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Abstract 

In the context of global uncertainty, international business negotiations increasingly require 

more human-centred and relationship-based approaches. This study operationalises the 

Contact–Withdrawal–Contact (CWC) cycle—a Gestalt-based framework—across 37 cross-

border B2B negotiations over 12 months, using a practitioner-observer design. CWC-applied 

cases (n=20 with refusal or distancing) were compared with standard practice (n=17) and 

peer benchmarks (29 managers). CWC yielded a 60% return rate after refusal (vs. 15–20% 

baseline, p < 0.001), 83% conversion after return, and an overall 50% conversion from 

initially declined cases (Cohen’s h = 0.84, large effect). These findings indicate that relational 

rhythm—awareness, legitimised withdrawal, and deliberate re-engagement—enhances 

negotiation outcomes under geopolitical volatility and algorithmic mediation. 
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1. Introduction  

Two forces now reshape cross-cultural business relations: geopolitical volatility and AI-

mediated communication. This study asks: how can negotiators sustain relational homeostasis 

amid algorithmic mediation and geopolitical division? The CWC cycle offers one such way: 

by deepening awareness, dialogue, and respectful distance, negotiators can maintain dynamic 

balance (what Gestalt theory describes as relational homeorhesis) and preserve the 

authenticity of human interaction, making it more effective. 

2. Literature Review 

Classical negotiation models (Lewicki et al., 2021) distinguish distributive and integrative 

modes, emphasising BATNA (Best Alternative to a Negotiated Agreement) and concession 

strategies.  

Cultural frameworks (Hofstede, 1980; Hall, 1976; Triandis, 1995) prove inadequate in 

volatile environments (Brett, 2014). Process research (Adair & Brett, 2005; Harinck & De 

Dreu, 2004) reframes pauses as constructive phases, not failures—central to the CWC 

model.  

Intra-national polarisation limits cultural profiles’ predictive power, underscoring the need 

for interaction-focused approaches.  

https://doi.org/10.33422/icrpconf.v3i1.1464
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2.1 Neurobiological Foundations of Contact  

The amygdala rapidly categorises in-group vs. out-group within milliseconds (LeDoux, 1996; 

Phelps et al., 2000; Cikara & Van Bavel, 2014). In polarised contexts, these biases amplify, 

requiring person-centred approaches. Pauses activate prefrontal regulation, shifting from 

automatic categorisation to conscious contact. 

2.2 Philosophical and Therapeutic Roots  

Buber’s I–Thou (1923/2004), Lewin’s field theory (1947), and Gestalt therapy (Perls et al., 

1951) provide philosophical grounding: dialogical presence, field dynamics, and resistance-

as-contact. The CWC model, adapted from Resnick and Resnick’s (2022) contact cycle, 

frames withdrawal as a constructive phase. 

2.3 Temporal Regulation, Impasses, and Trust in AI-Mediated Negotiation Processes 

Recent negotiation research increasingly conceptualises trust and decision-making as 

temporally regulated processes rather than static states. Trust evolves through responsiveness, 

timing, and relational rhythm (Olekalns & Smith, 2009; Kong et al., 2021). While AI-

mediated communication accelerates negotiation, it may simultaneously erode interpersonal 

trust by compressing tempo and reducing dialogical presence (O’Neill & McQuillan, 2025). 

Research on algorithmic mediation shows a dual dynamic: appreciation for efficiency and 

consistency (Logg et al., 2019) coexists with aversion in high-stakes interpersonal contexts 

where authenticity and human presence matter (Dietvorst et al., 2015; Jago, 2019). In such 

contexts, AI-mediated exchanges may undermine epistemic trust, triggering defensive 

withdrawal driven by disrupted relational tempo rather than substantive disagreement (Sahebi 

& Formosa, 2025; Hoff & Bashir, 2015). 

Process-oriented research reframes pauses as functional regulatory phases (Schweinsberg et 

al., 2022; Warsitzka et al., 2023; Filzmoser et al., 2016), demonstrating that outcomes depend 

on when and how communicative moves are made (Olekalns & Druckman, 2014). From a 

Gestalt perspective, this literature converges on a core premise of the CWC framework: 

withdrawal is not merely a tactical pause but an active form of resistance-as-contact—an 

emotional and relational recalibration that sustains interaction rather than terminating it 

(Resnick & Resnick, 2022). By structuring withdrawal as a deliberate phase within a 

rhythmic cycle, CWC operationalises negotiation as stabilised flow (homeorhesis) rather than 

static equilibrium. 

2.4 Gaps in the Literature 

Three critical gaps remain: 

1. No Gestalt-based negotiation framework. While process research acknowledges pauses as 

regulatory phases (Schweinsberg et al., 2022; Filzmoser et al., 2016), no existing framework 

operationalises Gestalt principles—awareness, boundary clarity, resistance-as-contact, and 

homeorhesis—into a replicable behavioural grammar for cross-cultural negotiations. 

2. Withdrawal as an active phase remains under theorised. Impasse typologies describe what 

happens during pauses (Warsitzka et al., 2023) but do not systematically address how to 

structure withdrawal and re-contact as relational interventions that preserve trust and enable 

re-entry. 

3. AI mediation's relational impact is underexplored in negotiation contexts. While trust 

erosion in algorithmic systems is well-documented (Sahebi & Formosa, 2025; Jago, 2019), 

the specific mechanisms by which AI-accelerated communication disrupts negotiation 
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rhythm—and how human-paced pauses within the CWC framework can counterbalance this 

effect. 

Addressing these gaps provides the rationale for the present study, which operationalises 

Gestalt-based principles into a replicable framework for cross-cultural negotiations under 

technological and geopolitical uncertainty. 

3. Theoretical Framework 

3.1 Buber as a Bridge to Conscious Contact  

Buber’s I–Thou stance interrupts automatic categorisation, meeting the other as a person 

rather than a category. In AI-mediated contexts, I–Thou presence counters reduction of the 

other to a dataset, sustaining dialogue across divides. 

3.2 Gestalt Principles in Negotiation  

Gestalt theory provides a phenomenological approach to interaction, grounded in five 

interrelated principles directly relevant to negotiation.  

Awareness in the here-and-now. Focusing attention on the immediate moment reduces 

decisions shaped by outdated assumptions or projected threats, distinguishing current 

interaction from distortions rooted in past experience.  

Creative adjustment. Adapting one’s behaviour to the evolving field without losing coherence 

of self or purpose is essential in negotiations under shifting geopolitical or relational 

pressures. 

Boundary management. Recognising and respecting personal, cultural, and organisational 

limits that define the negotiation space, including sensitivity to how cultures signal openness, 

caution, or closure. 

Resistance as contact. Reframing hesitation, silence, or refusal as active forms of 

engagement. In polarised contexts, resistance may even appear as sharp value-based 

opposition. Gestalt practice regards this not as disengagement but as another form of 

dialogue— sometimes to be amplified rather than resolved. In negotiations, objections can be 

approached similarly: not as barriers, but as invitations to deepen understanding and 

strengthen the relationship. In the CWC model, the withdrawal phase itself—whether 

expressed as hesitation, silence, or explicit refusal—constitutes resistance-as-contact: an 

active relational move that maintains the field of interaction rather than terminating it. 

Homeorhesis—self-regulation as stabilised flow (Resnick & Resnick, 2022)—applies to 

negotiation as capacity to maintain relational equilibrium across shifting contexts rather than 

restoration of a prior baseline, recognising that balance is maintained within continuous 

change. 

3.3 The Contact–Withdrawal–Contact Dynamic 

Building on Bob and Rita Resnick’s refinement of the Gestalt contact cycle, the CWC 

dynamic reframes negotiation as a rhythmic oscillation: contact → withdrawal → re-contact 

(Resnick & Resnick, 2022). Contact—the stage of initial interaction where participants 

exchange greetings, intentions, and ideas through verbal and non-verbal communication. 

Withdrawal—a pause that allows participants to process emotions, reflect, or momentarily 

step back from the discussion. Re-contact—the renewed engagement after reflection, when 

both sides re-enter dialogue with greater clarity and readiness to cooperate. 
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3.4 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Question 1 (RQ1): How can the CWC approach, grounded in Gestalt principles, 

enhance the quality and effectiveness of cross-cultural business negotiations compared with 

traditional, culturally framed models? 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Applying Gestalt-based awareness—originally developed in therapy, 

organisational consulting, and education—can enhance negotiation effectiveness relative to 

standard practice by fostering emotional rhythm, presence, and relational adaptability in 

strategic contexts. 

Research Question 2 (RQ2): How can Gestalt-based awareness help maintain relational 

homeorhesis in negotiations destabilised by geopolitical volatility and algorithmic mediation? 

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Gestalt-informed negotiation practices support the maintenance of 

dynamic equilibrium (homeorhesis) and trust within global business communication, 

enabling authentic human contact in technologically mediated and politically divided 

environments. 

4. Methodology 

Over 12 months (July 2024–June 2025), 37 cross-border B2B negotiations were tracked 

using a practitioner-observer design: practice-based quasi-experiment comparing CWC 

application vs. standard approaches among 29 peer managers. 

4.1 Participants and Setting 

The dataset comprised 37 cross-border negotiations observed across four consecutive quarters 

(Q3 2024 – Q2 2025). All involved small and medium-sized enterprises:  

Sectors: Manufacturing 35%, Trade 32%, Services 33%. Regions: EU (n=15), Central Asia 

(9), Middle East (8), East Asia (5).  

Languages: English (22), Russian (10), interpreted (5). 

Each case met four inclusion criteria: cross-border transaction exceeding USD 50 000, at 

least three substantive exchanges, a clear decision point (agreement, refusal, or pause) within 

the study period, a documentary record of communications. 

4.2 Sampling and Comparability 

Case assignment protocol. Negotiation cases were allocated through centralised dispatch 

using geographic rotation, language-capability matching, and chronological order, 

eliminating self-selection bias. 

CWC-Applied Cases (n=20) 

A case was classified as “CWC-applied” when all three behavioural phases were 

documented. Contact: establishing relational ground, setting context, or clarifying 

expectations through initial dialogue. Withdrawal: an intentional pause following refusal or 

distancing—stepping back from escalation, legitimising the counterpart’s hesitation, or 

postponing decision-making to create space for reflection. Return to Contact: a re-

engagement action within 2–4 weeks (follow-up call, clarified proposal, or renewed dialogue 

after emotional de-escalation). 

Standard-Practice Comparison Group (n=17) 

The 17 standard-practice cases consisted of negotiations conducted by the same practitioner 

between July 2024 and June 2025 that reached agreement in the first round without 

experiencing refusal or distancing. These interactions followed the organisation's routine 
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negotiation pattern: linear bargaining with immediate closure, without structured withdrawal 

or relational re-calibration. This group serves as a within-practitioner baseline for conversion 

rates under conditions where no withdrawal phase was needed, allowing isolation of CWC's 

specific contribution in situations involving relational disruption. 

Peer Benchmark (29 managers) 

The outcomes of the remaining 29 managers—tracked via quarterly performance rankings 

and organisational CRM records—constitute the naturalistic comparison group. All operated 

under identical structural conditions (mandate, product portfolio, case allocation protocol, 

market context) but without systematic application of a structured CWC cycle. This peer 

benchmark provides an external behavioural reference for evaluating the distinct contribution 

of the CWC approach beyond individual practitioner effects. Robustness of CWC effects 

across deal size, geographic region, and language of negotiation is examined through 

sensitivity analyses in Section 4.9. 

4.3 Baseline Benchmarks 

Organisation-wide data for 2023 showed: initial agreement rate ≈ 55% (±7%), return-after-

refusal 15–20%, and success-after-return 30–40%. Observed outcomes—return rate 60% 

(12/20) and success-after-return 83% (10/12)—exceeded these baselines 

substantially. External benchmarks were inapplicable (Brett, 2014); validity rests on internal 

comparability and temporal progression. For inferential testing, the upper bound of the 

historical baseline range (p₀ = 0.20) was used as the null hypothesis reference point. This 

conservative choice—testing against the strongest baseline performance rather than the 

mean—reduces the risk of overstating intervention effects and provides a more rigorous 

benchmark for statistical comparison. 

4.4 Procedure 

Cases ending in refusal/distancing were treated as withdrawal phases. I acknowledged the 

counterpart's stance, legitimised the pause, and proposed re-engagement within 2–4 weeks. 

Operationalisation of withdrawal: 

1. Unexplained distancing: when communication ceased, a concise message explicitly 

recognised the silence and offered a later follow-up. 

2. Direct refusal: the client’s rationale was validated, gratitude expressed, and permission 

sought to revisit the matter after a short interval. 

This intentional structuring transformed refusals into pauses within an ongoing dialogue. By 

Q1–Q2 2025 return rates reached 75% per quarter, with 60% (12/20) of initial refusals re-

entering discussion overall and 83% (10/12) of returns ending in signed agreements, yielding 

50% (10/20) overall conversion. 

4.5 Coding Procedures, Reliability, and Data Transparency 

All cases were coded retrospectively using predefined, behaviourally anchored criteria based 

on time-stamped communication records (email, messaging, CRM logs, and video call notes). 

While the specific mode of communication for each interaction (email, WhatsApp, video 

call) was not separately coded as a variable, all cases involved digital mediation at some 

stage, reflecting standard B2B practice during 2024–2025. Coding focused on observable 

actions, excluding inferred intentions or assumed motivations. Examples of behavioural 

markers included: documented statements of unavailability or constraint, cessation of 

communication for 7+ days without explanation, explicit phrases such as “not ready to 

proceed” or “need time to consider,” and subsequent re-initiation by either party with 
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reference to prior discussion. Under CWC, refusal or distancing was coded as an active 

withdrawal phase within an ongoing cycle rather than negotiation termination (Resnick & 

Resnick, 2022). 

The study employed a single-practitioner design; formal inter-rater reliability was not 

calculated. Subjectivity was mitigated through time-stamped CRM records, explicit 

behavioural anchors, and triangulation with peer rankings. Future studies may employ 

independent raters to establish inter-rater reliability (κ or ICC). 

Due to commercial confidentiality and client privacy protections, raw negotiation transcripts 

cannot be publicly shared. However, anonymised aggregate data (sector, region, timeline, 

outcome), the full coding manual with behavioural criteria, and descriptive case summaries 

are available from the author upon reasonable academic request, in accordance with 

principles of open science and reproducibility. The resulting dataset, structured according to 

these coding procedures, comprised 37 cross-border negotiations, of which 20 involved 

documented refusal or distancing and were eligible for CWC application (see Section 4.3 for 

full sampling criteria). 

4.6 Data Collection and Variables 

Three sources of evidence were used: Quantitative tracking: negotiation counts, refusals, 

follow-ups, and agreements from CRM records. Comparative metrics: quarterly performance 

rankings across 29 managers. Qualitative observation: field notes on communication tone, 

pauses, and re-engagement cues. Dependent variables: return rate, success after return, and 

overall conversion. Independent variable: application of the CWC protocol (used vs not 

used).  

4.7 Statistical Analysis 

Analysis was descriptive and inferential, focusing on proportions and effect sizes consistent 

with the exploratory nature of the study. 

Exact binomial test. To test whether the observed return rate differed from the organisational 

baseline, an exact two-tailed binomial test was conducted with the null hypothesis H₀: p = 

0.20, where p represents the probability of return after refusal. Given 12 returns out of 20 

refusal cases (p̂ = 0.60), the test yielded p < 0.001, indicating that the observed return rate 

was significantly higher than the baseline expectation. 

Effect size was estimated using Cohen’s h, calculated as h = 2·arcsin(√p̂) − 2·arcsin(√p₀), 

where p̂ = 0.60 (observed return rate) and p₀ = 0.20 (baseline rate). The resulting effect size 

(h = 0.84) corresponds to a large effect according to conventional benchmarks. 95% 

confidence intervals were computed using the Wilson score method, which provides more 

accurate coverage for small samples and proportions distant from 0.5: Return rate 60% [36–

81%]; Success after return 83% [52–98%]; Overall conversion 50% [27–73%]. 

Quarterly trend: Effect sizes comparing each quarter to baseline (p₀ = 0.20) were: Q3 2024 h 

= 0.64 (medium), Q4 2024 h = 0.84 (large), Q1 2025 h = 0.84 (large), Q2 2025 h = 1.17 (very 

large), demonstrating progressive strengthening of the intervention effect. 

Descriptive statistics: Mean time to re-contact 28 days (SD = 12); mean follow-ups 2.3 (SD = 

0.8); no sectoral differences in return rates (χ² = 0.08, df = 2, p = 0.96). 
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Table 1. Quarterly Outcomes 

Quarter Refusals Returns Return % Success After Return 

Q3 2024 6 3 50% 3 (100%) 

Q4 2024 5 3 60% 2 (67%) 

Q1 2025 5 3 60% 3 (100%) 

Q2 2025 4 3 75% 2 (67%) 

Total 20 12 60% 10 (83%) 

4.8 Alternative Explanations and Validity Checks 

Potential threats were assessed as follows: 

1. Selection bias: minimised by centralised case allocation. 

2. Practitioner expertise: Gestalt training may have influenced results; replication by non-

therapist practitioners is recommended. 

3. External factors: macroeconomic volatility affected all 29 managers equally. 

4. Regression to the mean: the consistent upward trajectory suggests a systematic rather than 

random effect. 

5. Hawthorne effect: awareness of observation cannot be excluded but was likely limited. 

Validity: internal (organisational equivalence, triangulation), external (context-bounded), 

reliability (standardised documentation, 12-month period). All negotiations formed routine 

professional duties; no client-identifying data are reported. 

Limitations and Transparency 

This study's ecological validity is balanced by methodological constraints: single-practitioner 

design without random assignment, small sample (37 cases, 20 refusals), retrospective 

coding, and context-specific setting (2024–2025). Replication by multiple practitioners is 

needed. Nevertheless, CWC proved operationalisable and quantitatively evaluable in 

commercial settings—a methodological contribution. The upward trajectory and large effect 

size (h = 0.84) suggest plausible causal linkage. 

4.9 Sensitivity Analysis and Robustness Checks 

To assess whether CWC effects varied systematically across contextual conditions, three 

sensitivity analyses were conducted on the 20 withdrawal cases. 

Deal Size. Cases were stratified by transaction value relative to the sample median (USD 

125,000). Return rates showed no significant difference: 58% (7/12) for deals below the 

median vs. 62% (5/8) for deals above (χ² = 0.05, p = 0.82). This suggests that 

CWC's relational mechanism—legitimising withdrawal and structuring re-entry—operated 

independently of financial magnitude. 

Regional Variation. Return rates across macro-regions were: EU 67% (6/9), Central Asia and 

Middle East 55% (6/11). No refusals occurred in the East Asian subsample (n=5), 

preventing comparison. The consistency between EU and Central Asia/Middle East (χ² = 

0.26, p = 0.61) indicates that CWC principles—rooted in universal relational dynamics rather 

than culture-specific scripts—translated across diverse negotiation contexts. 

Language of Negotiation. Return rates by primary communication language: English 59% 

(10/17), Russian or interpreted 67% (2/3). While the interpreted subsample is small, 

directional consistency suggests that the core CWC rhythm—acknowledgment, pause, re-

engagement—remained effective across linguistic modes. 
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Interpretation 

These checks indicate that the CWC effect was robust across the range of conditions present 

in the dataset. The absence of significant variation by deal size, region, or language supports 

the universality claim advanced in Section 3.4: CWC's effectiveness derives from attention to 

present interaction rather than pre-categorisation by cultural or transactional profile. 

Nevertheless, replication with larger, stratified samples is needed to confirm boundary 

conditions and identify contexts where withdrawal duration or re-contact timing may require  

calibration. 

5. Results and Findings 

5.1 Primary outcomes 

Baselines (2023): return-after-refusal 15–20%, success-after-return 30–40%. CWC 

practitioner ranked top among 29 managers (Q1–Q2 2025). From 20 negotiations that 

initially ended in refusal, 12 re-entered active discussions (60%) and 10 of those 12 

concluded with signed agreements (83%), yielding an overall conversion of 50% from the 

originally declined set. 

1. Significance vs baseline: With p₀ = 0.20 (organisational return-rate baseline), 12/20 returns 

produce binomial p < 0.001 (two-tailed). 

2. Effect size (return rate): Cohen’s h = 0.84 (large). 

3. Confidence intervals (Wilson 95%): return 60% [36–81%]; success-after-return 83% [52–

98%]; overall conversion 50% [27–73%]. 

4. Sectoral differences: none detected (χ² = 0.08, p = 0.96). 

These results indicate that CWC is associated with substantively and statistically higher re-

engagement than standard practice (RQ1), consistent with H1 (Gestalt-based awareness 

strengthens outcomes by fostering relational rhythm and adaptability). 

5.2 Temporal dynamics 

Quarterly return rates strengthened from 50% → 60% → 60% → 75%. Relative to the 

baseline, quarterly Cohen’s h values were: Q3 2024 = 0.64, Q4 2024 = 0.84, Q1 2025 = 0.84, 

Q2 2025 = 1.17, suggesting a cumulative implementation or learning effect rather than 

random fluctuation. 

5.3 Descriptive process metrics 

Table 2. Process metrics (descriptive) 

Metric Mean SD Range 

Time to first re-contact (days) 28 12 14–56 

Number of follow-ups before re-engagement 2.3 0.8 1–4 

Duration of withdrawal phase (days) 35 18 10–90 

These metrics characterise how the CWC rhythm was enacted: short, consent-based pauses 

with light, relevant touchpoints before re-entry. 

5.4 Qualitative Findings 

The CWC rhythm—contact → withdrawal → re-contact—was enacted across three recurrent 

scenarios. In each case, withdrawal was coded not as disengagement but as resistance-as-

contact, signalling a need for temporal or relational recalibration within the negotiation field. 
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The vignettes below illustrate how CWC decisions and timing were calibrated to sustain 

relational homeorhesis. 

Case A: Silent distance (EU, Trade, Q3 2024). Following an initial exchange, the client 

ceased responding across channels. After seven days, this pattern was coded as withdrawal 

rather than disengagement. The practitioner acknowledged the client’s withdrawal, validated 

the client’s possible need for pause, and deliberately suspended further pursuit while setting a 

clear horizon for re-contact. No interim follow-ups were initiated. After four weeks, the 

practitioner reinitiated contact in line with the stated frame. The client responded openly, 

referencing the earlier interaction and re-entering dialogue. The negotiation resumed from a 

restored relational baseline and subsequently resulted in agreement. 

Case B: Explicit refusal (Central Asia, Manufacturing, Q4 2024). The client explicitly 

declined the proposal and indicated a decision to proceed with an alternative provider. This 

refusal was coded as withdrawal rather than closure of the negotiation field. The practitioner 

acknowledged the decision without argument or counter-pressure, affirmed respect for the 

client’s choice, and intentionally suspended further pursuit. A specific re-contact interval was 

named to maintain relational continuity without activating defensive resistance. After the 

agreed pause, the practitioner reinitiated contact in line with the stated timing. The client 

responded openly and re-entered dialogue, explicitly referencing the non-pressured handling 

of the refusal. The negotiation resumed from a restored field of trust and non-defensiveness. 

Case C: Ambiguous engagement with minimal-contact maintenance (Middle East, Services, 

Q1 2025). Following initial exchanges, the client remained polite and responsive but avoided 

commitment, with no movement toward decision. This pattern was coded as conditional 

withdrawal—contact without progression. Rather than intensifying pursuit, the practitioner 

made the existing pause explicit by naming the lack of movement and inviting clarification of 

unspoken constraints. This explicit naming immediately shifted the interaction into re-

engagement: the client responded with increased openness, articulating previously 

unexpressed constraints as a relational response to non-intrusive contact. 

5.5 Algorithmic Mediation and Relational Homeostasis  

Extending these qualitative observations into digitally mediated contexts, all negotiations 

involved digital mediation at some stage (email, messaging, video, AI-assisted contract 

drafting). Applying CWC meant restoring a human rhythm through three deliberate moves: 

Contact phase: Dialogical presence (Buber’s I–Thou) was enacted through voice or video 

communication, slowing the tempo and signalling authentic engagement beyond transactional 

exchange. 

Withdrawal phase: Naming distance without judgment: “I sense you may need time. I’ll 

follow up in three weeks unless you prefer otherwise.” 

Re-contact phase: Upon return, clients showed markedly greater openness. Trust had been 

preserved—and often deepened—through the rhythm itself. Relational homeorhesis was 

sustained not despite the pause, but because of it. 

Illustration (manufacturing, Q4 2024): WhatsApp refusal → 48h pause + voice message → 

deal reopened and closed. The pause maintained homeorhetic flow under algorithmic 

acceleration (H2). This finding resonates with research on algorithm aversion (Dietvorst et 

al., 2015) and epistemic trust erosion (Sahebi & Formosa, 2025): when AI-mediated 

communication feels mechanistic, counterparts withdraw defensively; structured pauses 

reintroduce authentic human presence, enabling trust repair.  
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5.6 Synthesis 

CWC improved outcomes (H1: higher return/closure rates; H2: restored balance in AI-

mediated settings) via awareness, dialogue, and rhythmic presence—measurable expressions 

of Gestalt principles. 

6. Discussion 

The findings suggest a relational mechanism underlying CWC’s effectiveness: structured 

withdrawal reframes negotiation tempo. By explicitly naming distance and proposing a 

bounded pause, refusals were transformed into marked phases within an ongoing dialogue 

rather than terminal events. This temporal reframing preserves relational continuity and 

aligns with process-oriented research emphasising when and how pauses occur in negotiation 

dynamics (Schweinsberg et al., 2022). 

This mechanism was reflected in a 60% return rate after refusal compared with a 15–20% 

organisational baseline and remained stable across regions, languages, and deal sizes. The 

consistency of the effect suggests that CWC efficacy derives from real-time relational 

calibration rather than culture-specific negotiation scripts. Organisationally, the model offers 

a replicable micro-practice without procedural overload, positioning the ability to recognise 

distance, legitimise it, and re-engage consciously as a distinct professional competence. 

Under tight deadlines, micro-withdrawals (minutes or hours) proved more efficient than 

multi-week pauses. In high-stakes deals, explicitly framed pauses signalled diligence rather 

than delay. Virtual or hybrid settings favoured short, scheduled pauses followed by a defined 

re-contact time over continuous pursuit. In turbulent markets, aligning re-contact with 

external cycles—such as regulatory or budget milestones—accelerated re-entry and preserved 

trust. 

7. Conclusion 

This study reconceptualised cross-cultural negotiation as a relational process governed not 

solely by persuasion or strategy, but by temporal rhythm. The CWC framework 

operationalises core Gestalt principles—awareness, boundary clarity, and resistance-as-

contact—into a replicable behavioural model applicable to cross-cultural business 

negotiations. Empirically, the study demonstrates that structured withdrawal within the CWC 

cycle is associated with significantly higher rates of renewed dialogue and agreement, 

indicating that negotiation outcomes depend not only on strategic positioning but also on the 

regulation of relational contact over time. Theoretically, the study contributes to negotiation 

and organisational scholarship by integrating Gestalt psychology, social neuroscience, and 

organisational behaviour through the concept of relational homeorhesis—defined here as the 

capacity to maintain stability through adaptive flow rather than return to a fixed baseline 

under technological and geopolitical turbulence. In an era of accelerated and algorithmically 

mediated interaction, the CWC framework suggests that relational resilience arises from 

presence and temporal attunement rather than speed, highlighting a dimension of negotiation 

that algorithmic systems cannot substitute: authentic human contact. 
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