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In order to examine roles of fairness in conflict management in Japanese organization, we asked 154
employees of business organizations in Japan to rate their experiences of conflicts with their supervisors in
terms of goals, tactics. and outcomes. The employees generally wanted to achieve collectivistic goals more
stongly than individualistic  goals. but a fairness goal, one of individualistic goals. increased
confrontational tactics. Further. achievement of a fairness goal. one of individualistic goals, sigmificantly
determined their satisfaction with the outcomes of conflicts. but that of collectivistic goals did not. It

suggests that Japanese organization employees concerned fairness in conflict management.
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Introduction

Fatrness in Organizational Conflicts

Middle-class managers devote much time to conflict management among employees
(Shapiro, 1993).  Conflict management is an important function of organizations, one which
determines their productivity, coherence, and stability. Recently, a concern for fairness in
organizational conflict management has been raised among Western researchers and a number of
findings have been obtained (Cropanzano & Randall, 1993). First, employees evaluate the
processes of organizational conflict resolution in terms of fairness (Folger & Greenberg, 1985;
Leung, Chiu, & Au, 1993).  Karambaya and his colleagues found that when a supervisor listens
to employees’ complaints, the employees perceive the conflict resolution as fair (Karambaya &

Breit, 1989; Karambaya, Bret(, & Lytle, 1992). Second, employees evaluate the outcomes of
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organizational conflict resolution in terms of fairness (Greenberg, 1993; Lind & Tyler, 1988).
Lind and Lissak (1985) found that when employees perceived the outcome of conflict resolution
as fair, they felt strong satisfaction with the outcomes and accepted them. Third, the perception
of fairness affects employees’ attitudes toward and behaviors in organizations (Brett, Goldberg, &
Ury, 1990; Gordon & Fryxell, 1993). Fryxell and Gordon (1989) found that when employees
perceived the grievance system as working fairly, they were satisfied with their organizations.
In studies by Tyler, Degoey, and Smith (1996) and Moorman (1991), employees who perceived
the organizational conflict resolution as fair showed strong commitment to their organizations and
frequently engaged in organizational citizenship behaviors. '

These findings were obtamed with employees in Western organizations, however, it is
unknown if the same is true in organizations from different cultural backgrounds. Japanese
organizations are quite different from Western organizations in a number of ways (Bellah, Madsen,
Sulliva, Swider, & Tipton, 1985; James, 1993). Japanese collectivism is clearly seen in the
unique organizational management style which is characterized by employees’ identification with
the organization, close relationships among employees, and employees’ orientation toward group
performance (Hasegawa, 1986; Goldman, 1994). Triandis (1995) argued that fairness is a
primary value in individualistic cultures in which personal rights are respected, while it is
subsidiary in collectivistic cultures in which social order or harmony is given a priority over
personal achievement. These cultural considerations made us predict that fairness would not be

strongly involved in conflict resolution in Japanese orgamzations.

Multiple Goals and Fairness

In the multiple goals theory of conflict management (Fukushima & Ohbuchi, 1996; Ohbuchi
& Tedeschi, 1997), it is assumed that participants in interpersonal conflicts pursue multiple goals
in conflict resolution, and generally want to achieve social goals such as maintenance of
relationships or restoration of fairness more strongly than resource goals. Additionally, the goals
activated determine which types of tactics the participants will choose for conflict resolution.
These assumptions were supported by the findings provided by Ohbuchi and his colleagues.
Using factor analysis, four kinds of social goals (relationship, fairness, power-hostlity, and
identity) and two kinds of resource goals (personal resource and economic resource) were
identified.

Based on the multiple goals theory, in the present study, we attempted to examine fairness
in Japanese organizational conflict resolution from three approaches. The first approach was an
analysis of goal orientations. While fairness has been usually regarded as a value for the
evaluation of processes and outcomes of conflict resolution, the multiple goals theory regarded it
as a motivational factor which is activated in conflict situations. Therefore, it is practical to
examine how strongly participants want to achieve a fairness goal as compared with other goals.
Ohbuchi and his colleagues found that the goal most strongly desired by American students in
conflict resolution was fairness, while for Japanese students it was relationship maintenance
(Fukushima & Ohbuchi, 1996; Ohbuchi, 1996; Ohbuchi & Tedeschi, 1997).

However, these studies focused on the goals involved in everyday interpersonal conflicts.
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For the investigation of organizational conflicts, it seems necessary to re-categorize goals. In the
present study, we assumed three collectivistic goals (relationship, group order, and group
‘performance) and four individualistic goals (fairness, personal performance, personal identity, and
power-hostility).  Based on the cultural individualism-collectivism theory (Triandis, 1995), we
predicted that Japanese employees would want to achieve collectivistic goals in organizational
conflicts more strongly than individualistic goals (Hypothesis 1).

The second approach was an analysis of the influence of goals on tactical choice. If fairness
is a motivation, it would direct or influence which tactics participants choose for conflict
resolution. By analyzing everyday interpersonal conflicts, Ohbuchi and his colleagues found
that both Japanese and American students tended to choose collaborative tactics when a
relationship goal was strongly activated while they chose confrontational tactics when a fairness
goal was strongly activated (Fukushima & Ohbuchi, 1996; Ohbuchi & Tedeschi, 1997) . In the
Japanese organizational conflicts, we expected to observe the same relationships between goals
and tactics (Hypothesis 2). ’

The third approach was an analysis of fairness in the evaluation of social processes or
consequences.  As we mentioned above, Western participants who perceived the processes and
outcomes of organizational conflict resolution as fair felt strong satisfaction with the outcomes
(Tyler et al., 1996). Based on the individualism-collectivism theory, however, we predicted that
Japanese would feel strong satisfaction with the outcomes when collectivistic goals were achieved
rather than when individualistic goals were achieved (Hypothesis 3).

In order to test the above hypotheses, we asked employees of business organizations in Japan
to rate their experiences of conflict with their supervisors in terms of goals, tactics, processes, and
outcomes. Some researchers found, in Western organizations, that participants are concerned
more with procedural fairness than distributive fairness in conflict resolution (Tyler, 1994; Tyler
& Lind, 1992). Thibaut & Walker (1975) formulated decision control and process control as
factors of procedural fairness, and Niehoff and Moorman (1993) argued that the decision systems
of organizations which bestow members these kinds of control should be focused. It is very
interesting to us that a number of organizational researchers such as Folger and Lewis (1993),
Greenberg (1993), Shapiro (1993), or Tyler and Lind (1992) have emphasized that the quality of
relationships with supervisors determines the perception of procedural fairness. Tyler and Lind
distinguished trust, standing, and neutrality as the relationship factors. Apparently, these
concerns for relationships are derived from collectivistic values, and therefore, the perception of
procedural fairness may partially depend on the achievement of collectivistic goals. By exploring
factors of procedural fairness for Japanese participants in organizational conflicts, an additional
purpose of the present study was to examine if the achievement of collectivistic goals contributed

perceptions of procedural justice.

Method

Participants

We mailed a questionnaire to 300 employees of Japanese business companies in Japan, none
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of whom were managers. They were asked to anonymously respond and were given 1,000 yen
for the participation in the research. Among them, 154 employees (85 men, 58 women, and 10

unidentified) participated. Their mean age was 27.0, ranging from 19 through 41.

Questionnaire

On the face sheet, each participant was instructed to recall an experience in which he or she
was involved in a conflict with his or her supervisor over his or her job, labor conditions, salary,
or promotion, and to rate the experience in terms of goal orientation, goal achievement,
processes, and outcomes of the conflict.

(oal Orientation.  Goal orientation was measured by the 14 items in Table 1, which were
designed to measure relationship (to maintain a good relationship with the supervisor), group
order (to maintain group order), group performance (to enhance group performance), fairness (to
restore fairness), personal performance (to enhance personal performance), power-hostility (to
defeat the supervisor), and personal identity (to protect personal identity).  The participants were
asked 1o indicate how strongly they wanted the outcomes described by these items in their
attempts at conflict resolution, by rating each item on a 7-point scale ranging from Not at all (1)
to Very Strongly (7). Most of these items were derived from Ohbuchi and Tedeschi (1997).

Tactics. The four types of tactics measured were conciliation, assertion, third party
intervention, and avoidance. Conciliation and assertion are active and direct tactics to resolve
conflicts (e.g., Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994; Sillars, Coletti, Parry, & Rogers, 1982; Van der Viert
conflicts (e.g., Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994; Sillars, Coletti, Parry, & Rogers, 1982; Van der Vliert
& Euwema, 1994). Conciliation is defined as an attempt to consolidate one’s and the other’s
goals (integration), to alleviate the supervisor’s negative emotions (appeasement), or to indirectly
communicate one’s expectations (indirect communication).  Assertion is defined as an attempt
to strongly assert one’s request (contention), to criticize or display anger at the supervisor
(aggression), or to coerce the supervisor to do something (coercion). In contrast to conciliation
or assertion, avoidance is defined as a passive tactic, that is, as an attempt to avoid a
confrontation with the supervisor, keeping self-control. Finally, third party intervention is
defined as an attempt to seek help or advice of a third party for resolving conflicts.  To measure
these tactics the participants were presented with the 11 items in Table 1, which were also derived
from Ohbuchi and Tedeschi (1997). The participants were asked to indicate how strongly they
engaged in the tactics, by rating each of the items on a 7-point scale ranging from Not at all (1)
to Very strongly (7).

Goal Attainment and Qutcome Satisfaction. In the measurement of goal attainment, the
participants were presented with the same goal items (Table 1) except the fairness items, and were
asked to indicate the degree to which the goals were finally attained, by rating each of the items
on a 7-point scale ranging from Not at all (1) to Perfectly (7).  Regarding fairness, the participants
were asked 1o rate the items of procedural fairness and those of distributive fairness separately.
The former was to measure the perception of processes of conflict resolution and the latter to
measure the outcomes of conflicts.  Then, the participants were asked to answer how satisfied

they were with the outcomes of the conflicts, by rating on a 7-point scale ranging from Not at all
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(1) to Perfectly (7).

Factors of Procedural Fairness.  We attempted to measure six variables which were assumed
as factors of procedural fairness. Decision control was the perception of how much strongly the
participant influenced the outcome. Process control was the perception of how much
opportunity to participate the employee had in the process of conflict resolution.  Trust was the
perception of how much the supervisor considered the participant’s desires.  Standing was the
perception of how much the supe;visor respected the participant as a member of the organization.
Neutrality was the perception of how biased the supervisor’s judgements and behaviors regarding
conflict resolution were.  Appropriateness of the system was the perception of how appropriately
the organizational system worked toward conflict resolution.  The participants were asked to rate
thé items to measure these variables (Table 1) on a 7-point scale ranging from Not at all (1) 1o

Very strongly (7).

Table 1 Dependent Variables and Items Used to Measure them.

Dependent Variables Items

Goal orientations
Relationship To achieve mutual understanding with the supervisor.
To maintain a good relationship with the supervisor.
Group order To keep group harmony of the team or section.
" To keep group order of the team of section.
Group performance To contribute to the team or section.
To contribute to the company.
Faimess To be treated by the supervisor fairly.
To reach a fair solution.
Distributive fairness How fair was the outcome you received?
Was the outcome fair for all the participants?
Procedural fairness How fair was the method used to make decisions?
regarding the conflict?
Was the method used to resolve the conllict appropriate?
Was the method used to resolve to resolve the conflict fair?

Personal 1dentity To protect your self-esteem or personal pride.
To protect your social face or reputation.
Power-hostility To punish the supervisor.
To defeat the supervisor.
Personal performance To increase productivity or quality of your work.
To enhance or maintain evaluation of your work.
Tactics
Collaboration To calmly and patientdy attempt to persuade the supervisor.
To bargain or compromise with the supervisor.
To communicate your expectation indirectly to the supervisor.
Confronation To show your anger or complains against the supervisor.
To criticize the supervisor.
To confront the supervisor.
Third party To ask a third person to help resolve the conflict.

To ask a third person to support your position.
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Table 1 Dependent Variables and ltems Used to Measure them(continue).

Dependent Variables Items

Avoidance To comply with the supervisor.
To try to avoid the conflict by controlling yourself.
To alleviate the supervisor’s unpleasant feelings.
Outcome satisfaction Over allhow much was your expectation satisfied?
Over allhow much satisfaction did you feel about the outcame?
Factors of procedural faimess
Decision control How much control did you have over the outcome?
How much influence did you have over the final outcome?
Process control How much opportunity were you given to express your concems
in the process of conflict resolution?
How much opportunity did you have to discuss with the
supervisor about the problem?
Trust ' * How hard did the supervisor endeavor to satisfy your
’ expectations?
How much convenience did the supervisor give you?
How much consideration did the supervisor give to your needs
in the conflict resolution?
Standing How much honestly did the supervisor manage the problem?
How much did the supervisor respect you as a member
of the company?
Neutrality How much the supervisor handle the problem in his or her
favor?
Was the supervisor’s judgments affected by his or her biased or
improper ideas?
Did the supervisor offer explanations that mede sense to you?
Appropriateness of the systems Did the systems of your company work effectively for resolving
the problem?
Were the systems or procedures of your company reasonable for
resolving this kind of problems?

Results

The participant group was split at the median age (26) into two groups. The number of
participants whose age was 26 or younger than 26 was 71 (33 men and 38 women) and the
number of participants who were older than 26 was 70 (52 men and 15 women). Then, scores
of goal orientation, goal attainment, tactics, and factors of procedural fairness were computed by
averaging scores of the items designed to measure each variable. The goal orientation scores
were analyzed by ANOVA using gender, age level, and goal category as independent variables.
A main effect of goal category was highly significant, F(6, 804) = 47.27, p<<.01. Table 2
indicates that the participants wanted to achieve collectivistic goals more strongly than
individualistic goals (M = 3.98 and 3.01, p<.01), particularly, group order most strongly, but
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Table 2 Mean Goal Oriemtation Scores in the Younger and Older Participants.

Collecuvistic Goals Indvidualistic Goals
Croup Relationship Group Fairness  Personal  Personal Power-
order performance identity  performance  hostikity
26 or younger than 26 4.20 - 4.25 3.86 4.03 3.78 3.18 1.84
Older than 26 4.13 3.52 3.19 3.62 3.25 2.82 1.96
Grand Means 4.07 3.99 3.87 3.78 3.46 2.98 1.80

that they strongly wanted to achieve fairness, that is, its mean score did not differ from those of
relationship or group performance. They did not strongly want to achieve a power-hostility goal.
A marginally significant interaction of age level x goal category, #(6, 804) = 1.93, p = .073,
indicates that the younger participants wanted to achieve relationship, fairness, and personal
identity goals more strongly than the older participants (p <.05).

Table 3 shows the results of regression analyses using tactic scores as dependent variables
and goal orientation scores as independent variables. Relationship, personal identity, and
power-hostility goals increased collaborative tactics. Fairness and power-hostility goals
increased but a relationship goal decreased confrontational tactics. Third party tactics were
chosen when both group order and power-hostility goals were strong.  Avoidance tactics were

chosen when a group order goal was strong but a power-hostility goal was weak.

Table 3 Regression of Tactics by Goal Orientation.

Collaboration Confrontion Thied Party Avoidance
r B r B r B r B
Collectivistic Goals.
Group order 21% - .07 - S 3o B3 3
Relationship B1 - 20% —2TF 2T -.06 - 22 —
Group performance 20% - 13 - 15 - 13 -
Individualistic Goals
Fairness 36— 23 3 27— .08 -
Personal identuty 15 21% 29 — 21* - .01 -
Personal performance A2 - 11 - .09 - A5 A4
Power-hostility A7 21 ATRE 36 SO 28wk -15 —22%
R? A9 30 Lo L 16%*

Notes. **p < .01 and *p < .05.
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Table 4 shows the results of a regression analysis using outcome satisfaction as a dependent
variable and goal attainment scores as independent variables. Attainment of distributive
fairness, procedural fairness, and personal identity goals sigmficantly contributed to outcome

satisfaction.  Particularly, the contributions of fairness were large.

Table 4 Regression of Outcome Satisfaction by Goal

Attainment.
r 5
Collectivistic Goals.
Group order B4 -
Relationship A3 26
Group performance 37 -
Individualistic Goals
Distribural Fairness T0# 40
Procedural fairness 71 .36 ’
Personal identuty 39 6%
Personal performance 28 -
Power-hostility 22K -
R? YR

Notes. **p < .01 and* p < .05.

Table 5 shows the results of a regression analysis using procedural fairness as a dependent
variable and decision control, process control, trust, standing, neutrality, and appropriateness of
the system as independent variables. Decision control, trust, standing, and appropriateness of
systems significantly contributed to the perception of procedural fairness. Although process
control positively correlated with the perception of procedural fairness, it did not have any unique
contribution because it correlated with standing and trust (rs = .58 and .39). On the other
hand, neutrality neither correlated with the perception of procedural fairness nor other

independent variables.

Table 5 Regression of Procedural Fairness.

r B
Decision control 56* 30%
Process control 43 -
Trust .68% 16
Standing 65%* 33
Neutrality .01 -
System
appropriateness .63 28%
R? 6T

Notes. *p < .01 and * p < .05.
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Discussion

In Hypothesis 1, we predicted that Japanese participants in organizational conflicts would be
more strongly oriented toward collectivistic goals (relationship, group order, and group
performance) than toward individualistic goals (fairness, personal performance, personal identiy,
and power-hostility). The present results are generally consistent with this hypothesis.
However, an orientation toward Tairness was relatively strong, that is, it was one ol the second
most important goals. These results indicate that fairness was also an important value for the
Japanese participants in organizational conflict resolution.

Hypothesis 3, which stated that the attainment of collectivistic goals would determine
satisfaction with the outcomes, was not supported.  Table 4 shows that the outcome satisfaction
was strongly determined by fairness and none of collectivistic goals made significant unique
contribution in the regression of the outcome satisfaction.  These results were very different from
those of Ohbuchi’s (1996) study with Japanese students, in which the attainment of a relationship
goal significantly associated with the outcome satisfaction.  There seem to be several possible
interpretations for the difference between the two studies.

First, we have to examine a ceiling effect in the attainment of collectivistic goals. If
collectivistic values are shared with members of Japanese business organizations and participants
in conflicts behave based on these values, their collectivistic goals would be satisfied at a high
level. Ifitis the case, the standard deviations of the attainment scores of collectivistic goals may
be small and their correlations with the outcome satisfaction would be generally low.  However,
this was not the case. The means and standard deviations of the attainment scores of
relationship, groups order, and group performance goals were 3.19/1.39, 3.74/1.17, and
3.13/1.44, and those of the attainment scores of procedural and distributive fairness scores were
3.55/1.29 and 3.34/1.32.  Neither the means of the attainment scores of collectivistic goals were
particularly high nor their standard deviations were particularly small.

The second possibility was an age difference.  The participants of Ohbuchi’s (1996) study
were students and they were younger than those of the present study. In order to examine age
differences in the determinants of the outcome satisfaction, we conducted the regression analysis
separately for the participants who were 26 or younger than 26 and for those who were older than
26. The results were very similar, that is, only distributive and procedural fairness showed
significant contributions (Bs = .25 and .59, p<<.01) to the outcome satisfaction among the
younger participants, and distributive and procedural fairness and identity showed significant
contributions (Bs = .35, 27, and .19, p<.05) among the older participants. Since the
attainment of fairness goals determined the outcome satisfaction but that of collectivistic goals did
not in both analyses, the age difference cannot explain the differences between the present study
and Ohbuchi’s (1996) study.

The third and most plausible interpretation is to focus on the relationships in which conflicts
happened. Since the participants of Ohbuchi’s (1996) study were asked to report everyday
interpersonal contlicts, it is reasoned that most of them reported conflicts in informal relationships

such as family or peers. It might be suggested therefore that collectivistic concerns are more


test
長方形

test
長方形


10 Ohbuchi, K., Hayashi, Y., and Imazai, K.

important in conflicts in informal settings than fairness and fairness is more concerned in conflicts
in organizational settings. However, the relationship between fairness and collectivistic concerns
is more complex. The perception of fairness, especially that of procedural fairness, has been
regarded to be affected by the quality of relationship with the authority (Folger & Lewis, 1993;
Shapiro, 1993; Tyler & Lind, 1992). The present results also showed that relational factors such
as trust or standing affected the perception of procedural fairness. It seems that fairness and
collectivistic concerns are not always incompatible with each other. Indeed, they were found o
positively correlated with each other in the present study.

We factor-analyzed the attainment scores of eight goals in a standard fashion (principal
factor solution, varimax rotation, and 1 eigen value criterion) and obtained two factors, in one of
which procedural and distributive fairness, relationship, and group order goals showed high
loadings (+ .47 through +.90). In a factor analysis of the orientation scores of seven goals, we
found a similar factor structure, that is, in one of two factors fairness, relationship, and group
order showed high loadings (+.61 through +.69). These findings suggest that Tairness and
collectivistic goals are closely related to each other in some type of conflict situations.

Fairness has been investigated by researchers as a principle for exchange of material
resources.  However, Tyler, Boeckmann, Smith, and Huo (1997) argued recently that people
also concern fairness in exchange of social or interpersonal resources such as love or status. The
same concept was also found in Azzi’s (1992) study, in which he regarded procedural fairness as
a fair distribution of social power (control) between participants. A close relationship between
fairness and collectivistic goals may be interpreted from the social resource perspective of fairness.
This theory involves an assumption that material and social resources are interchangeable in
producing the perception of fairness. It seems to explain the past finding that a complaint about
material resources was reduced by the perception of procedural fairness (Brockner & Wiesenfeld,
1996; Tyler et al., 1997), because it is increased by satisfaction of relational concerns (Tyler &
Lind, 1992).

The social resource theory by Foa and Foa (1976) and Buss (1986) emphasizes that social
resources are less universal than material resources and that their value depends on relationships
with others. Apparently, social and material resources complementarily determine the
perception of procedural fairness in intragroup or intraorganizational conflicts.  Huo, Smith,
Tyler, and Lind (1996) who analyzed intra-organizational conflicts among Americans found that
only participants who idenufied with the group perceived procedural fairness when their relational
concerns were satisfied.  Their finding seems to suggest that social resources are highly valued
among ingroup members, thus increasing the perception of fairness in ingroup conflict resolution.
Based on the individualism-collectivism theory, we initially assumed that fairness and collectivistic
values are incompatible with each other in conflict resolution. However, the present results
suggest us to correct this assumption. In organizatonal conflict resolution, at least, relational
concerns were very closely related to the perception of fairness.

The present study, on the other hand, showed that fairness and collectivistic concerns had
different effects in the decision of tactics.  As we predicted in Hypothesis 2, when a fairness goal

was activated, the participants chose confrontational tactics such as strong assertion, coercion, or
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criticism.  These tactics are likely to induce negative reactions from the other party and thus to
escalate conflicts. It means that a concern for fairness is a risky motivation, though Table 4
indicates that it gives a participant a strong satisfaction when achieved. When collectvistic goals
were activated, In contrast, the participants chose non-confrontational tactics such as
collaboration and avoidance. In these tactics, the participants attempt to mitigate conflicts by
self-controlling personal interests. They are safe and thus socially expected tactics in
organizational settings, though th;y do not bring about so strong personal satisfaction as fairness,
as Table 4 also indicates.

Third party and avoidance are non-direct tactics, and their motivations seem contrasting.
When the participants were strongly concerned with group order but did not have hostility against
their supervisor, they chose avoidance tactics. When they had a strong concern for group order
and strong hostility against their supervisor, they chose third party tactics. Goldman (1994) and
Lebra (1976) pointed out that Japanese organizations regard overt conflicts as threatening to
social order and therefore have developed a number of institutions ‘to prevent or avoid intra-
organizational conflicts. According to it, avoidance tactics may be the normative behavior
recommended for Japanese employees to choose when in conflicts with their supervisor. The
present results seemn to suggest that only when the participants did not have hostlity against the
supervisor, they obey this recommendation, implying that the quality of their relationships
determined whether they engaged in organizationally oriented behaviors.  Seeking help of third
party, on the other hand, is to make conflicts overt, and therefore it may be seen as a kind of
attack against the supervisor in such a collecuvistic organizational culture. The participants
might have decided to punish the supervisor by this type of tactic based on their judgment that
the supervisor was harming the group order. These results suggest, therefore, that a concern for
group order not only prompted the Japanese employees of self-control and mitigation of conflicts
but also encouraged them to take an accusing act against the supervisor.

In conclusion, the present study indicated that, similar to studies on Western orgamzations,
fairness affected Japanese employees’ reactions to organizational conflicts. It was also found,
however, that Japanese employees had strong collectivistic concerns, which had different effects

on their tactical decisions making than did fairness.

References

Azzi, A. (1992). Procedural justice and the allocation of power n intergroup relations: Studies in the United States
and South Africa. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 18, 736-747.

Bellah, R. N., Madson, R., Sullivan, W. M., Swidler, A., & Tipton, S. M. (1985). Habits of the heart: Individualism
and commitment in American life. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Brett, J. M., Goldberg, 8. B., & Ury, W. L. (1990). Designing systems for resolving disputes in orgamzations. Special
Issue: Organizational psychology. American Psychologist, 45. 162-170.

Brockner, J., & Wiesenfeld, B. M. (1996). An integrative framework for explaining reactions to decisions: Interactive
effects of outcomes and procedures. Psychological Bulletin. 120, 189-208.

Buss, A. H. (1986). Social behavior and personality. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Cropanzano, R & Randall, M. L. (1993). Injustice and work behavior: A historical review (pp. 3-20). Hillsdale, NJ,


test
長方形

test
長方形


Ohbuchi, K., Hayashi, Y., and Imazai, K.

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Foa, U. G., & Foa, E. B. (1974). Societal structures of the mind. Springfield, 1L: Charles C. Thomas.

Folger, R.. & Lewis, D. (1993). Self-appraisal and fairness in evaluations. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Assoctates.

Folger, R., & Greenberg, J. (1955). Procedural justice: An interpretive analysis of personnel systems. In K. Rowland
and G. Ferris (Ed.), Research in personnel and human resources management, Vol. 3 (pp. 141-183). CT:
Greenwich. .

Fryxell, G. E. & Gordon, M. E. (1989). Workplace justice and job satisfaction as predictors of satisfaction with the
union and management. Academy of Management Journal, 32, 851-866.

Fukushima, 0. & Ohbuchi, K. (1996). Antecedents and effects of multiple goals in conflict resolution. International
Journal of Conflict Management, 7, 191-208,

Goldman, A. (1994). The centrality of “Ningensei” to Japanese negotiating and interpersonal relationships:
Implications for U.S.-Japanese communication. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 18, 29-
54.

Gordon, M. E., & Fryxell, G. E. (1993). The role of interpersonal justice in organizational grievance systems. In R.
Cropanzano (Ed.), Justice in the workplace. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. ‘

Greenberg, I. (1993). Stealing in the name of justice: Informational and interpersonal moderators of theft reactions
to underpayment inequity. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Making Process, 54, 81-103.

Hasegawa, K. (1986). Japanese-style management. New York, NY: Kohdansha international.

Huo, Y. J.. Smith, H. )., Tyler. T. R., & Lind, E. A. (1996). Superordinate identification, subgroup identification,
and justice concerns: Is separatism the problem; is assimilation the answer? Psychological Science, 7,
40-45. .

James, K. (1993). The social context of organizational justice: Cultural, intergroup, and structural effects on justice
behaviors and perceptions. In R. Cropanzano(Ed.), Justice in the workplace. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Karambaya, R., Brew. J. M., & Lytle, A. (1992). Effects of formal authority and experience on third-party roles,
outcomes, and perceptions of fairness. Academy of Management Journal, 35, 426-438.

Karambaya. R.. & Brett . J. M. (1989). Managers handling disputes: Third-party roles and perceptions of fairness.
Academy of management Journal, 32, 687-704.

Leung, k., Chiu, W.-H., & Au, Y.-F. (1993). Sympathy and support for industrial actions: A justice analysis. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 78, 781-787.

Lind, E. A., & Lissak. R. 1. (1985). Apparent impropriety and procedural fairness judgemems. Journal of
FExperimental Social Psychology, 21, 19-29.

Lind, E. A., & Tyler, T. R. (1988). The social psychology of procedural justice. New York, NY: Plenum.

Moorman, R. H. (1991). Relationship between organizational justice and organizational citizenship behaviors: Do
fairness perceptions influence employee citizenship? Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 845-855.

Niehoff, B. P. & Moorman, R. H. (1993). Justice as a mediator of the relationship between methods and momtoring
and organizational citizenship behavior. Academy of Management Journal, 36, 527-556.

Ohbuchi, K. (1996). Japanese cultural style and values in conflict management. K. Leung & D. Tjosvold (Chair),
Conflict in the Asian context I: National perspectives. Symposium conducted at the 9th conference of the
International Association of Conflict Management, Cornell.

Ohbuchi, K. & Tedeschi, J. T. (1977). Multiple goals and tactical behavior in social conflicts. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 27, 2177-2199.

Rubin, J. Z., Pruitt, D. G., & Kim, S. H. (1994). Soctal conflict: Escalation, stalemate, and settlement (2nd ed.). New
York, NY: McGraw-Hill Book Company.


test
長方形

test
長方形


Fairness in Japanese Organizational Condlicts 13

Shapiro, D. L. (1993). Reconciling theoretical differences among procedural justice researchers by re-evaluating
what it means to have one’s views “considered”: Implications for third-party managers, Justice in the
workplace (pp.51-78)., Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Sillars, A. L., Coletn, S. F. Parry, D., & Rogers, M. A. (1982). Coding verbal conflict tactics: Nonverbal and
perceptual correlates of the “avoidance-distributive-integrative” distinction. FHuman Communication
Research, 9, 83-95.

Tyler, T. R. & Boeckmann, R. I. (in press). Three strikes and you are out. but why? : The psychology of public
support for punishing rule breakers. Law and Society Review.

Tyler, T. R. & Lind, E
experimental soctal psychology, Vol.25 (pp.115-191). New York, NY: Academic Press.

A. (1992). A relational model of authority in groups. In M. Zanna (Kd.), Advances in

van de Vliert, E. & Euwema, M. C. (1994). Agreeableness and activeness as components of conflict behaviors.
Journal of Personality and Soctal Psychology, 66, 674-687.

(Received December 7, 1998)
(Accepted March 25, 1999)


test
長方形

test
長方形

test
長方形


	57-1
	57-2
	57-3
	57-4
	57-5
	57-6
	57-7
	57-8
	57-9
	57-10
	57-11
	57-12
	57-13

