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Managing Cross-Cultural Negotiations in the Current Northern International

Business Environment

Abstract

This study investigates factors that impact cragsical negotiations in the current
international business environment of northern.ltagpite of considerable political
volatility between the Kurdish regional governmamid the central government in
Baghdad the region has attracted significant attenfrom Western companies
targeting its rich oil resources. Therefore theuiof this small, qualitative study is
on cross-cultural negotiations in the current IBvimnment. Eight in-depth
interviews with negotiators from Western and Kundisagi backgrounds were
conducted to explore the differences in negotiagactices in this interesting
region. The data from these in-depth and semistred interviews were then
analysed through a modified grounded theory appro@hbe findings of this study
showed specific behaviour patterns which are dsaisn relation to the extant
literature on intercultural negotiation. Major ptsirof difference in the negotiating
styles are the differing time expectations, motoadl goals, communication
approach and emotionalism. The variations in théetging cultural concepts are
explicit in the area of cross-cultural negotiatidhese disparities are reflected in the
negotiation goals and attitudes which either fauagher economic outcomes or the
development of more general positive businessioalsthips. Considering the limited
number of studies on cross-cultural negotiationsraig, the identified negotiation
patterns provide valuable insights into the locaéricultural negotiation practices.
Knowing these differences in negotiation behavishapes expectations of Western
and local negotiators in the Kurdistan region. Tihisal research project should be
seen as a first step in the attempt to expandribe/ledge of negotiation practices in

the area.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

In an increasingly global business environmentstinecess of international business
relationships depends on effective business ndgwoiga Managers must interact
effectively with people from different cultural dayrounds and who have different
values, behavioural norms and ways of perceivirgitye (Adler, 2002). Many
misunderstandings and breakdowns in interculturabgotiations result from
expectations about the negotiations that were hatesl by all parties involved
(Adler, 1986). Differences in culture can influenttee way people from other
cultures conduct themselves in negotiating sessaodshow they conceive the very
nature and function of negotiation itself (Weis€Q94). In other words, in
international business, cross-cultural negotiatioswdour cultural differences which
are inevitable between negotiators from differeatdgrounds. This diversity of
values leads to different approaches and styled insthe negotiation process. Most
individuals believe that the other negotiator sbkartheir “common sense”
assumptions which, to them, are familiar and ungoesd when negotiating inside
their own culture. There is also the general pdaroephat when their counterparts
act unexpectedly in international negotiations thay are less committed (Kimmel,
1994). Therefore, to develop a less presumptiverogmh to intercultural
negotiations one requires insights into the sulyectultures and communication
habits that foreign individuals acquire as a resiltheir socialisation (Kimmel,
1994.) One has better success in cross-culturadtiaigns by understanding the
other negotiating party and so it is importantearh about intercultural encounters

and recognise their differences.

Background of the Study

When US forces invaded Iraq in 2003 they found, mgnother issues, a poor
infrastructure in an oil industry that produced atbone million barrels per day. This
was only a fraction of the country’s output in tlee 1980s (Walt, 2013). The

country was bankrupt due to decades of sanctiotgiginting. This was astonishing
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in a resource-rich country with a proven 143.lidnllbarrels of oil reserves, the fifth
largest reserve in the world. Now, more than a dedater, the economic situation
in the country is improving. In 2012 Iraq produaedre than three million barrels
per day which was their highest level of productiordecades (Walt, 2013). The
International Energy Agency (IEA) estimates in thedport entitlediraqg Energy
Outlook that the daily output could rise to 8.3 millioarkels per day in 2035 and
exceed the current production levels of Saudi AraliEA, 2012). In addition the
IEA expects that Iraq is highly likely to become thiggest contributor to world oil
supplies and this has the potential to transforendbuntry into a major power in
global trade (IEA, 2012).

Recent discoveries of natural oil resources thasaid to exceed predictions sparked
interest in the economy of the semi-autonomousoregf Kurdistan-lraq (The
Economist, 2013). The Kurdistan regional governn{&RG) estimates that the oil
reserves in their territory at about 45 billionteds of oil along with about 10 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas, with the number of néscalveries being increasingly rare
in the world (Walt, 2013). This potential has leml more than 50 international
companies, including Exxon Mobil, Chevron, Hess, raflaon, HKN Energy,
Gazprom Neft, Total and several Turkish companiessign deals with the KRG.
The KRG offers more favourable production-shariggeaments than the central
government in Baghdad. The region has its own gesasj prime minister and
parliament. The population speaks Kurdish but thieynonetheless still part of Iraq
(Walt, 2013). According to the KRG the GDP growtr the economy is likely to
increase by eight per cent per year till 2016. Thhere are good reasons for
Western companies to invest in Kurdistan. Thisoiglespite the escalating tensions
with the central government that suspects thatkiR& is trying to use their new-
found oil wealth to create a breakaway state (Vi28l1,3).

Recent attempts by the KRG to gain their sovergigmd create a Kurdish state
separate from the central government in Baghdaghkens the need to understand
how the population in the Kurdistan region diffarates itself from the rest of the
country. Considering the differences in culturewsstn the Kurdish and Arab
population of Iraq it is important to investigateetcultural factors that influence

intercultural negotiations in this region. This djuundertakes to examine the
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different factors that can be observed in intetgalt negotiations in the oil industry
of northern Irag. The aim is to identify patternk specific actions that enable
international managers to successfully conduct tietimns in this region. This study
might help to stimulate further research in oraedévelop effective strategies and
tactics to operate in the Kurdish business envimmnmand to make negotiations

more successful.

The Land and People of Modern Iraq

The state of Iraq is a creation of the twentietimtary, brought into being by

politicians and external forces. The area of Imagudes a few semi-autonomous
areas and is home to several diverse cultural greéliat all shape the identity of
contemporary Iraq. This cultural diversity has beestrength as well as a challenge
in harnessing Iraq’s rich resources and the mixtfréts inhabitants has been a

preoccupation of Irag’s leaders in the past as agelh the present (Marr, 2012).

Marr (2012) has suggested that, although Iragtesmationally recognised as a state,
it is not possible to speak of an Iraqgi nation. Tneerse population forms neither a
single community in a political sense nor do theaydha common sense of identity
yet. The different ethnicities cause a fundamend&inographic divide which is
obvious in the different parts of the populatiomaldic speakers constitute of 75 to
80 per cent of the population; Kurdish speakersanagk 15 to 20 per cent (Marr,
2012). The Arabs dominate the western desert aedvdiieys of the Tigris and
Euphrates from Basra to the Mosul plain, and thed&uhave their territory in the
mountain terrain of the north and east and thehitdetthat adjoin it. It is estimated
that in 2011 the Kurdish population of Iraq wast jager 6 million. However, the
Iragi Kurds are only one part of the entire Kurdigbpulation with whom they
identify on linguistic, cultural and nationalistgrounds (Marr, 2012). So far, the
Kurdish population does not have a state of th&n @and is living in various
countries as an ethnic diaspora, a situation whbey suffer considerable
discrimination. Other areas with a Kurdish popwatinclude Turkey — 13 million,
or 19 per cent of Turkey’'s population — nine roiliin Iran, two million in Syria
and smaller numbers in Armenia, Azerbaijan, andoper (Marr, 2012). The

population in Iraq is also divided along religiolises between the two dominant
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sects of Islam, Shi'a and Sunni. However, as thgomty of Kurdish people are
Sunni, this division mostly impacts the Arabs; gelus differences have segmented
into three distinct communities: Arab Shi'a, AralbinBis and the Kurds (Matrr,
2012).

Over centuries Shi'a Islam has had its strongholslouthern Iraqg, as the Arab tribes
migrated from the Arabian Peninsula during the &ighth and nineteenth centuries.
Today the Shi'a are the largest single group im,I@ven outnumbering the Arab
Sunnis by a ratio of three to one, and constitutéhe majority group in the total
population (Marr, 2012). During the Sunni Ottomaimanistration in the sixteenth
century, the Iragi Shi'a were excluded from adntmaisve positions, the military and
the educational institutions. As a result, over tdourse of time, the Shi'a became

alienated from the Sunni governments (Marr, 2012).

By contrast, the Arab Sunnis in Iraq tend to bearsscular and more urbanised than
their Shi'a counterparts and their communal idgnstless developed. But, despite
their minority status, the Arab Sunnis have donadate political and social life of
Irag since the sixteenth century (Marr, 2012).sltestimated that the Arab Sunnis
account for 15 to 20 per cent of the populationeylare almost entirely situated in
the cities and towns of the central and Northemvipices (Marr, 2012). Bigger
numbers of Sunnis also settled in some selectesk dit the south including Basra.
The displacement of the Sunni government in 2002 bgw Shi'a leadership was a
social and political change of major proportionsl @parked hostilities between the
two sects (Marr, 2012).

The Kurds, due to their numbers, geographic comagon, cultural and linguistic
identity, have always proved the most difficulticdig’s people to assimilate (Marr,
2012). The Kurdish people speak an Indo-Europeaguiage similar to Persian.
Their development in the twentieth century was daselanguage, close tribal ties,
customs and a shared history inspired by Kurdistiomalist movements. The
majority of the Kurdish population is centred inbHyr its political hub, and the
intellectual centre of Sulaymaniya (Marr, 2012)cabwars and actions taken by the
Iragi government under Saddam Hussein forced a atmdgr of the Kurdish
population and resulted in the resettlement ofléinge, country population in cities
and towns (Marr, 2012). Aside from the three maemographic groups there are



also several smaller ethnic and religious groupsh sas Turkmen, Shi’i Persians,
Shi'i Kurds, Jews and Christians (Chaldeans, Assy;i Armenian, Jacobites, Greek
Orthodox, Greek, Catholic and Latin Catholic) (M&012)

Latest developments — economic, social and culturahange in northern
Iraq after 2003

Before 2003, Iraq’'s political, economic and socsitucture had deteriorated
gradually under the regime of Saddam Hussein bat American intervention

brought about a complete and immediate political social collapse. As there was
no clear direction for the future, the dismantlofghe previous political and military
structures led to the creation of a political andial vacuum. Consequently, Iraq
soon began to fracture into its different ethnia aectarian components (Marr,
2012).

While the devastation affected Arab areas, the &witdengthened their position in
the north. Between 2006 and 2010, the Kurds useint Well-developed security
apparatus sealing off their area and maintainingree of relative peace. In this new-
found “Iragi Kurdistan” political leaders expanddde economy and undertook the
development of their political, social and culturaktitutions (Marr, 2012). The
leaders of Kurdistan deliberately set their regigart from the rest of Iraq and the
new Iraqi constitution. This included that the KRR€&ognized as a region with legal
authority.

The discoveries of new oil and gas resources irthreee provinces were recognised
by the Iragi constitution as constituting the KR@afr, 2012). By September 2008,
the KRG had signed over twenty foreign oil and gastracts. Consequently a
dispute with the central government arose oveidgtige of who has control over the
oil resources and whether the KRG has the rightdoclude independent oil
contracts in its territory. The KRG, driven by tHesire to develop an independent
oil sector in their territory, had a different aitie towards foreign direct investment.
The KRG was more “market friendly” than the cengaVernment and was willing
to entice international companies with better te@ns conditions. After several

attempts to reconcile these differences the cemgoakernment refused to legally



recognise any contracts concluded by the KRG (Mef1t2). In addition, the central
government announced that it would bar any intewnat company with a contract
in the north from bidding for their oil fields imé south. In June 2007, the central
government and the KRG agreed on a revenue-shateaj and the central
government established a fund for oil revenuespraatically transferring 17 per

cent of the revenues to the KRG.

By 2009, economic dependency on the central govenhmad become a dominant
issue for the KRG and achieving not only politiGald military but economic
independence had become an important goal. Neles#)eoil was not the only
economic front the KRG advanced and made vigorffost®to attract direct foreign
investments and succeeded in a number of areakey,uran and the United Arab
Emirates responded, among others, and the Kurds aleo assured by the central
government of 17 per cent of the national Iraqgi detd(Marr, 2009). Kurdish
development expenditure went into infrastructurdycation, health and services,

attempting to establish a northern social and callicapital.

Meanwhile, the Kurds also continued their efforts d@stablish an independent
identity for their region and underpin it with awlal and historical foundations
(Marr, 2012). In order to set itself apart, the KRlBered the school curriculum and
substituted Kurdish history and culture for the Bicacontent which was compulsory
under the regime of Saddam Hussein. This creatgauager generation of Kurds
that is essentially unable to read or speak Arafhiich is the official language in the
rest of Iraq (Marr, 2012). The growing ethnic devidetween the Kurds and the Arab
areas of the country, based mainly on languagegamding institutional separation
in the north, will make the solution of economicdapolitical problems with the

central government more difficult in the future.

Aims of This Research

The aim of this study is to explore how cross-aaltunegotiations between Western
and Kurdish-Iragi senior managers are conductedhe international business
environment of northern Iraq. In order to attaiis tipoal, the current research focuses
on one objective. This objective is to investigated explore the six factors of



cultural difference that normally impact cross-awdi negotiations elsewhere. These
differences will be explored in the social interacs between Kurdish-Iragi and

Western senior managers.

The study involves interviews with eight seniormagers from various backgrounds
who have experience with cross-cultural negotiaidue to their jobs and positions.
These interviews will be transcribed and groundesbty and coding technique will

be used to analyse the data.

Given the limited amount of empirical research e tfield of intercultural

negotiation in Iraq, the contribution of this stulilys in the gathering of empirical
data and subsequent knowledge creation. The shalyds provide valuable insights
into the local intercultural negotiation practic@e implications are of concern to
Western and local negotiators when shaping expecta@bout the differences in

negotiation approaches.

Organisation of the Study

This dissertation consists of five chapters. Th& thapter outlines the focus of this
study by providing background. It also explains thgonale behind the selection of
this region along with describing the context atithieity in Iraq and the Kurdistan

region.

Chapter two reviews relevant existing literaturd ataborates on the cultural factors

that impact cross-cultural negotiations.

Chapter three explains the research method andrdapproach used in this study.
The chapter also describes the data collectionaadysis process, including the

sampling process.

Chapter four presents findings and discusses tinedetail in light of the literature
review. Six main themes emerged that show how titeiral factors impact cross-

cultural negotiations.

Chapter five provides the conclusions of this stutysummarises the findings of

this research, discusses limitations and providestibns for future research.



Chapter 2
Literature Review
Introduction

Studies to investigate cultural factors that impaoss-cultural negotiations seem to
be complex and the developments in the acadenidt die dynamic. As suggested
by Manrai and Manrai (2012), a great variety of @ptual models and frameworks
have been proposed by researchers (Brett, 200Qer-d®992; Ghauri & Usunier
1996; Graham, 1985; Salacuse, 1991; Sawyer & Gaoet¥f65; Usunier, 1996;
Weiss, 1994) to determine the relationship betweehure and international
business negotiations. There is a certain densithis research area and a lack of
agreement among scholars. This becomes obvious détenmining what cultural
factors influence cross-cultural negotiations ire thurrent Iragi international
business environment. This research attempts totifgethe main themes from

cultural factors that impact cross-cultural negatia

A single theory or model does not seem to be falije to cover all the cultural
differences that influence cross-cultural negatiatin the current international
business environment in Irag . Consequently, thiglys attempts to adapt the
theoretical frameworks by Salacuse, 1991; Hall 9188d Hofstede 2001, in order to
explore the cultural differences. The focus isth@ comparison of Kurdish-lraqi
and Western senior managers operating in the diistny of northern Irag. The
researcher expects that combining the differentatteristics of these frameworks
will assist to uncover cultural patterns of negidia in the current international

business environment of Iraq.

The research design developed here incorporates atat has been considered by
previous studies to explain differences in cultlretween negotiators. It also
investigates aspects that have been neglected diyspadies, such as negotiation
styles. Following these frameworks the researclide® six characteristics to
explain cultural factors in international businessgotiations: negotiation goal,
negotiation attitude, communication, view of tireeotionalism and risk propensity.
| define this as my research model of the cultdeators that have significant
influence on negotiation behaviour. More explanaiof the proposed theoretical



model are presented in the later sections of ttezature review to discuss the
connection between the dimensions shown in the mMmelew and the intercultural

negotiation process.

Negotiation Goal

Many studies consider negotiations a goal-direcdmunication process through
which interdependent parties seek to achieve a atlytisatisfactory outcome
(Putnam & Roloff, 1992; Meina, 2011). Negotiatofsen enter a negotiation with
motivational goals, which influence their cognitisehemas such as perception of
fairness, information processing and negotiatiotc@mes (De Dreu & Van Lang,
1995; Van Kleef & De Dreu, 2004; Tjosvold, 1998;r@avale & Probst, 1998). In
general, the previous findings regarding negotiatotivation have noted that it is
associated with cultural values but little resedrak assessed how culture may differ
in the ways in which negotiator goals and motiveuence their actions in the
bargaining process. Moreover, a few studies inticglato negotiation goals have
found that cultures influence on cognition and lvéeta is complex and contextual
(Adair et al., 2003; Brett & Okumara, 1998, Liu,08&).

Recent research identified that negotiators neaxmapete and cooperate with each
other to maximize their individual and joint prafiand tend to pursue multiple and
sometimes conflicting goals that are not only aeedrtowards a tangible benefit but
also to attain or maintain a relationship with trmunterpart (Keck & Samp, 2007,

Meina & Wilson, 2011; Wilson & Putnam, 1990). Numes studies emphasised
that the relationship between negotiating partfesnanteracts with collectivism and

individualism in activating domain specific culturschemas to guide the

negotiator’'s choice. Cultures that are more sessito relationships and subtle

changes in situations can adopt different appraaetieen the relational contexts

change (Masuda & Nisbett, 2001; Morris & Fu, 2011).

Several studies found that in conditions in whioh megotiator is highly accountable
for the outcome, collectivism promotes cooperatbahaviour, whereas in low
accountability conditions, collectivism is negatiweassociated with cooperative
behaviour (Gelfand & Realo, 1999; Meina & Wilso®12). For example, Gelfand



and Realo (1999) noted that for members of collestticultures negotiation is a
situation that involves openly confronting the atlparty concerning issues and is
therefore inherently competitive. There is evidetitd unless a norm-enhancement
mechanism — such as a negotiator's accountabibtyothers — is activated,
collectivist negotiators will exhibit the collecitm-based, culturally typical

cooperation (Meina & Wilson, 2011).

A few studies found that negotiators also purswentity and relational goals that
may change, impede or facilitate their instrumegtdls and are found to have a
significant influence on a negotiator's strategicoice as well as negotiation

outcomes (Liu & Wang, 2010; Wilson & Putnam, 199Rgcent research by Meina
and Wilson (2011) found these interactional goaksearom contextual features of a
bargaining situation; the motivational orientatiand strength of these goals are
found to have a significant influence on a negotmtstrategic choice as well as
negotiation outcomes. In addition, goal pursuit rdéfer across cultures as parties
with the same set of goals and motives are likelprompt different behavioural

sequences for members of different cultures (Magublisbett, 2001; Meina, 2011,

Morris & Fu, 2001).

Negotiation Attitude

A large number of studies investigated the indiaiddifferences in distributive and
integrative negotiation (Neale & Northcraft, 198Byuitt & Carnevale, 1993;
Lewicki et al. 1994; Hermann & Kogan, 1977; RubinB&own, 1975; Terhune,
1970). Several researchers theorised that persomhlaracteristics explain why
bargainers behave the way they do during a negotiagéncounter (Barry &
Friedman, 1998; Rubin & Brown, 1975). The findingfsRubin and Brown (1975),
suggested that negotiators enter into a relatipnsith the other party in which they
bring variations of prior experience, background arpectations that may affect the
manner and effectiveness with which a negotiat®rcanducted. However, some
researchers consider that there is inconsistenpasufor the personality and
negotiation relationship link (Barry & Friedman, 99 Wall & Blum, 1991,
Greenhalgh 1985; Rubin & Brown, 1975).

10



Previous research has suggested that the incamsese in the personality-
negotiation research can be attributed to the meQos culture as culture provides
negotiators with a foundation for managing soctthanges (Brett & Okumura,
1998). Early studies by Hall and Hall (1987), foutlht meaningful interactions
only occur through the medium of culture. Studiedigate that the negotiation
behaviour of individuals vary due to the underlyiddferences inherent in each
other’s culture that provide order and directionhtaman interaction (Clark, 1990;
Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Limaye & Victor, 199 cCrae, 2000).

In addition Parnell & Kedia (1996) observed tha¢ #titudes, laws, values and
traditions embedded in the cultural context of riegors impact on the various
stages of the bargaining activity. There is evigdetitat Hall's (1989), high/low
communication context and Hofstede’'s (1993), irdlnalism/ collectivism
dimensions have decisive implications for the negonh encounter (Cai et al.,
2000; Morris et al., 1998; Graham et al., 1994; tMiWWimsatt, 2002).

For example, studies conducted by Gelfand and @kopoulou (1999), found that
individualism refers to the tendency to addressf-salving concerns and
individualists’ elaborate self-knowledge instead kofowledge about others. In a
similar vein Cai et al. (2000), reported that cdiifgsts promote interdependence
with others and focus on relational harmony andgmtoon of group interests.

The findings of Perdue and Summers (1991), sugddbiE negotiators are often
faced with two basic strategies: problem-solvingd aaggressive bargaining.
Likewise, some studies have shown that problemisgler integrative strategies
yield win-win outcomes whereas distributive strasgypically generate win-lose
situations (Goering, 1997; Perdue & Summers, 1%89alton & McKersie, 1965).

Due to the positive outcome generated by problelvirgp bargaining numerous
studies have focused on this approach and comyelsatiew studies have been

conducted on distributive bargaining (Mintu-Wims&02).

Similarly, the research of Goering (1997) identfibat, for the integrative problem-
solving, strategy communication is a critical asptdas been widely observed that
the problem-solving approach embodies cooperatiwhatours that allow

negotiators to gather additional information andctorect misperceptions of the

other parties’ interests (Barry & Friedman, 199&rdee & Summers, 1991).
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Similarly, it has been observed that the probleiwisg approach represents certain
attitudes such as the negotiator’s willingness akenconcessions or to adapt to the
concessions of the other party (Graham et al., 1@8btbrook, Gosh & Dev, 1996).
Most of the research regarding the problem-solvaggproach suggests that
negotiation parties cooperate with each other tcorgemutually beneficial outcomes
by identification of common goals (Perdue & Summég91; Perdue, 1992; Walton
& McKersie, 1965; Goering, 1997). Evidence suggebltdt the problem-solving
approach is beneficial to establish and maintaatassful long-term relationships.

Communication

Over the past decade numerous studies examinedn#aming and context of
negotiations and how culture shapes the substancenamunication (Adair et al.,

2001; Brett & Okumura, 1998; Cohen, 1997; Fisheralket 1991; Kopelman &

Olekalns, 1999; Leung, 1997; Markus & Kitayama, 99 general, the findings of
previous work often defined negotiations as a kawk forth communication process
with the aim or reaching mutually beneficial outeasmAdair et al., 2001; Brett &

Okumura, 1998; Kopelman & Olekalns, 1999).

Many studies supported the idea that difference®mmunication styles are often
considered as barriers towards integrative prosemse negotiation outcomes
(Buttery & Leung, 1998; Drake, 2001; Morris et 4998; Putnam & Jones, 1982).
In addition, the research of Putnam and Jones {19B8wed that communication
can serve both integrative and distributive funtdin the negotiation process. Some
studies reported that, of the many dimensions i@l variability, the most
relevant findings of the negotiation literature ddeen individualism-collectivism,
power distance, communication context and concemfdime (Brett & Okumura,
1998; Cohen, 1997; Leung, 1997). Some researcbensl fthat communication is
not only concerned with how interaction is shapgdudtural values but also by
contextual factors (Hunter, 1998; Kim, Shin & CE98).

The early findings of Hall (1989) on the culturabntext of communication
pioneered a vast array of research on the impaatoofext on the negotiation
encounter. For example Hall (1989), discovered iis Btudies that low
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communication cultures use explicit, direct languagompared to high
communication context cultures that use expliaitinect language. The research of
Simintrais and Thomas (1998) indicated that lowtern cultures rely on formal
communication that is often expressed verbally i informal context being less
important in understanding the message. Similastydies conducted by Keegan
(1989), suggested that in high-context cultures legormation is contained in
verbal expression and therefore context variablesh sas values and position in
society need to be considered to comprehend theagesAs a result the message is
bound to the implicit context in which it is delreel (Keegan, 1989).

In addition, a number of researchers reported tinaier conflict conditions, low-

context communication negotiators are likely to/m@lore on direct verbal strategies
while high-context negotiators may employ more rnedi communication

approaches including third party intervention fengion reduction (Augsburger,
1992; Cohen, 1997). Moreover, Ting-Toomey and Kurd®88) suggested that
low-context conflict communication aims clearly tstate the speaker’s true
intentions while high-context communication focuses concealing the speaker’s

true intentions.

In a similar vein, communication research suppdnes idea that individualistic
cultures tend to stress the value of directnegbeir communication approach and
verbalise their individual wants and needs, whilemmbers of collectivist cultures
tend to stress the value of contemplative talk @dsdretion in voicing their opinions
and feelings (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Kim 1994;bisky et al., 1991). Likewise, the
findings of Trubisky et al. (1991) suggested thagetiators from individualistic
cultures tend to prefer direct conflict communioatiand solution-oriented styles,
emphasising the values of autonomy, competivenesk the need of control.
Whereas representatives of collectivist culturesl te prefer obliging and conflict
avoidance styles that emphasise the value for aiaing relational harmony in

conflict interactions.

In general, research on negotiation and communitatupports the idea that
communication has a positive impact on integratiegotiation as judgment errors
are corrected through information exchange aimedesbosing the mutual
compatibilities of the parties (Cross, 1977; Pr&ittewis, 1975; Tutzauer & Roloff,
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1988). For example, Thompson (1990) found that tiegos who sought
information about others’ priorities achieved high@ofits. According to their
results, information-seeking was positively recqgat®d and, even when only one
side shared information, joint profits improved.

View of Time

A large number of studies reported that the conoépgime and the value of time
vary across different cultures and can have a derable impact on cross-cultural
negotiations (Bhagat & Leonard, 2002; Bluedorn, fikaan & Lane, 1992; Foster,
1992; Hall & Hall, 1987; McDevitt, 2006; Ting-Toomel999). In general, previous
findings regarding the cultural view of time fouttdat time has a direct effect on the
negotiation process. The reason for this is thatescultures consider time as a
limited resource and therefore a valuable commottigt should be used wisely.
Specified time frames are important to these ce#uBy contrast other cultures,
such as Kuwait, Egypt etc. view time as boundlesk @entiful and their approach
to the negotiation process may be somewhat slow.ekample, Hofstede (1993)
found that American negotiators view time as aceaommodity and thus it should
be used with maximum efficiency. In comparison J&se and other Asian

counterparts consider time in terms of the longatperspective.

The early findings of Hall and Hall (1987), sug@ekthat polychronic cultures take
longer to make decisions. They do not discriminateong issues or does they
prioritise them according to a Western logical flodcDevitt (2006) observed in her
research that in polychronic cultures all mattexeive full attention at the time they
come up, which can cause a delay in the negotigtiooess. According to Hall and
Hall (1987), monochronic cultures perceive andtiuse in a linear way, allowing a

person to concentrate on one issue at a time. ditiewl, some researchers found
individualistic cultures tend to be associated wittonochronic time, whereas

collective cultures embrace polychronic time (Hef& and Usunier, 1996).

Numerous studies reported that a culture’s attittmeards time determines the
importance placed on the development of interpeisoglationships in business
(Adler, 1986; Boone & Kurtz, 1996; Bovee & Thill9a5; Foster, 1992; Hall, 1989).
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For example, Ting-Toomey (1999), reported that olyghronic cultures more
emphasis is placed on forming relationships rathan holding to a tight schedule.
The reason for this is that in polychronic cultutiese is experienced as much less
tangible as in monochronic cultures (Ting-Toome®99). By contrast, some
researchers found that monochronic cultures widir time consciousness give less

priority to building long-term relationships.

It has been widely observed that monochronic cedtare concerned with causality
and argument and communication are based on the foedogic (Adler, 2002;
Boone & Kurtz, 1996; Bovee & Thill, 1995; Foste®9R). In addition, numerous
studies reported that polychromic societies areceored with equilibrium and
argument and general communication are based on nged for balance,
emphasising the here and now (Boone & Kurtz, 19B6yee & Thill, 1995;
Gudykunst & Kim, 1992; Harcourt, 1996; Ober 1998)addition, the above studies
found that individuals from monochronic culturesdeo focus on agenda setting,
objective criteria and deadlines to accomplish go8ly contrast, several studies
found that polychromic cultures focus their attenton improving the relational and
contextual elements that frame the negotiation (Bo& Kurtz, 1996; Bovee &
Thill, 1995; Gudykunst & Kim, 1997; Ober 1995).

Studies conducted by Mayfield et al.,, (1997) foutitht the preference of
monochromic cultures for linearity and logic appeéw be one-dimensional and
sterile to polychromic cultures. By contrast monociic cultures have been reported

to find polychromic cultures illogical and unprodive.

Emotionalism

Many research studies assessed the role emotiagsirpihegotiation. They report
that due to the influence on cognition and commatioa it has a practical impact on
negotiators’ behaviour, the negotiation process amdomes (Allred et al., 1997;
Allred, 2000; Butt et al., 2005; Davidson & Greelgia 1999; Kopelman et al.,
2006; Morris & Keltner, 2000; Thompson, Nadler &niKi1999). A large number of
studies recorded the beneficial and unfavourabfecefof emotions on joint
outcomes but few empirical studies assessed howreuhteracts with emotions in
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shaping individual behaviour choices in negotiatsiuations (Carnevale & Isen,
1986; Van Kleef & De Dreu, 2002; De Dreu, Mansté&a&an Kleef, 2004; Liu,
2008). However, it has been widely observed that ithterpersonal effects of
emotions can be used to strategically influenceater party in order to achieve
substantive or relational goals in negotiation @dét al., 2002; Kopelman et al.,
2006).

Early studies identified that the conflict and kmngng that occurs during

negotiations has an inherent affective componedt emotional reactions such as
distress or anger are often experienced duringndgetiation process (Purdy, 1967;
Walton & McKersie, 1965). The research of Adler §&% suggested that the
emergence of negative spirals in cross-culturabtiatjons that cause increasingly
negative emotional reactions in negotiators wiltthilhe negotiation process and
often bring it to an end. For example Kumar (1976yund in his study observing

negotiations between Japanese and US negotiatats nibgative feelings in

negotiations cause less cooperative and more @astéractions. This makes it less
likely to reach integrative bargaining solution@r@ersely, Van Kleef et al., (2002)
found through computer-mediated tests that negosiatith an angry counterpart

make more concessions than did those with a noriienab counterpart.

The research of Mesquita and Frijida (1992) on rdlationship of culture and
emotion identified important differences in the wasotion is expressed across
cultures. According to their results cultures diffie the degree to which emotional
expressiveness and emotional restraints are valmed practiced in social
interactions around negotiations. For example, remaars and Hampden-Turner
(1998) reported that members of cultures that ametienally expressive tend to
visibly demonstrate their feelings through bodytpos and facial expressions. They
suggested that emotionally expressive cultures tendhlue affective engagement
and involvement in communicating with others. Byirast, Ting-Toomey (1999),
reported in her work that members of cultural systevaluing emotional restraint

tend to contain, hide, mask or minimise more ogarbtional expressions.

Studies have shown that negotiators respond teesgpd anger by their counterparts
in either displaying similar behaviour or demonstiga complimentary behaviour
that is viewed necessary to maintain the interacti®utt et al., 2005). According to
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recent research by Liu (2008) anger may conveynipeession that a negotiator will
not settle for a suboptimal outcome by pressingcthenterpart to be less committed
to original positions but also the counterpart Woe motivation to explore creative
options for mutual gains. Research by Allred et @997) suggested that when a
bargaining situation has potential for “win-win” toomes, tendencies suggest a less
productive bargaining dynamic with smaller jointrgaand less desire to work in the
future. Whereas some studies reported that in yigbimpetitive situations it may
increase the chance of premature impasses and #éangry negotiator to gain the
upper hand (Pillutla & Muriningham, 1996; Sinacé&ufiedens, 2006).

However, the research by Lewicki et al., (2010)psuped the idea that negotiators
either adopt a distributive approach and focuslaiming more value for themselves
or use an integrative approach to create more vllueboth parties. There is

evidence that distributive strategies — includingeats, positional commitments and
persuasive arguments — tend to yield win-lose ou&sand smaller joint profits
(Pruitt & Lewis, 1975). In addition, Thompson (199fbund that integrative

strategies such as information exchange, multigle+i offers and relationship-
building tend to yield win-win outcomes, highernbiprofits and greater desire to

cooperate in the future.

Risk Propensity

Numerous studies reported that risk and uncertaangy generally present in the
context of negotiations and differences and thecqgron of risk has direct

implications for the exchange of negotiators (N&aBazerman, 1992; Deutsch,
1973; Warner, 1995; Weber, 1994; Markowitz, 195®bat & Hsee, 1998; Ordonez
et al., 2009). In general, previous research suppihe idea that uncertainty
avoidance describes a culture’s attitude towarsls and uncertainty regardless of
whether it embraces or attempts to develop mecimant® control and limit the

uncertainty (Douglas & Wildavsky, 1983; Hofsted®38Q; Hofstede & Bond, 1984;

Hofstede, 1993; Hofstede, 2001; Bond & Luk, 1993).

The findings of Hofstede (1993) suggested that ighduncertainty avoidance
cultures individuals are motivated by security aesire to control and predict the
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future whereas in low-uncertainty avoidance cuBuredividuals accept the future.
They are motivated by success and are more wiliingake risks. Douglas and
Wildavsky (1983) found that each society has a g#ngreference for certainty
versus uncertainty and risk avoidance versus egkiag. In addition, Douglas and
Wildavsky (1983), defined risk as a set of socialcpsses that is understood though
cultural analysis and interpretation. The reasantlics is that each type of risk is
exaggerated or minimised, feared or embraced aicgptd the social and cultural
acceptability of the underlying activities.

Early research suggested that certain organisaticudtures are found to
systematically encourage or discourage risky behevof individual members or
developed institutionalised responses to risk (C8dfennedy, 1982; Douglas &
Wildavsky, 1983; Heath et al., 1999). In similaingeMarch and Shapira (1992)
identified that an organisation’s control systems/s to influence the risk behaviour
of individual members and reward the outcomes aellieand the processes used in

the risky decision-making.

Likewise, some studies at group level establishstuttial congruence between a
society’s value orientation towards risk and théure and the degree of decision
shifts enacted by groups (Carlson & Davis, 1971alBl& Bazerman, 1992; Stoner,
1968). Generally the above studies reported thittires that value risk-taking will
become more risky in their group decisions anducedt that value risk aversion will
become more careful in their group decisions. Kangle, Teger and Pruitt (1967)
observed that the American culture values risk americans believe themselves to
be risk-takers but have observed that other cudthee similar levels of risk-taking.

Some researchers found that an individual's cultareentation towards handling
risks in specific contexts tends to persist overeti forming a relatively stable
pattern (Brockhaus, 1980; Wallach & Kogan , 196lbyvi8, 1964; Sitkin & Pablo,

1992). Conversely, Slovic (1964) reported in hsegech that risk orientation is not
a unified characteristic or trait. For example, @ug (1997) discovered that groups
within the same culture were shown to shift in bdtrections depending on the

specific situation or the specific problem.

A few studies found that propensity towards rislamsindividual variable that has

been found to affect negotiation processes andomés (Locke & Latham, 2002;
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Neale & Bazerman, 1985; Sherman & Kiresuk, 1968ur&h& Meeker, 1967;
Thompson, 1990). For example, Farber and Katz (19@ported that goals
reflecting a risk adverse orientation were foundntmease concessionary behaviour
and increase joint gains in negotiations, while Igoeeflecting risk-seeking
orientation increased contentious behaviour. Initemg some studies found that
negotiators that consider negotiations as a winqvotess were found to be more
risk averse, while win-lose negotiators were fotmtbe more risk seeking (Neale &
Bazerman, 1985, Ordonez et al., 2009).

Summary

Research into cross-cultural negotiation suggesigreat variety of conceptual
models and frameworks which have helped to deterrtiie relationship between
culture and international business negotiationthi® date. The complexity of this
area and the lack of agreement among scholardareus when asking what are the
cultural factors that influence cross-cultural nggeons in the current international
business environment in Iraq. Despite the lackgrpé@ament in the research, certain

key cultural themes have emerged which have besgribed in this chapter.

In this chapter, the researcher followed the ssijges and theoretical frameworks
by Hall, (1989), Hofstede (2001) and Salacuse (198lorder to structure the
literature review and look at cultural factors thatfluence cross-cultural
negotiations. Following these theoretical framewgorgix main factors that impact
cross-cultural negotiations were identified: negiidn goal, negotiation attitude,
communication, view of time, emotionalism and rigkopensity. A close look

shows that the majority of these concepts are-iiniked.

For this reason the participants in this study wasked to reveal their attitude
towards these cultural factors. It was hoped thatapplication and adaption of the
three frameworks would lead to comprehensive ahabte findings concerning the
cultural factors that influence cross-cultural niggeons in this environment. The
next chapter will explain how the research projeaesigned and how the data was

collected
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Chapter 3
Research Design

This chapter on the research design outlines #rd¢lader the value and validity of
the research and its contribution to the body aikiedge (Creswell, 2002). Sekaran
(2003) defined research design as an academicatpleshed regulatory framework
with the intention of collecting and evaluating kig knowledge in order to arrive
at, and validate, new knowledge. Mishler (1990)gasged (as cited in Miles &

Huberman, 1994, p. 5), that “No study conforms #ydo a standard methodology;
each one calls for the researcher to bend the melbgy to the peculiarities of the

setting.” According to Cooper and Schindler (1998)e quality and value of

research is determined by the extent to which tathadology is articulated, as well
as the selection of the most appropriate reseapgioach. Thus, this chapter
outlines the research design and justifies the oaetlogy adopted to collect and

process the data for this study.

This chapter also introduces and discusses theoaheitigical approach adopted for
this study as well as the analytical approach disethe data collection and analysis

of the material.

Research aim

Research scholars have identified exploratory, rig#se, explanatory and
prescriptive purposes for the research activityu(®ears, Lewis & Thornhill, 2000).
This current research adopts an exploratory appraad aims to match the research

guestions to the research objectives.

According to Saunders et al. (2000), exploratoseagch can be conducted through
structured and semi-structured interviews with expdgormants. The design of the
research and interview questions is based on aweof the relevant literature. The
main purpose of exploratory research is the exptmraof a complex research
problem or phenomenon with the intention to clattig identified problems. It can
also investigate the nature of a selected phenomemloile uncovering new
knowledge (Robson, 2002). The research intentiorexplorative: A research
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question has been formulated: “How are cross-ailltaegotiations managed in the
current international business environment of rerhraq.?” In order to answer this
guestion it was necessary to explore the variatilas normally influence cross-
cultural negotiations. Thus, the review of the val& literature has formed the basis
of this project. The analysis of the data that waltected will be a primary focus of

this project.

According to Creswell (2003) the selection of tkeeearch approach is an essential
decision that influences the quality of the studly.gives the researcher the
opportunity to consider different approaches tasbathe objectives and limit the
study. The approach chosen in this research wasdet individuals from local area
with Iragi and Western cultural backgrounds. Thew#viduals are operating in
senior management positions in the oil industrywafthern Iraq or for the Kurdish
Ministry of Natural Resources (KMNR). Participantere selected from a KMNR-
issued list of companies, providing oil and gasatedd services in the Kurdistan
region. Participants were divided into two groups|ocal Kurdish-lragi and an
aggregate Western group. All candidates had beekingpin the region between 7
and 37 years. All participants had experience wité local culture and local
negotiation practices. Eight in-depth interviewghmnembers of this target group
were conducted. These interviews provide sufficidata to identify themes of
concern. The themes showed commonalities with ieenés from the intercultural
negotiation literature. The researcher identifiéxhttthere is a knowledge gap
concerning research on the impact of culture osstultural negotiations. This is
particularly so concerning the international bussxenvironment of northern Iraq
and little has been published to date. Therefdne, findings of this study are
interesting and will contribute new knowledge andtte literature and theoretical

developments on intercultural negotiation.

Philosophical Approach

The philosophical assumptions that a researcheptadshapes the use of abstract
ideas and beliefs that inform the research (Crds@@13). As suggested by Myers,
(2009), the most pertinent philosophical assumgtiare those that relate to the

underlying epistemology or ontology that guidesrsearch.
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Ontology relates to the nature of reality and it@racteristics, when conducting
qualitative research, the researcher embraces dba bf different realities.
Epistemology or the “theory of knowledge” attempisanswer the question what
counts as knowledge and how knowledge claims a#figd (Creswell, 2013). A
researcher with an epistemological assumption ottimdy qualitative research tries
to get as close as possible to the participantsgbstiudied to minimize the distance
between himself and those being researched (Crg20€19). Denzin and Lincoln
(2011), consider the philosophical assumptionsnbblogy and epistemology as key
premises that are folded into interpretive framéworThe literature broadly
classifies three paradigms for qualitative reseapasitivism, constructivism and

critical theory.

Positivism is the dominant form in most businessl amanagement disciplines.
Positivist researchers generally assume that yeaslibbjectively given and can be
described by measureable properties that are indepé of the researcher (Bryman
& Bell, 2011). As suggested by Myers (2009), thie af positivist research is to test
materials for the development of laws to incredse fredictive understanding of
phenomena. Myers (2009), noted that positivist aedeers usually formulate
propositions that portray the subject matter imeiof independent and dependent

variables and the relationship between them.

Interpretivists hold the view that it is importaiot explore the subjective meanings
that motivate people’s actions in order to undestéheir socially constructed
reality. This cannot be understood independentefdctors who make that reality
(Saunders et al., 2000). As a result, interprdtivesearchers normally employ
qualitative research techniques such as semi-gtectinterviews with the intention
not only to reveal and understand the “what” andwhbut more importantly to
place emphasis on exploring the “why” (Saunderalet2009). In other words, an
exploratory approach allows the researcher to nsekese of a social phenomenon.
This is not only through interaction with their émnments but also by making
sense of it through the interpretation of the esemtd meanings they draw form it
(Saunders et al., 2009). Similarly, an interprstidpproach allows the researcher to
overcome the barriers that separate him- or hefsath the participants. For this

reason interpretive researchers do not define diperand independent variables
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but focus instead on human sense making to undergihenomena through the

meaning people assign to them (Kaplan & Maxwelf4)9

Critical theory is a philosophy that is based om ititerdependency of human values
and beliefs (Johnson and Christensen 2010). dritesearchers assume that social
reality is historically embedded and that it isgiroed and reproduced by people. As
suggested by Myers (2009), people can consciouglyoachange their social and
economic circumstances but their ability is consed by various forms of social,
cultural and political domination. The main taskaoitical research is to use social
critique with the intention of bringing restrictirapd alienating social conditions to
light. Instead of describing current knowledge aetief the intention is to challenge

prevailing belief, values and assumptions (Mye@99.

This research takes an epistemological interpsgtstance in order to explore how
successful cross-cultural negotiations are conduatethe international business
environment of northern Irag. The researcher beliethat reality is only obtained
through relationship with the research subject bpleying qualitative research
techniques. An interpretive approach enables tlseareher to reduce barriers
between himself and the participants in order tdaiobappropriate knowledge
(Bryman & Bell, 2011). Furthermore, this researchs htaken an ontological
interpretive position regarding the participantsérgeptions of cross-cultural
negotiation. This research embraces the premis¢satbBocial world exists which is
constructed and shaped by the experiences of thigipants (Limpanitgul et al.,

2009).

To sum up, this research has taken an epistemalogial ontological interpretivist
stance in order to attempt to explore and intergiretsocial interactions between

Kurdish-lragi and Western senior managers.
Data Collection

This research utilised primary data from semi-dtred, in-depth interviews and
secondary data from official documents and reppriblished scholarly articles. The

following section addresses the collection of prydata.

Semi-structured, in-depth interviews were used means of collecting primary data

in this study. Myers (2009) suggests that intergiese one of the most important
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and most useful data gathering techniques in quiak research. Interviews allow

the researcher to collect rich data from peopheaimous roles and situations in order
to see what is not ordinarily on view and to examis deeper meanings (Robson,
2002). Face-to-face interviews enable researcbegstablish a strong rapport and to
interact and gain more information from the pap@its (Myers, 2009). In addition,

as suggested by Angrosino (2007) (as cited in Gebs@013, p. 166), “Observation

is one of the key tools for collecting data in duadive research. It is the act of

noting a phenomenon in the field setting through fike senses of the observer,
often with an instrument, and recording it for stiéc purposes.” Observations are
based on the research purpose and question. Témrcher observed the participants
during the interviews. Observing the participantsing the face-to-face interviews

allowed the researcher to arrive at a more competeire of the phenomenon and
its environment, in order to more effectively ewahi the interview data (Myers,

2009).

The interview questions

A set of questions was used in this study. Thervide/ questions aimed to gather
useful and relevant information to answer the neseajuestion. The research
interviews were semi-structured and, as suggestédyiers (2009), involved the use
of some pre-formulated questions, but there wastmct adherence to them. Table 1
shows the indicative interview questions adapteminfrSalacuse (1991), which
encouraged participants to share their experiendeeapertise of the cross-cultural

negotiation process.

The interviews were based mainly on the researabstgpns along with some
exploratory questions when the initial responsenfithe participant was too short.

For example, “Would you please elaborate on the®dp
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Table 1

Interview Questions

Note.Adapted from Salacuse (1991)

1. Can you please tell me how you conduct a
negotiation?

2. Can you please tell me, when negotiating, what
are your goals?

3. Can you please tell me, what is your attitude
towards negotiations?

4. Can you please tell me, during your negotiations,
how do you communicate with your opposite?

5. Can you please tell me what value has time for
you when negotiating?

6. Can you please tell me, when negotiating what is
your opinion of emotions at the negotiation table?

7. Can you please tell me, how would you describe
the nature of your agreements?

8. How do you build up your agreements? What
are the steps involved?

9. Can you please tell me, do you involve other
colleagues or employees in the decision making
process?

10. Can vyou please tell me, do you feel
comfortable to take risks?

11. Can you please tell me, when negotiating; is
protocol or formality important for you?
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Interview process

As described by Kahn and Cannell (1957), an ingswvis a purposeful discussion
between two or more people and is a useful toajaiher valid and reliable data.

Morse (2011) suggested in order to collect sufficim-depth data for qualitative

research a minimum number of six interviewees igded. For this reason,

interviews were conducted with eight participants semi-public places such a
government offices, company headquarters and coibeses. The interviews were
conducted following this particular approach. Atsfj potential candidates were
contacted either via email or by phone dependinghenavailable contact details.

After the initial contact with the participant wastablished they were emailed and
provided with the Participant Information sheete(#e@pendix A) and a digital copy

of the consent form (see Appendix B).

The time and location of the meetings were deciesuit the convenience of the
participants in order to fit into their schedul@sthe beginning of each interview the
researcher explained in detail the participantghts and asked each one to

familiarise themselves with and sign the consemnnfo

Each interviewee was asked about how he or shesr@gagarticular conflict and
negotiation situations, as well as the importanceasticular cultural factors with
regards to any negotiation process the participast confronted with within the last
12 months. The interview consisted of twenty-fiveestions. Individual answers
were measured against a total score based oneapergonal conflict questionnaire
(see Appendix C) with similar questions from theaaof applied psychology (Rahim
& Magner, 1995). Next, participants were asked b the interviewer about an
important negotiation process they were confronteét within the last 12 months.
This was followed by 11 open-ended questions (ggeeAdix D) that were adapted
from the work of Salacuse (1991). The questionewgeouped into the categories of
conflict style (competing, accommodating, avoiding;ollaborating, and
compromising) and the cultural factors influencimggotiation (Rahim & Magner,
1995; Salacuse, 1991). Questions on the categagrdfict style were more explicit
while questions on cultural factors were more gainer order to gain a deeper
knowledge on the topic as well as to have the fyeetb ask questions that were not
mentioned in the interview guide without losing papt. This approach allowed the
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participants to give feedback about the way in Whidormation would be used. On
average the duration of the interviews were abaé bour and ranged from 20
minutes up to 90 minutes. The scope of the ansvesrleft to the discretion of the
participants, however, the participants were eragen to elaborate and provide

more information.
Secondary data

Secondary data sources included official documantkreports, available from the
International Energy Agency (IEA), Kurdish Ministrgpf Natural Resources
(KMNR) and publicly available books on the histarythe region. For the relevant
scholarly articles required for the literature eawvithe researcher utilised online

databases and local libraries.
Participant sampling

In this research, the participants were recruitadavstrategy of purposeful sampling
in order to approach Western and Kurdish-Iragi aemhanagers operating in
northern Iraq (Myers, 2009). The researcher, stdte data sampling by contacting
participants based on criterion sampling (Saunetesas., 2000).

This method was appropriate in order to identifgiwduals who have experience
with cross-cultural negotiation in the region due the involvement of their
organisation and the position they held. In theéedon sampling, the following

aspects were taken into account:

* Number in sample: Eight

« Gender: Both male and female participamtse from prior experience working in the
area, | was aware that female managers were workitige region.)

* Nationality: Western or Kurdish-Iraqi

* Involvement of their organisation in cross-cultunabotiation

» Job position: Senior manager

* Length of stay in the region: Minimum of four years

« Area: Northern Iraq (Erbil, Sulaymaniyah, Dohuk)
Criterion sampling is particularly useful becauidtee individuals studied represent
people who have experienced the phenomenon of-cudgsal negotiation in the

region.
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Sample size and demographics

For this research, eight participants were iderdifihrough their business presence
in northern Iraq. Representatives of the oil indufitms, government agencies and
industry bodies were selected due to their exgeneaning, that is where they have
specific knowledge or opinions of this area. Alpresentatives were approached by
the researcher based on a publicly available fisuppliers of oil and gas-related
services that have been recommended by the donkastiish Ministry of Natural
Resources (KMNR). All eight participants had diéfiet cultural backgrounds, being
American, Austrian, German or Kurdish but were dslcedescribe their orientation,
when asked, as either Western or Kurdish-IraqiirTdges ranged from early thirties
to mid-fifties with the majority being aged betwednirty and forty years. The
participants’ working experience in the region ramdpetween four and thirty-seven
years. All but one of the participants were malenagers due to the Islamic
background of the areas; women in senior managerpesitions are only
represented in small numbers. Male and female sen@nagers in this study
exhibited similar values and traits. A plausiblglaxation for this are the findings
originating with Ashforth and Mael (1989) on soa@ntity that suggest that female
managers in male-dominate organisations adopt I@lray opinions, attitudes and

beliefs typical of male managers in order to miisiendifferences in perceptions.

At first contact, an email with the attached intew questions was sent out to notify
potential candidates of the interview content. Tiention was to give potential
candidates the opportunity to familiarise themsehih the structure and questions
of the interview in order to make an informed deciswhether or not they were
willing to participate. In addition to these eighterviews in the Kurdistan oil and
gas service industry , Petroleum Geologist andsadvio the Kurdish Minister of
natural resources, Mr Atruschl Mohamed was contaai¢h regards to background
information on the northern Iragi oil industry. ldad his office were willing to offer

their experience and give recommendations on tbie.to
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The following table lists the details of the papants:
Table 2

Details of the participants

Details of Participants

Organisation/ Numberof | Numberof | Organisational Roleof | Approximate Timein Ethnic Background Gender
Government Body | Participants | Interviews | Participant North Iraq
International Oil | 1 1 Drilling and Operations | 4 ¥ years Western Male
Company Manager
International Qil | 1 1 Country Manager 4 years Western Male
Company
International Oil | 1 1 Country Manager 6 years Western Female
Company
International Oil | 1 il Chief Financial Officer | 5 years Western Male
Company
Domestic Oil 1 1 Owner / Principal Bornin Iraq Kurdishfragi Male
Company Partner
Government 1 1 Project Leader Bornin Iraq Kurdish/Iraqgi Male
Body
Government 1 1 Associate Director Bornin Iraq Kurdish/Traqgi Male
Body
Domestic Oil 1 2 Commercial Manager Bornin Iraq Kurdish/Iraqi Male
Company

Analytic Approach

For analysing the interviews grounded theory offetke most flexibility as the
research was exploratory (Glaser, 1978). As sugdelsy Saunders et al. (2009)
exploratory research unfolds through focus groupriews, structured or semi-
structured interviews with experts and a searcthefrelevant literature. Thereby
exploratory research investigates a specified pmemon for the purpose of
exposition and uncovering new knowledge (Robsor§220Grounded theory is
useful for analysing data in exploratory studiesitagelies on the production of
theoretical perspectives derived from data. As sstggl by Glaser (2005) grounded
theory is a tool in order to discover what is goormgwithin a particular arena. It is a
particularly valuable method for studying sociaddgmsychological phenomena or
other areas about which little is known (Wuest, 200Furthermore, the aim of
grounded theory is to generate theory that accdontgatterns of behaviour that is
important and problematic for all parties involvygalaser, 1978). It follows that for
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this reason, and because “grounded theory capso@al process in social context”
(Wuest, 2007, p. 244), this method is useful fqulaxing the impact of culture on

intercultural negotiation.

The grounded theory framework is very beneficialdeveloping context-based,
process-oriented descriptions and explanations @dias and organisational
phenomena (Myers, 1997). According to Urquhart 30@ offers well-signposted
procedures for data analysis and allows for thergemee of original and rich
findings that are closely tied to the data. Theeascher adopted the grounded theory
analysis framework in order to analyse the datalezsribed by Myers (2001), and

as shown in Table 3.
Table 3

Phases of grounded theory

Steps of Grounded Theory Outline of the process
1. Data Collection Researcher has to collect qualitative data and transcribe it.
2. Open coding Researcher analvses a sentence or paragraph of the text and

summarises this text by the use of a succinct code. Open codes are
descriptive, analvsis has not proceeded bevond identifving concepts at
the level of "categories’. Constant comparison is most important
activity.

3. Selective Coding Eesearcher refines the conceptual constructs to explain the
interactions that occur between the descriptive categories.

4. Theoretical Coding Researcher aims to create inferential and/or predictive statements
about the phenomena. This is achieved by specifving explicit causal /
correlational linkages between individual interpretive constructs.

Being an inductive approach, qualitative data agialipegins with a complete set of
collected data in the form of text (Wuest, 2007%). this case, the researcher
transcribed the tapes for all the interviews. la thitial stage of the analysis the
researcher read through all the data collected rderoto stimulate theoretical
thinking and analytical strategies. The first stéghe data analysis was coding the
interview transcripts and this helped the researthhenove away from particular
statements to more abstract interpretations ofiritexview data (Charmaz, 2006).
After coding several interview transcripts the egsber identified issues that were

important to the respondents and assigned themnaeptual label known as
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phenomena. As some codes shared similar chardictetisey were pooled together
in categories, which were interlinked and usedhashiasis for an emerging theory.
The emerging theory was then compared with thenexiterature, in order to
improve construct definitions, similar frameworkstiwthe intention to improve
external validity. As Dick (2002) suggested, instiway no theory is forced on the

data but the data provides the basis for new emgitbieories.

Limitations

The research was restricted to Erbil, the mairridistf Kurdistan which is a unique
region of Irag. This is due to its Kurdish cultumbdich does not exist in the other
parts of the country. One of the biggest limitatiathis research faced was the
limited number of interviews with participants. Alsthe participants were drawn
from only one industry only; other industries weret considered. Therefore the
research results might be limited to only the nemthiraqi oil and oil services
industry and cannot be generalised to the wholeagf. While this study is limited
by its small sample size, this, however, is a comnpooblem in intercultural
negotiation research (Cai & Drake, 1998). Finallypotential problem which has to
be acknowledged is that the interviews were coretlist English which is a second
language for many participants which might havateohthe range and depth of the

responses.

Ethical Considerations

At the beginning of the data collection the reskarsubmitted an ethics application
to the Auckland University of Technology (AUT) Etki Committee with the

intention of establishing the safety of the paptrits in the study. After approval
(Ethics Application Number 13/94 dated 24 May 201ske Appendix E)

government institutions and international oil compa were contacted and
informed about the scope of the research with Hr@dipant Information sheet and a
digital copy of the consent form. Before the como®nent of each interview
participants were made aware of their rights amat th case any confidential

information was asked for they had the right thaitstop the interview or ask the
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researcher to keep the information confidential.ittm consent from each was
obtained and participation was voluntary and pigodicts were assured of the utmost
confidentialitysince the researcher was not planning to ask aagtigms that were
of commercially sensitive and that could disadvgaetdhe participants or their
companies. After the interview process and the arebe had been completed

participants were offered a copy of the reseanutiriigs.

Summary

This chapter explains the methodological framewiorkthis research. Utilising an
interpretive exploratory method, the research astbpd qualitative approach to

collect the data and answer the research question.

Eight semi-structured interviews were conductedhwdight participants. The
participants were recruited using a criterion samgpbpproach. Grounded theory
was used to analyse the transcribed informatiom fthe interviews. Chapter four
presents the data and the findings obtained thrabghmethods and techniques
described in the chapter and further discuss thentdmparison to previous

literature.
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Chapter 4
Results and Discussion

This chapter presents analysis of the interviews the results. This section starts
with detailed results of the conflict approach lo¢ hegotiation process of Western
and Kurdish / Iragi negotiators. This is followeg the in the data identified themes
and subthemes that emerged and are presented tnedéopic of the interview

questions. Some illustrative materials from thenviews are added in italic.

Table 4 shows the key themes that emerged regatdengerceptions of Kurdish-
Iragi and Western respondents in their approaahetgotiation. In order to capture
the essence of what the participants reported e résearch, the information

collected is arranged under the following themes:

e “Goal” describes what the participants perceive tleey purpose of a
business negotiation to be.

« “Attitude” explains the differences in the approesiof the participants to
deal-making.

e “Communication” refers to the methods of communaratamong the
cultures of the participants.

« “Time” refers to the attitude of a participant’dtcme towards time.

* “Emotion” accounts of the negotiating behaviour tok two groups of
participants.

» “Risk” describes the participants’ attitudes towgari$k-taking.
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Table 4

Themes identified through analysis of the resedath

Main Themes Sub-Themes

1. Goal of business negotiations Win-win or win-lose outcome

2. Attitude towards negotiation Economic outcome or relationship.

3. Methods of communication Direct or indirect methods of

communication

4. Sensitivity to time Monochronic or polychronic
5. Emotionalism Expressive or restrained
6. Willingness to take risks Risk-taking or risk-adverse behaviour

The following section discusses the first theme IGDais theme is presented
structured into the sub-theme ‘Win-win or win-lasgtcome’ and is presented under

the research question:

Theme 1. Goal of Business Negotiations: When Negating What Are Your
Goals?

This question was used as an introduction to thé tand to help to build rapport
with the participants. The formulation of the quastis open and the respondents
did not seem to have any difficulties with theiplres. The intent of this question
was to explore what the participants perceivedhas goal when negotiating. The

response was left to the participants own judgement

Many participants spoke here about the importancdaving a good working

relationship with the other party, setting yoursgthals you want to achieve,
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ascertaining the comfort level of the other pamyghieving a good economic
outcome without hurting the other party in the @ss; and making both parties as
comfortable as possible. Western and Kurdish natgot stressed the importance of
setting themselves objectives they wanted to aehi€kiis finding was in line with a
large number of studies that suggest that manyti@égs enter negotiations with
motivational goals which influence their cognitigehemas such as perception of
fairness, information processing and negotiatiotc@mes (De Dreu & Van Lang,
1995; Van Kleef & De Dreu, 2004; Tjosvold, 1998;r@vale & Probst, 1998). For
the majority of Western negotiators the objectmese to achieve the best economic
outcome without damaging the relationship with elieer party. This finding was in
unison with recent research that proposes thattiages need to compete and
cooperate with each other to maximise their indigidand joint profits and tend to
pursue multiple and sometimes conflicting goals #va not only oriented towards a
tangible benefit but also to attain or maintainekationship with their counterpart
(Keck & Samp, 2007; Meina & Wilson, 2011; WilsonRtnam, 1990).

Example of replies from Western negotiators include

Before a negotiation of course you have to set yawn objectives. My primary
goal is to achieve the goals | have set and to fineina good comfort level for all

parties involved. (Participant B, male, Western@emanager)

| usually set myself a certain point | would likeedchieve and then | try my best to
achieve it. | also try to put emphasis on formingekationship with the other party
but sometimes it is difficult as many people stdlve this culture of bazaar heckling,
even the ministries and officials. Meaning to shgttthey always offer you the
lowest price, they are always arguing that the iseryou provide is not good
enough. After a while they will slowly, slowly ttp reach an agreement with you.

(Participant B, male, Western senior manager)

In contrast, Kurdish-Iragi negotiators put theirimamphasis on forming a good

relationship with the other party and make suradbieve a good comfort level for
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all parties involved at all times. This findingadensistent with several studies that
emphasised that the relationship between negdjigiarties often interacts with

collectivism and individualism and activates domsjrecific cultural schemas to
guide the negotiator's choice. Moreover, it is sgjgd that collectivism is

associated with cooperative behaviour and is meresigve to relationships and

subtle changes in situations (Masuda & Nisbett,1200orris & Fu, 2001).

In negotiations you sometimes fail but the goabide ending the negotiation in a
pleasant way for both parties, to make both hafpsrticipant E, male, Kurdish-

Iragi senior manager)

My first goal is to have a good relationship andosel to get as much benefit as

possible for my side. (Participant H, male, Kurélistgi senior manager)

A good working relationship is important to makee thther party to fulfil your

demands and to cooperate. (Participant F, malgji8Hiragi senior manager)

The findings imply that both Western and Kurdisheir negotiators enter
negotiations with motivational goals that influentteir cognitive schemas. The
relationship between the two negotiating partieeracts with collectivism and
individualism as a cultural schema to guide theotnatpr's choice. Therefore, as
Kurdish-Iragi participants are more sensitive tadgamaintaining good relationships
with the other party the behaviour can be assatiadéh collectivism as a domain
specific cultural schema to guide their choice cémtrast Western negotiators are
more oriented towards a tangible benefit and a® ¢encerned with the relationship
which can be attributed to individualism. This 13 line with the negotiation
literature that suggests negotiation is associatgd cultural values, and varies
according to the ways in which a negotiator's g@eald motives influence his or her
actions in the bargaining process (Keck & Samp,72Meina & Wilson, 2011,
Wilson & Putnam, 1990).
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Theme 2. Attitude Towards Negotiation: What is Your Attitude Towards

Negotiations?

This question required a lot more trust in thetrefeship between interviewer and
participants in order for it to be answered horyesthe interviewer believes that he
was able to obtain open and honest replies. Theeha response was left to the

participants own discretion.

Analysis of the data found that the attitude of tm@&stern negotiators changed
over the years working in the international bussnesvironment of Northern Iraqg.
The majority of participants with a Western origineferred to achieve mutually
beneficial outcomes but considered negotiation psoaess in which the domestic
side wins and the foreign party minimises theis&ssin order to maintain a working
relationship. These findings are in line with theservations of Rubin and Brown
(1975), who found that negotiators enter a relatgm with the other party to which
they bring variations of prior experience, backgmbuand expectations that may
affect the manner and effectiveness of a negotiati@he findings were also in
accordance with Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (19619rkwon cross-cultural
negotiations that indicated that negotiating betvavand perceptions of individuals
vary due to the underlying differences inherene@eth other’s culture that provide
order and direction to human interaction (Clark9@;9Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck,
1961; Limaye & Victor, 1991; McCrae, 2000). Westegotiators described their
attitude towards the negotiation process in thiedohg manner:

I must admit that my attitude changed over the gieathen | arrived here my
attitude was that negotiations should provide eefiefor both sides. Whereas after
having been here for five years and dealing a ith the locals | see it more as a
process in which one side wins and one side Ig&sticipant C, male, Western

senior manager)

| would prefer to achieve a win-win situation thveduld be nice but you will lose
something per se, it’s a relationship based pro¢Pssticipant B, male, Western

senior manager)
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In this environment you are usually not in a positof strength therefore you try to
minimise your losses, as you need to maintain icglghips to various degrees.

(Participant A, male, Western senior manager)

By contrast, most Kurdish-lragi negotiators conwkybat it was important to
achieve a mutually beneficial outcome, and tha inportant to enter a negotiation
process with a party that has substantial expegiemith negotiations. The data
suggests that Kurdish-Iragi participants, due wrthooperative behaviour and their
sensitivity to relationships and changes, show asttaristics of collectivistic
cultures. This finding is in line with numerous dies that have emphasised that the
relationship between negotiating parties often rades with collectivism and
individualism in activating domain-specific culttraschemas to guide the
negotiator’'s choice (Cai et al., 2000; Wilson & Rea 2000; Morris et al., 1998;
Mintu-Wimsatt, 2002).

The following statements suggest that Kurdish-Iraggotiators prefer win-win
outcomes that they perceive as mutually beneffoiabll parties involved but they
expect their counterparts to have the right mirtdtseengage in negotiation with
them.

You can’t negotiate with uninformed people at tlegatiation. They have to be
informed or at least have experience with negotigti Because a negotiation is a
giving and taking, if a person doesn’t have th# ekimind-set the negotiation will

not be successful. (Participant E, male, Kurdrslgilsenior manager)

When negotiating | try always to be constructive ladon’t like adversarial

negotiations. (Participant G, male, Kurdish / Iragnior manager)

It is important to have a good relationship and tath sides get something out of

it. (Participant H, male, Kurdish / Iraqgi senior mager)

The general findings imply that Western and Kurdisigyi negotiators are often
faced with two basic strategies, problem solvingggressive bargaining. Likewise,
Kurdish-lragi negotiators, who aim for mutually ledéicial outcomes through
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interdependence with others and focus on relatidr@mony, show collectivist

features. Whereas Western negotiators show indiligtic characteristics such as a
tendency to address self-serving concerns but dliagrto adapt to the concessions
of the other party to maintain a good relationsimpaddition, the findings suggest
that the attitude of Western participants towardgatiations changed during their
stay in the Iragi business environment from a win-%0 a win-lose perception.

Evidence suggests that the problem-solving appraadieneficial to establish and

maintain long-term relationships.

Theme 3. Methods of Communication: During Your Negbtations, How Do You

Communicate With Your Opposite?

This question aimed to fathom the differences onilarities between Western and
Kurdish-lragi negotiators with regards to their eggzh to communication. The
interviewer was able to obtain some good repliesfthe respondents, reflecting the

individual communication approach when negotiating.

Over the past decade numerous studies examinedn#aming and context of
negotiations and how culture shapes the substancenamunication (Adair, 2001;
Brett & Okumura, 1998; Cohen,1997; Fisher et 8091t Kopelman & Olekalns,
1999; Leung, 1997; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Thalgsis of the findings from
this study indicate that Western negotiators vauectness in their communication
and thereby demonstrate the characteristics ofclomtext communication found in
individualistic cultures. This finding was consistevith several studies that suggests
that low-context negotiators are likely to rely moon direct verbal strategies
(Augsburger, 1992; Cohen, 1997). Similarly, commsation research has supported
the idea that individualistic cultures tend to ssrehe value of directness in their
communication approach and verbalise their indi@iduants and needs (Trubisky et
al., 1991; Kim 1994; Gudykunst et al., 1996).

Below are four extracts from the Western partictpan the study.
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That’s another thing that changed over the yearenw arrived here | valued
directness in my counterpart but this strategygrasen not to be successful. Arab
culture values a more moderated approach wherdatka long time, as we say
beating around the bush. You talk for an extendedod about something
insignificant and then maybe after half an houjust talking you finally reach a

point you would like to discuss. (Participant C|en&Vestern senior manager)

| like face-to-face communication but it dependstloa culture, you might have to
drink a little tea first, you need to warm up te tbubject sometimes. However, as
soon as you have warmed up to the subject you dhbel reasonable direct.

(Participant A, male, Western senior manager)

| think in the beginning it has to be a moderatpgraach, when it comes to the
point where both sides feel comfortable and undedsthat they are not there to
hurt each other than you can be direct and puthantable what you want.

(Participant B, male, Western senior manager)

| prefer my counterpart, | basically push it, | ggaushing it till I'm sure that they
are telling me that this is going to happen. (gréint D, female, Western senior

manager)

In contrast, most Kurdish-Iragi negotiators prefet to directly approach an issue
but rather to create an environment to get to kitmvother person and to establish
trust first. The use of explicit indirect languagppears to be in line with Keegan
(1989), who suggested that in high-context cultless information is contained in
verbal expression and therefore context variablesh sas values need to be
considered to comprehend the message. This findiag also supported by
negotiation literature which maintains that membafrgollectivist cultures tend to
stress the value of contemplative talk and disgretn voicing their opinions and
feelings (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Kim 1994; Trulyisit al., 1991).

The following extracts confirm that Kurdish-lragiegotiators demonstrate the
characteristics of high-context and collectivisitares.

40



When you negotiate with someone you have to trgréate an environment to get
through to the person. For example when you medeéteach person you have to
prepare a few questions over France to be poléeyca are likely to negotiate
another time. You have to be polite, as you cabeaitraight with that person or be
in a hurry to do business. Next time you meet Hehave more trust and be more
faithful to you and maybe more likely to give inyasu have developed a friendship

or good relationship. (Participant E, male, Kurdisgi senior manager)

You ask a lot of question about unrelated topiat you are polite to your opposite;
you get to know the other side and talk about otihieigs first. (Participant E, male,

Kurdish-Iragi senior manager)

The findings imply that Western negotiators witheithdirect communication
approach show characteristics of low-context awdlvidualistic cultures. Therefore,
Western participants rely on formal communicationl @hat is expressed verbally
with the informal context being less important imderstanding the message
(Simintrais & Thomas, 1998). Their low-context datf communication aims
clearly to state the speakers true intentions (Miagmey & Kurogi, 1988).
However, most Western negotiators, due to time tsperthe region and their
substantial experience in the locality, have adipteir communication approach in
order to suit their local counterparts. By contra&ardish-Iragi negotiators, with
their use of indirect language and contemplatiVie, &how characteristics of high-
context and collectivistic cultures. Kurdish-Iragiwith their indirect and high-
context communication approaches, focus on comgpdteir true intentions (Ting-
Toomey & Kurogi, 1988). Kurdish-lragi negotiatorgs representatives of
collectivist characteristics, prefer to avoid catfland emphasise the value of

maintaining relational harmony in conflict intenacts (Trubisky et al., 1991).

Theme 4. Sensitivity to Time: What Value Does Timédave For You When
Negotiating?

This question caused some difficulties since, fastrespondents, it was an open

and indistinct question. The choice of response lgtisto the participant’'s own
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discretion. Many respondents talked here how theycgived time and what

importance they place on time when negotiating.

A large number of studies have reported that threept of time and value of time
varies across different cultures and can have aiderable impact on cross-cultural
negotiations (Bhagat & Leonard, 2002; Bluedornlgt1®92; Foster, 1992; Hall &
Hall, 1987; McDevitt, 2006; Ting-Toomey, 1999). Taealysis of the interviews in
this study showed that most Western participantsider time as a limited resource
and prefer to use it in a linear way and therelbywstraits that are associated with
individualistic and monochronic societies. Thisdiimy is in accordance with Hall
and Hall (1987), who suggested that monochronituces perceive and use time in a
linear way, allowing a person to concentrate onissee at a time. Hofstede (1993)
found in his work that individualistic cultures &der time as a valuable commodity

and limited resource that should be used wisely.

Some examples of replies from the Western partntgo#ollow.

You want to do it quickly but a lot of times youndareally do it. Well, it depends
on the magnitude of the monetary volume. The déelvie discussed before about
those $250,000, | did it in less than 30 minute¥oddunately other areas might take
smaller meetings over a couple of weeks; you mighte to plant some seeds. |
personally prefer to focus on one issue at a tifRarticipant A, male, Western

senior manager)

If you have to reach a critical conclusion thenetiim of the essence. Under normal
circumstances | would connect the value of timarieexpected economic outcome
but that is a Western and not the local Arab apgrobwould like to mention once
more that time in these countries has no valusuhblly like to focus on one thing
but | switch to other things if | see that the msg is stalled. (Participant C, male,

Western senior manager)

Unfortunately in this area, time is the most impattthing and you have to have a
lot. You should never enter a negotiation here #ithidea that you have to leave if

you know that already this is never good. | prégefocus on [one] point at a time
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but if it is required | multitask and sometimeshitlps you connect things you

haven’t thought about before. (Participant B, m&lestern senior manager)

In comparison, Kurdish-Iraqi participants view ti@® plentiful and usually prefer to
multitask. Consequently, Kurdish-lraqgi participastsow traits that are associated
with collectivistic and polychronic societies. THisding is in unison with the early
findings of Hall and Hall (1987) who emphasise tipalychronic cultures take
longer to make decisions and do not discriminateragmissues or prioritise them
according to a Western logical flow. Polychronidtares, through allocating a
greater amount of time, put great emphasis on foggmelationships rather than

holding to a tight schedule (Ting-Toomey, 1999).

Below are four extracts from the Kurdish-lragi papants in the study to

demonstrate the above findings.

| don’t like time to be limited as deadlines ar¢ good for healthy negotiations. |
usually prefer to focus on several things. (Pgént G, male, Kurdish-Iragi senior
manager)

It is important to take as much time as possibletise there is no point. | prefer
to do several things, in a negotiation | want & &bout several things and if really

needed we go into detail. (Participant H, male,dish-Iragi senior manager)

You have to have a lot of time for the meetingbirsiness you always have to plan
some extra time otherwise people won’t trust yauwsually prefer to multitask and

to attend to many tasks. (Participant E, male, ishrdkaqgi senior manager)

It is important to have as much time as needed;eoms you have several
meetings over the same topic. | like to do seveéhatgs at the same time.

(Participant F, male, Kurdish-Iragi senior manager)

The general findings imply that time has a dir@gpact on the negotiation process.
Western negotiators perceive time as valuable dedtd utilise and prioritise time
in a linear way. Kurdish-Iragi negotiators pay atien to all matters at the time they

come up, which can cause a delay in the negotigttoness. Western participants
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can be associated with individualistic cultures ammdonochronic perception of time,
whereas Kurdish / Iraqgi participants show charasties of collectivistic cultures
and embrace a polychronic perception of time (Hafst& Usunier, 1996). As
reported in numerous studies, a culture’s attitboards time determines the
importance placed on the development of interpeisolationships (Adler, 1986;
Boone & Kurtz, 1996; Bovee & Thill, 1995; FosteQ9P; Hall, 1989). Kurdish /
Iragi negotiators with their boundless view of tipet more emphasis on forming
relationships and getting to know the other paBy.contrast Western participants

with their time consciousness place less priority on buildomg-term relationships.

Theme 5. Emotionalism: When Negotiating What Is YouOpinion of Emotions
at The Negotiation Table?

This question again required a high amount of tfusthe respondents to open up to
the interviewer. The interviewer believes that heswable to obtain open and honest

replies.

Many research studies assessed the role emotiagsrpihegotiation and reported

that, due to its influence on cognition and comroation, it has a practical impact

on a negotiator's behaviour, the negotiation precasd outcomes (Allred et al.,

1997; Allred, 2002; Butt et al.,, 2005; DavidsonGeenhalgh, 1999; Kopelman et
al., 2004; Morris & Keltner, 2000; Pillutla & Murgham, 1996, Thompson et al.,
1999). The results of this study showed that Wagtegotiators are less emotionally
expressive. Emotional restraints are usually valuedocial interactions but not

often experienced in negotiations with local coypaets. These findings are in line

with Mesquita and Frijida (1992) who identified,tlreir research on the relationship
of culture and emotion, that there are large diffiees in the way emotion is

expressed across cultures. Early research disabteae the conflict and bargaining

that takes place during a negotiation has an imbexféective component and evokes
emotional reactions, such as distress or angeseTae often experienced during the
negotiation process (Purdy, 1967; Walton & McKeré@65).

Examples of responses from the Western participamtie subject include,
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Once more | have to say that my approach changedtbe years, when | came here
first my impression [or] attitude was that emotidrae no place at the negotiation
table. Now after five years | have to learn thabuad here emotions at the
negotiation table are a very common sight. Peopheesimes get upset, sometimes
people even shout at you but these are only sg@rthings. (Participant C, male,

Western senior manager)

There are emotions especially with people over hateyou can see if they like it or
not, they show that. You can also show emotiongaur part but it always should
be to the extent that it always leaves a backdolwarned here that emotions are
okay, you can show strength or you could show twat are disappointed with
something. Emotions are definitely there and are gfahe culture here even if it is
a very easy negotiation like buying something, ¢hsill be emotions. (Participant

B, male, Western senior manager)

| personally don’t believe that emotions are appatg at the negotiation but some
people are really good in expressing themselvesieSpeople go home and come
back but I think it gets worse and worse as inghé something gets in there which
was never meant to be in the negotiation. Emotemesdefinitely something you

have to watch and if you realise that the othetypgets too crazy you might have to

postpone the meeting. (Participant D, female, Wastenior manager)

Unfortunately | don’t think you can disregard theot you should not put too much
face in it. Like a Latino would scream and yellpially in South America there is
no win-win, they have to win. They have to feeklithey kick you to death and they
scream and yell, pauck and spout. It’s quite istare but you have to swallow your
ego and you have to do that a lot but it's all éon, it's all nonsense. (Participant

A, male, Western senior manager)

In contrast the findings for Kurdish-Iragi negotiet show that they are emotionally

expressive and tend to value affective engagememd &volvement in

communicating with others. This finding is in agremt with the research of

Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1998) who discdvibige members of cultures

that are emotionally expressive tend to voice asibly demonstrate their feelings

through body posture and facial expressions. S$ushew that negotiators respond
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to expressed anger by their counterparts in eidmglaying similar behaviour or
demonstrating complimentary behaviour that is vidwe necessary to maintain the
interaction (Butt et al., 2005). Similarly, angeaynconvey the impression that a
negotiator will not settle for a suboptimal outcolmepressing the counterpart to be
less committed to original positions but also tberderpart will lose motivation to

explore creative solutions for mutual gains (LiQ0Q).

The following are examples of responses from thedish-Iragi participants.

If the other person is comfortable it has a positéffect on the negotiation but
emotions do not always work. If people have negatemotions during the
negotiation you should tell them that you will tkiabout your point, tell them that
they might be right and you need more time to remt@r your point and postpone
the meeting to another day. Thereby you give hichyaourself enough time to come
up with a better solution. Emotions are an impdrtpart of the negotiation.

(Participant E, male, Kurdish-Iragi senior manager)

Emotions are important to express yourself at thgotiation table. (Participant F,

male, Kurdish-Iragi Senior Manager)

Emotions can be very helpful, especially when niegiay with emotional people.

(Participant G, male, Kurdish-Iragi senior manager)

I will try to take emotions into consideration aty to read the other party’s
thoughts; | will mainly focus on reading people.n&gotiation is subjective and
emotions are very important for it. (Participant kale, Kurdish-lraqgi senior

manager)

In general the findings for Western and Kurdishgiraegotiators suggest that
Western negotiators in comparison to their domesttunterparts are less
emotionally expressive and value emotional restsaiNevertheless, the majority of
Western participants adapted to the domestic emwiemt and accepted that
emotions from the other party are usual when nagjog. In contrast, Kurdish-Iraqi
negotiators are emotionally expressive and valuetiemal behaviour in the opposite

party when negotiating. However, the emergenceegitive emotional spirals that
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cause increasingly negative emotional reactionsnegotiators will hurt the
negotiation process (Purdy, 1967; Walton & McKerd@65). There is evidence that
distributive strategies including threats, posidbrcommitments and persuasive
arguments tend to yield win-lose outcomes and sm@int profits for all parties
involved (Pruit & Lewis, 1975). In comparison intagjve strategies such as
information exchange and relationship building tendyield win-win outcomes,

higher joint profits and greater desire to coopematthe future (Thompson, 1990).

Theme 6. Willingness to Take Risks: Do You Feel Cdartable in Taking

Risks?

This question caused difficulties for most partiips, as it is an open and rather

ambiguous question.

Numerous studies reported that risk and uncertaangy generally present in the
context of negotiations and differences in the @gtion of risk have direct
implications for the exchange of negotiators (Dets1973; Markowitz, 1959;
Neale & Bazerman, 1992; Ordonez et al., 2009; Wart995; Weber, 1994; Weber
& Hsee, 1998). The results show that Western @pants are comfortable and
motivated to take calculated risks if it helps whiave their set objective. This
finding is in accordance with the study of Hofstdd®93) who found that in low
uncertainty-avoidance cultures individuals accdp future, are motivated by

success and are more willing to take risks.

The following four extracts provide demonstrate abeve finding.

I'm happy to take managed risks. Risk is fundantigntae cause of something
happening, so what are the odds of it and whattnsequences are. If the odds are
small but the consequences are massive you naadrage it carefully, the issue is

to understand the consequences. (Participant Ag,Métstern senior manager)

If information is not properly reported, the risk hot only not to win in a

negotiation but not to establish operations in @dtive area and you have to get
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there. Either you manage or you will never geteéheso yes | feel comfortable
taking risks. You have to take risks, that is & payour job and makes things more
pleasant and easier but that doesnt mean thapriitdem is necessary solved.

(Participant D, male, Western senior manager)

If you are working in countries like Iraq you alvglgave risks and you always try to
limit your risks as far as possible but this ididilt in a high risk environment like

Irag. Meaning to say that you sign a contract dtet &alf a year later you find out
that people don't feel bound to the contract anymand all of a sudden want
changes which usually involve high costs and leaproblems. You have to take a
calculated risk in order to get anywhere. (PartéinipB, male, Western senior

manager)

In contrast, the data on Kurdish-Iragi participastt®ewed that domestic negotiators
are uncomfortable and careful to take risks andvsih@reby characteristics of high
uncertainty-avoidance cultures. This finding isaped by the research of Hofstede
(1993), who suggested that in high uncertainty-@aoce cultures individuals are
motivated by a desire for security and a desiredotrol and predict the future.
Neale and Bazerman (1992) found that an individgualiltural orientation towards

risk in specific contexts tends to persist overtiforming a relatively stable pattern.

The following quotations reflect the reluctancekairdish-Iraqi participants to take

risks.

Of course I'm not comfortable to take a risk buit i your responsibility you might
have to but | usually don’t want to take a rislar{ieipant H, male, Kurdish-Iraqi

senior manager)

| don't feel comfortable taking risks, you alwaysnrthe risk of losing when
negotiating but you should try to minimise the sisiParticipant E, male, Kurdish-

Iragi senior manager)

| usually make sure to avoid taking risks. (Papaecit F, male, Kurdish-Iragi senior

manager)
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| prefer not to take risks as you may lose busiogg®rtunities if you cannot handle
the negotiation process properly. (Participant Galen Kurdish-Iragi senior

manager)

Overall the findings imply that Western participaratre willing to take calculated
risks and are motivated by possible success. Inpaoson, their Kurdish-lraqi
counterparts prefer avoiding taking risk as thelu@asecurity in their decision-
making process. Douglas and Wildavsky (1983) fotimat each society has a
general preference for certainty versus uncertaamg risk avoidance versus risk
seeking. Risk-taking is a social process that ist haderstood through cultural
analysis and interpretation. The reason for thibas each type of risk is exaggerated
or minimised, feared or embraced according to tieas and cultural acceptability
of the underlying activities. Likewise, severaldits discovered that an individual’s
cultural orientation towards handling risk has bdeand to affect negotiation
processes and outcomes (Locke & Latham, 2002; Teom@.990)

Summary of Findings

This chapter has presented the results of the sinaly the study and discusses the
findings in relation to the literature review. Atdbof six themes and six sub-themes
emerged from the analysis of the responses ofigfit participants who are working
in the current international business environmehtNorthern Iraq. The themes
reflect the participants’ perceptions of the croskural negotiation process in the

region.

The findings suggest that the negotiation goal gdlayn important role in the
negotiation process as Western and Kurdish-lragjotigors both enter with
motivational goals that influence how they condoegotiations. The relationship
between the two negotiating parties interacts withectivism and individualism as
a cultural schema to guide the perceived goal ofhegotiation. Likewise, a
negotiator’s attitude tends to be an influentigneént in the negotiation process, as
either a problem-solving or aggressive bargainitrgtegy is utilised. Similarly,
communication emerges as a strong theme aroundsihe of which communication

method the participants used to engage in negmmtivith each other. Time is
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another influential component impacting cross-agaltu negotiations in the
international business environment of Northern lIbegause either monochronic or
polychronic perceptions of time are persistent.afyn emotionalism is another
influential factor that has a practical impact onnegotiator's behaviour, the
negotiation process and outcome. The willingnesganficipants to take risks has a

strong direct impact on the exchange between tgetiators.

The next and final chapter completes the studydrétws conclusions from the
findings and summarises the findings of the reseatiscusses the limitations of the
study, provides direction for future research amglgest implications for negotiators

in the region.
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Chapter 5
Conclusions

The main aim of this study was to explore the caltulifferences in negotiation

between Kurdish-Iragi and Western senior manageesating in the oil industry of

northern Iragi. To achieve that purpose this stbdgan with investigating and
discussing the literature on cross-cultural negotia with a special focus on the
theoretical models of Salacuse (1991), Hall (198%) Hofstede (2001). Following
this, the researcher developed a set of questlmatspiaid attention to the cultural
dimensions that have an impact on cross-culturgbtigions. The categories were

discussed in detail in the literature review.

The purpose of this study was to investigate thexifp differences in negotiation
between Western and Kurdish-lragi managers in thieent international business
environment of Northern Iraqg. It also sought torexg the main cultural elements
that influence cross-cultural negotiations. The eaesh approach utilised a
qualitative method of eight in-depth and semi-gticedd interviews. Grounded
theory was used as a means of analysing the dtaed through the interviews. In
the previous chapter the findings from the analygse presented and discussed in

comparison to the literature.

The study is based on a small sample of particgpadmwever, it still makes two
important contributions: firstly, the literature amoss-cultural negotiation in the
international business environment of northern Isalgmited and these findings add
substantially to the understanding of cross-cultmegotiations in this particular
environment. Secondly, it reveals that, over tirtieere is considerable cultural
assimilation by Western participants to the lo¢glesin their negotiating behaviour.
This is in terms of perception of time, the develemt of relationships,

communication and acceptance of emotional negogjdehaviour.

One of the most obvious findings to emerge frons #tudy was that Western and
Kurdish-lragi negotiators enter negotiations witffedlent motivational goals that
influence their cognitive schemas (Carnevale & Btpob998; De Dreu & Van Kleef,
2004; De Dreu & Van Lang, 1995; Tjosvold, 1998).eTielationship between the
two groups can be best described as interactiomVestern individualism and
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Kurdish-Iraqgi collectivism. This has some implicats for the negotiation outcome
which is somewhat expected as Kurdish-Iraqi paodints are more sensitive towards
establishing and maintaining a good relationshifh whe other party. On the other
hand, Western negotiators address their negotiatemus in a self-serving manner
and prefer immediate results, while the local graampphasises establishing a

relationship with the other party first.

The findings also show that the negotiation atBted the participants is influenced
by variations of prior experience, background axpeetations. The author believes
that this may greatly affect the manner and effectess of a negotiation as
suggested by Rubin & Brown (1975). This study skothat Kurdish-Iraqi
negotiators, with their aim of mutually beneficialtcomes, show a tendency
towards interdependence. They focus on relatiorsainbny show collectivist
features. Similarly, Western negotiators demonstrizidividualistic features in
addressing economic concerns over relational aspleat have adapted over time to
the expectations of the local negotiators in otdegstablish improved relationships

with the aim of improving the results of their négtons.

One of the noteworthy findings to emerge from #tigdy is that the communication
approach of Western negotiators shows charactsyistf low-context and
individualistic cultures. This is demonstrated it relying on formal verbally
expressed communication with the informal contethd less important (Simintrais
& Thomas, 1998). By contrast, Kurdish-lragi negimtia display characteristics of
high-context communication by using indirect langeiand contemplative talk. The
findings suggest that the low-context communicabbiVestern participants clearly
aims to state the speaker’s true intentions witlamyt disguise. This is in contrast to
the high-context communication of Kurdish-Iragi nggtors which tends to conceal
the speaker’s true intentions. This feature wasitiied by Ting-Toomey and
Kurogi (1988). Western negotiators have adapted tiegotiation communication
approach to a mix of contemplative talk to suit tloeal party and direct

communication to address their needs.

Another major finding was that Kurdish-Iragi and $t&¥n negotiators differ in the
degree of emotional expressiveness and emotiosttangts. Mesquita and Frijida
(1992), observed that this behaviour is common, ereh valued and practiced in

52



the Kurdish environment. Western negotiators, imjgarison to their domestic
counterparts, are less emotionally expressive aalllev emotional restraints.
However, the majority of Western participants hdapged to the local environment
and accepts that emotions from the other partypareof the domestic negotiation

practices.

This study found that the concept of time variessaderably in different cultures.

For both the Kurdish-Iragi and the Western partoig this has an effect on how
they conduct their cross-cultural negotiations.sTis in line with the findings of

Bhagat & Leonard (2002), Bluedorn et al. (1992)steo (1992), Hall and Hall

(1987), McDevitt (2006 and Ting-Toomey (1999). Vest participants perceive
time and prefer to prioritise time in a linear wayd thereby show individualistic
features and a monochronic perception of time dunmegotiations. Domestic

negotiators embrace a polychronic attitude towdnti® and pay attention to all

matters at the time they come up and delay thetiaigm process. This is in line

with Hofstede and Usunier (1996). The Kurdish-Inaggotiators acted as if they had
boundless amount of time and put more emphasisoanirig relationships and

getting to know the other party.

The findings identified that risk and uncertaintythe context of negotiations have
direct implications for the exchanges between nagwt and the negotiation
outcome. This is in line with the findings of Deths(1973), Markowitz (1959),
Neale and Bazerman (1992), Ordonez et al. (200@)yner (1995), Weber (1994)
and Weber and Hsee (1998). Western participantwiineg to take calculated risks
to advance their negotiation outcome and show asa@@ contentious behaviour.
Kurdish-lragi negotiators avoid risks and valueusig in their decision-making

process and display increased concessionary behamitheir negotiation approach.

Limitations of the Study

Like every study, this study has inherent limitaoThis study involved only eight
participants from a Western and Kurdish-lraqgi baokgd. Although these eight
freely shared their experiences with regards tesoultural negotiations in the

current international business environment of rerthiraq, the small number of
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participants and the focus on the northern regibfram may limit the extent to

which the findings can be generalised.

English was used as a means of communication. $#niia second language for the
majority of the participants who all have differenbther languages. However, all

participants use English as tlegua francain their profession and are very capable
of expressing and sharing their experiences. lthvée acknowledged that there is a
possibility that the participants may have exprégbeir views differently in their

own mother tongue.

Implications and Recommendations for Future Reseait

Despite these limitations, this research providesrdribution to the investigation of
cross-cultural negotiations. Thereby, this reseantiserve as a good starting point
to further investigate cross-cultural negotiationsthis region. Given the limited
empirical data in the field of intercultural negdton in Iraq, this study contributes
to the pool of knowledge and provides valuableghts into the local intercultural
negotiation practices. The findings of this studgvéda implications for local
negotiation practices. These implications centreslbaping expectations about the
differences in negotiation approaches of Westerd &tal negotiators when
negotiating in the current Kurdish-Iragi internai@ business environment.
Negotiators need to be aware of the relational@spes well as the likely approach
to managing conflict. Assimilating to the local oégtion style can build common
bonds and provide indirect ways of signalling iatgrand goodwill as a means of
facilitating beneficial outcomes for all partievatved. It is important to investigate
further how negotiations in this international mesis environment are conducted.
However, one cannot generalise or presume thatethdts of this study apply to
other industries or non-Kurdish regions in Irag.

Future research should focus on comparing therdiffees between Kurdish-Iraqi
and Western cross-cultural negotiators with paréinis from other industries or
Arab regions. This will help to add more significanto the study and expand the
knowledge on the cultural factors that influencessrcultural negotiation in the

region. The scope for future research could bersdd. For instance, research
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could be conducted as longitudinal studies witleceld senior managers to observe
how their negotiation strategies adapt and change time. It is recommended that
the researcher should use control groups with loegjotiators negotiating with
participants from an Arab Sunni or Shi'a backgroimarder to make comparisons
with cross-cultural negotiations to identify difégrt negotiation processes and
strategies. It is hoped that the research will muprthe negotiation practice and lead

to a better understanding across the culturegsiréigion.
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Appendix A: Participant Information Sheet

Participant AW

|
UNIVERSITY
TE WANANGA ARONUI 0 TAMAKI MAKAU RAU

Date Information Sheet Produced: 22/05/2013

Project Title

Managing cross-cultural negotiations in the current Northern Iraq IB
environment

An Invitation

My name is Tobias Blechschmidt. | am currently enrolled as a postgraduate student at
Auckland University of Technology, New Zealand, specializing in International Business and
Management. | am looking for volunteers to participate in my study about cross-cultural
negotiations.

This research is conducted as part of a Master’s of business research project and to obtain a
Master qualification. The findings of this research might be used for publication and /or as
part of a PhD. Qualification at a later stage.

The purpose of this study is to investigate factors that impact cross-cultural negotiations in
the northern Iraqi oil industry. The specific aim is to identify behavioural patterns in
negotiation. For this reason | am looking for participants from middle and senior
management who operate in this industry and conduct business negotiations regularly to be
interviewed for my research.

You have been chosen from a list of service suppliers of oil and gas related services. This
list has been compiled and recommended by the domestic Kurdish Ministry of Natural
Resources (KMNR). You have been identified because of your business presence in the
northern Iraqi oil industry as well as your expertise in cross-cultural negotiations.

The data collection consists of a questionnaire entailing 25 questions and a short interview
in which you are asked to reflect on your negotiations that you have conducted in within the
last 12 months (please see question sheet attached). The interviews will be audio-taped and
then also transcribed for research purposes. Your individual responses will be kept
confidential and only the aggregate information will be made public.
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Participation in this project is voluntary. | as the researcher will try to answer any questions
and address any concerns that you may have at any stage of the interview or data
collection. You have the opportunity to withdraw any information that you have provided for
this project at any time without prejudice. In the event that you withdraw from the research
project all relevant information including tapes and transcripts, or parts thereof, will be
destroyed. The identity and privacy of you and all other participants will be treated with care
and confidentiality. | assure you of high respect at all times.

Thank you very much for your time and help.
Yours sincerely,

Tobias Blechschmidt

PS: If you have any further questions please feel free to contact me via email or read the
following frequently asked questions and answers:

Questions that you might liked to have answered:

What are the costs for me of participating in this research?

There are no costs for you involved. Participating in the study will take you
approximately 30mins of your time.

Are there any discomforts and risks for me involved ?

Your privacy is always respected. You are not placed at any risk in this research, and you
are unlikely to experience any discomfort either.

How are discomforts and risks for me alleviated?

If you feel that questions are asked that you are not feeling comfortable to answer you may
decline to answer any question at any time. You can also ask for the audio-tape to be turned
off, have a response deleted, or choose to have the interview terminated all together. | will

make it my priority to treat your concerns with utmost care and respect.

What do | do if | want to participate in the study?

Please inform myself as the researcher of your decision within the next 14 days by
email; the email address is provided below.

Do | have to give written consent to participate in this research?
All participants who agree to take part in the research have to provide their written

consent. You can do this either by email: please sign and send the signed attached
consent form. You can also chose to sign the form at the interview.
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Will | receive feedback on the results of this rese arch?

All participants who are interested in the findings of this research will receive a summary

of the findings. If you are interested in the findings please tick appropriate box on
consent form.

What do | do if | have concerns about this research  ?
Any concerns regarding the nature of this project should be raised with me.

You can also contact the Project Supervisor, Dr. Sabina Jaeger,
<sabina.jaeger@aut.ac.nz>, +64 9 921 9999 ext. 5907

Concerns regarding the ethical conduct of the research should be directed to the
Executive Secretary, AUTEC, Dr Rosemary Godbold, rosemary.godbold@aut.ac.nz ,
0064-921 9999 ext. 6902.

If | want additional information or who should | co ntact for further details about this
research?

Please contact me directly at Tobias Blechschmidt <tblechschmidt@hotmail.com>
Project Supervisor Contact Details:
Dr. Sabina Jaeger, AUT University; Faculty of Business and Law; Auckland - New Zealand

Phone +64 9 921 9999 ext 5907 Email: <sabina.jaeger@aut.ac.nz>

Approved by the Auckland University of Technology E thics Committee on type the date final ethics
approval was granted , AUTEC Reference number type the reference number .
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Appendix B: Consent Form

Consent Form

UNIVERSITY

TE WANANGA ARONUI O TAMAKI MAKAU RAU

Project title:

“Managing cross-cultural negotiations in the curren t Northern Iraq 1B
environment.”

Project Supervisor: Dr. Sabina Jaeger

Researcher: Research Student — Tobias Blechschmidt

O | have read and understood the information provided about this research project in
the Information Sheet dated 10/04/2013.

O | have had an opportunity to ask questions and to have them answered.

O I understand that notes will be taken during the interviews and that they will also be
audio-taped and transcribed.

O I understand that collected data might be used at a later stage for academic purposes

e.g. journal article, PhD. Thesis.
| understand that | may withdraw myself or any information that | have provided for
this project at any time prior to completion of data collection, without being
disadvantaged in any way.

O If 1 withdraw, | understand that all relevant information including tapes and
transcripts, or parts thereof, will be destroyed.

O | agree to take part in this research.

O | wish to receive a copy of the report from the research (please tick one): YesO

NoO

Participant’s signature:

Participant’s Contact Details (if appropriate):

Date:
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Appendix C: Interpersonal Conflict Questionnaire

When negotiating: Neither
Very Likely nor Very
Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely

1. lusually come up with a plan to influence the
negotiation to go my way.

2. lusually explain myself well to make sure that
the negotiation stays friendly and comfortable.

3. lusually go out of my way to make sure that the
outcome for the other party is fair.

4. | usually make sure that | and the other party
can get what we want from the negotiation.

5. If something needs to be negotiated, | usually
volunteer to do it.

6. | usually compromise in order to get something
in return from the person I’'m negotiating with.

7. If the negotiation is not going in my favor, |
withdraw from the negotiation.

8. |l usually come up with creative solutions that
allow both me and the other party to get what
we want from the negotiation.

9. If it seems important for the other person to
have the upper hand, I'll give in to them.

10. 1 usually avoid difficult issues to keep the
negotiation from getting unpleasant.

11. If the other party compromises their position,
I’'m likely to compromise my position in return.

12. Itis important to me to communicate and
understand the needs of both parties in order to
achieve a satisfying outcome for all people
involved.

13. I usually present information, when negotiating,
even if it doesn’t necessarily always support my
position.

14. 1 usually suggest a solution that allows both
parties to meet in the middle.

15. | belief it is important to understand the view of

the other parties and accommodate their
needs.
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Neither

Rate your level of agreement with each strongly Agree Strongly
of these statements. Agree Agree nor Disagree | Disagree
Disagree

16. | hold the view that when negotiating, both
sides have to give something up to get
rewarded.

17. What's good for me is really all that matters
when negotiating.

18. 1 usually avoid engaging in negotiation.

19. 1 hold the view that when negotiating, someone
wins and someone has to lose.

20. The feelings of the other party I'm negotiating
with are of importance to me.

21. When negotiating the secret to success is to
focus is on common points rather than
differences.

22. My negotiation approach can be aggressive
when it benefits me.

23. | belief compromising in a negotiation is
equivalent to losing.

24. Itis not important to me if the other party does
not benefit from the negotiation.

25. When negotiating it is important to me to
achieve a good comfort level for all parties
involved.
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Appendix D: Open ended interview questions

Indicative Questions for Interview:

“Participant tells the interviewer about an important negotiation process he or

she was confronted with within the last 12 months.”

Q1. Can you please tell me about how you conduct atregm? What are the
secrets of successful negotiation?

Q2. Can you please tell me, when negotiating how ingtris protocol for you?

Q3. Can you please tell me during your negotiationsy o you communicate with

your opposite?

Q4. Can you please tell me what value time has forwben negotiating? E.g. a
limited resource that must not be wasted or weteigterested in getting to know

the other counterpart?

Q5. Can you please tell about the risk that was relafiédthe outcome of the

negotiation? Were you willing to take a risk?

Q6.Can you please tell me, did you involve other aijlees or employees in the

decision making process?

Q7. Can you please tell is agreement detail-orientebvéth specific provisions or

open to changes?

Q8. Are you satisfied with the outcome?
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Appendix E: Ethics Approval

[I SECRETARIAT

UNIVERSITY

TE WANANGA ARONUI O TAMAKI MAKAU RAU

24 May 2013

Sabina Jaeger
Faculty of Business and Law

Dear Sabina

Re Ethics Application: 13/94 Managing cross-cultural negotiations in the current Northern Iraq IB
environment.

Thank you for providing evidence as requested, which satisfies the points raised by the AUT
University Ethics Committee (AUTEC).

Your ethics application has been approved for three years until 23 May 2016.
As part of the ethics approval process, you are required to submit the following to AUTEC:

e A brief annual progress report using form EA2, which is available online
throughhttp://www.aut.ac.nz/researchethics. When necessary this form may also be used to
request an extension of the approval at least one month prior to its expiry on 23 May 2016;

e A brief report on the status of the project using form EA3, which is available online
throughhttp://www.aut.ac.nz/researchethics. This report is to be submitted either when the
approval expires on 23 May 2016 or on completion of the project.

It is a condition of approval that AUTEC is notified of any adverse events or if the research does not
commence. AUTEC approval needs to be sought for any alteration to the research, including any
alteration of or addition to any documents that are provided to participants. You are responsible for
ensuring that research undertaken under this approval occurs within the parameters outlined in the
approved application.

AUTEC grants ethical approval only. If you require management approval from an institution or
organisation for your research, then you will need to obtain this. If your research is undertaken
within a jurisdiction outside New Zealand, you will need to make the arrangements necessary to
meet the legal and ethical requirements that apply there.

To enable us to provide you with efficient service, please use the application number and study title
in all correspondence with us. If you have any enquiries about this application, or anything else,

please do contact us at ethics@aut.ac.nz.

All the very best with your research,
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Madeline Banda
Acting Executive Secretary
Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee

Cc: Tobias Blechschmidt tblechschmidt@hotmail.com; dgy3502 @aut.ac.nz
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