Corporate Onoersiiip o Control / Voluwme 10, lssue 4, 2013, Continued - 4

COMMUNICATION CHANNELS AND INTERPERSONAL
COMMUNICATION BETWEEN SOUTH AFRICAN AND
GERMAN BUSINESS PARTNERS

Oleg Scheming®, Roger B Mason ™"
Abstract

Good communication skills are vital, especially in business. This studv investigated the role of
interpersonal copununications in managing South African ~ German business relationships. The
objective of the study was to identify which communication channels South African businesses use to
communicate with their German business partners, and which are parceived to be the most effective.
in order to accomplish the objective, a survey was conducted by means of self-administered e-mail
based questionnaires. In addition, a few depth imterviews were conducted to help interpret the
quantitative results of the study. In both cases, the respondents were purposively selected. Based on
the findings, recommendations were provided on how communication can be made more effective 1o

improve South African and German business relationships.
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1 Introduction

Germayy has been one of South Africa’s main
business trading partners over the past fen vears
being consistently the largest supplier of imporis info
South Africa and being either the third or fowth
largest export customer for South African goods, For
example, In 2008, Germauy accowtted for 11.3% of
all tmports ipfo South Alrica and for 7.2% of all
South Afriea’s sxports {South African Revenue
Services.  2012).  Clearly, imaigtayung sound
relabonships between South Africen and German
fmms 15 essential to contipue such successfl and
unportant trade activities.

Maneging business relatiopships s a key
ingredient of business success — across all industries
{Limehouse, 1999 100). According to Wang and Ji
(2010: 173, business sxpectations have becomne a
primary concern for orgarnsations. especially fhese
who trade in the global market. Hemamalind (2002: 33
states that besides changing market conditions and
new global competitors. the businesses themselves are
changing. The challenges of rapid  ionovalion,
shrinking product iife cycles, falling prices and global
competition make # diffieult for companies to focus
on managing business relationships.

Aceording to Jordan and Fldredge (2003: 447, 1t
takes more than just technology to maintain business

relationships. It takes improved business processes
and & method for providing the information needed n
business i an effictent and effective mamer, and that
means  that  proper  mmerpersonal  business
comminication between organizations 1 needed
{(Kaufiman, 2001 38). The way business pariners
conmmenicate with each other can either build or
destroy relationships and, therefore, has a direct
mfluence on the effectivensss of business (Bambacas
& Patrickson, Z008: 539,

Ridilla (2008: 70) explams that there are thres
separate forms of business communications that are
critical fo maintain & positive working relationship
between businesses. These are body lmguage, verbal
aspects and documentation.

The Mafactorers’ Agents National Association
(MANA) agency found that 95 percent of all business
problems  in 2006 evolved from a lack of
copunwmnication “which  shows  how  important
commumcation s to be successful in business (A
perfect principal doubleheader, 2006: 477,

Before the problems in communication can be
addressed. it is bmportant to first identfy how
business people comrpupicate with each other and
which cormmunication channels they use. Therefore
this study set out to identify and examine the
interpersonal chanuels used by business organisations
in South Africa to communicate with their German
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business partners. First the Hterature on previous
research is preserted, then the method used to conduct
the siudy is explained and the statistical findings from
the empiical study are presented. Finally, the
tmplications of these findings for the businesses are
interpreved and reconunendations are made.

2 Literature review

2.4 Building «
betriseen partners

positive  relationship

The most effective means of creating » positive
relationship in business is using straight tall: opea
comununication between the business partners s a
necessity to keep a positive relationship (Banker to
banker, 2007: 27,

Romaniello (2004: 43} declares that closer and
more frequent conuminication between business
parters  fosters  tighter and more  sucecessfiil
relationships. However, both partners’ support must
encowrage the creation of a positive relationship.
Evenson (2010 69) indicates that building a positive
relationship beging when your business partner gets a
first impression of you and vour company. Bilanich
{2009 g/a) nominates three thmgs that should be done
for building strong and positive relationships. Firat,
get to know voursell, second, give with no
expectation of retwn and, third, resolve comnflict

positively  with  numimal  disruption 1o your
relationships,
2.2 Challenges in  building global

business relationships

Magrath (1997: 46) indicates that to onderstand global
business partners, their priovities and the knowledge
ef how fo solve global business relationship problemns
cresfe chailenges. Korzepiowsks (2001 40) declares
that “Internationsl comnecfions are & challenge for
every comopany”, and meny large  International
compames are hesitant becanse they have concerns
about ihe lomg-termn viability, Brown (ciled
Handley, 20107 states that global businesses and their
relationships can strugele if there is no central person
or team deciding what skills are nesded. Developing
the riglt international objectives s & ermical
component fe mlerpational operations, and to build
efficient relationships significant time and effort have
to be mvested imto research and planning (Glover,
2001: 66).

2.3 Differences in culiure, technology and
communicaiion

Cultire  impacts  on  behaviowr, morsle, and
productivity at work, and inecludes values that
influence company attitudes and actions (Harmis.
Moran & Moran, 2004: 4), The primery reason for
global business fathwes 1s a lack of mnderstanding of
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foreign cultwres and the right comumunpication is the
cornerstone 1o improve such tnderstanding (Kanungo,
2006: 26). Aparl from thaet, different technology
standards in different countries can have an nfluence
on building business relationships. Rishel and Buns
{19%7: 3} explain that sivong relationships also depend
on the technology standard used by organizations. A
study was done at the Computerworid™s premier 100
IT leaders conference in 2005 regarding the main
obstacles to global strategies for IT conpanies. These
were cultural issues (32%), lack of globalisation plans
{30%), politival issues (25%) and technological issues
(9%}, Clearly, therefore, organizations should pay
morg attention to cultmal issues.

2.4 Communicalion in business

In the words of Ludlow (cited in Kushal. 2009: 23
“Business commumention 15 & process of transfer of
iformation and understanding between different parts
and people of a business organization. It consists of
varions modes and media invelved in comumanication
mterchanges™. Communication s  necessary  in
business and, if it s done efectively, # supports
organizagionn) growth, swrvival and fubme spccess
(Bames, 2002: 30). According to Namita {2009 3}
commutiication is the mam ingredient of business
because no business can grow and expand withow
proper commmnnication channels. Ramsey {1994: 45)
sfates (hat multicalional crgamzations need effective
conumasication if they want to be successfil abroad.

2.5 Verbal and nonverbal communication

Kirst-Ashman and Hull (2008: 48) claim that human
copmunication involves both verbal and nomverbal
behaviour. Erasmus, Bowler and Goliath (1998 &)
state that success in business often depends on a
persoli’s  ability lo communicate effectively, and
sffective  commumication combines verbal and
nonverbal commumeation.

Verbal communication confaing oral and written
communicaton betwezn peopls and mvoives the use
of words in speaking, writing, reading and hstening
{Erasmus, Albin & Donavon, 1998: 8). According to
Huglws (2003 71}, the rigit word choice and clarity
m verbal conmmmication is importast and requires
attention fo personal dynamics.

According fo Yuan (2007 77} compared with
verbal commuunestion, nonverbal commumication is
often mdirect and ambigious and people may usg
different nonverbal signels to show different attifudes
when speaking. Preston (2005: §3) states that
nonverbal messages can support or interfere with the
verbal messages which are delivered by peopic.

2.6 Communication channels in business

The commurtication process is successful only if the
recaiver understands the message as mitended by the
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sender., This process sounds simple bt it is not
always achieved in business (Guffey, Rogin &
Rhodes, 200% 12} becsuse of wvarious reasons,
mcluding ipcorrect encoding and decoding of the
message, mierfering messages and incorrect cheice of
commnication channel. Hamis {2007 18) states that
there are many communication channels which can be
used w0 transfer information. Guffey and Almonte
(2009 34) maintain  that choosing the right
comunuzication channel depends on the importance of
the message, the amowt and speed of feedhack
required, the necessily of permanent record, the cost
of the channel, and best practice in the company,

Cabot and Steiner (2006: 64) suggest that
different postions and jobs in the company require
different communication clwnmels o be used
According to Abell and Codd (2003: 213, choosing
the riglt conmmumnication channel 1% & way o mfluence
the right people 1n buginess and helps to establish a
credible platform from which to negotiate.

af

2.7 Types commmuication in

organizations

Comummnicstion is not simply a matter of the face-fo-
face exchenge of information. In organizations,
people participate in a sumber of different levels of
commmuncation (Fielding, 2005: 23} According to
Lelunan and Dufreps (2007: 9), commupication
organizations can refer fo different andiences and
generally can fake place on five levels:

s Intrapersonal comunmnication,
«  Interpersonal comunmmication:
e Groyp conumncation;

e DPublic conmmunication; and

s Mass communication,

2.8 Interpersonal cormmunication

“Interpersonal  commnumication Is the process of
message transaction between two or more people o
create and sustain shared meaning” (West & Tuener,
2008: 10). Weiten, Llovd, Dunn and Hammer (2008:
205) state that mterpersonal commnunication i an
mteraction precess in which one person sends a
message  to  another while using 2 certain
comprcation cliannel. Interpersonal
commuication 15 extremely important in business
ad bad fmterpersonal skills comtribute considerable
mefficiencies in companies and other orgsmizations
(Ellet, 2008: 1030

Imferpersonal  commumication is  the most
commmoen  context of busminess and  professional
relationslup building, and mterpersonal

comumumication skills are obviousty the foundation of
success in business {Troester & Mester, 2007: 136,
Consequently, aspects of mterpersonal
conmmuncation  are uuporfand in atftempting  to
understand issues such as long-termi bonding and the
development  of  trust  (Olkkonen, Tikkanen &

£
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Algjontsijarvi, 2000: 404). According to Covle (1993
4% employess need relationships to realize their
potential — in teday's workplace relationships require
interdependence that can most effectively be achieved

through better quality in interpersonal
communications, Just {1999 84} suggests that

organizations are no longer rslving on power and
control, buf rather on empowerment and commitment.
Moreover, buikling strong interpersonal working
relationships help to create svnergy and teamwork
within a work group or an organization,

2.0 Comnmunication  problems and
barriers

Comnranzeation is the most important skill for success
in bosiness snd  studies  show that people n
orgamizations generaily spead over 75 percent of their
time in interpersonal commuications {Carroll, 2009:
Xy According to Sedam (2002: 44), if people talk
about communication problems in business, they
shonid look deeper for the cause. such as different
behavioural styles, personalities, compmny policies,
structire and culture,

According to Harrts and Hartmann (2601 3195),
objectivity in receiving and interpreting messages is
ofien difficult to achieve because of comnuumication
problems caused by perceptual and psychological
yezsons or as a resull of specific situations. Obstacles
and frefors which disturb the communication process
and, therefore, make the communication incomplete
and ineffective are known as commumnication barriers
{Debasish & Das, 2009: 61Y. Cominumication barriers
are any factors tuat interfere with the success of the
commemication process (Krizan, Merrer, Logan &
Williams, 2007: 16}, Accordimg to Qazi  and
McKenzie (1983: 70}, communication slowdowns or
breakdowns can  result from  ambiguous or
misinterpreted verbal or nonverbal communications.

Pancrazio and Pancrazio (19810 31) go firther
and declare that comsmumication barrers lead fo
miscomrmupdeation  and  cause  problems  in
commumications such as cansing defensive reactions.
cutting off further commmmnication, dimimishing
chances o 1dentify options and resulting in confusion
or misunderstanding. S Jin and Sumith (2009 45)
define miscomupunication as “... 3 rumed formn of
conpmunication. What is to be conmmunicated does not
get conununicated and an obstructed form of message
is transimitied”

Considering the maportance of inter-culural
commmications, fhis study aimed to identify the
imerpersonal  commomications chanmels wsed by
organtsations in South Afiica fo commmmnicate with
their business partners in Gesmany, as well as to
mvesfigate inferpersonal communication problems
experienced by such businesses in managing (heir
business relationships. To meet this objective, the
following issues, identified from the literature, were
defennined to be kev fo successful imerpersonal
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business communications and were used to devalop
the questioniaire:

¢ Use of commuication channels especially
Web 2.0 communication channels

o Familiarity with  these conununication
channels

#  Parceived  suitability of commumication
channeis

L

Interpersonal skills and fheir role as barriers
o comimunication

s Cultural aspects and their role as barriers fo
conpnunication

*  Language and use of termmology and ifs role
as a barrier to conumumication

These 1ssues therefore formed the basis of the
emprrical study and will be discussed in detail in the
Results section of this paper.

4 Method

An exploratory vesearch design with both guantitative
and qualitative instruments was used fo collect the
necessary  data. The survey method, using a
gquestionnaire, was chosen in order to collect the
quantitative data. To develop more understanding of
the gquantitative findings, in-depth interviews were
also conductad.

The rtarget population was South African
compames that comnumicate with Germany on
business matters. Within these firms, the research
elements ware DMenaging Directors, Heads of
Departments, and emplovees who work in sales,
marketing and purchasmg, and who conunuricate
with German suppliers or costomers. The data was
collected during Septenther and October 2011 from
firms based in South Africa.

The sample frame was the South Afiican -
Germzn Chamber of Commerce and  Industry
membership list of 500 organmizations. A non-
probability sampling design was vsed for the survey.
Specifically. the samplhing design was a mixture of
purposive  sampling, census  and  selfeselected
samapling. The Orst step was to select the companies
suitable for the study from the South African -
German Chamber of Comimerce md Industry st
Non-trading orgamisaiions and service firms such as
restauraniz  were excluded fom the Hame. The
renaining compantes were phoned to muake sure that
they are qualified and then asked fo participate in the
survey. From these selected compamies, an e-mail
based censis was done. Finally, the achieved sample

& 4
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was based on a self-selected sampling. A self-selected
sample is a form of convenience sample where the
respondents determine whether or not to be a part of
the sample (Bim, 20I1: 41). The final achieved
sanple consisted of 200 companies.

The questionnaire was developed from the
lLiterature op business commumications. with questions
stated simply to ensure that they were understeod by
all respondents. To ensure validity, each question was
pre-tested. Closed-ended Likert scaled questions were
mainly used. In addition to pre-festing, the developed
questionnaire was also checked via a pilot-study o
test validity. Most of the questions can be seen in
Table 5. The data was then collected via an e-mail
online swivey. The respondents received an Internet
itnk via e~-mail, which they had to click on to access
the questionnaire,

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
{(8PSS), version 18, was used to analyse the data
Descriptive statigtics were used, summarising the
resuliz maindy In terms of mean values. To test for
statistical significance chi-square tests were used,

Reparding the qualitative imterviews. a nop-
probability sample was used. Purposive sampling was
chosen because information regarding the research
fopic and researcl: problam was believed to be held by
certain respondents, Six iterviews were conducted in
this study fo gain more in-depth information. The
requirement for qualifving for the interview was fhat
the respondent communicated regularly with German
business partners snd worked for a company based in
South Africa.

A gualttative mterviewsr famework, based on
the study sim. was developed to explore some of the
gquaniifative results. Information provided by ihe
nmterviewess was audio recorded, franscribed. and
then the tuansoription was deconstrwcted  and
reconstructed according to the research themes.

4 Resulis
4.1 Sample demographics

The gender of the participants in the quantitative
study shows a reasonable spread. The results can be
saen in Table 1, which alse shows respondents”™ ages.
Over 70 per cent of the respondents were over 40
vears old. This finding was expected because the
study was designed to collect information mainly
from spanaging direcfors or senior mapagers, who
wauld be expecied to be older.

an
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Table 1. Age and gender

Nﬂr Female Male Total
' { 9 10 15
-3 _
18 -30 % 14.1% 15.6% 29.7%
; 15 5 23
450 % 23 4% 12.5% 35.9%
"’ il
-+ 50 f 10 12 22
% 15.6% 18.8% 34.4%
I 34 30 64
Total '
ata % 33.1% 36.9% 100.0%

Like age and gender, work expertence was felt io
be an  important  criterion  for  enswring
representativeness  of the sample. The length of
employment in vears of the respondents showed an
even spread, with experience from 1 vear up to over
20 years. In summary, 80% of the respondents had
worked for more than 4 years and over 40% had
worked over 10 vears for the company. This relatively
high level of experience mesns that the sample
respondents could be expected to be sufficiently
knowledgzable about thetr organizations’ activilies
and conununications.

A comparison of the opinton questions in ferms
of the demographics questions was done using
analysis of variance. None of the comparisons were
found to be significant. Thus it was concluded that the
regpondents’ opinions about interpersonal
conmnunications did not differ between genders. age

categories or length of time worked at the company.
Therefore, subsequent analyses were only conducted
and discussed according to the toial results.

4.2 Familiarity and use of
contmunication channels

Table 2 shows the communication channels that South
Afriesn business pzople are most famibiar with, and
the freguency with which each channel is used per
day.

There were obviously high tevels of familianty
with the telephone, face-to-face and el However,
only abount a tlard (34.4 pereent) were familiar with
Web 2.0 services, and approximately 47 percent with
videoconferencing. In other words, the more modern
or sophisticated conmpunications charmely are not
well known.

Table 2. Communication channe! familiarity and use (%)

% familiar Tinres channel used per day
Chamnel with Domestic (South African) Interuational (German)

channel 0 15 618 | =15 | 0 1-5 615 =15
Telephone 96.5 - 3% 0 435 | 242 0 97 726 - 113 65
Face to Face 84.4 105 762 1 88 | 105 0 87 . 1Ll . 16 | 16
Videocouferencing 46.9 85.0 158 - . 849 151 - -
Electronic niail 100.0 i6 63 317 | 603 0 16 524 . 238 222
Web 2.0 34.4 790 97 | &l 32 0 BT 1006 33 | S0

Table 2 also shows a comparison of how often
South  Afiies business  people  use  each
commuidcation channel to commmunicate with their
domestic business partners on the one hand, and with
their German businiess partners on the other hand.

On average, approxunately 80% of respondents
did not use wvideoconferencing or Web 10 to
commumicate with neither thetr domestic partners nor
with their Cenman business partners. This
constgtent with the low level of fmniliarity with these
ehannels. The two most used channels for domestic
copmnunication were e-mail, which was wsed more
than 13 times a day by 60.3% of respondents, and
face-to-face which was nsed less often (1 - 5 tunes a
day by 70.2% of respondents). Obviously a ligh

is

FIRTLS,

percentage of the respondents did not use face-to-face
to commumicate  wih  German  firms. Most
comnmmication 15 vie  telepbone  (71.6%4) and
electrome mail (32.4%). In each instance, these
chanmels were used between 1 and 5 times per day.
The fmdings from the qualitative stndy stugpest
that South Afvican organizations use the telephone
mere often to commmmcate with their domestic
buginess partners than with their German business
partners becavse the siaff in South Africa can usually
seive problems. Calls to Garmany are made only in
urgent cazes. Another resson 1s that people are much
befter prepared when they make calls overseas
{Germany) and thersfore less time 1z spent on the

MTER PRISY
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phone and less communication in general is necessary
to solve problems.

As Table 2 shows, South African business
people have very little face-to-face contact with their
German business partners. Based on the qualitative
interviews, the two masin factors seem to be money
and time. Flights are so expensive and time-
consuming that people try to solve problems via e-
mail and telephone.

Another saliert point highlighted by Table 2 is
that videoconferencing and Web 2.0 technology are
rarely used by South African organizations. This
finding is swprising since videnconferencing is a
cheap,  mediate.  comfostable and  direct
communication channel. The qualitative mterviews
suggest that Seuth Afiican business people stick to
old habits (tzlephone and e-mail) with which they feel

organizations seem to not really know how o use this
new convnunication technology, and in addition,
connections for overseas calls sometimes break down
or have a time delay. which makas speech awkward.
Service  providers offen  have problems i
guaranteeing a stable connection, which is necessary
to use videoconferencing properly.

With Web 2.0 being an important forure channel
for business communication, a more in-depth
investigation was warranted. Table 3 illustrates that
few respondents had an opinion abomt Web 2.0
services. Over one third do not even know if thewr
company uses or offers Web 2.0 serviess for
conumunicatior.  Furtheunore, nearly half  the
respondents do not liave an opinion on whether Web
2.0 technology is going to play a bigger role for
business communication in the future,

comfortable. Furthermore, South African

Table 3, Opmiong abowt Web 2.0 communication channels
% responses " e
: . ! Agree | Neutral | Pisagree
| Cuestions ) a
| O company uses Web 2.0 to communicate with German business partuers. 12.9 338 53.2
: Web 2.0 Technology will be more important for efficient commumication @ ., p 419 o
H - . . - i . -
: with plobal business partriers 11 the pext 3 years,
[ Web 20 Technology will not be aliowed for communication by the o 480 2 0
: . L . . £ 1. S
| companies because it 1s developed more for private use and not for business. <

Some  mterviewees indicated that Web 2.0
serviees cerfainly  have potenmtial for busmness
copynumication, bwt companies are uncertsin and
hegitant about their use. Some felt that employees
might uze it more for private fhun for business Issues,
Moreover, data security was also an Issue; companies
do not lke to publish important or confidential
mformation on the web. The fact that 70% of the
sample was over 40 years old conld bz a reason for
the lack of knowledge about, or interest in, Web 2.0
services, A survey of vounger emplovess may
produce a different result.

In general, South African organizations use their
commurication channels less ofien to comnmnicate

with German business partners than to commumicate
with their domestic partners. According 1o the
interviews, this is natural becsnse Sowmth Afiica is
where the selling and buying takes place {rather than
in Germany). Thersfore, more commumicstion with
the domestic pariners is necessary on a daily basis.
4.3  Suttability cormmunication
channels

af

Table 4 yepresent the opunons on how suitable or
applicable the wvarious commmmication channels are
for South African organizations to communicate with
German businesses.

Table 4. Suitability of conmurication channels

channels are genevally appropriste. However, some
chanpels were more favoured than others. These
melude telephone, face-to-face and e-mail. Moreover,
despite the uncerfainty previoushy menbioned. abent

&
pripRes
HIRTTA /‘;

Inappropriate Less suitable Suitable Most suitable
' Telephone - 1.7% 55.0% 43.3%
| Face to Face 14.3% 22.4% 24.5% 38.8%
Videoconferencing 2.9% 42.9% 51.4% 2.9%
Electronic mail - 4.9% 19.7% T5.4%
Weh 2.0 3 25.0% 26.6% 46.4% .
Overall, respondents  felt that fhe different  half the respondents think that Web 2.6 and

videoconferencing are suitable for coummunication. As
discussed previonsly. these commumnication chammels
are hardly used for comnupication, which s
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consistent with the fact that about half perceive them
as unsuitable.

4.4 Opinions regarding communications

Table 3 provides a summary of the opimions of the
respondents regarding interpersonal communications
and bmriers o such comunuuications. These means
were all found to be significarnt with p values of
§.000. Most questions had a spread of positive and

promises that camnot be Kept, remembering the
coenversation context, problems in summerising the
comversaiion. inferruptions due to  technological
problems or time zone difficultiss). The only factor
that emerged as a fairly strong communication barrier
was the different cuttural backgrounds and traditions
{mean of 3.5469). Although most means hover around
the mid-peint of 3, the relatively high standard
deviations indicate that there were a fairly high
mumnber of respondents who did believe significant

segative answers, with the means hovering around the
mid, neutral pomt of 3 (betwween 2.3 and 3.53. In most
cases, the respg;lde'ﬁfs dxsagg eed with the smtame.nis (x=2.8281, SD=1.12058).
abowt commmunication barrier causes {e.g making

Table 5. Summary of optmon questions

commuuications barriers exist. For example:
business parfners not understanding what is said’

‘(rerman

Opinion questions n Mean  Std. Dev,
GENERAL
German business partners often send unlinportant and unnecessary e-mails, L 64 121406 1 79417
Face-to-face compunication i the most efficient way to get results when dealing with . :
' 64 3.230@ 1.02353
Gemxsm business relationships, :
fwmze t.alkmg f)ﬁ the phone, one should also be interested in the person and aot only in 63 1.6984 81587
the business issues. -
German companies use Videoconferenciig too ofter and peglect therefore the pm‘:{)ﬁdl 64 25037 . 90099
P ol -
face-to-face contact with the South Afiican business partners, .
INTERPERSONAL SKILLS —~ BARRIERS — ABILITY TO UNDERSTAND WHAT OTHER PEUPL}: SAY
Good interpersonal skills of business pariners positively affect the conupumication 64 44531 : 58905
etficiency.
Germumn business partners often don’t understand what is said. B4 2828F 0 112058 |
German business partners often make promises they cannot leep, | 64 22187 91667
Gerfan business partners often have difficulties remeniberi ing the conv ersatmn 64 22656 1 92996
context {includes face-to-face and telephone), : :
INTERPERSONAL SKILLS - BARRIERS - SIGNIFICANCE OF ORAL SKILLS
German business parfners always bave a positive attitude and are kind, G4 | 32813 1 B9918
German business partuers offen have problems in summarizing the conversation. 63 | 23333 | TRIES
;}}eﬁnaﬁ business partners often have trouble in struciuring the conversation flow on 54 2.5000 | 1.05400
e phone. 5
INTERPERSONAL SKILLS ~ BARRIERS - SIGNIFICANCE OF WRITTEN SKELLS
Written responses from German business pariners are always on Hine, S 64 33TA0 81731
The written context front German business partners is offen ot gyroctured, 64 0 2.5000 | 94281
The grammpar of written messages from German business partners is offen wrong. 64 28806 1025
CULTURAL ASPECTS - BARRIERS
[ offen don’t understand the foreign language terminolopy that German business 64 26250 1 9673
DATEners use.
Iﬁ)ii’ife;'em' cultural b‘aclv‘:gmmzdss zmti 13‘%&(1&_?0&“15 é’;ﬁ:ﬁicf business  comipumcation, 64 35469 94162
(Infferences such as: just now and Afikasns: now now).
The communication flow with German business partpers will often be interrupted oy = 4378 83333
hecause of technology problems. B I B
Different time zenes make it difficult fo define the pight business howrs for : - .
i 64, 22344 97170
cormmncation. ;
A nolsy and disraptive enviromment often distirbs the communication flow. 64 30315 1.16794
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4.3 Bivariate analysis

This section covers the bivarale amalysis that
wrvelved the comparison of twe variables ef relevance
related to Web 2.0, Cross fabulations and ¢ln square
tzsts were used for this analyss.

4.5.1 Cross tab of Web 2.0 foday and tomorrow in
business

The respondents were asked if thewr company was
using Web 2.0 for business conununication and how
they think Web 2.0 will change in business
commmunication over the next five years. A Pearson
chi-square test (p ~ 0.0007 showed that there i a

statistical significant relationship between the two
considarad variables.

As already indicated in the wnivariate analysis of
this chapter, Web 2.0 is litile used by South African
organizations for business comummication. However,
it iy inferesting to kmow what Sowth African
organizations think of the future development of Web
2.0 I business communication. The majority of the
responcents disagreed with the statement that their
company i8  using  Web 2.0 for  Dbusiness
communication but they think that Web 2.0 will be
more mnportant for business comumunication in the
next five years, as Table 6 shows. South African
business people are quite confident that Web 2,0 will
be more wefnl for business communication in the
next five vears.

Table 6. Use of Web 2.0 in business in the fidure

Web 2.0 Technology will be more iniportant for efficient

_ communication with global business partners in the next 5 vears, Total !

S%mngiy Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly

o disazres agree !

‘ Strongly f
;Our company disaoree 5 i 6 4 & 16

e Wb sapres
‘ uses \R&?& "f“(} t Disagres O ) ] 4 i 16
| commumicats Newiral 0 2 13 6 & 21
with  Gepmen — = . ; =
- business SAgie\: - L ! ¢ ! 4 6
| pariners, o Gﬂfs ! 0 & 1 ¥ 1 pi
agr

Total 5 g 26 15 6 61

4.5.2 Cross tab of foce-to-face communication and
language/ierminology

A cress tabulafion {shown inn Table 7). betwsen
whether ‘face-to-face 1s the most efficient way to
communieate with German business partners’ and “if
the languagefterminology ix offen misunderstood®,
showed a significant relationship (p = 0.02) between

the two considered variables. This is consistent with
the uwntvariate analysis, which showed that many
respondents disagreed with the statement that {face-to-
face is the most efficient way fo communicate with
German business people, and that the majority also
disagreed with the stetement that they do not
understand the language or terminology that German
business partaers use.

Table 7. Face-to-face as most efficient and language/terminology

Language/Terminology: I often don’t mnderstand foreign
language terminology that German business partnars use. Total |
Strongl . . : Strongly
Hangly Dhigagree Wentral Agree £ i
disagree _ ) agree
e Strongl
Face-to i“ace' A ; g ¥ G 0 0 o 1 1
compmmicarion. 15 |_ disagree
most efficient way | Disagree i & 5 2 0 16
to get results when | Newiral 2 10 7 2 B 21
dealing with Agree 1 7 4 5 1 18
Germnan busmess | Stronely
SR el 1 4 1 2 o 8
relationships. agree
Total 5 29 17 11 2 &4
Obviously, South Adfrican business people  German business people m person fo  clarfy

understand the German language/terminology guile
well and, thersfore, probably de not need to mest

FIRTUS

misconceptions. In this case, the difference betwsan
baing effective and efficient must be explained. It

o &
} NTRERFEESS
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might be that face-to-face is the most effective way 1o
commemicate but with the background of fime and
cost, it might not be the most efficient way from an
economic point of view,

5. Conclusion

The objective concemed the copumunicaiion channels
tsad by South Aftican organizations fo communicate
with CGerman businesses. The result of the research
shows that the main communication changels nsed by
South Alrican organizations aye e-mpails, tefephone
andd  face-to~face  communication. According  to
Sussman, Adams, Kuzmits and Raho (20020 31%),
these are the mam compumication channels i
business. According to the Lterature, e-mail is used
mamly becanse messages can be sent quickly and
inexpensively across the time zones or borders;
telephones are also used for gathering or delivering
guick information and face-to-face conversation takes
place when business people need fo be persuasive
{(Guffey and Akmonte, 2009 35). These insights from
the literature review are confirmed by this study,
which found that South African business people
ninnly commuusicate via e-mail and felephone,
Videoconferencing s hardly used by South
African orgamizstions to copununicate with German
business  people.  Bigger  compsnies  use
videoconferencing occcasionally. According to the
literatire, tlus channe! would be usad when group
comsensis and inferaction are important but  the

members are not avallable personally (Guffey and
Almonte 2009 351 Alhough videoconferencing

provides a comfortable apd cheap communication
channel over distance, this study has found that this
conprsication chanel is not used by Sowth African
orgamyzations {o conuununicate with their Germam
business partners. Lack of knowledge and different

techuology  standards  play a2 role in why
videcconferencing s not it stundard use for
commHeation in South African companies.

In relation to Web 2.0 and Dbusiness

conmmumiication. there s DIttle literature awvailable
because this ares i3 still relatively new. The study
conrfumed that many people do not know what Web
2.0 15, or whether their company is using this chaunel
for business comummication. Even after being given a
defmition of Web 2.0:

“Web 2.0 i3 the ferm given 1o describe a second
generation of the World-Wide-Web that is focused on
the ability for people to collaborate ond share
infornmation online”,

many respondents answered the questions concerning
Web 2.0 with nevtral answers. This shows that people
are relatively ignorant about this particular area and
that Web 2.0 is not adequately considered for business
Cotmmnunication.

6. Implications of the study

This research has clearly shown the imporfance of
interpersonal conpnunication in business. Due to the
complexity of all the factors that influence
comumuieation. research in this particular area is
jnstified. In addivion to making a comtribution to
knowledge  abowt  interpersonal  commumication
between South African and German businesses, 1 has
also contributed to knowledge about the use of Web
2.6 in South Africa, an wnanticipated benefit. Web 2.0
is penerally in demand for business communication,
and this study has highlighted that the benefits of its
use are probably being missed by Seuth African
buginesses,

In addition o increasing awareness of the

advantages  and  disadvantages  of this  mew
copumumication  channel, companies should also

enswre that thewr emplovees know more sbout their
business partners and thelr communication habits to
make business commmmication as  efficient and
effective as possible. Compantes shouid camry ot
workshops  and  training @ the company on
interpersonal and ister-cultural communication W
basiness, and on effective and efficient ways of
conductmg business communication. Such wanng in
compnurcation could be offered on 2 generic basis, or
cowid be gpecificslly related 1o certain countries — in
this case, commtmication betwean Sowth Aftca and
Germany.

7. Limiitations and further research

Three hmutations of this research were that many
respondents did not know much about Web 2.0 (as
indicated by the large nmumber of nevtral responses),
and the small sample size of only 64 respondents. For
an exploratory smdy, this was sufficient, but for
reliable answers for a conclusive stody, fhis was
wsufficient, A third linitation was that the problem
was only viewed from & South African perspective,

Further research is neaded i the area of Web 2.0
technology for business communication, The question
of whether Web 2.0 can be used for efficient and
effective business commmunication needs to  be
explored futher. Furthenmore, the same study conid
be vonducted m Germany to explore the problem
from a German perspective. German business people
inay have s completely different apingon.

A final recotinendation for further research is to
expand the sample sire. A bigger sample would
provide more relisble aud wvalid conchmions. In
conjunction with fhe increase sanple size, differences
i the eommunication behaviour of smaller and bigger
companies, and  differences W the
demographic factors could be investigated.

PArIONS
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