IB negotiators. In the past,
Geiger (2020) suggested that the impact of communication modes on the behavior of
IBN negotiators has not been fully explained. By using Salacuse’s (1998) framework and
introducing four complementary elements, this study provides a unique perspective on
the impact of culture on the behavior of Finnish IB negotiators. The aforementioned
Salacuse framework and four new negotiation elements combined with Ghauri’s (2003a)
IBN process formed the framework for this study. Although the behavior of Finnish IB
negotiators has previously been studied, this was only done in the context of FTF nego-
tiations (Metcalf et al., 2006; Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021). Therefore, this study provides
novel findings by comparing the behavior of Finnish IB negotiators between FTF and
video modes—a topic that has received little attention in the context of IBNs. The results
complement recent studies (Altis, 2022) that also compared the behavior of Finnish IB

negotiators between FTF and video modes.

Second, this study broadens the general understanding of IBNs process, which has been
widely addressed (Brett, 2000; Calantone et al., 1998; Ghauri, 1986; Ghauri, 20033;
Graham, 1985a; Graham & Lin, 1987; Reynolds et al., 2003; Simintiras & Thomas, 1998;
Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998; Tung, 1988; Weiss, 1993). However, researchers have sug-
gested that the factors that affect IBNs have not been incorporated into a unified theo-
retical framework (Reynolds et al., 2003, p. 249). The current study extensively discusses
factors that influence IBNs by analyzing previous studies; by providing more empirical
support for the factors that influence the IBN process proposed by Ghauri (2003a), it

contributes to the literature on the IBN process.

Third, the study contributes to knowledge about the influence of culture on IBNs, which

has been extensively discussed (Hofstede & Usunier, 1999; Manrai & Manrai, 2010;
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Salacuse, 1998; Weiss & Stripp, 1998). However, the influence of culture on IBNs was
only empirically tested in Salacuse’s (1998) model (Metcalf et al., 2006, p. 384). Thus,
this study’s theoretical framework is based on the latter. Adding new, complementary
elements to the model provides empirical support for the behavioral factors that affect

IBNs proposed by Salacuse (1998) and further highlights the influence of culture on IBNs.

Fourth, this study contributes to the literature on FTF negotiations by demonstrating that
they enhance cooperation and trust building, in line with previous findings (Andres,
2002; Denstadli et al., 2012; Ivanovski & Gruevski, 2014; Purdy & Nye, 2000; Stein &
Mehta, 2020). However, the results demonstrate that FTF negotiations also increase
costs and negotiation duration. In line with previous studies on video negotiations
(Denstadli et al., 2012; Hardwich & Anderson, 2019; Ilvanovski & Gruevski, 2014), the
findings show that video negotiations are considered efficient, save time and costs, and
are a good communication alternative for established partnerships, as they can deepen
the parties” relationship and trust. However, consistent with previous research
(Hardwick & Anderson, 2019; Purdy & Nye, 2000), participants indicated that interpret-
ing body language and building trust with new partners is challenging in video negotia-
tions. Consequently, this study complements research that compares differences in ne-

gotiators” behavior between FTF and video negotiations.

In summary, the results from this study contribute to the knowledge on differences in
the behavior of Finnish IB negotiators between FTF and video communication modes.
By demonstrating that communication mode changes the behavior of Finnish IB negoti-
ators, the findings complement previous literature on this topic (Airola et al., 1991;
Chhokar et al.,, 2007; Lewis, 2005; Lewis, 2006; Lindell & Arvonen, 1996; Lindell &
Rosenqvist, 1992; Lindell & Sigfrids, 2007; Smith et al., 2003; Zander, 1997). Hence, ex-
plicitly by examining previous studies (Altis, 2022; Metcalf et al., 2006; Schwarz, 2019;
Zenad, 2021), which used the negotiation elements presented by Salacuse (1998) that
are influenced by culture, this study expands the research field on the influence of com-

munication mode (i.e., FTF and video) on Finnish IB negotiators’ negotiation behavior.
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5.3 Implications for management

Business leaders and participants in IBNs must understand the impact of researched be-
havioral factors on IBNs, and analyze globally comparable studies on IBN behavior.
To this end, this section provides recommendations for decision makers who manage
IBNs. Findings on the effects of FTF and video negotiations on the behavior of IB negoti-
ators signal a shift toward virtual communication methods, which impacts companies’

management practices and operations (Caligiuri et al., 2020, p. 709).

Examining changes in negotiation trends in different modes of communication increases
the understanding of the effects of a shift in practices on the outcome of negotiations
(Caligiuri et al., 2020, p. 707). Consequently, decision makers must understand which
mode to use in negotiations (Ratten, 2020, p. 633). Exploring possible differences in the
elements of negotiation behavior in FTF and video negotiations provides insight into the
strengths and weaknesses of each mode (Friedman & Belkin, 2013, p. 380) and oppor-
tunities to improve the quality of future virtual work (Caligiuri et al., 2020, p. 702).
In turn, this information can yield practical suggestions about which negotiation method
companies should select for future IBNs. This research focuses on the role of communi-
cation mode in IBNs and provides recommendations to decision makers and negotiators
to enable a better understanding of critical elements of the negotiation process and dif-

ferences in negotiation behavior between FTF and video modes.

First, the results illustrate the strengths and weaknesses of FTF and video modes for de-
veloping partnerships. For instance, FTF meetings focus on building trust and relation-
ships, especially with new partners. Therefore, cooperation should begin with a physical
meeting to foster a deeper relationship between the negotiators (Friedman & Belkin,
2013, p. 377). Moreover, FTF meetings enable a more straightforward interpretation of
body language and a more relaxed atmosphere through informal discussions outside the
context of formal negotiations. However, video negotiations can also complement rela-
tionship building during the negotiation process. A strength of video tools is the ability

to hold fast-paced meetings involving globally dispersed IB negotiators. Video
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negotiations are efficient and save time and money since they allow companies to re-
duce their business travel. As a result, FTF and video modes offer a hybrid negotiation

process for organizations that wish to leverage the strengths of both options.

Second, the personal style of participants was found to differ between modes. For ex-
ample, they are more informal in FTF negotiations than in video negotiations. Finnish
negotiators have a pleasant and intimate communication style, including empathy.
When negotiators connect through video platforms, they tend to adopt a more formal
and objective tone and conduct negotiations effectively. These differences in behavior
may weaken the negotiation atmosphere if the negotiating partner’s cultural back-
ground is different, which may in turn lead to misunderstandings due to the Finnish IB
negotiator’s personal style. However, differences in personal style are not a problem
when the purpose of the discussion is to address minor issues, especially when the par-

ties already know each other.

Third, the findings demonstrate that Finnish IB negotiators’ risk-taking behavior is higher
in FTF-IBNs than in V-IBNs. In general, business negotiations involve risk-taking through
sharing information, concessions, and contractual forms that the other party can use to
their advantage (Usunier, 2003a, p. 110). In previous studies (Metcalf et al., 2006;
Schwarz, 2019; Zenad, 2021), the risk-taking behavior of Finnish IB negotiators was found
to be in the middle of the continuum between high and low extremes. By contrast, the
findings from this study show that Finnish negotiators tolerate more risk in FTF negotia-
tions than in video negotiations, which aligns with Altis’s (2022) results. Conversely, Finn-
ish negotiators are much more cautious in video negotiations than in FTF negotiations.
This may be because video tools provide fewer visual cues, which makes it difficult to
assess and respond to the negotiation situation. Based on the above findings, conducting

complex and demanding contract negotiations in FTF meetings is advisable.
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Fourth, the results demonstrate that Finnish IB negotiators favor high negotiation speed
in video negotiations more than in FTF negotiations. The negotiation process can be dif-
ficult and complex, especially when negotiating with a large company or a party with
conflicting interests. In addition, the duration of business negotiations can often signifi-
cantly affect the outcome of an agreement. Through video technology, negotiators can
conclude negotiations more rapidly than in FTF negotiations, which is an advantage in
the negotiation process. Thus, the primary benefit of video negotiations is the speed
with which issues are handled. Modern video platforms have enabled Finnish IB negoti-
ators to conclude agreements with parties with the same interests quickly. Thus, the ad-
vantage of negotiation speed in video negotiations has led many companies to incorpo-
rate new technologies into traditional business practices to maintain and improve their

competitiveness.

Lastly, this study’s findings indicate that Finnish IBN negotiators value high negotiation
satisfaction in both FTF and video negotiations. However, Finnish IB negotiators valued
negotiation satisfaction higher in the FTF-IBNs than in the V-IBNs. Satisfaction with ne-
gotiations refers to the extent to which the parties are satisfied with the outcome of the
negotiation and, consequently, their future business relations. When negotiators meet
an unfamiliar party in person, the associated uncertainty makes it difficult to reach an
agreement rapidly. Tensions reduce the likelihood of making concessions, which allows
the counterparty to remain firm in its original position. However, FTF negotiations enable
non-verbal communication between the parties, which contributes to the meetings’
ease and increases the likelihood of a successful agreement. Conversely, video negotia-
tions, in which non-verbal communication between the parties is challenging, can hinder
the negotiation process and the possibility of a successful agreement. Thus, when nego-
tiators are satisfied with the outcome of the negotiation, they are more likely to continue

trading with the same party.
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5.4 Recommendations for future research

In conclusion, this study empirically demonstrates differences in the behavior of Finnish
IB negotiators between FTF and video negotiations. However, the choice of communica-
tion method can affect success in negotiations, provided that the factors influencing the
negotiation process are identified, and the primary goals are defined. Furthermore, FTF
negotiations may be more suitable for new relationships, which require trust building
and more informal negotiation behavior. Moreover, the FTF communication mode in-
creases negotiators” satisfaction with the negotiation process and risk tolerance. How-
ever, video negotiations may be more suitable for negotiations requiring a more rapid
resolution and formal behavior. In addition, negotiators value a lower level of risk in

video negotiations than in FTF negotiations.

Since this study’s results show statistically significant differences in the behavior of Finn-
ish IB negotiators between FTF-IBNs and V-IBNs, the topic should be examined in greater
depth. In particular, as video tools in IBNs have increased due to COVID-19, it is necessary
to advance research on the subject. As new virtual negotiation platforms develop, their
share as an IBN method grows and becomes vital for IB actors; therefore, corporate man-
agement cannot ignore the change in communication modes of IBNs. Thus, it is essential
to understand and identify how different communication modes affect IBNs and, in turn,
business outcomes. To this end, recommendations for future research are presented in
this section to address some limitations of the study and further develop the field of

research.

First, a study with a larger sample size should be conducted to enable generalizability.
Since this study’s response rate was not 100%, only a limited number of relevant firms
was reached. Future studies would benefit from using different sampling methods, such
as random sampling. Second, since this study focuses on the behavior of Finnish IB ne-
gotiators, future research could be extended to IB negotiators from other countries, en-
abling a comparison of negotiation behavior in different cultures. Furthermore, the re-

search could compare the negotiation behavior between different genders. Additionally,
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the research could be expanded to include investigating the impact of communication
mode on IBN outcomes and tactics. Third, in future studies, each survey construct should
consist of multiple questions to enable an analysis of internal correlation for the re-
sponses, which would improve the reliability of the research. The study would also ben-
efit from the use of qualitative methods to explore why it produced specific results.
Fourth, researchers should evaluate and further investigate the applicability of the four
complementary negotiation elements included in this research and their empirical sig-
nificance. Furthermore, they should assess whether there is a need to add new, unex-

amined variables to future studies.

Finally, this study limited modes of communication to FTF and video negotiations. How-
ever, future research could explore other communication methods in IBNs, such as Al,
emails, instant messaging services, telephone calls, and computer-assisted communica-
tions (Geiger, 2020, p. 244). As technology increasingly affects daily life, there is a grow-
ing number of options for organizing future IBNs. It is likely that intelligent machines will
increasingly assume the role of business negotiators in various situations, from develop-
ing new business agreements to resolving disputes. The capabilities of deep learning Al
have already been leveraged to make medical diagnoses, understand spoken language,
and drive a car (Chen & Asch, 2017, p. 2507). In the future, Al will facilitate negotiations
and marketing, improve negotiation skills, and support complex decision making, lead-
ing to increased organizational learning and performance (Chen et al., 2022, p. 1037).
Al negotiators may become more effective than human negotiators due to their superior
speed, efficiency, and ability to simultaneously handle multiple details (Bagga et al., 2021,
pp. 1-2). The above recommendations can be used as a starting point for further

research, which may lead to noteworthy findings.
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Appendices

ionnaire

Appendix 1. Survey quest

Viaasan yliopisto

UNIVERSITY OF VAASA

A comparative study of face-to-face and video negotiations on
the behavior of Finnish international business negotiators.

@ Mandatory questions are marked with a star (*)

BACKGROUND FACTORS

1. Your age *
(O 250rless
O 26-35
(O 36-45
O 46-55
(O overss

2. Your gender *

O Mate
O Female
O Other

3. Your nationality *
(O Finnish

OOE&

4. Your highest education *
O Comprehensive school

O High school or Trade school
O Bachelor’s degree

O Master’s degree

() PLD. or higher

O Other

5. Have vou ever lived outside of Finland for more than three months in a row

.
O No

O 1yearortess
O 2-3years
(O 4-6years
O 7-10yeass

O QOver 10 years
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6. If ves, in which country or countries did vou live

7. Your overall work experience in vears
O 1 year or less

O 1- 3 years

(O 4-6years

O 7-10 years

O Over 10 years

8. Your current job position or title =

9. For how many vears have you been working in vour current position =

O 1vearorless
() 2-3years
(O 4-6yeass
O 7-10years

O Over 10 years

COMPANY BACKGROUND INFORMATION

10. Name of your company

11. Primary industry on your company *
O Energy

(O Heatheare
() Automotive
(O Chemicals

() Food! beverage
O Metal

O Agriculture
(O Construction
(O Entertainment
QO Paper

O services

(O Maritime

O Other (please specify)

12. Number of emplovees in your company *
(O Lessthan 20

(O 2t-50

O st-100

(O 101-200

(O 201-300

(O 301-500

O Over 500



144

13. Your work experience with international business negotiations
O Less than one year

O 1- 2 years

O 3 - 5years

O 6 - 10 years

O Over 10 years

NEGOTIATION BEHAVIOR

14. How often do vou take part in international business negotiations =

O Never

(O Very seldom
(O seldom
(O Sometimes
(O Frequently

(O Very frequentty

15. Number of international business negotiations vou have approximately
participated in during the last three yvears *

O None

(O Less than 20 times
O 20-50 times

(O 51- 100 times
(O 101 - 150 times

(O Over 150 times

16. Number of face-to-face international business negotiations vou have
approximately participated during the last three yvears *

O None

(O Less than 20 times
20 - 50 times

51- 100 times
101 - 150 times

Over 150 times

ONORONO.

17. Number of international business negotiations conducted through video
tools (such as Microsoft Teams, Zoom, Skype etc.) you have approximately
participated during the last three vears =

O None

() Less than 20 times
(O 20-50 times
(O 51-100 times
O 101 - 150 times

(O Over 150 times

18. Do vou have experience in international business negotiations conducted
through *

() video tools

O face-to-face

O toth
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Please choose a specific international business negotiation situation you
participated in that was conducted via VIDEO tool (such as Teams, Zoom,
Skype etc.) while answering the following guestions:

19. Which of the following hest describes your negotiation partner ~
O Supplier

O Buyer

O Exporter

O Distributer

O Alliance partner

O Joint venture partner

O Licensor

(O Licensee

O Other (please specify)

20. The nationality of your negotiation partner

21. How many years of experience did you have with your negotiation partner

at the time you negotiated *
O No prior experience

O Less than 1 year

O 1-2 years

o 3 - 6 years

O 7- 10 years

O Over 10 years

22. How experienced were vou in using video tools *
O No prior experience

(O Very tow

O Low

(O Medium
O High
(O Very high

23, Please indicate the degree to which you disagree or agree with the following
statements in that specific negotiation situation conducted via VIDEO ~*

Strongly Partly Partly  Strongly
disagree disagree Neutral agree agree
Developing a relationship with the
negotiation partner had a hugher
priority for me than focusing solely O O O O O
at the task and the attainment of an
agreement.

I did not see the potential agreement

in the end of a negotiation process as

a single deal. I considered the

negotiation as a step towards a O O O O O
long-term relationship between me

and the negotiation partner.

For me, a written contract at the end O O O O O

of the negotiations was obligatory.

During the negotiations, I primarily

focused on achieving my own

company’s interests. despite the O O O O O
interest of the opposite party.

Within the negotiations, I tried to

cooperate with the negotiation

partner to reach fair and beneficial O O O O O
solutions for both parties instead of

trying to maximize my own interests.
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During the negotiations, I focused
primarily on business matters instead
of focusing more on personal and
family matters.

When negotiating, I liked to express
myself in a formal way.

During the negotiations, I tried to
keep the conversation friendly and
unformal.

While evaluating my counterpart’s
offer, I preferred to communicate in a
clear and explicit way by directly
stating my opinions.

In the case of a disagreement, [ stated
my opinions in a direct and explicit
manner instead of relying on gestures
or facial expressions.

I expected all parties involved in the
negotiation process (inchiding
myself) fo be punctual.

During the negotiations. I preferred
to strictly follow the time schedules
sef for the negotiations.

During the negotiations. I preferred
to form my arguments based on facts
rather than arguing based on feelings
and stories.

I preferred to hide my emotions, like
frustration or happiness._ during the
negotiations because [ think it is
inappropriate to express too much
emotions.

1 preferred to reach a negotiation
agreement that was a detailed
description of all the decisions
agreed upon during the negotiation
process rather than an agreement that
was more of a statement of general
principles.

Partly
disagree Neutral agree

O

O

O

O

Partly  Strongly
agree

O

O

1 preferred to negotiate the general
principles that guided other decisions
before negotiating specific issues that
needed to be resolved.

The whole negotiation team was
involved in the decision-making
process instead of decisions made by
few people in senior positions.
During negotiations I made the first
concession with the hope that partner
would also make a concession in
retum.

During the negotiations, I tried to
stick to the plans that were made
prior to the beginning of the
negotiation process instead of being
flexible and spontaneous towards
unforeseen turnarounds.

In order 1o build trust, T openly
shared all the necessary information
to my opposite party.

A high level of trust on the opposite
party was developed during the
negotiations.

In the negotiation. I asked a lot of
questions. to get as much information
as possible to understand my
opposite side’s needs/objectives.
During the negotiation. I provided all
the necessary information to the
opposite party so they would
understand our needs/objectives.

In the negotiation, I tned to be as
honest as possible. I did not give
misleading information_

In the negotiation, I used positive
tactics (such as concessions and
silent moments) to reach my goals.

In the negotiation. I used hard tactics
(such as “take it or leave it” and
exaggeration) to give me a
competitive advantage.

I think negotiations took more time
than normal.
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24. How satisfied were you with the outcome of the negotiation
O Verylow
O Low
O Medium
O High
| () Very high

25. How satisfied were vour negotiation partner with the outcome of the
negotiation

O very low
O Low
(O Medium
O High

(O vVeryhigh

26. Based on vour experience, kindly write down the positive sides of using
video tools (such as Teams, Skype, Zoom etc.) for conducting international
business negotiations

27. Based on yvour experience, kindly write down the negative sides of using
video tools (such as Teams, Skype, Zoom etc.) for conducting international
business negotiations

Please choose a specific international business negotiation situation you
participated in that was conducted FACE-TO-FACE while answering the
following guestions:

28. Which of the following hest describes your negatiation partner *
O Supplier

O Buver

O Exporter

(O Distributer

O Alliance partner

(O Joint venure partner

O Licensor

O Licensee

O Other (please specify)

29. The nationality of your negotiation partner

30. How many vears of experience did yvou have with your negotiation partner

at the time you negotiated
O o priorexpeiece

(O Lessthan 1 year

O1-2

O3-6

O7-10

O Over 10 years
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31. Please indicate the degree to which yvou disagree or agree with the following
statements in that specific FACE-TO-FACE negotiation situation ~

Strongly Partly Partly  Strongly
disagree disagree Neufral agree agree
Developing a relationship with the
negotiation partner had a higher
priority for me than focusing solely O O O O O
at the task and the attainment of an
agreement.
I did not see the potential agreement

in the end of a negotiation process as

a single deal. I considered the

negotiation as a step towards a O O O O O
long-term relationship between me

and the negotiation partner.

For me. a written contract at the end O O O O O

of the negotiations was obligatory.

During the negotiations. I primarily

focused on achieving my own

company’s interests, despite the O O O O o
interest of the opposite parfy.

Within the negotiations, I tried to

cooperate with the negotiation

partner to reach fair and beneficial O O O O O

solutions for both parties instead of
trying to maximize my own interests.

During the negotiations. I focused

primarily on business matters instead O O O O O
of focusing more on personal and

family matters.

When negotiating. I liked to express o O o O O

myself in a formal way.

During the negotiations, I tried to

keep the conversation friendly and O O O O O

unformal.

While evaluating my counterpart’s

offer. I preferred to communicate in a

clear and explicit way by directly O O O O O
stating my opinions.

In the case of a disagreement. I stated
my opinions in a direct and explicit
manner instead of relying on gestures
or facial expressions.

I expected all parties involved in the
negotiation process (including
myself) to be punctual.

During the negotiations, I preferred
to strictly follow the time schedules
set for the negotiations.

During the negotiations, I preferred
to form my arguments based on facts
rather than arguing based on feelings
and stories.

I preferred to hide my emotions, like
frustration or happiness. during the
negotiations because I think it is
inappropriate to express too much
emotions.

1 preferred to reach a negotiation
agreement that was a detailed
description of all the decisions
agreed upon during the negotiation
process rather than an agreement that
was more of a statement of general
principles.

I preferred to negotiate the general
principles that guided other decisions
before negotiating specific issues that
needed to be resolved.

The whole negotiation team was
involved in the decision-making
process instead of decisions made by
few people in senior positions.

During negotiations I made the first
concession with the hope that partner
would also make a concession in
retum.

Strongly
disagree

O

Partly

disagree  Neutral

O

O

Partly
agree

O

Strongly
agree

O
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During the negofiations, I tried to
stick to the plans that were made
prior to the beginning of the
negotiation process instead of being
flexible and spontaneous towards
unforeseen turnarounds.

In order to build trust, I openly
shared all the necessary information

to my opposite party.

A high level of trust on the opposite
party was developed during the
negotiations.

In the negotiation, I asked a lot of
questions, to get as much information

as possible to understand my
opposite side’s needs/objectives.

During the negotiation, I provided all
the necessary information fo the
opposite party so they would
understand our needs/objectives.

In the negotiation. I tried to be as
honest as possible. I did not give
misleading information.

In the negotiation. I used positive
tactics (such as concessions and
silent moments) to reach my goals.

In the negotiation, I used hard tactics
(such as “take it or leave it” and
exaggeration) to give me a
competitive advantage.

I think negofiations took more time
than normal.

Strongly
disagree

O

Partly

disagree Newtral

O

O

Partly
agrec

O

Strongly
agree

32. How satisfied were vou with the outcome of the negotiation
O Very low

O Low

(O Medium

O High

() Verynigh

33, How satisfied were your negotiation partner with the outcome of the

negotiation
QO verylow
QO Low

(O Medivm
QO High
(O Very high

34. Based on your experience, kindly write down the positive sides of

conducting international business negotiations face-to-face

35. Based on vour experience, kindly write down the negative sides of

conducting international business negotiations face-to-face

VOLUNTARY INFORMATION

36. Would vou be interested in a summary report of the findings
O Yes
O No

37. I yes, please provide your contact information (name and email)

Fisst name [

Last name _

Email [




	1 Introduction
	1.1 Background of the study
	1.2 Research gap
	1.3 Research question and objectives of the study
	1.4 Delimitations of the study
	1.5 Definition of key terms
	1.6 Previous studies
	1.7 Structure of the study

	2 Literature review
	2.1 International business negotiation
	2.1.1 Definitions of international business negotiation
	2.1.2 International business negotiation process
	2.1.2.1 Background factors
	2.1.2.2 Atmosphere
	2.1.2.3 Process

	2.1.3 Salacuse´s model of the elements of negotiation behavior

	2.2 Face-to-face and video negotiation
	2.2.1 Conceptualization of face-to-face negotiation
	2.2.2 Advantages and disadvantages of face-to-face negotiation
	2.2.3 Conceptualization of video negotiation and platforms
	2.2.4 Advantages and disadvantages of video negotiation

	2.3 Communication modes and negotiation elements among Finnish business negotiators
	2.3.1 Finnish cultural behavior
	2.3.2 Negotiation elements and tendencies among Finnish negotiators
	2.3.3 Impact of communication mode on negotiating elements of Finnish negotiators
	2.3.4 Conceptual framework for the study


	3 Methodology
	3.1 Research philosophy and approach
	3.2 Quantitative research method
	3.3 Data collection
	3.3.1 Data sample
	3.3.2 Questionnaire
	3.3.3 Operationalization of variables
	3.3.4 Data collection process and responses

	3.4 Data analysis methods
	3.5 Credibility of the research
	3.5.1 Reliability
	3.5.2 Validity

	3.6 Research ethics

	4 Empirical analysis and results
	4.1 Distribution of survey respondents
	4.2 Confirmatory factor analysis
	4.3 Analysis of differences and hypothesis testing
	4.3.1 Differences in video negotiation tendencies
	4.3.2 Differences in face-to-face negotiation tendencies


	5 Discussion and conclusion
	5.1 Discussion of results
	5.2 Theoretical contributions
	5.3 Implications for management
	5.4 Recommendations for future research

	References
	Appendices
	Appendix 1. Survey questionnaire


