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Introduction
The world today is highly globalized in business, and negotiation beyond borders is the key to organizational success. Since companies with various cultural backgrounds are joining together, it can be helpful to learn how cultural differences can influence communication to prevent misunderstandings and promote successful negotiations. This is more specifically reflected in the differences between the negotiating style of the Japanese and the United States, where their culture is deeply rooted, and it has affected the way they negotiate. Japan is a high-context culture that depends on non-verbal messages, indirect communication, and mutual understanding (Goffman, 1955). Conversely, the United States is a low-context culture, which appreciates being direct, explicit, and clear in its communication.
This paper is intended to understand the impact of cultural differences between Japan (high context) and the United States (low context) on negotiation communication and find managerial approaches that may help to alleviate these miscommunications. Through reviewing major theories of intercultural communication, including the high-context vs. low-context framework by Edward T. Hall, cultural dimensions by Hofstede, and Lingua franca Business English, this study aims to offer information on the issues that occur when conducting a cross-cultural negotiation. Moreover, it will give viable plans that managers can consider to help close these communication differences and achieve better negotiations between Japanese and American business people (Nickerson, 2005).
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Cross-cultural negotiations rely on effective communication, which is paramount in international business. The following literature review discusses important theories concerning cultural differences and especially between Japan and the United States (Goffman, 1955).
High-context and low-context culture theory of Edward T. Hall (1976) can be used to explain communication styles. Japan is a high-context culture that is based on non-verbal communication, implicit communication, and shared understanding. Japanese negotiators do not want to face the opponent directly, and they resort to quietness and even hints. On the contrary, the United States is a low-context culture, and direct and explicit communication is stressed. Neglecting to understand the cultural aspects of the negotiation can lead to misunderstandings, as Americans view Japanese negotiators to be evasive and Japanese view Americans as being too blunt or aggressive (Hofstede, 1984).
The cultural dimensions theory by Geert Hofstede (1980) can illuminate the cultural differences between the United States and Japan in the areas of individualism vs. collectivism, power distance, and uncertainty avoidance. The high collectivism of Japan implies that the harmony in a group is valued, and thus the Japanese negotiators may negotiate using indirect styles in an attempt to preserve the harmony. With more individualism, the US appreciates face-to-face communication and self-interests. Such cultural inclinations should be thought of as the reason why an American would demand a faster reply, whereas a Japanese might not be willing to give a direct answer.
Business English as lingua franca (BELF) plays an important role in cross-cultural negotiations, where English is a lingua franca. Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta (2011) note that BELF is widely applied by non-native speakers of English when dealing with international business. BELF may create misunderstandings in the US-Japan negotiations because of a difference in proficiency in the English language. The two cultures have to make adjustments in the communication to make it clear and free of jargon and ambiguous words or expressions (Hofstede, 1984).
The face-negotiation theory developed by Ting-Toomey (1985) focuses on the face management, or reputation management, of cultures during communication. Face-saving is a necessity in Japan, and indirect communication and silence are adopted to evade a conflict. On the other hand, Americans, who belong to a low-context culture, value directness and clarity, which can be perceived as offensive by the Japanese. This theory can be used to elucidate the communication issues during US-Japan negotiations, as face and conflict avoidance are usually inconsistent with the necessity to communicate clearly and directly (Goffman, 1955).
The competence in cross-cultural communication is pragmatic competence, which entails the capacity to express oneself in different circumstances in a social setting. Earley and Ang (2003) state that intercultural communication competence assists the negotiators in overcoming the differences in communication patterns. During the US-Japan negotiations, it is possible to develop pragmatic competence to understand and interpret indirect and direct communication styles to prevent possible miscommunication.
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In this section, the theoretical frameworks reviewed in the literature section are applied to examine the particular communication issues that arise when conducting negotiations between Japan (a high-context culture) and the United States (a low-context culture). We are going to address the issue of cultural differences and communication and provide the managerial tactics (which may be utilized in practice) to overcome this barrier by means of a hypothetical case of a cross-cultural negotiation (Nickerson, 2005).
This analysis is about the hypothetical negotiation between an American technology firm and a Japanese electronic manufacturing company on a joint venture deal. It is negotiated in English, as Business English as a Lingua Franca (BELF), which is a language frequently spoken in international business. The analysis is based on the high-context/low-context model by Edward T. Hall, the cultural dimensions by Hofstede, and the face-negotiation theory to determine the primary aspects of communication issues. The analysis is supported by secondary case examples and scholarly articles with the purpose of providing practical solutions to reduce the misunderstandings in such cross-cultural negotiations (Kittler, Rygl & Mackinnon, 2011).
With cultural differences, there are significant problems in the way of communication in the negotiation process, particularly when high-context and low-context cultural characteristics are involved. Japanese people are of the high-context style of communication, which is dependent on non-verbal communication, silence, and unspoken messages. Japanese negotiators will tend to speak indirectly to express their views and concerns, and this may be misunderstood by their American counterparts as they want direct and explicit language (Oetzel et al., 2001).
The understanding of silence and indirect language is one of the main issues in US-Japan negotiations. In Japanese society, silence may mean thinking, respect, or a way of disagreement without challenging (Ting-Toomey, 1985). The Japanese negotiators make good use of non-verbal communication to show their positions in the background, unlike the American negotiators, who may interpret silence as the absence of communication or acceptance. E.g., during a meeting, a Japanese negotiator may put a break after a suggestion has been put forward, and the silence may indicate that they are going through the information, or they do not want to respond directly. But this silence may be interpreted by an American negotiator as a lack of interest or indecisiveness and may make the negotiator pressurize for a quick settlement, or may misinterpret the actual position of the Japanese party (Kittler, Rygl & Mackinnon, 2011).
Another important detail is the disparity in the straightforwardness. Negotiators in the United States are more likely to be direct, and they tend to value clarity and transparency in every facet of a deal. Indirectness can be interpreted as evasive or dishonest by the American negotiators, and it can result in frustration and a lack of trust. Conversely, the Japanese negotiators see such straightforward communication as arrogant or insensitive, especially on issues related to disagreement or criticism. The Americans need to make fast and clear decisions, and the Japanese need to operate at a slower pace, through consensus. This difference in style may be frustrating in both directions, as the American team may feel like the Japanese team may be evasive, whereas the Japanese team may feel like the American team may be too aggressive or fixated on the details (Goffman, 1955).
Communication in negotiations is another element that the power distance between Japan and the United States contributes to. According to the dimensions of culture (1980) introduced by Hofstede, power distance in Japan is high; that is, inequalities in status are appreciated, and status hierarchies are established. Japanese negotiations place a lot of expectations on senior leaders to finalize matters, and in meetings, the communication tends to correspond to the top. The junior or junior team members may hesitate to voice up or criticize the seniors, thus resulting in an inability to have varied viewpoints in decision-making (Oetzel et al., 2001).
On the other hand, the United States has a lower power distance, which promotes free communication irrespective of position. The American negotiators might find it easier to expect all the team members, irrespective of their ranks, to contribute equally to the discussions. This may cause tensions during a meeting where American negotiators may view Japanese negotiators as not respecting their part of the bargain, and Japanese negotiators may feel out of place challenging their seniors or giving counter-arguments to them (Hofstede, 1984).
Other additional challenges come with the use of Business English as a Lingua franca (BELF) in international negotiations. English is not a native language to either of the parties, Japanese or Americans, though English is common in the business environment. This may cause communication breakdown, especially when the proficiency levels between the two parties are different in terms of English (Oetzel et al., 2001).
Japanese and American negotiators can equally have problems with English fluency, but due to different reasons. Japanese negotiators can place much reliance on translation or simplified English, which can cause misunderstanding, especially on idiomatic phrases or cultural allusions. Conversely, the American negotiators can speak jargon or complicated language that might not be comprehended by the non-native negotiators. An example is that a Japanese negotiator may fail to interpret the use of such terminologies as circle back or touch base as the American culture uses them in its business settings, but may not be well understood by the Japanese (Kittler, Rygl & Mackinnon, 2011).
In addition, using English as a language of communication, the Japanese team can be afraid of using statements and prefer more indirect and polite expressions, which can be interpreted in the wrong way by the American team. On the same note, Americans can be regarded as overly blunt or aggressive, particularly when they do not know about the cultural nuances that the Japanese negotiators attach some value to (Goffman, 1955).
In order to overcome such challenges, the two parties are required to change their communication approaches in the use of BELF. This involves the prevention of idioms, slang, and technical jargon and the use of simple and understandable language. Also, it is worth noting that both parties must be aware of the possible language barriers and frequently check their understanding. To take an example, when making sure that both parties are on the same page, it is possible to request the meaning of some important words or seek clarification on a specific issue of concern during the discussion.
A good example is a hypothetical case when a Japanese negotiator has received an offer of a joint venture by the American negotiator and has replied that he will have to consider it and speak with his team. The American negotiators think that this was an indication that they were not committed or were reluctant to proceed with the deal since they were used to a straightforward answer. They may then demand a more conclusive answer, which may put the Japanese negotiators under pressure (Nickerson, 2005).
But in the eyes of the Japanese, it is a very natural and culturally correct reply. It is an appeal to the inner stakeholders and the need not to make a hasty decision. The Japanese understand the demands of the Americans to get the answer at once and make a final decision as a violation of etiquette, and the situation could turn into frustration or misunderstanding.
Using the high-context vs. low-context framework provided by Hall (1976), we may observe the conflict of values of Americans and Japanese when it comes to directness versus the need to preserve harmony and face and respect. The scenario shows that both sides should be conscious of these differences in cultures and change the ways of communication accordingly.
In order to surmount the above challenges, the managers can adopt a number of strategies that will help address the disparity between high-context and low-context communication in negotiations between the US and Japan.
Cultural Awareness Training: Training Japanese and American negotiators should also be trained on the differences in their cultures to set expectations and create understanding between each other. Misunderstandings can be reduced by training the team members about the cultural guidelines of their colleagues.
Good Documentation and Preparation of Agenda: It is always important to provide written summaries or clear agendas before the negotiation so that the two parties recognize the essential issues and objectives of the negotiation. It minimizes ambiguity, and both teams will be able to prepare for the negotiation according to their cultural preferences.
Application of Paraphrasing and Clarification: It is important that the managers motivate the negotiators to paraphrase or repeat important points to understand when the language is a problem. This assists in making sure that the meaning of words is correct and that there is no possibility of misinterpretation (Oetzel et al., 2001).
Control of Silence and Non-verbal Cues: Silence is also a tactic that is commonly employed in Japanese culture to escape confrontation. This should be perceived by American negotiators as an indication of thought and not commitment. It is necessary to create a comfortable environment where silence will be allowed and time will be allowed for the Japanese counterparts to process information.
Written Follow-ups: It is also possible to use written summaries and action step follow-ups in order to reinforce agreements and bring about understanding. It is especially significant when the negotiations are made in a third language, as it minimizes the chances of any mistakes or misunderstandings (Hofstede, 1984).
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Finally, cultural differences between Japan and the United States greatly influence the negotiation communication, specifically, the different expectations of directness, silence, and face-saving. Using high-context and low-context communication theories of Hall, cultural dimensions of Hofstede, and face-negotiation theory, we learn how these cultural characteristics form both threats and opportunities in enhancing cross-cultural negotiations (Nickerson, 2005). These differences can be overcome through managerial tactics like cultural training, strict documentation, and proper language usage that would ensure a more efficient and amicable negotiation process. Learning and being acquainted with such cultural subtleties will not only reduce misunderstandings but will also result in a more robust, fruitful business relationship. Through such strategies, firms will be able to go through the cross-cultural negotiation processes more successfully.
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