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COMMUNICATIVE STRATEGIES OF INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS
NEGOTIATIONS (IBN) VIEWED SYNERGISTICALLY
YeV. Tarasova (Kharkiv, Ukraine)

YeV. Tarasova. Communicative strategies of international business negotiations (IBN)
viewed synergistically. The purpose of the paper is to excite theoretical interest in a synergistic
approach to speech communication based on the principles of functional self-organizing systems
operating in materially embedded ecological settings. The above approach is based on the principle
of complex systems self-organization and their interaction with their extra-linguistic environment.
Such systems, known in synergistics as “dissipating” or “embedded” (Prigoginel991) ones, are
characterized by dynamic inner interaction of the components and integration, as subsystems, into
more complex systemic entities. It is shown that in the process of the subsystems integration, their
mutual accommodation is taking place, i.e. a balance is being established between their autonomy
and their mutual dependence. It is claimed that the mutual adaptation principle also operates in the
sphere of human interaction, cross-cultural communication including. The sphere if International
Business Negotiations (IBN) is chosen as a specific example in order to illustrate how the above
principle works in the concrete circumstances of cross-cultura communication, which can be
described as a “give-and-take” process of mutual communicative adaptation. A survey of
interdisciplinary IBN literature is presented and some basic assumptions that trigger off synergistic
thinking about IBN are discussed. It is shown that within the genera synergistic paradigm, the
recently advanced Communication Accommodation Theory seems to provide the best-defined
theoretical framework for studying IBN by integrating an interdisciplinary synergistic approach
with a communicative focus.

Key words. Communication Accommodation Theory, functional self-organizing systems,
international business negotiations, synergistic approach.

E.B. TapacoBa. KoMMyHUKATHBHBIE CTPATErHH MeKIYHAPOIHBIX [1eJI0BbIX IEPeroBOpPoOB B
acnekte cuHepreTuku. Llems cratbm — Teoperndyeckoe OOOCHOBaHME —II€J€CO00PA3HOCTH
WCIOJb30BAHNSI CUHEPreTUYECKOrO MOAXO0JAa K M3YYEHHUIO PEUEBOM NIEATENIbHOCTH. JlaHHBIA MOIXOL
OCHOBBIBACTCSI Ha NPUHIMIIE CAMOOPraHU3ALMU CIIOKHBIX KOMMYHHUKATHUBHBIX CHUCTEM B HX
B3aMMOJICHCTBUH C SKCTPAJIMHIBUCTUYECKOHM cpenoil. [1ojo0HbIe cuCTEeMbI, U3BECTHBIE B CHHEPIE€TUKE
KaK <JIUCCHITaTUBHBIC» WM «BJIOXKeHHbIe» ([Ipurokun 1991), XapakTepu3yrOTCsl CIIOKHBIM
BHYTPHCUCTEMHBIM B3aMMO/ICHICTBUEM KOMIIOHEHTOB M MHTETPUPOBAHHOCTBIO B KAYECTBE MOACUCTEMBI
B cucTeMy OoJjiee BBICOKOTo mnopsijaka. [lokazaHo, 4To B mpoliecce MHTErPallMOHHOTO B3aUMOICHCTBUS
MOJICUCTEM MPOMCXOAUT HMX B3aUMHAs AaKKOMOJALMs, T.€. YCTAHOBJIEHHWE PpaBHOBECHS MEXIY
aBTOHOMMEN KaXKJIOW M3 IMOJCHCTEM M UX B3aUMHOM 3aBUCHMOCTBIO. YTBEPXKIAETCS, YTO HMPUHIIMII
B3aMMHOM aJamnTaify JCUCTBYET TakkKe W B c(epe UYernoBEeYeCKOH, B TOM YHUCIE, MEXKYIbTYPHOR
KOMMyHUKanuu. B KkadectBe nipuMepa CaMOOPraHMU3YIOLIEHCS KOMMYHHUKATUBHOM — CHUCTEMBI
paccMaTpUBalOTCSl MEKIYHAPOHBIE JETOBBIC MIEPEroBOPHI, MPEACTABISIOMINE COOON MEKKYIBTYPHBIM
MPOLIECC «B3aUMHBIX YCTYTIOK» U, CJIE€0BATEIbHO, JMHAMUYHON KOMMYHHKATHBHOMN aJanTaliii CTOPOH
Ipyr K apyry. Ha oCHOBaHMM CKa3aHHOTO JEJaeTcs BBIBOZA O I€JIeCO00Pa3HOCTH HMCHOJIb30BAHUS
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CHUHEPreTUIECKOM TEOPHH PEUCBON aKKOMOJIAITUH B KQUECTBE TEOPETUKO-METOIOJOTHICCKON 0a3bl st
OIMCAHUS TAHHOM U MOIO0HBIX €i1 CHCTEM.

KiroueBble ciioBa: MexXAyHapoIHbIE JENOBbIE IEPETrOBOPBL, CaMOOPTraHU3YIOIIAsICs
(GyHKIIMOHATIbHAS CUCTEMA, CHHEPTETUYECKHM MOAXO0/1, TEOPUSI KOMMYHUKATUBHOW aJanTaluu.

O.B. Tapacosa. KomyHikaTuBHi crTparterii Mi’KHAPOJHHX [JiJIOBHX IeperoBopiB B
acmekTi cuHepreTMku. Mera CTaTTi — TEOpeTUYHE OOPYHTYBaHHS AOLIIBHOCTI BIKOPHUCTaHHS
CHHEPTreTUYHOTO MiAXOAy OO BUBYCHHS MOBIEHHEBOI AisuTbHOCTI. Takumil miaxin 6a3yeThcs Ha
MPUHIIMIII  caMoopraHizamii  CKJIaJHMX KOMYHIKAaTMBHHUX CHCTEeM Ta iX B3aemomii 13
EKCTPAJIIHTBICTUYHUM cepenoBuiieM. [1oai0H1 cucTeMu, BiIoMi B CHHEPTETHIll K «JIMCHITATHBHI»
abo «riageni» (Ilpuroxun 1991), xapakTepu3ylOThCS CKJIaJHOI BHYTPIIIHBOCUCTEMHOIO
B3a€MOJIIEI0 KOMITOHEHTIB Ta IHTETPOBAHICTIO B SKOCTI MJICUCTEMHU B CHUCTEMY BHILOTO IMOPSIKY.
[TokazaHo, 4TO B MPOIIECI MHTETPALIIHOT B3a€MOIIi MIJCUCTEM Ma€ MicIle iX B3a€MHa aKOMO/AIlis,
TOOTO BCTAHOBJICHHSI PIBHOBAru Mi’K aBTOHOMIEIO KOXKHOI 3 MIZICHCTEM Ta iX B3a€MO3aJIEXKHICTIO.
CTBepuKY€EThCS, IO TPUHIUI B3a€MHOI aJanTallii i€ TakoX 1 B cdepi JFOACHKOI, B TOMY YHUCII,
MDKKYJIBTYPHOI KOMYHIKaIii. SIK TNpuKIag KOMYHIKATUBHOI CHUCTEMH, IO CAaMOOPIaHi3yeThCs,
HaBOJUTHCA chepa MIKHAPOTHUX IUIOBUX MEPEroBOPiB. SIK TEOpETUKO-METO0JIOTIuHa Oa3a s il
OIHCY MPONOHYETHCS TEOPis KOMYHIKaTUBHOI afanTariii.

KurouoBi cjioBa: cuHepreTHuHui miaxia, QyHKIIIOHAIBHI CUCTEMH, IO CAMOOPTaHI3yIOThCH,
Teopiss KOMyHIKaTUBHOI ajanTalii, Mi>KHapO/IH1 JUJI0OBI IEPETOBOPHU.

The aim of this essay is to excite theoretica interest in the heuristic and
pragmatic potentia of a synergistic approach to speech communication based on the
principles of functional units operating in materially embedded ecological settings. A
core component of this approach is the concept of a self- organizing system conceived
of as “an aggregate of interlocking parts” whose interaction is “triggered by
difference” [Taylor 2001 : 59]. Interaction of parts, though, is not enough, as there is
aways a larger system of which the given aggregate is only a part. In synergistic
thinking, non-linear, open entities — dissipative [Prigogine, Stangers 1977,
[Mpurosxkxun 1991] or autopoietic [Taylor 2001] systems, are not isolated entities:
systems are linked to other systems, they exist in an environment from which they
draw essential nourishment and to which they return the extrusions of their internal
life [Xaken 1991, Pexabex 1991]. Such (sub)systems are not indifferent to their
environment, but dependent on it. The internal functioning of a system is determined
by its own autonomous logic; its surviving in some environment is due to its
“intelligent” responses to external conditions. This being the case, there must be a
form of feedback by means of which self-correction is possible, so that the system
can adapt flexibly to a variety of circumstances. In Taylor’s [2001: 146]
conceptualization, every system is “coupling” to its environment and the “coupling
surface” that joins the system to its environment is an effect of progressive mutual
accommodation. Because the system is adaptive, it can “learn”. A self-organizing
system, it follows, has a regenerative capability as a result of which the system and
its environment continue to adapt to each other, evolving gradually to new patterns of
co-association [Taylor 2001: 14]. Effective self-organization therefore requires
management of a balance between autonomy and interdependence.

This kind of structural coupling, applied to society, is what is meant by
communication, because human social (sub)systems aso exist as unities of
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components in the realm of language. Discourse is a socially and linguistically
structured reality, for

- first, no message occurs in isolation; they are always components of a larger
whole — a conversation, a campaign, a conference, a negotiation, etc.;

- second, the social meaning of a single message depends on the meaningful
relations it has with other components of alarger whole;

- third, to successfully adapt to the complex “terrain” of interaction,
communicators must manage their own needs, expectations, and desires while
accommodating and adapting to the ever-changing interactional “landscape”.

To generalize, the meaning of any component of language is aways explained
functionally [Chomsky 1965] by its place in the context of a unit larger than itself.
The latter can be presented as a complex network of communicative (sub)systems, a
network of operational wholes in which every change of relations of activity leads to
further changes of relations of activity. In other words, communicative (sub)systems
are also self-regenerative “autopoietic systems in each other’s environment” [Taylor
2001: 15]. Each is characterized by its internal dynamics, and at the same time
constitutes a source of “environmental perturbations” for the other. The result is “the
embeddedness, the inextricabl e intertwinedness of cognition and communication. The
structures of interaction penetrate into every warp of these apparently autonomous
domains” [Schegloff 1991: 152]. Interaction and verba communication are thus
structural environments for action and cognition.

The identity of human socia (sub)systems, it follows, depends on adaptation of
human beings not only as organisms (in the general sense) but also as components of
their linguistic domains. The same principle is applicable to individual
communicators: the identity of each can be said to have two dimensions. on the one
hand, as an organism with its own self-regulation and, on the other, as a personage
whose personality is established in the process of communicative adaptation. Patterns
of adaptation and adjustment “undergrid human interactions and relationships”
[White, Burgoon 2001: 3], they form the basis of interaction and social order.
Communication functions as reinforcement in the form of positive feedback for
individuals who adhere to that order or as punishment in the form of negative
feedback for members who deviate from the norms. Part of what we are as human
beings emerges only in the interactive flow of exchange with other people, as well as
the physical and social world we interact in [Drake 1995]. Hawes [1999: 247] calls
this phenomenon “unfinalizable self” — an unevenly unfolding and always unfinished
narrative”. An understanding of patterns of adaptation is therefore essential for
understanding communication and its role in social prosseses and we are convinced
that insights into how the adaptation process works can best be gained by a careful
synthesis of concepts and principles from the contemporary theories integrating a
synergistic system-in-environment per spective with a communicative focus.

Although adaptation is present in al interactions, one way to explore the nature
and impact of adaptation is to examine communicative situations where adjustment
and accommodation may be difficult to manage. International business negotiation
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(IBN) represents one such type of situation which has been chosen here as a specific
example of field work to illustrate how the synergistic principles outlined above,
work out in the concrete circumstances of communication. IBN is a unique
Interactive activity whose mechanisms are not yet fully explained. It is certain,
however, that the aspect of accommodation is more important here than anywhere
el se because this kind of international activity inherently requires co-participation of
communicators.

IBN literature is highly interdisciplinary, in which a number of different
streams of inquiry have been converging. It has been drawing not only from business
management, but also from psychology, international relations, law, political
sciences, ecologica psychology, cultural studies, and linguistics (see Ca and Drake
[2001] for an apt summary of the current state of IBN research). The common factor
connecting this literature, however, is an urgent need to negotiate effectively across
cultures.

Up to now, the main research into IBN has focused on the Pacific Rim cultures
(especially Japan and China). Only recently, has more attention been devoted to
negotiating with companies in Eastern Europe and South America. Corporations with
worldwide holdings and operations are redoubling their efforts to manage expansions,
mergers, acquisitions, and licensing across those cultures more efficiently. The
breakup of the former Soviet Union especially created afervor of interesting potential
trade opportunities among business professionas around the globe. The successful
integration of such interests depends on successful cultura interface. It also forwards
the assumption that cultural awareness leads to successful ends and that a primary
responsibility of IBN scholar lies in distinguishing effective from ineffective
communication. So, as we are now in the middle of the second decade of the 21-st
century, broader knowledge of IBN will have increasing theoretical and practical
value and together with other intercultural communication issues, will only receive
greater attention as global markets and intercultural contexts continue to expand.

Naturally, communication is the life-blood of IBN vital in developing
cooperation, forming alliances, and de-escalating conflict in the hope of fostering
healthy business relations. In short, communication tops the list of factors crucia to
IBN success. Negotiation is a bargaining process wherein two or more parties attempt
to agree “what each shall give and take or perform and receive in a transaction
between them” [Putman, Wilson 1989: 121]. As a give-and-take process in which
each party can influence and accommodate, IBN provides a particularly interesting
area in which to examine patterns of adaptation and adjustment. In this dyadic
phenomenon, mutual accommodation and reciprocity are negotiating norms that
appear viablein intercultural, as well as intracultura contexts.

Three basic assumptions serve as the springboard for synergistic thinking the
about IBN.

First, because negotiation is dynamic and interactive, processes and outcomes
are mutualy determined. Interdependence characterizes negotiation in that
negotiators must obtain the opponent’s cooperation to reach a suitable agreement.
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That is why, adaptation becomes, perhaps, the most essential feature of IBN.
Intercultural negotiators, especially, implicitly understand that insistence on their own
negotiating styles may jeopardize agreement. To avoid that consequence, each will
adapt somehow to his’her opponent.

Second, negotiators must be aware of and attuned to a number of other exterior
circumstances that shape business interaction, such as organizational considerations,
societal (political and economic) constraints, or “how agreements are built (bottom
up or top-bottom)” [Drake 1995]. Other contextual IBN intricacies reported by
researchers are team size and makeup, power relations within and across negotiating
parties, use of computer or other technologies, and negotiators’ age. IBN
“contextualization” by surrounding environment has been conceptualized by
Fayerweather and Kapoor [1976] in their original “centric-rings model”. In this
model each set of constraints to be considered as the negotiator selects strategies are
represented by surrounding circles. The most immediate ring encompasses “the four
Cs”: criteria, compromise, conflicting interests, and common interests. The next ring
represents pressures, preplanned strategies, available communication channels,
operational goals, respective legal systems, and perceived roles. The set of other
guestions about this part of the negotiating environment for the negotiators to take
into account before taking action at the negotiation table, would include such factors
as home advantage, bureaucracy, political system and ideologies. Testing
“contextuality” would also require a complex enough set of controls and variables,
such as power distance, sensitivity to time, emotionalism, risk-taking, and
environmental factors, such as economic character and governmenta controls. The
outer ring represents the individual perspective.

Third, IBN produces its own context, which in turn generates information
flows for its continuing reorganization into a distinct cultural (sub)system. It is not
just the coupling surface for two autonomous autopoietic systems but itself manifests
regenerative autopoietic properties. This idea is reiterated, in particular, in “third
culture” theories [Hawes 1999; Cai, Drake 2001] whose proponents argue that in
international  settings, specia cultural norms, different from those of either
participant’s home culture, prevail. Walker [1990: 101] amply observes that
“international negotiation has developed into a culture of its own”. Based on this
rationale is also the concept of an “international mind-set” applied to IBN by
Schwartz [1993]. This concept is defined as an “open-minded attitude toward
conducting business in countries and cultures different from our own” and includes
“flexibility, patience, and long-term perspective, as well as knowledge and
appreciation of one’s host culture” [Schwartz 1993: 1282].

Consistent with the synergistic assumptions of interdependence and mutual
accommodation is also Weiss’s [1993: 172] RBC model that represents links among
the three basic components of IBN across relevant levels — interpersonal, inter-
organizational, and intra-organizational. The R refers to “relationships”, symmetric
or asymmetric connections between negotiators, members of negotiation teams, or
organizations who negotiate through agents. Encompassed into relationship category




130

are common interests, power, trust, and perceptions. B refers to “behaviors” — actions
directed toward or affecting another party. Included in this category are information
processing, judgment and decision making, planning, verba styles, concession
making, etc. C represents ‘“conditions”, i.e. the circumstances surrounding,
stimulating, restricting or modifying the negotiation: specific events, available
communication channels, political and economic environments, legal systems, etc.

Scholars have only recently began to assess the strength with which culture
affects IBN, as compared with contextual, structural and other features of business
negotiations environment. It has been well documented, however, that culture and
national character comprise a range of values, preferences, and behaviors that differ
across cultures [Gudikunst 1997, Ting-Toomy 1988, Hui 1988, Hofstede 1980,
Triandis 1987]. These vaues range from emphasis on hierarchy to equality, from
high to low power distance, from relationship building to dea making, from vague to
precise language, from assertive to compromising conflict handling. In addition,
cultures differ in their interpretation of the concepts of “compromise”, “contract”,
“profit”, and “negotiation”. Empirical evidence also suggests that cultures prioritize
different types of face-work and are identified by distinctive communicative patterns
for handling conflict, affect displays, superior-subordinate relationships,
argumentation, persuasion, system of logic and uncertainty reduction [Fransis 1991].

Most popular among cultural dimensions studied is the collectivism-
individualism continuum [Walker 1990, Hofstede 1980, Hui 1988, Triandis 1987].
This cultura syndrome shows how members of individualistic and collectivist
cultures define themselves differently in relationship to society and other human
beings. A basic premise behind the individualism vs. collectivism approach is that
particular psychological characteristics predominate in the given culture, and the
culture’s social structure permits ongoing expression of that psychology in culturally
preferred negotiation styles. A brief summary of these characteristicsis as follows.

Individualistic societies socialize persons idiocentrically, i.e. to vaue the
interests and needs of an individual over the interests and needs of the group,
community, or society. On average, members of individualistic cultures vaue
personal autonomy, competition, self-sufficiency, and open conflict more than
persons from collectivistic cultures. Additionally, individualistic cultures strive for
linear logic, Aristotlean argument, and detailed, objective proof including statements
of fact, statistic information, legality, or expert opinion. Individualists like to be in
command of the relevant facts and details in a case. Persons who have “done ther
homework”™ are perceived as competent and efficient. The US is the most common
representative of individualistic culture.

In contrast, collectivist cultures socialize persons alocentrically, i.e. to vaue
the good of the community, group, or nation over the interests of individuals.
Collectivists make the “we” more important than the “I”, i.e. define themselves in
terms of their membership within groups, sharply distinguishing these in-groups from
outgroups of which the individual is not a part. Maintaining the integrity of in-groups
Is stressed so that cooperation, conflict avoidance, solidarity, and conformity are the
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hallmarks of collectivist cultures. Collectivist cultures stress relational harmony and
individuals’ obligations toward others. They urge members to focus more on people
than tasks. Collectivism stresses abstract, general principles over concrete specific
Issues. Reasoning is deductive, syllogistic and spiral. Arguments in support of a
collectivist’s position generally contain appeals to emotion, verbal embellishment,
and imagery. Collectivist negotiator’ assume that details can be worked out in the
future if two negotiators can agree on generalities. China is commonly used to
represent collectivist culture — see Triandis [1987] for areview.

Inevitably, negotiator’s approach and interaction modes change significantly
from intra- to intercultural contexts and each negotiator’s familiarity with the other
party’s culture is an important determinant that dictates an appropriate strategy and
appropriate interpretation of offers, counteroffers, and refusals. Negotiators assess
unusual and unexpected behaviors and adjust their own behaviors and attitudes when
encountering negotiators from other cultures. Thompson and Hastie [1990] report that
negotiators who sought information about others’ priorities achieved higher profits.
Information seeking was positively and significantly reciprocated. Even when only
one side shared information, joint profits improved. It has also been suggested that a
negotiator who has moderate familiarity with the other’s culture should adapt to
his/her partner’s scripted negotiation behavior. Accordingly, some IBN experts [Hu
1988, Triandis 1987, Fransis 1991] recommend that American business executives
adopt native behaviors and values when negotiating outside the US, assuming that
“doing as Romans do” will ensure success by increasing perceived similarity and
understanding. They advise, for example, that when negotiating in Germany, Austria,
or Switzerland, Americans should be prompt and efficient, but when negotiating in
Mexico or Russia, Americans should “grant concessions that support the ego of the
decision maker and handle problems in a personal (and emotional) rather than in a
business manner” [Fransis 1991: 66].

When both participants are closely familiar with their counterparts’ cultures,
they should have sufficient flexibility to improvise a ‘“shared” approach and create
their own negotiation rules. Empirical investigation of the effectiveness of adaptation
Is particularly important given the emerging evidence that too much adaptation, or
“acting the part” of a host culture member when one is merely a visitor, may be
detrimental to effectiveness [Fransis 1991]. So, an important issue emerging from the
available IBN research is that it would be more accurate to think of IB negotiators as
reflexive agents — players, rather than as culture-bound actors.

In view of this fact and the topicality of the IBN phenomenon in general, there
Is a need to more carefully examine the nature and magnitude of adjustments that
occur across different cultures and other environmental conditions, as at present we
still know little about how negotiators react strategically to others or about the
relationship between accommodation and successful outcomes. One potentially
valuabl e perspective within the broad synergistic paradigm, which so far has not been
applied to international BN research, is the recently advanced Communication
Adaptation Theory (CAT) [Gallois, Giles, Jones, Cargile, Ota 1995; Giles, Coupland,
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Coupland 1991; Giles, Powedland 1975; Jones, Gallois, Barker 1999]. CAT is a
context/environment-sensitive theory of language use which can explicitly address
the issue of negotiator adaptation. Because CAT focuses on communication at the
dyadic rather than individual level, it can explain how participants orchestrate
negotiating behavior to meet aims and how they create interpersonal similarity by
“converging” to approximate the verbal and nonverbal behavior of the negotiation
partner. CAT also allows to assess cognitive and affective processes underlying the
complex nature of IBN.

One undeniable strength of the theory isthat it accounts for the concrete
strategies of adaptation. Some versions of CAT [Burgoon, Stern, Dillan 1995]
identify them as approach, avoidance, reciprocity, and compensation. Others
[Gallois, Giles, Jones, Cargile, Ota 1995; Giles, Coupland, Coupland 1991]
distinguish between speech convergence, divergence and maintenance regarded
collectively as strategies of approximation. Still others [Giles, Powesland 1975]
prioritize interpretability, discourse management, and interpersonal control.

To conclude: one way or another, one thing seems certain: more substantial
research is needed to examine the effects of such strategies. Further research that
would explore successes and failures in business communication must provide a more
complete description of the IBN communication patterns and the environmental
constraints they are most and least responsive to. Such research based on CAT
methodology will help to identify the features and explicate communicative designs
from which adaptation emerges. Finally, the CAT perspective will, undoubtedly, help
to illuminate such a critical issue as culture’s effect on communication processes in
negotiation as well as provide communication scholars an opportunity to regroup and
set a course for further study in this fascinating interdisciplinary area.
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