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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to find what factors have an influential effect on motive and intention
of using the unethical negotiation tactics. It is interesting to find that opportunism was not related to
unethical negotiation tactics such as inappropriate information gathering and competitive bargaining in our
Korea’s sample. On the other hand, idealism and Machiavellianism had positive impact on managers’
perceptions of unethical negotiation tactics within our sample. To explain the environmental perspective,
the lower level of legal punishment system encourages them to use the unethical tactics without hesitation.
On the other hand, organizational goal might have not a related on the perception of unethical negotiation
tactics. To reduce the potential risk of use of unethical negotiation in the international negotiation process,
international negotiators should find the counterpart negotiator’ character before attending negotiation table,
and international managers would be better to employ a local agent who can understand local negotiating

counterpart, so they can assist them in early stage of negotiation.
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1. Introduction

Negotiation is something that everyone does, almost daily. Richard Shell(1999) define
negotiation as an interactive communication process that may take place whenever we want
something from someone else or someone wants something from us. William Ury(1982) said
negotiation is the process of back-and-forth communication aimed at reaching agreement with
others when some of your interests are shared and some are opposed. Lax and Sebenius(1986)
define negotiation as a process of potentially opportunistic interaction by which two or more
parties, with some apparent conflict, seek to do better through jointly decided action than they
could otherwise, while Pruitt(1981) and Fisher and Ury(1981) defined negotiation as a cooperative,
integrative process.

Negotiations occur for several reasons to agree on how to share or divide a limited resource,
to create something new that neither party could attain on his or her own, to resolve a problem
or dispute between the parties. Whether it is an opportunistic or integrative process, the parties
involved inevitably try to make the best possible case for their preferred solution. In doing so,
they may be motivated to violate contemporary ethical standards. Characteristics of a negotiation
situation is that there are two or more parties, there is a conflict of needs and desires between
two or more parties, parties negotiate because they think they can get a better deal than by
simply accepting what the other side offers them, parties expect a give and take process.

What do we mean by ethics and why do they matter in negotiation? Ethics are broadly applied
social standards for what is right or wrong in a particular situation, or a process for setting those
standards, grow out of particular philosophies which define the nature of the world in which we
live, prescribe rules for living together. Four approaches to ethical reasoning are end-result ethics,
the rightness of an action is determined by evaluating its consequences, duty ethics, the rightness
of an action is determined by one’s obligation to adhere to consistent principles, laws and social
standards that define what is right and wrong, social contract ethics, the rightness of an action is
based on the customs and norms of a particular society or community, personalistic ethics, the
rightness of the action is based on one’s own conscience and moral standards.

The effect of business man’s characteristic in ethical decision making has been studied

extensively in western cultures (e.g. Fraedrich & Ferrell, 1992;Mayo & Marks, 1990;Reidenbach &
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Robin, 1990; Hunt & Vitell 1992). However, research that takes a determinant of unethical tactics
perspective and that focuses on people from developing economies such as Korea in particular is
scant. Hence extant research does not provide any guidance regarding whether the variables shown
to be important in determining individual’s perceptions and social contexts of unethical situations
about the Korea.

The purpose of this paper is to find what factors have an influential effect on motive and
intention of using the unethical tactics. The findings offer insights on the ethical mindset of the
people in Korea, and provide guidance on negotiating with the Korean counterparts particularly in
cross-cultural situations. Developing a greater understanding of how Korean people perceive ethical
negotiation concerns may enhance international managers’ ability to efficiently and -effectively
manage the negotiation process with the counterparts.

The paper is organized as follows. The introductory section has so far described the background
and objective of this thesis. The next section reviews a negotiation literature in light of lying in
negotiation, deceptive tactics. The third section discuses a theoretical model, followed by an
analysis of factor variables, which caused such differences and how they affected overall
negotiation process and outcome. The last section sums up the result of the analysis and suggests

measures to enhance negotiation performance when engaged in overseas business.

II. Literature Review and Hypothesis

1. Unethical negotiation tactics

Lewicki etal. (2006) argued that information is a major source of negotiation power, due to the
opposition of interest, a lot of negotiators try to seek any kind of opportunistic advantage from
their opponents including manipulating and controlling information well to make the best possible
case for his or her preferred solution.

The parties involved in negotiation consistently approach it expecting the interests of the other
to be completely opposed to their own. When they use inappropriate influence tactics in order to

gain the others’ compliance, they are violating contemporary ethical standards. One example of
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influence tactic is lying whereby a lie is considered as a false statement made with the intent to
deceive. Questions of ethical conduct that arise in Negotiation are that using ethically ambiguous
tactics: It’s all about the truth, identifying ethically ambiguous tactics and attitudes toward their
use. Second is the deception by omission versus commission, omission — failing to disclose
information that would benefit the other, Commission — actually lying about the common-value
issue. (Thompson and Hastie, 1990)

Lying fell under the domain of unethical conduct because it could have detrimental
organizational and social consequences. Therefore, lying during negotiations could harm the other
party if it led them to accept outcomes that were unfavorable or that they would have rejected if
they had more accurate information. Interest in proposing various categories of lying in negotiation
can be traced back to the 1980s when Robinson, Lewicki, & Donahue (2000) proposed five

categories of lying in negotiation.

{Table 1> Categories of Marginally Ethical Negotiating Tactics

Category Example
Traditional competitive bargaining Not disclosing your walkaway, Making an inflated opening offer
Emotional manipulation Faking anger, fear, disappointment, Faking elation , Satisfaction

Distorting information or negotiation events in describing them to

Misrepresentation
others

Misrepresentation to opponent’s networks | Corrupting your opponent’s reputation with his peers

Inappropriate information gathering Bribery, infiltration, spying

Bluffing Insincere threats or promises

Source : Robinson, Lewicki, & Donahue (2000)

The five categories are misrepresentation to the opponent’s networks (the negotiator lies about
his or her preferred settlement point or resistance point), bluffing (the negotiator falsely states
intentions to commit an action), falsification (erroneous and factually incorrect information is
introduced as though it were true), deception (a collection of arguments are made that lead the
opponent to draw an incorrect conclusion or deduction), and misrepresentation to constituencies

(partial truths, or complete untruths, are told in representing other parties in the negotiating
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relationship).

The Self-reported Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies (SINS) Scale used to determine how
negotiators view unethical negotiating tactics — particularly tactics employing deception — was
developed by Robinson, Lewicki, & Donahue (2000). This scale has 5 factors: traditional
competitive bargaining, attacking an opponent’s network, false promises, misrepresentation/lying,
and inappropriate information gathering.

Robinson (1997) classified deceptive negotiation tactics into cognitive and emotional categories;
they studied how people perceive different deceptive negotiation styles. In examining the strategic
role that emotion can play in a negotiation encounter, Barry & Oliver (1996) suggest that people
are more accepting of and confident in their ability to use emotion management tactics than other

forms of premeditated deception.

2. Individual characteristics

The prior individual characteristic to discuss is idealism. It has also been categorized as
person’s ethical orientation. This evaluation process involves comparing possible behaviors with a
set of predetermined deontological norms or predetermined guidelines that represent personal values
or rules of behavior.

As for the teleological evaluation process, individuals will evaluate possible behaviors by
considering (1) the perceived consequences of each alternative for various stakeholder groups, (2)
the probability that each consequence will occur to each stakeholder group, (3) the desirability or
undesirability of each consequence, and (4) the importance of each stakeholder group. In both
their original and their revised ethics model, they depict the ethical decision-making process as
involving both deontological and teleological evaluations. This proposition has generally received
support in the literature. (Al-Khatib et al, 2008)

Idealism is conceptualized by Forsyth (1980) as the degree to which the individuals assume that
desirable consequences can, with the right action, always be obtained. He presented that idealistic

individuals adhere to moral absolutes when making moral judgments.

Hypothesis H1. The lower level of idealistic orientation, the more positive impact on their

perception of unethical tactics in the negotiation process
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The origins of the term Machiavellianism must be attributed to Nicolo Machiavelli, who in his
primary contribution, “The Prince” asserted as an advice to the prince that theological and moral
imperatives have no place in the political arena. The primary contribution of his work is its
fundamental break between realism and idealism. Machiavelli emphasized the need for morality
and asserted that the prince should use the good and evil purely as instrumental means. He
further asserts that it is necessary to exercise a proper balance between the two. While the
original works of Machiavelli proposed a balanced approach, the term Machiavellian, over the
years has been interpreted in many different ways. (Al-Khatib et al, 2008)

Christie and Geis (1970) developed the Mach IV (MACH) scale to measure Machiavellianism.
Based on their review of 38 studies utilizing the MACH scale, these authors reported that “high
Mach” individuals (those who score high on MACH scale) differ in their behavior and
characteristics from “low Mach” individuals (those who score low on MACH scale). The study
concluded that high Mach individuals tend to manipulate more, win more, are persuaded less, and
influence others more compared to low Mach individuals. The study also reported that high
Machs tend to exhibit a relative lack of affect in interpersonal relationships, a lack of concern
with conventional morality, and a lack of ideological commitment. This lack of involvement with
others, perhaps, leads the more Machiavellian individual to be more accepting of unethical

business practices. (Al-Khatib et al, 2008)

Hypothesis H2. The higher level of Machiavellianism orientation, the more positive impact on

their perception of unethical tactics in the negotiation process

One of the key individual characteristics that drive marketing exchange and transaction cost is
opportunism exhibited by exchange partners. The concept has not been limited to the self-interest
alone, but has included malicious elements such as lying, cheating, deceit and violations of
agreements. Furthermore, it has been assumed that humans exhibit a characteristic to act
opportunistically, whenever it is feasible and profitable (Al-Khatib et al, 2008)

While the concept of opportunism has been applied in the marketing contexts to explain
organizational structure and governance mechanisms, it has not received much attention in the

negotiation or ethics literature. Thus, an investigation of the impact of opportunism on exchange
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partners’ perception of unethical negotiation practices should help executives to cultivate a

constructive relationship with their negotiating partners. (Al-Khatib et al, 2008)

Hypothesis H3. The higher level of Opportunism, the more positive impact on their perception

of unethical tactics in the negotiation process

3. Contextual characteristics

Lewicki et al. (2006) have included past-experience as a situational influence on ethical
decision making. They argued that the simple impact of past experience — particularly failure —
can increase the likelihood that a negotiator might attempt to use unethical tactics drawing on a
study about the role of goal setting as a motivator of unethical behavior. Arguably, it would be
more appropriate to label past experiences as an individual difference, because a negotiator takes
past experiences to all negotiations and it is not characteristic of the decision setting of any one
negotiation. However, we agree with the idea that goals influence a negotiator’s view of ethicality
of tactics, although there are surprisingly few studies have investigated the effect of goals on
ethical decision making.

Acknowledging that goals are motivational, we propose that negotiators are likely to find
organizational goals influential in their ethical decision making. If a company is desperate to get a
sale in a new market because profits have been weak, the negotiator may be more inclined to
use EANTSs(Ethically Ambiguous Negotiation Tactics) if they help them achieve the goal. In
support of this idea, research has found that the strategic objectives of the firm are a factor of
considerable impact in decisions about collusive tendering. This study showed that the desirability
and utility of an organizational goal were considered in the decision.(River and Lytle, 2007)

Organizational goals incorporate the incentives and rewards offered to a negotiator for achieving
a particular outcome. Incentives have been included in the Lewicki et al(2006) model based on
findings that greater incentives influenced a negotiator’s tendency to misrepresent. Results in
business ethics research also suggest that rewards can influence ethical decision-making. With
substantial differences in compensation across borders, it is logical that the type of incentive

offered to a negotiator will also vary according to the culture. We posit that culture moderates
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the influence of rewards and incentives — we think negotiators will be motivated differently by
rewards depending on whether they are from individualistic or collectivist cultures. Providing
incentive by offering public acknowledgement of a negotiator’s performance may be more
motivating for a negotiator from face sensitive culture than for a negotiator from a culture where
face is less important, and this may influence the use of EANTs differently across the cultures.
Deadlines have also been included as a component of organizational goals in our model because
the timing of a negotiation is likely to be part of the outcome sought.

Deadlines were included in Gelfand and Dyer’s(2000) model, and they argue that there may be
cultural difference in how time pressure influences negotiation schemas. They give the example
that a U.S. negotiator under time pressure might become more competitive, whereas a
Scandinavian negotiator under time pressure might become more cooperative.(River and Lytle,

2007)

Hypothesis H4. The higher level of organizational goal, the more positive impact on their

perception of unethical tactics in the negotiation process

The legal environment is a salient situational factor for negotiator’s ethical decision making.
The legal environment is widely considered the first hurdle to be cleared in ethical decision
making (Bagley, 2003) and has been included in ethical decision making models(Hunt and Vitell
1986). It is found that Japanese negotiators rated the involvement of legal issues and legal
liabilities as less relevant to their ratings of appropriateness of EANTs than respondents from
other countries such as the UK, Australia, the U.S., Greece, and Russia. In addition, the level
difference of code of ethics in organization has a major role in affecting negotiation outcome.
There is debate about the efficacy of codes of ethics in influencing behavior.(River and Lytle,
2007)

Hypothesis HS5. The lower level of legal environment, the more a positive impact on their

perception of unethical tactics in the negotiation process
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4. Intentions and Motives for using unethical tactics

The purpose of using marginally ethical negotiating tactics is to increase the negotiator’s power
in the bargaining environment. In general, information is one of the major source of leverage in
negotiation. Information has power because negotiation is intended to be a rational activity
involving the exchange of information and the persuasive use of that information. The motivation
of a negotiator can clearly affect his or her tendency to use deceptive tactics. In an early study
on tactics, Lewicki and Spenser asked negotiators about their preposition to use marginally ethical
tactics. One part of the questionnaire explicitly instructed the respondents to assume either a
competitive or a cooperative motivational orientation toward the other party, and to assume that
the other party would be taking either a competitive or a cooperative motivational orientation. The
authors predicted that when motivated to be competitive, and when expecting the other to be
competitive, the negotiator would see the marginally ethical tactics as appropriate, and when both
parties were competitively motivated, they would exhibit the greatest tendency to employ
marginally ethical tactics. The results revealed that difference in the negotiator’s own motivational
orientation — cooperative versus competitive - did not cause differences in their view of the
appropriateness of using the tactics, but the negotiators’ perception of the other’s expected
motivation did. In other words, negotiators were significantly more likely to see the marginally
ethical tactics as appropriate if they anticipated that the other would be competitive versus
cooperative. Although these findings are preliminary, they do suggest that motives and intentions
may be integrally tied together. Negotiators may rationalize the use of marginally ethical tactics in
anticipated defense of the other’s expected conduct, rather than take personal responsibility for

using these tactics in the service of their own competitive orientation (Lewicki et al, 2006).

Hypothesis H6. The higher intentions and motives for using unethical tactics, the more positive

impact on the negotiation outcomes
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. Methodology and Result

1. Data

To test the aforementioned hypotheses, the survey method was used to collect data from the
sample of the student groups who have been involved in studying negotiation class. This survey
was conducted from November to December 2009. These students responded to questions
concerning their unethical negotiation tactics, individual characteristics, contextual characteristics
and intentions and motives for using unethical tactics. The questionnaire was forwarded through
face to face way to 198 persons and all sent back answers, which were automatically classified

and compiled.

2. Measures

In order to obtain reliable information from the respondents, established and validated scales
were selected for data collection. The survey consisted of several key sections. For the dependent
factors of individual and contextual characteristics, we would like to use the ethical position
questionnaire(EPQ), designed to measure individual characteristic construct—idealism developed by
Forsyth (1980). One of them is designed to measure idealism; the acceptance of moral absolutes.
Others is Opportunism measured using five items related to the individual’s overstatement of
difficulties, information falsification, exaggerated claims, neglected obligations, and perfunctory role
performance. And Machiavellianism was measured using the MACH IV scale developed by
Christie and Geis (1970). For the mediating variable factors, we employed the self-reported
inappropriate negotiation strategies scale (SINS scale) developed by Robinson et al. (2000) and
validated by several previous studies (e.g. Al-Khatib et al., 2006). The SINS scale is constructed
with five categories representing the unethical negotiation tactics: (a) traditional competitive
bargaining, (b) attacking negotiating opponent’s network, (c) making false promises to negotiating
partner, (d) misrepresentation of information, and (e) inappropriate information gathering about

negotiating partner’s business position.
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3. Reliability and validity analysis

Reliability is associated with the extent of consistency in results when an object is tested
several times by similar measuring tools or tested repeatedly by one measuring tool. Generally,
the most frequently used methodology for reliability evaluation based on internal consistency is
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha. Usually the coefficient of 0.8~0.9 or above is deemed desirable and
0.6~0.7 acceptable. 0.5 or below is referred to as lacking internal consistency. In this study, its
coefficient stayed as 0.8, which shows that there are few problems in the construction of
questionnaire items. Validity is a concept showing whether a targeted notion or property has been
accurately gauged. In other words, it is associated with whether a measuring tool developed to
assess a targeted concept or property of an object reflects precisely its attributes or not.
KMO(Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin), an index verifying the conformity of factor analysis, which is also
referred to as measure of sampling adequacy, was put to use. By and large its rate of 0.5 or
above shows the relative factor analysis is adequate and 0.5 or below shows the opposite. Based
on these, to verify the conceptual validity of items for measurement variables on environmental
factors, factor analysis was applied. Principal Component Analysis extracted out factors and in fact

rotation the Varimax methodology was employed to secure interdependency between the factors.

4. Result

1) Factor analysis

Looking at the result of exploratory factor analysis on the variables of environmental factors,
the KMO value, which shows whether correlation between variables is explained by others, stands
as 0.732. This demonstrates the appropriateness of variable selection based on factor analysis.
Further, as the value of sphericity test, a basis to determine the fitness of factor analysis model,
stands as 315.965, and its significance probability .000, it can be said common factors exist.
Therefore, the questionnaire items adopted in this study can be validated. According to a research
based on factor loading on the relations between each factor and measurement variables, factor,
Idealism represents 18.725%, Opportunism 17.122%, Machiavellianism 11.712%, legal environment
9.761%, organizational goal 7.746% <Table 1>
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{Table — 1> Factor analysis of individual /contextual characteristics

Rotated component matrix factors
Test ltem dealism | Opportunism | Mechiav= Legal Organizational | Communality
ellianism environment goal

X2 957 934
X1 932 907
X3 928 .892
X8 735 .644
X5 .699 .835
X6 579 .806
X11 762 .639
X12 723 515
X14 .883 818
X13 .819 .828
X15 709 .676
X17 .889 814
X18 .830 787

Variance 18.725 17.122 11.712 9.761 7.746
KMO 732

Sphericity 315.965

Significant 000

As a result of factor analysis on intentions and motives for using unethical tactics, KMO value

stands at 0.726, which shows that variable selection was without irrationality, and its sphericity

test value represents 923.930 with significance probability 0.000, which shows that there common

factors exist. The variance of the factor, inappropriate information gathering was 10.651%,

misrepresentation of information 16.625%, traditional competitive bargaining 16.260%, attacking

negotiating opponent’s network 19.802%, making false promises 12.370%.(table 2).
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(Table — 2> Factor analysis of intentions and motives for using unethical tactics

Rotated component matrix factors
Test Item | inappropriat— | misrepresentat| traditional naeg?)?igt?r?g making false Communality
emformahon ~ion of competitive opponent's promises
gathering information bargaining FeT—_

X21 755 701
X25 .586 .694
X24 799 .822
X23 763 793
X26 727 761
X29 .859 828
X28 785 .803
X27 763 .697
X31 .802 815
X32 .780 714
X34 .833 799
X33 .683 741

Variance 10.651 16.625 16.260 19.802 12.370
KMO 726

Sphericity 923.930

Significant .000

The result of factor analysis on negotiation outcome of self evaluation and reaction of others
shows its KMO value as 0.616 verifying the appropriateness of variable selection, and sphericity
test value 163264 and significance probability 0.00 represents the existence of common factors.

The variance stands at 27.229%. <Table 3>
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(Table — 3> Factor analysis of Negotiation Outcomes

Rotated component matrix factors
Test Item Communality
Self evaluation
X37 .829 764
X36 727 .630
X38 .662 538
Variance 27.229
KMO(Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin) 616
Sphericity 163.264
Significant 000

2) Correlation analysis

Correlation analysis on the variables can be deemed meaningful in that it can serve as a
preceding data, by which we can make a general survey on the relationship between the variables
introduced in the theoretical structure of this thesis and predict to some extent the result of
hypothesis testing. As a methodology for correlation analysis, Pearson’s Correlation was employed.
As shown in [table- 4], individual and contextual characteristics is correlated with intentions and
motives for using unethical tactics, and this moderating variable is also negotiation outcome.

Accordingly, the directional tendency of the hypotheses set up in this study could be confirmed
through this analysis.

{Table - 4> Correlation analysis

Factor A B C D E F G H J K
Idealism 1
Opportunism 048 1

Machiavellianism | -.106 | .017 1
Organizational goal | -.051 | .275*%* | .014 1
Legal environment | -.110 | -.007 | .201* | .150 1

Inappropriate

. . . [315%% | -047 | 227 | -169 | .056 1
information gathering

Misrepresentation of

. . 137 113 007 |.329%*% | 069 | .429%* 1
information
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Competitive

.. J319%* | 089 | 078 | .074 | 266%* | 455%* | 319%* 1
bargaining

Attacking opponent’s
network

Making false
promises

Self evaluation 091 | 279%* | 130 | .225* | .027 | -.113 | .036* | -.046 | -.020 | .077* 1

062 | -116 | 018 | .023 | -.077 | 515%* | 472%* | .054 1

047 | 099 | 252* | -096 | .076 |.370%* | 435** | 239* | 231* 1

* p < 005, ** p < 001 significant level

3) Hypothesis Testing

Based on resulting output, Opportunism has no statistically significant influence on motive and
intention of using unethical tactics. Path coefficient for Opportunism stands at 0.018 and p-value
0.824, while path coefficient for Idealism reads 0.197 with p-value of 0.002, statistically
significant. For the Machiavellianism, its path coefficient has 0.143 with p-value of 0.047.

Legal environment appears to have statistically significant influences on motive and intention of
using unethical tactics. Path coefficient for negotiation preparation stands at 0.017 and p-value
0.032. On the contrary, Path coefficient for Organizational goal reads at 0.084 with p-value 0.808
statistically not significant (Table-5).

As a result of analysis on motive and intention of using unethical tactics for the self
evaluation, path coefficient thereon reads as .025, with p-value of .037, which is statistically

significant. For the reaction of others, however, has no meaningful result.

{Table - 5> Analysis Result

Model analysis coeﬁ‘??ient S.E P-value Result
Idealism — Motive and intention 197 .063 .002#%* Supported
Machiavellianism — Motive and intention .143 072 047 Supported
Opportunism — Motive and intention 018 082 .824 Not supported
Legal environment — Motive and intention 017 074 .032* Supported
Organizational goal — Motive and intention 084 072 .808 Not supported
Motive and intention — Self evaluation 025 113 .037* Supported

* p <005 * p <00l significant level
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Based on final result, we can provide some findings that Machiavellianism and idealistic
orientation in the individual aspects have a positive impact on motive and intention of using
unethical tactics, and in the environmental aspect legal environment factor has a close related to
motive and intention of using unethical tactics characteristics. On the other hand, opportunity has
not related to motive and intention of using unreasonable tactics in negotiation process. It is
referred as to modernism has wide spread out in these current student society, so don’t care for
the opportunism.

And organizational goal has also not relative impact on intention to use unethical things in the
negotiation situation. It would be come from the feature of respondents. They might not put
massive importance into carrying out the organizational goal, because as a student they do not
understand the real situation as much as the field manager in company. It would be left for the

further study area to investigate the company.

IV. Discussion and implications

It is interesting to find that opportunism was not related to unethical negotiation tactics such as
inappropriate information gathering and competitive bargaining in our Korea’s sample. The results
indicate that the opportunistically viewpoint may prevent them from engaging in competitive
bargaining and inappropriate information gathering to get better negotiation outcome.

On the other hand, idealism had positive impact on managers’ perceptions of unethical
negotiation tactics within our sample. This suggests that lower degree of idealism does allow
greater latitude to Korea negotiators when it comes to their perceptions of unethical negotiation
tactics. They have positive perceptions of unethical negotiation tactics as hypothesized. In addition,
the higher level of Machiavellianism showed a significant positive effect on the outcome variables.
It is likely to this argument that a person possessing high degree of the Machiavellian trait would
be dishonest and deceitful

To explain the environmental perspective, we thought that our legal system had not been
applied with fair standard. Some people believe that verdict in court would be swung easily with

the economic power or powerful political figures. So, only if we make the outstanding negotiation
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outcome with using unethical negotiation tactics, they don’t need to worry about the penalty. This
concept displayed the research result. The lower level of legal punishment system encourages
them to use the unethical tactics without hesitation. On the other hand, organizational goal might
have not a related on the perception of unethical negotiation tactics. This imply that new young
generation putting the more importance on their individual goal than organizational one has not
interested in using unethical tactics to get better negotiation outcome as organizational goal. And
as a student, they do not understand the real situation as much as the field manager in company.
It would be left for the further study area to investigate the company.

In summary, its findings indicate that idealism, Machiavellianism and legal environment are
strong predictors of mans’ perceptions of all of the five unethical negotiation tactics. On the
contrary, opportunism and organizational goal has not positive impact on using five unethical
negotiation tactics. The results suggest that while dealing with collectivist negotiators such as
Korea business man, one should not expect to observe a relationship between individual
characteristics and perceptions of unethical negotiation tactics in a manner similar to the one
observed in Western cultures. It can be used to help multinational companies doing business with
Korea counterpart when it comes to international negotiation to become more aware of their host
country’s ethical environment. To reduce the potential risk of use of unethical negotiation,
international managers would be better to employ a local agent who can understand local

negotiating counterpart, so they can assist them in early stage of negotiation.
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