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Abstract

Due to an increasingly integrated economy, more and more people all over the world are
negotiating with people from different cultural backgrounds. Research suggests that culture impacts
negotiation behaviour in many aspects: it influences negotiators’ motives, interests, and the
strategies. However, most of the research that has been done in this field concerned American,
Japanese or Chinese negotiation strategies, styles and tactics. Little is known about Dutch and
Ukrainian negotiations styles, tactics and especially the differences between them. The present study
aims to reveal the extent of these differences. In particular, we are interested in how cultural
background influences negotiator’s preference and attitude toward unethical behaviour and
emotions’ display within negotiation. The author expected that Ukrainian negotiators would
consider unethical behaviour as more appropriate than the Dutch ones, and that they would imply
deceptive tactics more often. Besides, it was expected that deceived Dutch negotiators would
retaliate their deceivers more often than Ukrainians, and when deceived their emotions would be
more negative than those of Ukrainians. Using an ultimate bargaining game participants were asked
to conduct two negotiation games. Four conditions were applied in the experiment to check
participants’ reaction to deception, anger and possible interaction of the last. The results showed no
significant difference between Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators’ choices for deception or for
retaliation. Moreover, no difference was found between Dutch and Ukrainian deceived negotiators’
emotions. However, a closer look at participants’ answers to a few questionnaires (perceived
emotions of counterpart, fairness and SINS) reveals a difference between the Dutch and Ukrainians
in their preferences to negotiation tactics, emotions display and fairness.
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The Role of Deception and Emotions in Negotiations: the Dutch and Ukrainians Compared
According to Business Ukraine magazine, the Netherlands and Ukraine have been enjoying

successful business relations in many areas of economy since the XVII century (Business Ukraine
Magazine, 2010 [BUM]. Nowadays more than 200 Dutch companies, among which well-known
companies like Bavaria, Heineken, ING, KLM, Philips, and Shell, are active in Ukraine. Since 1991,
the year Ukraine became an independent country, the Netherlands has been one of the biggest trade
partners of Ukraine. In 2009, the Netherlands, among the 27 European Union member countries,
was the sixth largest exporter to Ukraine (the main export products were agricultural produce, heavy
and light machinery, and pharmaceuticals), and the fifth largest importer from Ukraine (among main
export goods were iron and steel products, sunflower seed oil and ferronickel) (BUM, 2010).
Considerable evidence exists (i.e. Ferraro, 1994; Salacuse, 1991) that doing business with
international companies is much more complicating than doing business with domestic companies.
And that is due to a number of reasons: different political and legal systems, government regulations
and bureaucracies, and cultural differences. However, research suggests that about 65% of failed
business deals happen because of bad interpretation or misunderstanding the cultural background of
your business partners (Kwintessential LTD, 2011). Negotiation is one of the most important
elements of the selling and buying functions, and thus of management and business in general
(Nelsin & Greenhalgh, 1983). Negotiation is a social but rather complicated process, and this
complexity increases when people from different cultures and/or countries negotiate (Sebenius,
2002). Culture embeds norms and values people from different groups (countries, in our case) posse
and share (Brett, 2001). In other words, culture frames people’s behaviour and their reaction to the
behaviour of other people (Brett, 2001). That is why it is crucial to keep in mind what the cultural

background of your business partner is.
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In order to get as much as possible in a deal, negotiators often use different tactics, some of
which may be far from ethical. Examples of this are deceiving a counterpart or pretending to be
angry and offended. Research shows (i.e. Volkema, 2004) that people from different countries
perceive appropriateness of using these tactics differently, and their attitude and responses to them
also vary. Let us now imagine a situation where two managers need to negotiate a deal which
involves a big amount of money, and one of them gets emotional and angry (or pretends to). How
should they both behave in order not to fail the deal? Or what if one of them decides to play hard
and deceive an opponent by lying to him and another negotiator discovers the lie? How should he
react and what should he do in order not to break down an important deal for him or his company?
Every individual will answer these questions differently due to his own experience and background,
but what if those two managers came from different countries let’s say the Netherland and Ukraine?
How will their cultural background influence their behaviour within the described context? These
questions are not easy but challenging to answer. Research on Ukraine with regard to cultural effects
on management practices is underexposed. In particular, there is a lack of information about the role
of cultural differences in conducting negotiations with Dutch-Ukrainian companies, which is
surprising taking into account such a long history of successful cooperation between the two
countries. Within this domain a research will be conducted in order to investigate the impact of
national and business cultures on Dutch and Ukrainian ways of conducting negotiations, and the role
of deception and emotions in negotiation in particular.

The Meaning of Culture

More than two-thirds of many negotiation efforts fail although both sides want to reach a
successful agreement (Fisher, Ury, & Patton, 1991). Often barriers to a successful agreement are
cultural rather than economic or legal. It is then not surprising that culture is the most frequently

studied element in international negotiations (Lewicki, Barry, & Saunders, 2010). Definitions of
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culture vary considerably. Hofstede (1984) defines culture as “the collective programming of the
mind which distinguishes the members of one human group from another” (p. 13), claiming that
national culture has the greatest impact on organizational behaviour. For purposes of this paper,
culture is defined as “the socially transmitted behaviour patterns, norms, beliefs and values of a
given community” (Salacuse, 1991, p.45). There is a large amount of studies that explore culture’s
impact on negotiation processes (Graham, 1993; Lituchy, 1997; Brett et al., 1998; Weiss, 2004;
Salacuse, 1998). Brett (2001) for instance, suggests that cultural values have a strong effect on
negotiation interest and priorities, and cultural norms may influence negotiation strategies. Besides,
different cultural systems can produce divergent negotiating styles — styles shaped by each nation’s
culture, geography, history and political system.
Cultural Dimensions of the Netherlands and Ukraine

Hofstede’s dimensions of culture (1980) are frequently used to study the influence of cultural
background on negotiation process, tactics and styles (i.e. Volkema, 1999; Acuft, 1997;
Arunachalam, Wall, & Chan, 1998), even though Hofstede’s studies have received some scepticism
(Schwartz, 1994; Triandis, 1982). Having conducted a large scale study on the values of people
from 50 countries around the world, Hofstede (1980) identified four dimensions to classify the way
people in different countries interpret their cultural environment. However, the model offered by
Hofstede does not cover Ukraine. Only in the beginning of this century Ukrainian researchers in the
field of cultural studies determined numerical parameters of Hofstede’s four indexes for Ukrainian
(Golets, 2006).

According to Hofstede (1980), the Netherlands represents an individualistic, small power-
distance, weak uncertainty-avoidance and low masculinity or feminine culture. Ukrainian culture is
a collectivistic, high power distance, high uncertainty avoidance and masculine culture (Golets,

2006; Woldan, 2009; Prykarpatska, 2008).
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Power Distance (PDI) is the extent to which less powerful group members accept unequal
distribution of power (Hofstede, 1984). According to Hofstede (1989), in cultures with high power
distance only those are right who have power. Poorer countries with a small middle class tend to
high power distance in a society (Hofstede, 1989). Ukraine is a typical example of the country with
high power distance. A possible explanation to an unequal division of the power in the country
comes from history. Ukrainian people have always been waiting for a fair and wise ruler whom they
will unquestioningly obey but he, in his turn, will lead them to a better future (like during the
Cossack period). The Netherlands, on the other hand, is a country with a low power distance in the
society, where no one should dominate and stand out of the crowd (Van der Horst, 2001). It may be
connected to the fact that the protestant faith has been the dominant religion in the country for a long
period of time, and protestant communions are non-hierarchical. Thus, the Netherlands scores much
lower than Ukraine in power distance dimension.

Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) is the extent to which people tolerate ambiguity and uncertainty.
Even though both countries score quite high in UAI dimension, Ukraine scores higher than the
Netherlands, 93 and 53 respectively. High uncertainty avoidance in Ukraine is closely related to
high power distance in the society and the believe in a miracle and in the “savior”. Protestant
countries and the Netherlands as one of them tend to score lower in uncertainty avoidance
(Hofstede, 1980).

Individualism (IND) is the extent to which people depend on and look after themselves and
their immediate family, where collectivism would lead to knit social structures. In the individualistic
societies, people tend to see themselves as individuals, while in the collectivistic society, people
tend to see themselves as members of groups (Hofstede, 2005), and this is the case in Ukraine. This
may be explained by the fact that Ukrainians for a long period of time have been of the Orthodox

faith which values the sense of the community and belonging to a group. The Netherlands, on the
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other hand, is an individualistic country. Firstly, it is due to the stable economy, as according to
Hofstede (2005), wealthier countries tend to be more individualistic than poor countries. Secondly,
people living in a low-lying country like the Netherlands were constantly threatened by the water,
and therefore had to become independent, mobile and rely on themselves. Moreover, for years the
House of Orange (Dutch Royal family) has been the guarantor for each individual to be himself
(Van der Horst, 2001). The Netherlands scores very high in this dimension, 80. Ukraine scores 38 in
this dimension.

Masculinity (MAS) is the extent to which people value self-assertiveness and focus on
ambition and material goods. Looking back at history we can see that for centuries Ukrainian
society has been masculine with a strict separation of male and female roles: a man had to earn the
money and be active in public life, while the only role for a woman was to take care of her husband
and children. Moreover politics and business in Ukraine have been domains for men or at least for
those with men’s characteristics, and women were allowed only to such areas as art, music and
poetry (Woldan, 2009). The Dutch culture due to the influence of protestant church is feminine, and
there is no big gap between men’s and women’s roles and values in the society. Masculinity is the
Netherlands’ lowest Hofstede Dimension, it’s score is only14. Ukraine does not score very high in
this dimension as well; however, it scores higher than the Netherlands, 40.

Long Term Orientation (LTO) is the extent to which people value persistence, thrift, and
order in relationships. This dimension was included in the framework much later. The Netherlands
scores 44 in this dimension. Unfortunately, there is no information about Ukraine in this aspect;
however, according to Woldan (2009), Ukraine is a short-term orientation country. First of all,
because of the long influence of the Orthodox church (whose main idea to make a progress but not
to change (Woldan, 2009) in the past. And second of all, because of the contemporary unstable

economy. The Dutch prefer short-term relations and this may be caused by historical conditions,
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when they have been travelling around the world in order to conquer new lands and trade goods.
Travelling was much more dangerous in the past therefore the Dutch people preferred short-term
relations. Besides, a short-term orientation of the Dutch might be indirectly connected to

individuals’ preference not to build relationships with business partners. Figure 1 represents a
difference between Dutch and Ukrainian cultures in all four dimensions, in some considerable and in
some only till certain extent. However, due to this distinctness I expect to find the differences in the
way people from these two countries negotiate.

Figure 1

The Hofstede Model: the Netherlands vs. Ukraine
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Culture is also proved to influence negotiation styles and tactics people implement while
negotiating; this issue and more particularly if negotiators in different cultures have the same ethical
evaluation of negotiation tactics has been largely discussed in bargaining literature (Lewicki and
Robinson, 1998; Volkema, 1999, 2004; Volkema & Fleury, 2002). The influence of culture on
negotiation styles will be discussed in the next section.
Cultural Affects on Negotiating Styles and Tactics

To identify cross cultural differences in negotiating styles scholars usually focus on selected
aspects of negotiators’ behaviour called negotiation factors. Salacuse (1999) defines negotiating

styles as the way people with different cultural background behave during negotiations. In his study
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Salacuse (1998) explores international negotiating styles and gives the range of possible cultural
responses to each of them. The researcher developed a questionnaire and distributed it to over 300
business executives, lawyers, and graduate students from 12 countries — Argentina, Brazil, China,
France, Germany, India, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Spain, UK and USA. The participants were asked
to rate their own attitude towards each of the features on a five-point scale, after that the
questionnaires were analyzed and the results were calculated. Table 1 represents the negotiation
factors the researcher used in his survey and the possible cultural responses to them.

Table 1

Research Framework Proposed by Salacuse for Determining the Negotiating Styles

Negotiation Factors Cultural Responses
Goal Contract OR Relationship
Attitudes Win/Lose OR Win/Win
Personal Styles Informal OR Formal
Communications Direct OR Indirect
Time Sensitivity High OR Low
Emotionalism High OR Low
Agreement Form Specific OR General
Agreement Building Bottom Up OR Top Down
Team Organization One Leader OR Consensus
Risk-taking High OR Low

In this study I am interested whether culture as a joining unite of a community influences individuals’
behaviour within a negotiation process and their perception of possible and acceptable behaviour
during a negotiation process (thus, how far a person can go is closely connected to his perception of
ideal outcome of the negotiation, i.e. win-win or win-lose outcome). Besides, [ am interested in the
role of emotions during negotiation process. Thus, framed by the theme of this study, only three

negotiation factors will be discussed further in the paper: attitudes, emotionalism and risk-taking.
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Salacuse (1998) states that culture impacts individuals’ attitudes within a negotiation process, i.e. a
person’s perception of a negotiation process where both parties gain, or one party gains and another
one loses; the possible cultural responses are win-win or win-lose. According to Katz (2007), the
Dutch view negotiations as a joint problem-solving process, they believe in the concept of win-win
and that is why they are open to compromise during any form of negotiation (Vossestein, 2008).
This predisposition to a compromise and tolerance dates back to the XVII century, when the
Netherlands was a Republic and consisted of seven provinces with their own laws and decentralized
power. In order to make any kind of decision or resolution, the regents had to make a lot of
concessions and be extremely tolerant towards their counterparts (Van der Horst, 2001). Ukrainians,
on the other hand, prefer to employ distributive and contingency bargaining; they view negotiating
as a zero-sum game in which only one part can win (Katz, 2007). Moreover, as their eastern
neighbours the Russians, the Ukrainians are considered to be strongly competitive negotiators
(Freedman & Katz, 2008). Serscikov (2010) states that managers/negotiators from Western
countries prefer a win-win strategy when both parties are ready to compromise to get a mutual
decision. Negotiators/managers from post- Soviet countries prefer win-loss strategy as in Soviet
culture a compromise was seen as a weakness.

Emotionalism means that emotions are shown openly at negotiations, and decisions are
based on emotional factors (Salacuse, 2003). The Dutch tend not to show their emotions and
separate them from business relations (Trompenaars, 1997). Katz (2007) in his turn, points out that
the Dutch prefer to state their opinion clearly but unemotionally, thus keeping the rational and
emotional sides of the character separate during working hours. Due to the impact of the protestant
faith in the Netherlands, the Dutch society is an activity-centred society. In activity-centred societies
people tend to operate on a cognitive mode, and public expression of feelings is undesirable

(Laungani, 1999). Ukrainians, on the other hand, are considered to be the people with the priority of
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“the heart” above “the head” (Shulman, 1999), people who do not separate emotions from business
relations (Bondarenko, 2008) and tend to show them openly in public. However, an open display of
emotions is sometimes negatively connected to collectivism (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier,
2002; Wellenkamp, 1995), as being a part of a group implies control of an individual’s emotions for
the sake of a group’s harmony and well-being. This implication will be discussed further in the
paper.

Moreover, the Netherlands scores lower than Ukraine on uncertainty avoidance, this may
mean that Ukrainian negotiators are risk averse and the Dutch are risk takers. On the other hand,
Weber and Hsee (1998) suggest that people from collectivistic cultures are more risk taking than
people from individualistic cultures. Van der Horst (2001) supports this idea stating that “avoid the
risk” is one of the Dutch mottos. Thus based on the theoretical framework, it is difficult to state
whether the Dutch or the Ukrainian negotiators tend to take more risky decisions. In this study we
aim to answer this question.

Ethics in Negotiations: Deception

Due to several reasons information is considered to be one of the most crucial elements in
negotiation (McMillan, 1992; Carnevale & Pruitt, 1993; Shell, 1999). Firstly, information sharing
signals trust and understanding between the parties, and as a result may lead to a better negotiation
outcome (Volkema et al., 2004). Secondly, information is seen as a source of power and thus, the
more information one side has the more powerful and dominant its position is (Lewicki, Saunders,
& Minton 1999; Schelling, 1960; Brodt, 1994). Thus, often negotiators face the dilemma of how
much information to share with another party. This information can be of two types, valid/relevant
and invalid/ irrelevant (Volkema et al., 2004). Sharing invalid/irrelevant information, i.e.
misrepresenting facts, giving false promises, bluffing or deceiving, is considered to be one of the

unethical strategies which negotiators adopt to gain more or defend their ground within bargaining
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situation. In this study I am interested in deception, as one of the unethical bargaining strategies, and
more particularly, in the impact of culture on the attitude, usage, and reaction to deception in
negotiation. Deception is a negotiator’s attempt to “manipulate the opponent’s logical and inferential
processes, in order to lead the opponent to an incorrect conclusion or deduction” (Lewicki &
Robinson, 1998). There are three commonly recognized reasons why negotiators resort to the usage
of deception: greed, competition, and experienced injustice (Lewicki, Litterer, Minton, & Saunders,
1994; Murnighan, 1991). Firstly, it is believed that a person’s desire to increase his own outcome
can be stronger than his desire to be fair and cooperative (Boles, Croson, & Murnighan, 2000).
Secondly, Seybolt and Murnighan (1990) have proved that most of the negotiators despite of
anything want to do better than their counterpart. Thirdly, negotiators who experienced injustice
may also use deception as a reciprocal step. Moreover, Straub and Murnighan (1991) suggest that
negotiators tend to deceive in a case when another party does not know the real size of the shared
pie, like in ultimatum bargaining games. People making offers in ultimatum bargaining games offer
their counterpart much less money when those do not know the real amount of divided money.
However, this behavior can backfire when people feel unfairly treated or deceived (Messick &
Sentis, 1983; Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996). In these cases they want to punish their deceiver.

There is also a number of other factors that can affect the use of unethical tactics, among which the
background and demographic characteristics of negotiators (i.e. gender, age and culture), the
personality characteristics (i.e. competitiveness vs. cooperativeness, Machiavellianism), and
elements of the social context (the situation in which the negotiators find themselves) that encourage
or discourage unethical behaviour within negotiation context (Lewicki, et al., 2010). People from
different cultures differ in the use and perceived appropriateness of ethically ambiguous negotiation
tactics (Elahee, Kirby, & Nasif, 2002; Volkema, 1999, 2004; Volkema & Fleury, 2002). Hofstede

(1980, 1989) and Lituchy (1997) for instance, state that the individualism/ collectivism compound
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impacts work values, communication, and the distributive behaviour of people. While collectivist
people tend to trust their in-group members and behave cooperatively towards them (Hsu, 1983),
they behave very competitively towards out-group members. On the other hand, people from
individualistic cultures do not make distinctions between in-group and out-group members, and the
way they negotiate more likely depends on the strategy their counterpart choose (Kelley &
Stahelski, 1970) rather than on belonging to in or out-group. Moreover, people from strong
uncertainty-avoidance cultures are suspicious of foreigners; people from low uncertainty-avoidance
cultures are more open to foreigners (Hofstede, 1980), and thus, I assume that the level of trust to
strangers in Dutch society may be higher than the level of trust in Ukrainian society. Mikheyev
(1987) confirms this theory and states that for “homo soveticus” everyone outside a narrow circle of
friends was seen as an enemy, who only wants to take advantage of others. Serscikov (2010)
examining Russian negotiation styles points that Russians do not trust each other and that is why
every negotiating process for them is a tough and manipulative play. Furthermore, prior work
(Pinkley, 1990; Carnevale & Pruitt, 1992) suggests that win-framed negotiators (Ukrainian, in this
case), unlike cooperate-framed ones (Dutch in our case), are more likely to employ ethically
questionable tactics. Moreover, it is suggested that power distance is directly connected to perceived
appropriateness and probability to use competitive and questionable negotiation behaviours. People
in high power distance cultures are more tolerable to unethical behaviour (bribery, cheating) and
thus may use unethical negotiation tactics more often than people from individualistic cultures (Getz
& Volkema, 2001). Moreover, Volkema (2004) suggests that people from countries with more
masculine cultures indicated a higher likelihood of engaging in questionable information collection
behaviours. We believe in a positive correlation between a competitive approach to negotiations and
preference to use unethical tactics and this is why we assume that Ukrainian negotiators will deceive

their counterpart more often than the Dutch. Based on the theory, I assume that firstly, due to the
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lack of trust in the counterpart, Ukrainian negotiators will reject the offer made by the counterpart,
more often than Dutch negotiators. Secondly, because of negotiating with out-group member and
being win-framed negotiators, Ukrainians will try to deceive their opponent more often than the
Dutch.
H1: Ukrainian negotiators will reject offers from their counterparts more often than the Dutch
H2: Ukrainian negotiators will deceive each other more often than the Dutch ones

Retaliation of Deception

Deception is not always beneficial to the deceivers. Research proves that deception is seen as
inappropriate and undesirable behaviour and may lead to retaliatory deception from the counterpart
(Boles et al., 2000; Brandts & Charness, 2003). This kind of behaviour is called reciprocity, and is
defined as the tendency to mirror someone else’s behaviour (Goudner, 1960). Reciprocity can be
either cooperative or retaliatory (Pruitt, 1968; Komorita & Esser, 1975). Research shows that
negotiators mirror both cooperative and competitive strategies of their counterpart (Frazier & Rody,
1991). Using a cooperative strategy, a negotiator believes that making concessions will make the
other party to do alike (Pruitt, 1991). A competitive strategy, on the other hand, such as making an
extreme opening offer, will lead the other party to respond with a tough counteroftfer (Bartos, 1974).
Thus, trust is built between the negotiators as a function of the positive reciprocity (Pruitt & Lewis,
1977). However, trust is very sensitive and easily affected, and once it becomes questionable or lost,
it is hard to build it again. This may sooner or later lead to negative reciprocity, as when being
deceived, the betrayed party can retaliate. The motivation for retaliating here is the violation of the
reciprocity norm. In the case of negotiation, violating the norm of reciprocity is seen as a self-
interested attitude, which is the typical view that most negotiators hold (Maxwell, Nye, & Maxwell,
2003). A feeling of injustice can lead an individual to taking a revenge on a person who betrayed

him (Bies & Tripp, 1997) as the desire to take revenge is a basic human passion (Frijda, 1994).
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We expect deceived negotiators to retaliate by deceiving their counterparts irrespectively from their
cultural background since retaliation is a basic human reaction to deception. Thus, I assume:
H3: Deceived negotiators will retaliate by deceiving their counterpart independently from their

cultural background
It is necessary to point out that the same emotional state can lead to different behaviour in different
cultures (e.g. Mesquita, Frijda, & Scherer, 1997), and this may be explained by the existence of
display rules concerning emotional expression. I suppose that retaliation of deception can also be
framed by cultural background. As Louneva (2010) states, Ukraine is a very low trust environment
which lacks institutional framework and as a result, nobody trusts anyone and always expects to be
cheated. She suggests that Ukrainians use deceptive tactics very frequently and more interestingly,
they expect their counterpart to use them as well. Dutch institutional structures possess several
characteristics that support the formation of trust and co-operation. According to Den Butter and
Mosch (2001), there seems to be a character trait in the Netherlands that is favourable to co-
operation and consensus; in other words, there seems to be a sort of “basic trust” among people
(Hussein, 1996). The protestant faith gave this basis for honest and trustful underlay in the country.
Implementing this in negotiation context, I suppose that people who tend to trust their counterpart
from the beginning, and who were deceived would retaliate more often than those who don’t trust
the opponent from the start. Thus:
H4:  When deceived Dutch negotiators are more likely to retaliate than Ukrainian ones
Role of Emotions in Negotiation: Anger

What is crucially important to keep in mind is that negotiation is often a highly emotional
and heated process; usually emotions are innate to negotiation and social conflict (Davidson &
Greenhalgh, 1999) and are important in order to understand how individuals behave within

bargaining situations (Barry & Oliver, 1996). However, the role of emotions has received only
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limited attention in the bargaining literature (Van Dijk, Van Kleef, Steinel, & Van Beest, 2008;
Lewicki et al., 2010).

In the bargaining literature one may find many definitions to emotions most of which
according to Lazarus, (1991) point to three main features of emotions: physiological reactions,
action tendencies, and subjective experience. Research on emotions in negotiation is usually divided
into two categories of studies: those of intrapersonal effects (i.e. the influence of a negotiator’s
emotions on his/her own negotiation behaviour) and those of interpersonal effects (i.e. the influence
of a negotiator’s emotions on the behaviour of his counterpart). In my research I am interested in
interpersonal effects of emotions, i.e. the affect of anger on negotiation process and its outcomes.
Interpersonal effects of emotions are considered to have important functions in negotiation (Barry &
Oliver, 1996; Morris & Keltner, 2000; Thompson, Nadler, & Kim, 1999). Firstly, according to
Keltner & Haidt (1999) emotion display tends to evoke complementary or reciprocal emotions in
others that help people to orient within the society. Secondly, emotions are a special type of
communication to both oneself and other people (Oatley & Johnson-Laird, 1987) which transmits
the information about how one feels about things (Ekman, 1993; Scherer, 1986) and about one’s
intentions towards other people (Knutson, 1996). Thirdly, emotions can serve as a ground for other
individuals’ social behaviour (Klinnert, Campos, Sorce, Emde, & Svejda, 1983). The effects of
anger and especially whether it has positive effects or backfires in negotiation have been studied by
many researchers (e.g., Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Hess & Blairy, 2001). Research suggests (for
instance, Friedman et al., 2004) that expressions of anger by one party triggered anger from the
other party, reducing the chances for a successful settlement of the dispute. Therefore, we assume:
HS:  Negotiators’ emotions will be changed in a negative way when dealing with an angry

opponent (reciprocity effect)



THE ROLE OF DECEPTION AND EMOTIONS IN NEGOTIATION: THE DUTCH AND UKRAINIANS COMPARED 17

As previously stated in the paper, cultural background may influence both the process of
negotiation and its outcome; besides, it may also influence the way people perceive and react to
anger display during negotiation. Unfortunately, there are no studies which examine the role of
anger and its influence on Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators. However, based on national and
business cultures of the countries we may assume the consequences of negotiation with an angry
opponent. As mentioned before, the Dutch culture presupposes a certain level of trust in the society
(Den Butter & Mosch, 2001; Katz, 2008, Hofstede, 1980) while Ukrainian does not; moreover,
people actually expect to be deceived any time (Louneva, 2008; Hofstede, 1980). Being deceived
leads to negative emotions (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), however, if one already expected to be
deceived he/she may be less aggressive and disappointed than the one who did not. It is because
there was no trust and faith between the partners from the beginning. Besides, Gudykunst and Ting-
Toomey (1988) suggest a negative correlation between power distance and injustice as a
predisposition to anger. They claim that people in high power distance cultures expect and take for
granted injustice and inequality, while the last are not acceptable in low power distance cultures.
Thus, we assume:

Hé: Deceived Dutch negotiators will be more aggressive than deceived Ukrainian negotiators.
On the other hand, Knutson (1996), Sinaceur and Tiedens (2006), and Van Kleef, De Dreu and
Manstead (2004a) point out positive effects of anger display in bargaining: an angry counterpart is
perceived to be dominant, tough or ambitious, and thus negotiators concede more often to an angry
opponent than to a happy or unemotional partner. However, Van Dijk et al. (2008) found out that
anger is less likely to elicit concessions when another party either has opportunity to respond with
deception (misrepresent his/her own interests, for instance) or has little at stake and thus little to lose
from having the angry opponent say “no” to an offer. Thus, anger can backfire, and negotiators who

interacted with an angry opponent will deceive them. Based, on the framework, we assume that
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people negotiating with an angry opponent will accept an offer more often than those who negotiate

with a neutral one despite the cultural background. However, when having a chance to deceive an

angry counterpart, negotiators will do that more often than those who interacted with a “neutral”

one.

H 7: people who negotiate with an angry opponent will accept an offer more often than those who
negotiate with a neutral one.

H 8: negotiators who are confronted with an angry opponent will deceive more often than those
who are confronted with a neutral one, independently from their cultural background.

Method

To test the hypotheses and answer the questions asked in the previous section an experiment
was set up. Participants were asked to play a repeated ultimatum game (UG) based on the Boles et
al. (2000) approach.

The Dutch version of the interface (Van de Laarschot, 2011), which was the initial version,
was translated into Russian by the researcher. Russian was chosen as the language of the experiment
as it is the second official language in Kharkiv, the city where the experiment was conducted, and
most of the population there speaks it as the mother language. In general, two separate studies were
conducted, the Dutch and the Ukrainian version with Dutch and Ukrainian participants respectively.
However, the Ukrainian version is a full replication the Dutch study but with two differences: the
participants and the language of the experiment. The experiment with Dutch participants was
conducted by another researcher (Van der Laarschot, 2011). The data for the Ukrainian study were
collected from February, 19 to the March, 10, 2011; while the data from the Dutch one were
collected from September, 10, 2010 to February, 23, 2011.

Design and Participants
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The experiment employed a 2 (“angry” versus “neutral” condition) x 2 (“deception” versus
“honest” condition) x 2 (the Dutch versus Ukrainians) between-subjects design. Dutch participants
were told that they were playing against Dutch participants, and Ukrainian participants thought they
were playing against Ukrainian students. However, all participants played against a computer, which
now will be called a “counterpart”. In total, there were four experimental conditions: angry & honest
condition; neutral & honest condition; angry & lying condition’; and neutral & lying condition.
Conditions “angry” and “neutral” were used in order to examine the influence of anger on a
negotiator’s emotions and on the outcome of the negotiations. Participants in an “angry” condition
played with an angry opponent in the first round, and participants in the “neutral” condition played
with a neutral opponent. The conditions “lying” and “honest” were used to study the influence of
honesty/ deception on the outcome of the negotiations. Participants in a “lying” condition were
deceived by their opponent in the first mini game, as the division of the money would turn out to be
dishonest. In a “neutral” condition, the division of the money by the counterpart was honest and
there was no deception. Conditions “angry & lying” and “angry & honest” were used to examine the
interaction of anger and deception in negotiation.

A total of 245 participants took part in the experiment: 123 Dutch, either students from
Tilburg University or others (46 male and 77 female), and 122 Ukrainian students (69 male and 53
female) from Kharkiv National Polytechnical University, Kharkiv National University and Kharkiv
National University of Radio Electronics. The Ukrainian participants took part in the experiment for
monetary compensation, 40 Ukrainian gryvnyas (roughly equivalent to 4 euro) paid to them in cash.
The Dutch participants did it for course credits or as volunteers’. Ukrainian participants’ age ranged
from 18 to 27 with a mean age of 21.32, SD = 2.51. Dutch participants’ age ranged from 18 to 70
with a mean of 29.16, SD = 12.74. All participants were randomly assigned to the same-sex

experimental conditions.


http://www.4icu.org/reviews/4627.htm
http://www.4icu.org/reviews/4630.htm
http://www.4icu.org/reviews/4628.htm
http://www.4icu.org/reviews/4628.htm
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Procedure’

Experimental sessions lasted for 20 minutes and included 4 participants per one session.
Participants came to a computer laboratory and were assigned to one of the four experimental same
gender conditions (females: 14 in Angry & Honest Condition, 13 in Neutral & Honest Condition, 13
in Angry & Lying and 13 in Neutral & Lying Condition; males: 17 in Angry & Honest Condition,
19 in Neutral & Honest Condition, 17 in Angry & Lying Condition and 16 in Neutral & Lying
Condition).

One researcher was present at all sessions. Participants received an oral and written
overview of the experimental procedure. They were told that they would be interacting with the
same partner in two mini negotiations (games), that the negotiations would be conducted via
computer and they would see their opponent via camera (during the first game) but he/she wouldn’t
see them. Moreover, they were instructed that during the first negotiation the opponent would offer
them a specified amount of money and they would have to either accept or reject it. An acceptance
would lead to a division of the money as offered by the proposer; a rejection would mean that both
negotiators would receive nothing. In the first negotiation participants did not know the amount of
money their opponent was to divide, and in the second negotiation participants were told that their
counterpart would not know the sum he had to divide. Besides the money that an opponent offered a
participant, he also specified how he divided the money. In all 4 conditions the statement “I give you
the same amount of money I keep for myself” went along with the amount of divided money. But in
Conditions 3 & 4 the pre-programmed opponent lied because the sum of money was divided not
equally: sending the statement “I give you the same amount of money I keep for myself” an
opponent gave much less to a participant. After a participant accepted or rejected an offer, he/she

could see the real divided sum of money. After the first game, the second one would follow where

The procedure which is described below, describes the experiment with Ukrainian participants. For information concerning Dutch version of the
experiment and the procedure, please, read Van der Laarschot (2011)
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the participants would have to make an offer and to decide how to divide money (48 euro) between
him/her self and an opponent and it would be up to their opponent whether to accept or reject an
offer. Besides the money participants also had to choose one of five offered frames which had to go
along with the money amount and which would specify how they divide the money (see Appendix
A and B for Russian and English versions of the description of the experiment). The frames from
which the participants could choose were the following:

1. I give you much more than I keep for myself. You will get [XX] €

2. Igive you a little bit more than I leave for myself. You will get [XX] €

3. Igive you the same amount of money as I leave for myself. You will get [XX] €

4. I give you a bit less than I keep for myself. You will get [XX] €

5. Tgive you much less than I keep for myself. You will get [XX] €
Thus, participants were given a possibility to deceive an opponent by lying how they would divide
the money. In addition, participants were told that before and after game 1, and after game 2 they
would have to fill in the questionnaire about their emotional state (an adaptation of Likert Scale of
Van Kleef et al., 2004b) (see Appendix C and D for Russian and English versions of the
questionnaire) and about the last of an opponent (Van Kleef et al., 2004b) (see Appendix E and F for
Russian and English versions of the questionnaire). Besides, when participants finished the
negotiations, they would have to fill in a Self-Reported Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies (SINS)
Scale (Robinson, Lewicki, & Donahue, 2000) (see Appendix G and H for Russian and English
versions of the questionnaire), two questionnaires constructed by Van der Wijst and Krahmer (2010)
to test aggressiveness and fairness (see Appendix I, J, K and L for Russian and Dutch versions of the
questionnaires), and negotiations styles questionnaire (an adaptation of the Negotiation Style Profile,

Glaser & Glaser, 1991) (see Appendix M and N for Russian and English versions of the
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questionnaire). Participants were also told that the one who would gain the highest score in both
games would get a price.

The experiment began with participants filling in their name, gender, age and education.
After this, they were asked to check a connection with their counterpart by replying on the message
he has sent to them. Having checked the connection, the participants could see the fake explanation
of the purpose of the experiment on the screen (they were told that its main goal was to investigate
how media influences a negotiation process). Afterwards they had to fill in a questionnaire about
their emotional state at that moment. Later participants read the explanation and the rules of games.
Then the actual experiment started, and the participants played two games and filled in a few
questionnaires afterwards. The computer saved all the messages, offers, acceptances, and rejections.
At the end of the experiment the participants were paid and asked to sign the document as a proof of
their participation in the study.
Measures

Before the first game, a pre-test of participants’ emotions was conducted. This test was the
same for each condition of the experiment. Participants had to answer questions to report their
emotional state at the moment (Cronbach’s Alpha = .82, 6 items). An example item from the
questionnaire is: “At this moment I am angry” (where 1 is “not at all” and 7 “very much”). After the
first game, the participants had to fill in the same questionnaire to report their emotional state
(Cronbach’s Alpha=. 83, 6 items) and the emotional state of their counterpart (Cronbach’s
Alpha=.87, 6 items). After the game 2, two questionnaires constructed by Van der Wijst and
Krahmer (2010) were used to test both aggressiveness (Cronbach’s Alpha = .68, 6 items) and
fairness (Cronbach’s Alpha = .94, 6 items). An example item for aggressiveness was: "I would like
to hurt my opponent" and for fairness: "I thought that the first offer was fair". Besides, Robinson et

al. (2000) SINS Scale was used to test the participants’ attitude towards unethical bargaining
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(Cronbach’s Alpha = .74, 14 items). An example item that was measured was: "You make an
opening demand so high/low that it seriously undermines your opponent's confidence in his/her
ability to negotiate a satisfactory settlement”.
Results

In this study, we examined whether there was a difference between people with different
cultural background in relation to their perception and reaction to anger display and unfairness in
negotiation. In this section, the results of the data analysis will be described, and on the basis of
them my hypotheses will be either confirmed or rejected.
Effects of Culture
Acceptance/Rejection of the Offer

In the study, during game 1, participants had to choose whether they would accept or reject
the offer made by their counterpart. The hypothesis was that Ukrainian negotiators would reject their
counterparts’ offers more often than Dutch ones. An independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U test
showed that there was no difference between Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators in acceptance or
rejection of the offer (p = .806). 88 Dutch participants (71.5%) accepted the offer, and 35 (28.5%)
rejected it. As for Ukrainian negotiators, 89 participants (73%) accepted the offer and 33
participants (27%) rejected it. Thus, the hypothesis in which we assumed that Ukrainian negotiators
would reject their counterparts’ offers more often can be rejected (H1).
Deception

To determine the use of deception we compared the discrepancy between the chosen frame
and the division of the money. As mentioned in the methods part, the participants had to send their
proposal with a message that frames their offer. The following frames were used:

1. I give you much more than I keep for myself

2. Igive you a little bit more than I keep for myself
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3. I give you the same amount of money I keep for myself

4. 1 give you a little bit less than I keep for myself

5. T give you much less than I keep for myself
To examine the use of deception by participants, we had to set the ranges for the division of 48 euro.
If a negotiator chooses the frame 1, he should give not less than 30 euro to this opponent otherwise
he will deceive him. In case a proposer chooses the frame 2, he should give his counterpart not less
than 25 euro. When a proposer goes for the frame 3, he should divide the money equally, 24 euro he
should leave for himself and 24 give to this opponent. In case a negotiator chooses the frame 4, he
should give his opponent not less than 23 euro. Finally, if a proposer chooses the frame 5, he should
offer his opponent not less than 18 euro. Table 2 represents the criteria’s for deception
determination.
Table 2

Determination of deception

Frame Proposer’s part Respondent’s Deception if
part

I give you much more than I keep for myself <=18 >=30 division < 30
I give you a little bit more than I keep for myself <=23 >=25 division < 25
I give you the same amount of money I keep for =24 =24 division < 24
myself
I give you a little bit less than I keep for myself >=25 <=23 division <23
I give you much less than I keep for myself >=30 <=18 division < 18

Having attached the money division and the frames, we could determine the cases with deception. A

proposer deceived his counterpart in case he chose a frame which didn’t correspond to the pre-set
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money division. Firstly, we checked if there was a difference between both groups in the way they
divided the money between themselves and their opponents. It turned out that Ukrainians gave a
little bit more money to their opponents than the Dutch (M (Ukrainian) = 19.84, SD =5.519, M
(Dutch) = 18.59 SD = 5.511). Secondly, we examined if there was a difference between the groups
in their frame choice. An independent Samples Mann-Whitney U test revealed no significant
difference in this respect (p = 0.90). However, a close look at the results showed that Ukrainian
negotiators didn’t chose the fifth frame a single time, while Dutch did, even though only 5 (4.1%) of
them did so. Besides, 22 (18%) of Ukrainian negotiators used the second frame, while only 11
(8.9%) of Dutch negotiators preferred it. Table 3 describes the frame choice of Dutch and Ukrainian
negotiators.

Table 3

The frame choice of Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators

Frame Dutch Negotiators Ukrainian Negotiators
I give you much more than I keep for myself 6 (4.9%) 7 (5.7%)
I give you a little bit more than I keep for myself 11 (8.9%) 22 (18%)
I give you the same amount of money that [ keep for 66 (53.7%) 59 (48.4%)
myself
I give you a little bit less than I keep for myself 35 (28.5%) 34 (27.9%)
I give you much less than I keep for myself 5(4.1%) -

Now, when we know which group preferred which frame we can determine who, Dutch or
Ukrainian negotiators, deceived their opponents more often. We hypothesized that Ukrainians would
cheat each other more often than the Dutch. This turned out to be not the case. Our analysis revealed

that 68 Dutch participants (M = 7.33, SD =4.159) and 59 Ukrainian participants (M = 7.86, SD =
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5.286) cheated their opponents (F (1.127) = .351, p =.555). Thus, this hypothesis cannot be
accepted (H2). However, a close look at the discrepancy between the frames and money division
(means for both groups) showed that deception rate chosen by Ukrainian participants was a little bit
higher than deception rate chosen by Dutch participants.
Retaliation

We hypothesized that, when deceived, Dutch negotiators would retaliate more often than
Ukrainians. Our results revealed that there was no difference between Dutch and Ukrainian
negotiators in terms of retaliation (M (Dutch) = 8.27, SD =4.172; M (Ukrainian) = 8.94, SD =
5.512; F (1.127) = .045, p = .833). Thus, we reject this hypothesis (H3).
Besides, we checked how fair (or not fair) both groups perceived game 1 and game 2. First of all,
the analysis revealed that both groups of participants perceived game 2 fairer than game 1 (M (game
1)=4.23,SD=2.241, M (game 2) =4.62, SD = 1.968, t (245) = -2.48, p = 0.01). More detailed
analysis of game 1 revealed a large effect for honesty (F (1.245) =422.458, p <.00). Besides, the
Ukrainians tended to see the process of the 1* negotiations fairer than the Dutch (M (Dutch) = 5.82,
SD = 1.058, M (Ukrainian) = 6.22, SD = 1.323, F (1.245) = 3.09, p = .080). However, this is only a
tendency. As for negotiation process 2, no difference between the two groups’ perceived fairness
was found (F (1.245) = 1.848, p =.175). However, there was a large effect for honesty (F (1.245) =
12.191, p=.001) and a tendency for an anger effect (F (1.245) = 3.692, p=.056). In addition, we
examined Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators’ preferences for competitive and cooperative behaviour.
An independent samples t- test showed no difference between Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators in
terms of their preference for cooperative strategies in negotiation (M (Dutch) =5.16, SD = 1.20, M
(Ukrainian) = 5.33, SD = 1.27; t (243) =-1.068, p > .05). However, a significant difference was
obtained between Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators in term of competitive strategies. The analysis

showed that Ukrainians favoured competitive strategies more than the Dutch (M (Dutch) = 4.50, SD
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=1.25, M (Ukrainian) = 5.21, SD = 1.01; t (243) = -4.900, p < .05). Moreover, we checked whether
there was a difference between Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators in the perceived appropriateness of
unethical behaviour. An independent samples t- test showed no difference in this respect (M (Dutch)
=3.40, SD = 1. 06, M (Ukrainian) = 3.19, SD = 1.16; t (243) = 1.519, p >.05). A close look at the
data, however, revealed a difference in the strategies negotiators from two countries preferred.
Table4 shows the results of the test and the difference between Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators’
perception of appropriate unethical tactics (the tactics that did not differ are not displayed in the
table).

Table 4

The difference between Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators’ perception of appropriate unethical tactic

Tactic Language M sd P
Promise that good things will happen to your Dutch 2.39 1.424 .000
opponent if he/she gives you what you want, even = Ukrainian 3.58 1.738

if you know that you can’t (or won’t) deliver these

things when the other person’s cooperation is

obtained.

Make an opening demand that is far greater than Dutch 5.26 1.674 .000
what you really hope to settle for. Ukrainian 3.85 2.084

Convey a false impression that you are in Dutch 4.69 1.640 .000
absolutely no hurry to come to a negotiated Ukrainian 3.68 1.985

agreement, thereby trying to put time pressure on

your opponent to concede quickly.

In return for concessions from your opponent Dutch 2.17 1.259 .013
now, offer to make future concessions which you  Ukrainian 2.64 1.637

know you will not follow through on.
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Deny the validity of information which your
opponent has that weakens your negotiating
position, even though that information is true and
valid.

Make an opening demand so high/low that it
seriously undermines your opponent’s confidence
in his/her ability to negotiate a satisfactory
settlement.

Guarantee that your constituency will uphold the
settlement reached, although you know that they

will likely violate the agreement later.

Dutch
Ukrainian

Dutch
Ukrainian

Dutch

Ukrainian

3.84
3.28

3.28
2.55

2.61
3.20

1.743 .015
1.810
1.576 .001
1.706
1.418 .003
1.660

Note. p <.01

Effects of Deception

Retaliation

We hypothesized that deceived negotiators would retaliate by deceiving despite their cultural

background. The analysis revealed that indeed when deceived negotiators retaliated by deception (M

(honest) = 5.80, SD =4.453, M (dishonest)) = 8.65, SD =4. 683, F (1.127) = 10.759, p =.001).Thus,

the hypothesis that deceived negotiators would retaliate their deceivers can be confirmed (H4).

Effects of the Counterparts’ Emotions

Negotiators’ Perception of a Counterpart

In two out of four conditions participants faced an angry opponent. The results of an

independent-sample t-test showed a success of the manipulation, both groups perceived their

opponent in an angry condition as angry. However, Ukrainian participants identified a counterpart in

an angry condition as being angrier than Dutch participants even though they saw the same video
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during negotiation (M (Dutch) = 3.74, SD = 1.48; M (Ukrainian) =4.11, SD=1.07; F=12.10,p <
.05).

To check the way negotiators are influenced by their counterparts’ emotions, first of all, we
examined whether negotiators’ emotions changed in a negative way when they interacted with an
angry opponent. General Linear Model analysis showed a difference between participants’ emotions
before and after game 1, and after game 2 (M (after gamel) = 2.30, M (after game 2) =2.55, M
(after game 3) =2.63, F2.243 = 13.792, p < 0.01). Besides, there was an interaction between the
emotions of an opponent and honesty (of their counterpart) (F (2.243) = 7.360, p = 0.01, n? partial =
.03), but there was no interaction between the emotions of the opponents and anger display by their
counterpart (F2.243 =.013, p > 0.01, n? partial = .00). Thus, the hypothesis that negotiators’
emotions change in a negative way when they interact with an angry opponent was not confirmed
(H5). However, we found that the negotiators’ emotions were influenced when they were deceived
by their opponent. Figures 2 and 3 illustrate the difference in participants’ emotions before/ after
game 1 and after game 2 in “honest” and dishonest” conditions.

Figure 3

Variation of emotions before/after game 1 and after game 2 in “honest” condition
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Figure 4

Variation of emotions before/after game 1 and after game 2 in “dishonest” condition
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Besides, we hypothesized that Dutch negotiators would be more aggressive than Ukrainian ones
when deceived by their counterpart (H6). The results of the conducted analysis revealed no
significant difference between Dutch and Ukrainians in the reported aggressiveness (M (Dutch) =
2.32, SD = .840; M (Ukrainian) = 2.34, SD = .882; t (245) =-.136, p = .892).
Anger and its Effects on Acceptance/Rejection of the Offer

Furthermore we examined whether anger affects participants’ choice of rejecting or
accepting the offer. The results of t-test showed that Dutch negotiators’ choice of acceptance or
rejection of an offer didn’t depend on a condition they were in. In a neutral condition 44 (72.1%)
participants accepted an offer and 17(27.9%) did not, and in an angry condition 44 (71 %)
participants accepted an offer and 18 (29%) did not. Ukrainian negotiators were influenced by an
angry opponent in an unexpected direction. Offers made by an angry opponent were accepted less
than those made by a “neutral” one: in a neutral condition 50 (82%) offers were accepted and 18

(29%) rejected, while in an angry condition 39 (63.9%) offers were accepted and 22 (36.1%)
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rejected. Thus, our results did not support our hypothesis of positive correlation between anger and
acceptance of the offer (H7).
Anger and its Effects on Deception

Besides, we checked whether anger influenced the participants’ choice for money division
between themselves and their counterpart. The analysis revealed that honesty (F (1.243) = 40.304, p
=.00) but not anger (F (1.243) =.148, p =.701) influenced the way negotiators divided money.
Moreover, no interaction was found between anger and honesty in negotiators’ choice of money
division (F (1.243) = .009, p = .923). Furthermore, we supposed that those negotiators who
confronted an angry opponent would deceive more often than those who confronted a “neutral” one.
However, our analysis revealed that anger didn’t influence the participants’ choice for deception; 66
participants in a “neutral” condition and 61 participants in an “angry” condition deceived their
opponent (M (neutral) = 7.57, SD =4.771, M (angry) = 7.59, SD =4.670; F (1.127) = .012,p =
911). Besides, we didn’t find any interaction between anger and cultural background in
participants’ choice for deception (F (1.127) = .440, p = .508, n? partial = .004). Thus, we have to
reject this hypothesis (H8).

Discussion and Conclusion

Effects of Culture
Acceptance/Rejection of the Offer

Many post Soviet countries, like Ukraine, are considered to have a very low level of trust in
the people. People not only mistrust each other, they actually expect to be treated unethically and
dishonestly (Louneva, 2010; Serscikov, 2010). The Dutch people on the other hand, are seen both by
foreigners and by themselves as too direct but honest (Vossestein, 2008; Van der Horst, 2001). This
can be explained by the highly religious past of the country as well as by a stable and prosperous

economy (Alesina & La Ferrara, 2002). Besides, people from individualistic countries are more



THE ROLE OF DECEPTION AND EMOTIONS IN NEGOTIATION: THE DUTCH AND UKRAINIANS COMPARED 32

tolerable and open to strangers than people from collectivistic countries (Hsu, 1983). Based on the
above mentioned facts, we assumed that Ukrainian negotiators would reject offers made by their
counterparts more often than Dutch negotiators would. However, we found no difference between
the Dutch and Ukrainians in the number of rejected offers. Actually, the number of accepted and
rejected offers within the two groups was almost the same. Do these results mean that cultural
background is not the best way to predict a level of trust to the counterpart or a business partner
within different societies? On the one hand, it is strongly advised by many negotiation experts not to
overestimate the cultural differences between people (i.e. Lewicki et al., 2010). Such characteristics
as age, gender, education and past experience are also proved to correlate with trust. Alesina & La
Ferrara (2002) for instance, found that people have more trust in those individuals whom they
perceive similar to themselves. In our experiment, most of the participants were students who were
told they would negotiate with other students. We cannot neglect a possible influence of this factor
on participants’ choices. On the other hand, a tendency for Ukrainian participants to rather trust than
mistrust their counterparts may indicate deep changes in Ukrainian society which started to take
place after the “fall of the iron curtain” in 1991. The Orange revolution of 2004 was the first sigh of
Ukrainian society willingness to move towards the West (Woldan, 2009; Shulma, 1998). Even
though trust is seen as an essential element in human relations, it always involves elements of risk
and doubts (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). Perhaps a relatively high percentage of accepted offers in both
groups can be also explained by negotiators’ readiness to take risks.
Deception

We assumed also that Ukrainian negotiators would deceive their opponents more often than
Dutch ones. Our results didn’t support our hypothesis. However, we found a difference in respect of
frame choice and amount of the divided money. Ukrainian participants did not use the 5™ frame (“T

give you much less that I keep for myself”), when 5 Dutch participants did. Besides, Ukrainians
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chose the frame 2 (“I give you a little bit more than I keep for myself”) twice more often than the
Dutch. It would be groundless to make any sort of conclusions from such a small number of
differences between the frames. A future research should definitely be done as the present results
clearly point at the differences between the two groups in this respect. We also found a small
difference between the two groups’ choice of money division. Ukrainian participants gave their
opponents a bit more money than their Dutch colleagues did. This difference was also not
significant, thus a future research should be done. Now it seems that Ukrainian negotiators have a
tendency to be on a safe side and chose those frames and divide the money in a way that has a lower
possibility to be rejected. Or they tend to behave more altruistically, i.e. give a partner a chance to
benefit more than they do.

In this study we also examined which negotiation styles Dutch and Ukrainian negotiators
would prefer. Our results revealed that Dutch negotiators scored high in their choice of a
cooperative style of negotiation. Ukrainian negotiators scored significantly higher than Dutch in
their choice of competitive style. What we didn’t expect to find was that Ukrainian negotiators also
preferred a cooperative style. This preference for cooperation within Ukrainian youth can be a signal
of the post Soviet changes in the society discussed above. Besides, our analysis revealed no
significant difference between the Dutch and Ukrainians in their attitude towards unethical
behaviour in negotiation. However, a close look at separate answers on SINS scale survey disclosed
a considerable difference between the two groups. Dutch negotiators mostly favoured such tactics as
“time pressure”, “extreme opening” and intentional denial of valid information. These tactics are
classified by Freedman and Katz (2008) as “pressure tactics”. Ukrainian negotiators on the other
hand, preferred promising something (concessions in the future, profit or constituency’ support) that
they knew would not happen in the future. These tactics are called “deceiving tactics” (Freedman &

Katz, 2008). The age variation between the two groups for example might have played a role in this



THE ROLE OF DECEPTION AND EMOTIONS IN NEGOTIATION: THE DUTCH AND UKRAINIANS COMPARED 34

difference. Anton (1990) for instance, states that older people tend to see bluffing tactics as more
appropriate than deceiving tactics. Even though the age difference was not that big we still do not
have to ignore its possible influence. Besides, the difference between the number of male and female
participants in both groups should not be ignored. There were more female Dutch participants (77
Dutch vs. 53 Ukrainian) than Ukrainian, and according to some studies (i.e. Terpstra, Rozell, &
Robinson, 1993; Weeks, Moore, McKinney, & Longenecker, 1999) women have higher ethical
standards than men. However, the main idea we want state is that it is a set of factors that influences
a negotiators’ conduct, and it is important not to over- or underestimate each of them.
Effects of Deception
Emotions’ Change and Aggressiveness as Affects of Deception

Our results revealed that the emotions of deceived negotiators from both groups were
significantly changed in a negative way. This goes along with a study by Aquino (1998) who found
out that detected deception causes negative emotions. Moreover, we predicted that Dutch
negotiators would be more aggressive when deceived than their Ukrainian colleagues. However, we
did not find a difference in this aspect. Thus, a feeling of fairness and justice seem to be universal
and it reciprocates a certain level of aggressiveness in each person despite his cultural background.
It is possible that some differences between people from different cultures exist in terms of their
reaction to deception. However, our results did not reveal it. Thus, a future research should be
conducted in this respect.
Retaliation

As hypothesized, deceived negotiators despite their cultural background retaliated their
deceivers. This happened because it is a basic human desire to punish those who cheated them (Bies,
Tripp, & Kramer, 1997; Frijda, 1994). However, we expected that Dutch negotiators would retaliate

more often their deceivers. We did not find proof for this hypothesis. An interesting thing to discuss
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here and something we did not expect to find out from the beginning of our experiment was the
difference between the fairness of negotiations 1 and 2 as perceived by participants. Both groups of
the negotiators stated that negotiation 2 was fairer than negotiation 1. First of all, this proves that
people perceive revenge as a natural reaction to deception (Bies et al., 1997; Frijda, 1994). And
secondly, individuals evaluate themselves as being fairer than others (Liebrand, Messick, &
Wolters, 1989). Besides, Ukrainians tended to see game 1 as fairer than their Dutch colleagues.
However, this was only a tendency and a more deep research should be conducted to capture a
difference in perceived fairness by both groups.
Effects of the Counterparts’ Emotions
Negotiators’ Perception of the Counterparts

The results of our study show that negotiators are not always influenced by the emotions of
their opponent. In our study, the emotions of negotiators who had to deal with an angry counterpart
did not change in a negative direction. This result contradicts the reciprocity theory. The reliability
analysis confirmed the consistency of the questionnaires: participants indeed perceived an angry
opponent as angry. One of the possible explanations may be that people are not influenced by their
opponent’s emotions, or at least by anger, when they are negotiating via a computer. It might be that
negotiators did not feel threatened because they were physically far away from their opponent. And
thus, his emotions did not influence a negotiator, and did not play a big role within a negotiation
process. We believe that this assumption should be studied further. There is growing evidence that
an online negotiation differs from a face to face negotiation in many aspects (Barry, Fulmer, & Van
Kleef, 2004, for instance); and nowadays more and more negotiations are conducted via telephone,
e-mail or Skype. Talking about aggressiveness of a counterpart, we should notice that surprisingly,
Ukrainians perceived their counterparts in an “angry” condition as being angrier than their Dutch

colleagues. This result is striking (as the participants watched the same videos), but explainable.
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Firstly, people from different countries perceive emotions and their intensity differently (Ekman,
Friesen, & Ellsworth, 1972). Secondly, because people from collectivistic cultures treat out-group
individuals with more caution and suspicion than people from individualistic cultures, they could
exaggerate the level of aggressiveness of the last.
Anger and its Effects on Acceptance/Rejection of the Offer

It is assumed that an angry negotiator is seen as more dominant, tough and ambitious and
thus gets more concessions from his partner. Our results revealed an opposite effect. Dutch
negotiators were not influenced by an angry opponent. Ukrainian negotiators on the other hand, did
behave differently in “neutral” and “angry” conditions. However, they did it in an unexpected way.
Those who negotiated with an angry opponent rejected more offers than those who negotiated with a
“neutral” opponent! For a few reasons this behaviour could be expected for Dutch participants.
Firstly, an open display of emotions in business is not welcomed in Dutch society, and people may
prefer to punish it. Secondly, as the Netherlands is a very low power distance country, people might
not be afraid to punish those who according to them deserve it. However, we did not expect it for
Ukrainian participants. A possible explanation for this may be a correlation of rejection of an offer
and the perceived aggressiveness of the counterpart. Ukrainian participants perceived their
counterpart as angrier than the Dutch ones. Another explanation for this behaviour is the fact that
due to a high power distance in society, Ukrainians usually do not have a chance to punish those
who are aggressive towards them. In our game they had a chance to do it as they knew that their
behaviour would not be punished later. However, a detailed research should be conducted where it
would be possible to ask the participants, for instance, why they rejected an offer.
Anger and its Effects on Deception

We assumed that negotiators in an “angry” condition would deceive their opponent more

often than those in a “neutral” condition. However, our results did not prove this hypothesis. A
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possible explanation for our results may be first of all, previous experience of the participants (who
are liberal to emotional displays of their partners). As we have seen before, anger display also did
not influence the emotions of participants. Second of all, anger display may impact negotiators
differently depending on the channel of communication used. Thus, a more detailed research is
needed in order to answer this question.

The present study aims to deepen the knowledge about the way culture frames the way
people from different countries negotiate. We did manage to prove an existing link between cultural
background and different negotiating styles and tactics. Besides, our study can serve as a framework
for future examination of Dutch and Ukrainian negotiation peculiarities, and their comparison.
Furthermore, this study can be used as a background literature for cross cultural traineeships courses
which are getting more and more popular.

Limitations and acknowledgements

The present study has a few limitations which should be taken into account. First of all, it is
the setting of the experiment. As the games in the experiment were fictive the participants might
have behaved differently than they would behave in a real negotiation setting. Besides, the money
they had to divide was not real as well. In a real situation there is a possibility of a different money
division as “real” money would be at stake. In our experiment negotiators did not get the money
they divided, and thus they could have just preferred to behave cooperatively (as it was easier) rather
than to fight for it. Thus, in a future research this fact can be taken into account and one can set up
the experiment in a way that negotiators get the money they negotiated over. This setting looks more
like a real life situation and thus it may evoke “more real life” behaviour. Another recommendation
for a future research may be a cross-cultural negotiation setting where Dutch negotiators would
interact with Ukrainian negotiators. Negotiators behave differently when they deal with partners

from their country than when they interact with foreigners (Drake, 1995). Besides, there is a limited
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amount of scientific literature about Ukrainian business culture and negotiation behaviour in
particular. Thus a few research questions were based on Soviet but not Ukrainian negotiation
behaviour. However, for more than 20 years Ukraine is an independent country and its traditions and
customs, even culture might have gone through some changes. Even though we did not mange to
confirm all our hypotheses we did manage to prove that there is a link between culture and people’s
behaviour within a negotiation setting, and we discovered new topics for those who are interested in

a future research.
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Appendices
Appendix A
Description of the experiment— Participant Briefing
Hoporoii/[loporas...

Ceiiuac Bw1 OyneTe BecTr qBa apbl KOPOTKUX MEPETOBOPOB € (MM cOOECETHUKA) U ICTUTh
MeXly coOOM onpezeseHHy0 cyMmy JieHer. Crapaiitech cienaTth Tak, 4ToObl BaM JI0CTaIach
Oonbmas cymma aener. [leperoBopsl OyayT BECTUCh 4Yepe3 KOMITBIOTED.

Bo Bpems 1aHHBIX [1EPErOBOPOB Balll COOECETHUK CAETAeT BaM MPEJI0KEHNUHU, KaK OH X0UeT
pa3feNnThb 3TU JE€HBIU U CKaXxeT Bam, ckonbko Bel mosryunte. Bel 1OKHBI peIINTh IPUHUMAETE
Br1 ero npennosxenne win HeT. byapTe BHUMATEIbHBL, €Clii Bbl HE IPUHUMAETE €ro NpeUI0KEHHE,
BbI 00a He nonyyaere Huyero! Ecnu Bel npuHumaere ero, To 1eHbry, 3apadoranssie Bamu, Oynyt
IepedrciIeHbl Ha Bam cuer.

[Tocrne 3Toro, Ber Oynere BecTr BTOpBIE IEPEroBOpPHI, T1ae Brl Oynere camu nenath
MpeIOKEHUE O pa3JieJIeHUH JeHer, a Bamr naptaep Oyer pemarb, IPUHUMAET OH €T0 WM HET.
Cymma, kotopyto Bel Oyzaere aenuTs Bo BpeMsi 000uX neperoBopos, konebiercs oT 10 1o 50 eBpo.
Jenbru, kotTopsie Bl 3apaboTaere Bo BpeMs IEPEroBOPOB, CBOETO poja Oaiisl B 3Toii urpe. OHM He
HacTosnme. OHAKO YYaCTHUK, KOTOPBIM HaOpan Hanboiee KOMUYECTBO OAIIJIOB, MOIYYUT TIPU3.
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Appendix B
Negotiation Case — Participant Briefing (English version)
Dear...

Now you are going to take part in two mini negotiations with (name of the opponent) and divide a
particular sum of money. Try to earn as much as possible. The negotiations will be conducted by the
means of a computer.

During the first negotiation your opponent will decide how to divide the money and then tell you
what you get. You will have to decide whether to accept or reject the offer. Note: if you don’t accept
the offer, you both won’t get anything. In case you accept the offer, that sum of money will be
added to your total score.

Afterwards, the second mini negotiation will follow, and YOU will make an offer and your
opponent will decide whether to accept it. The amount to be distributed during the two negotiations
varies from 10 till 50 euro. That money is a score in the game. However, a participant with the
highest score will win the price.
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Appendix C
Emotions Survey after game 1 and 2 (Russian version)

B naHHbBIii MOMEHT 51 4YYBCTBYI0, UTO 51:

301

Hu xanenbku He 1234567 Ouenn
Paznpaxen

Hu xanenbku He 1234567 Ouenn

B nmnoxom HaCTpOCHUHA

Hu kanenbku He 1234567 Ouenn
[Tono3purenen

Hu xanensku He 1234567 Ouenn
Cuactius

Hu kanenbku He 1234567 Ouenn
VY 1oB1eTBOPEH

Hu xanensku He 1234567 Ouenn

B XOopoumeM HaCTpOCHUHN

Hu xanenbkn He 1234567 OueHn
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Appendix D
Emotions Survey after game 1 and 2 (English version)

At this moment I feel myself:

Angry

Not at all 1234567 Very
Irritated

Not at all 1234567 Very

In a bad mood

Not at all 1234567 Very
Suspicious

Not at all 1234567 Very
Happy

Not at all 1234567 Very
Satisfied

Not at all 1234567 Very

In a good mood

Not at all 1234567 Very
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Appendix E
Emotions Survey (of the opponent) (Russian version)

Bo Bpemsi meperoBopoB Moii cobeceTHUK ObLI:

301

Hu xanenbku He 1234567 Ouenn
Paznpaxen

Hu xanenbku He 1234567 Ouenn

B nmnoxom HaCTpOCHUHA

Hu kanenbku He 1234567 Ouenn
Cuactius

Hu xanensku He 1234567 Ouenn
Y noBneTBopeH

Hu kanenbku He 1234567 Ouenn

B xopommeMm HacTpoeHnH

Hu kanensku He 1234567 Oueunn
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Appendix F
Emotions Survey (of the opponent) (English version)

During negotiation my counterpart was

Angry

Not at all 1234567 Very
Irritated

Not at all 1234567 Very

In a bad mood

Not at all 1234567 Very
Happy

Not at all 1234567 Very
Satisfied

Not at all 1234567 Very

In a good mood

Not at all 1234567 Very
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Appendix G
SINS questionnaire (Russian version)

Bb1 o6emiaere, uTo Bam codeceTHUK MOJIYYUT BHITOAY, €CJIM OH IaCT BaM TO, YTO BbI XOTHTE,
Ja2Ke eCJIM Bbl 3HAaeTe, YTO Bbl He MO:KeTe (MJIM He KeJilaeTe) BBINOJIHUTH CBOE 00elaHue NP
BO3MOKHOM COTPY/IHHYECTBE C HUM.

He cornacen 1234567 Cornacen

Bb1l HamMmepeHO roBopuTeE 3aBEA0MO JIOKHYI0 HH(OPMAIUIO CBOEMY co0eceTHUKY, 4TO O0b1 Bama
NO3MIUSI/apTyMEHTALlHs Ka3aJich CUJIbHee BO BpeMsl IeperoBopoB.

He cormacen 1234567 Cormacen

Cpoum nocJjieoBatesisiMm Bol HaMepeHHO JaeTe Ipyroe npeacraBjieHue 0 NeperoBopax, 4YTro bl
NPeI0TBPATUTH TOT (PaKT, YTO APyrue MOryT y3HATh 0 HAMMEHbIIHUX /1eTAJIfAX epPeroBopoB.

He cornacen 1234567 Cornacel

B nauase neperosopoB Bbl cTaBuTe TpeGoBaHHe, KOTOPOE HA CAMOM Jiejie HAMHOIO BbIllIe
TOro, Ha YTO BBI Ha/leeTEeCh.

He cornacen 1234567 Cornacen
Crapasics npon3secT (00MaHHOE) BIleYATJICHNE, YTO Y BAC MHOTO BpeMeHH, Bbl nbITaerech
npodyauTh B codeceTHUKe YyBCTBO HEXBATKH BPEeMEHH, TeM CaMbIM ObICTpee CKIOHSASA ero/ee
K KOMIIPOMHCCAM.

He cormacen 1234567 Coracen

B o0men Ha corsiacue Bamero co6eceqnnka caejaTh YTo-TO ceroinsi, Bol o0emaere B
OyaylieM NPUHATH €ro Nnpeaio:KeHue, 3aBeJ0Mo 3Hasl, 4T0 Bbl 3TOr0 He caesaere.

He cornacen 1234567 Cornacen

Bb1 onnpoBepraere ungopmannio, KOTOPYI ucnojab3yer Bam codeceHUK, YTO ObI 0CJIA0UTH
Bamy nmo3unuro B neperosopax, xorsi Bol u 3Haere, 4ro 312 HHPOPMALMA NIPABAUBA.

He cormnacen 1234567 Cormacen
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CBoum nocJjaeaoBareasimMm Bol HaAMEPECHHO AAa€TE JIOKHOC MPEACTABJICHUE 0 TIIEPETOBOPaAX, YTO
ObI YKpPENUThb B UX IJ1a3dax Bamy MO3UIUIO0.

He cornacen 1234567 Cornaceln

B nayaJie neperoBopoB Bbl cTaBUTE HACTOJILKO HepeaJibHOe yCJI0BHe, UTO Bamn codecenHuk
HAYMHaeT Cepbe3HO COMHEBATHCS B BO3MOKHOCTH Y/10BJIETBOPUTEJILHOIO pe3y/bTaTa.

He cormnacen 1234567 Cormacen

Bnol rapanTupyere, 4To Banm nocjaenoBarenu MNPpUMYT JOCTUTI'HYTO€ BO BpEMS IMEPEroBOpoB
corjiacue, XoTd BbI 3HaeTe, UYTO B ﬁy)_‘[ymeM OHH, CKOpEe BCEro, HapyuaTt 3T0 CorJaiieHue.

He cornacen 1234567 Cornaced
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Appendix H
SINS questionnaire (English version)

Promise that good things will happen to your opponent if he/she gives you what you want, even
if you know that you can’t (or won’t) deliver these things when the other person’s cooperation
Is obtained.

Completely unacceptable 1234567 Completely acceptable

Intentionally misrepresent information to your opponent in order to strengthen your
negotiating arguments or position.

Completely unacceptable 1234567 Completely acceptable

Intentionally misrepresent the nature of negotiations to your constituency in order to protect
delicate discussions that have occurred.

Completely unacceptable 1234567 Completely acceptable

Make an opening demand that is far greater than what you really hope to settle for.

Completely unacceptable 1234567 Completely acceptable

Convey a false impression that you are in absolutely no hurry to come to a negotiated
agreement, thereby trying to put time pressure on your opponent to concede quickly.

Completely unacceptable 1234567 Completely acceptable

In return for concessions from your opponent now, offer to make future concessions which
you know you will not follow through on.

Completely unacceptable 1234567 Completely acceptable

Deny the validity of information which your opponent has that weakens your negotiating
position, even though that information is true and valid.

Completely unacceptable 1234567 Completely acceptable
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Intentionally misrepresent the progress of negotiations to your constituency in order to make
your own position appear stronger.

Completely unacceptable 1234567 Completely acceptable

Make an opening demand so high/low that it seriously undermines your opponent’s confidence
in his/her ability to negotiate a satisfactory settlement.

Completely unacceptable 1234567 Completely acceptable

Guarantee that your constituency will uphold the settlement reached, although you know that
they will likely violate the agreement later.

Completely unacceptable 1234567 Completely acceptable
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Appendix I

Aggressiveness Survey (Russian version)
MHe 0bI X0TeJ10Ch 0CKOPOUTH CBOEro codeceTHNKA.
ITonHOCTRIO HE coTlaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO coryiaceH
MHe ObI X0T€JIOCH MOPYTraTh CBOEro codeceTHNKA.
[ToHOCTRIO HE corlIaceH 1234567 AOCOIIIOTHO COTJIaceH
MHue 0bI X0TeJ10Ch Yamie padoTaTb ¢ MOMM CO0eCeTHUKOM.
ITonHOCTRIO HE corlaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO coryiaceH
MHe 06bI X0T€JI0OCH MNPUYUHUTH 00JIb CBOEMY COOeceTHUKY.
IToyHOCTEIO HE coryiaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO coriaceH
51 momor 0bI cBOeMY co0eceTHUKY, ecJIu Obl Y Hero ObLIM MPo0dJ1eMbl.
ITonHOCTBIO HE COTIaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO coryiaceH
MHe ObI X0T€JIOCh BBICTABUTH CBOEr0 CO0ECeTHUKA TyPAKOM.

[TostHOCTRIO HE coTJIaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO COTIaceH
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Appendix J

Aggressiveness Survey (English version)
I would like to insult the other person.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I would like to call the other person names.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I would like to cooperate more often with the other person.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I would like to hurt the other person.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I would like to help the other person if he/she has problems.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I would like to make a fool of the other person.

Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
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Appendix K
Fairness Perception Survey (Russian version)

$1 cumTalo, 4TO NEpPBOE NMpeAJIoKeHHe ObLJI0 YeCTHBIM.
ITonHOCTRIO HE coTlaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO coryiaceH
S cunTalo, YTO MEepBOe pa3jieieHue CyMMbI ObLIO YeCTHBIM.
[ToHOCTRIO HE corlIaceH 1234567 AOCOJII0OTHO COTrIaceH
$1 cuuTalo, YTO NEepBbIE MEPEroBoPbI ObIJIN YeCTHHIMU.
ITonHOCTRIO HE corlaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO coryiaceH
$1 cuurTalo, YTO MpoLECC MePBbIX NEPErOBOPOB MPOIIIE] YeCTHO.
IToyHOCTEIO HE coryiaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO coriaceH
S1 cuuraro, YTO BTOPOE MpENJIoKeHne ObLI0 YeCTHBIM.
ITonHOCTBIO HE COTIaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO corytaceH
S cuuralo, YTO BTOPOE pa3jieieHue CyMMbl ObLIIO YeCTHBIM.
IToyHOCTEIO HE coriaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO coriaceH
S cunTalo, YTO BTOPbIE MEPEroBOPbI ObLIU YeCTHHIMM.
ITonHOCTBIO HE cOTIaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO coryiaceH
Sl cuuralo, YTO Npouecc NPoBeieHUs BTOPBIX IEPEroBOPOB NMPOoIIes YeCTHO.

I[TonHOCTRLIO HE COTJIacEH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO COTIaceEH
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Appendix L

Fairness Perception Survey (English version)
I found the first offer fair.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
| found the first division fair.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I found the first negotiation situation fair.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I found the process of the first negotiation situation fair.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I found the second offer fair.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I found the second division fair.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I found the second negotiation situation fair.
Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
I found the process of the second negotiation situation fair.

Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
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Appendix M

Negotiating Styles Survey (Russian version)

B neperoBopax, mpesxe Bcero, si Xo4y JJ0CTHYb XOPOIIUX Pe3yJabTaTOB
[TosmHOCTRIO HE CcOTJIaceH 1234567 AOCOIIIOTHO corjlaceH

Heperonopbl CUYUTAKTCH YAABINIUMUCA TOJILKO B TOM CJ/Iyiae, €CJIin o0e CTOPOHBI OCTAJIHUCH
A0BOJIbLHBI UX pe3y/ibTaTaMH.

[MomHOCTELIO HE corjlaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO COIIaceH
Bo Bpemsi BeieHNsI 1EPEroBOPOB, sl YYBCTBYIO ce0s HACTOSIIIUM O0MLIOM.
IToHOCTRIO HE COrIaceH 1234567 AOCOIIOTHO COTIaceH

Bo BpEMS BEACHUSA IIEPETOBOPOB, s1 CTAPAI0Chb MAKCUMAJIbBHO YBEJIHYUTD Oﬁlllyl{) l'[pl/Iﬁl)I.]'Il)
KaK CBO10, TAK M CBOCI'0 IMMapTHEpa.

[TomHOCTEIO HE corlaceH 1234567 AOCOIOTHO corjiaceH
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Appendix N

Negotiating Styles Survey (English version)

In a negotiation I mainly want to get a good result myself.

Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
A negotiation is a real success, if both parties are satisfied.

Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
In a negotiation situation | am a real fighter.

Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree
In a negotiation I try to maximize the shared profit of my opponent and me.

Totally disagree 1234567 Totally agree



