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T. R. Tyler and E. A. Lind (1992) identified 3 relational variables that make authoritative procedures
seem fair: indications of status recognition, trust in benevolence, and neutrality in decision making.
In Study 1, students from the United States, Germany, and Hong Kong recalled a conflict and reported
their reactions. In Study 2, U.S. and Japanese students rated 3rd-party and dyadic procedures as
ways of resolving a hypothetical dispute. In both studies, trust in benevolence correlated more
strongly with pracedural justice judgments in 3rd-party procedures. Study 2 showed stronger links
between status recognition and procedural justice in the U.S. sample. In both studies, the relational
variables appeared to mediate the effects of voice on procedural justice judgments. The results
suggest that the basic processes posited in the theory generalize to dyadic conflict situations and

across cultural contexts.

Twenty-five years ago the social psychological study of proce-
dural justice judgments began with the discovery that different
dispute resolution procedures engender quite different fairness
judgments, regardless of the outcome of the dispute. John Thi-
baut, Laurens Walker, and their students found that disputing
procedures that grant disputants the opportunity to express their
views and argue their case are seen as fairer than procedures
that deny disputants this opportunity, even when the procedure
results in poor outcomes (Walker, LaTour, Lind, & Thibaut,
1974; see Thibaut & Walker, 1975, and Lind & Tyler, 1988,
chap. 2). The finding teok on particular importance when re-
search showed that procedural justice judgments play a very
substantial Tole in determining which procedures are preferred
by disputants ( Thibaut, Walker, LaTour, & Houlden, 1974) and
how satisfied the disputants are with the ultimate resolution of
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the conflict (Walker et al., 1974). Later research showed further
evidence of the impact of procedural justice judgments by dem-
onstrating that procedural justice judgments are major determi-
nants of the acceptance of authority (Lind, Kulik, Ambrose, &
Park, 1993; Tyler, 1989), support for social and political institu-
tions (Lind et al., 1989), obedience to laws (Tyler, 1990), and
acceptance of and obedience to negotiated and mediated agree-
ments (Pruitt, Pierce, McGillicuddy, Welton, & Castrianno,
1993).

The studies presented here sought to extend our understanding
of procedural justice in three ways. First, we tested whether
empirical relationships that have been observed in the context
of third-party dispute resolutions procedures, and that form the
basis of much recent theorizing on the psychology of procedural
justice, occur also in dyadic disputing procedures. Second, we
tested whether the effects of voice, one of the principal theoreti-
cal constructs in early explanations of procedural justice phe-
nomena ( Thibaut & Walker, 1975, 1978), are mediated by rela-
tional variables identified by more recent theoretical work
(Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1989; Tyler & Lind, 1992). Third, we
tested the cross-cultural generality of procedural justice effects,
using cross-national comparisons suggested by recent develop-
ments in cross-cultural social psychology.

A Relational Model of Justice

Lind and Tyler (1988) explained many procedural justice
phenomena by proposing that people look to procedures for
important information about their social identity. We argue that
procedures will be seen as fair if they carry the message, ex-
pressly or symbolically, that one is a full-fledged member of
the group or society mandating the procedures. Procedures are
described as fair when they offer reassurance that the persen
will not be excluded from the group or relegated to second-
class status, with accompanying diminution of social identity.
Tyler (1989), in a field study of reactions to legal authority,
operationalized three relational variables on the basis of these
ideas and tested the general assertion of group-value theory
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that relational variables are important antecedents of procedural
justice judgments. His findings confirmed that relational vari-
ables do correlate highly with procedural justice judgments.
Tyler and Lind (1992) used findings from the Tyler (1989)
study and from other studies of authoritative decision making
to develop a group-value based explanation of obedience to
authorities.

In the Tyler and Lind (1992 ) chapter, the argument was made
that people use their judgments of procedural justice as a subjec-
tive index of the quality of their relationship with authorities
and the groups that empower the authorities (see also Lind,
1994, 1995). Because procedural fairness judgments are used
as summary judgments about relationships with groups and au-
thorities, it makes sense that fairness will be defined largely in
relational terms. Authorities are often seen as representative of
the entire group or society, and thus perceptions of one’s relation
to an authority arc important indicators of one’s relation to the
entire group. The particular relational issues that people seem
to consider most in making procedural justice judgments are
(a) inferences about the authority’s motivations, especially the
authority’s willingness to consider one’s needs and to uy to
make fair decisions (which we term trust in benevolence), (b)
feelings that the authority has treated the person with the dignity
and respect appropriate for a full-fledged member of the group
{ status recognition), and (c) the belief that decisions are based
on a full and open accurate assessment of the facts (newtrality).!

Procedural Context and Antecedents of
Procedural Justice Judgments

From the outset, procedural justice research and theory has
tended to focus on procedures that involve the intervention of
a third party in a dispute, leaving largely unexplored how proce-
dural justice phenomena work in dyadic dispute resolution pro-
cedures. The first Thibaut and Walker study (Walker et al., 1974 )
compared justice judgments in response to two procedures in
which a judge had the power to impose a resolution on the
disputants. Later studies, both in the original Thibaut and Walker
project and in the work of other procedural justice researchers,
have tended to focus on third-party procedures such as media-
tion and adjudication, with only occasional attention to dyadic
dispute resolution procedures, such as negotiation ar confronta-
tion. Theories of procedural justice have tended also to focus
on procedures that involve third parties in disputes or other
authority figures (see, e.g., Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Leventhal,
1980); Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992). Recent research
has shown, however, that people tend to prefer dyadic proce-
dures in many situations and that negotiation and confrontation
are far more frequenily used approaches to dispute resolution
than are third-party procedures such as mediation or adjudica-
tion (e.g., Heuer & Penrod, 1986; Lind, Huo, & Tyler, 1994).
In addition it is clear from at least one recent study of procedural
preferences (Lind et al., 1994 ) that procedural justice judgments
are important in shaping preferences for procedures in dyadic
disputing contexts. We know relatively little about the anteced-
ents of procedural justice judgments in dyadic settings, however.
To date there has been no study testing whether there are funda-
mental differences between third-party and dyadic procedures
in how people generate procedural justice judgments.

The three relational variables mentioned above can be trans-
lated in a relatively straightforward fashion into judgments that
might be made in dyadic disputing situations. Thus, just as one
could look at the dignity and respect of treatment by an authority,
50 100 could one look for dignified or respeciful treatment by
the opposing party to arrive at a judgment of slatus recognition.
In much the same way that one could use indications that an
authority was considering one’s needs or trying to be fair, one
could use an opponent’s behavior to arrive at similar judgments
about his or her trustworthiness. Although an opponent is almost
by definition not neutral, still some of the components of the
nevtrality factor, especially the willingness to have the dispute
resolved on the facts, rather than on personalities or biases,
could be used to make judgments like those that go into evaluat-
ing an authority’s neutrality.

H is certainly possible that context and situation might affect
the importance accorded the various relational variables. Previ-
ous research has suggested that context and situation can alter
the importance accorded to various procedural attributes { Tyler,
1988}, and it is reasonable to suppose that such differences can
occur with respect to the relational variables laid out in the Tyler
and Lind (1992) theory. We can use some ideas from Lind and
Tyler's (1988) original formulation of group-value theory to
derive some hypotheses about differences in the importance of
various relational variables as the context moves from third-
party disputing procedures to dyadic disputing procedures. In
particular, it was suggested there that those antecedents of proce-
dural justice that are seen as being at risk will be more heavily
weighted in deciding whether procedures are fair (Lind et al,,
1993, p. 238).

Considering how the three relational variables might affect
justice judgments in dyadic and third-party dispute procedures
suggests some possible differences. When a third party is in-
volved in a dispute as a mediator or arbitrator, there is a shift
of power away from the original disputants toward the third
party. This occurs because the third party typically joins an
existing dispute for the express purpose of offering or imposing
some resolution. If the arbitrator or mediator decides that a
particular resolution is correct, the parties come under pressure
to aceept that resolution. Even in mediation, where each party
has the nominal right (o reject the outcome, if the mediator sides
with one disputant there are strong social pressures on the other
disputant to accept the mediator’s suggestions. If this line of
reasoning is correct, it seems reasonable to suppose that the
power differential might make people worry about arbitrary or
malevolent actions on the part of the third party, giving rise tc
concerns about the trustworthiness of the third party. Thus, we
would expect that trust would carry more weight in determining
procedural fairness judgments in third-party procedures than in
dyadic procedures. Third-party disputing procedures generally
carry some assurance of neutrality, as long as the third party is
trusted, while dyadic procedures do not, and we would expect
people to worry more about neutrality in dyadic disputes. Thus,

' The terms used here differ somewhat from those used in our previous
wark, including the Tyler and Lind (1992) chapter We have adopted
the new terminology because we feel that trust in benevolence and status
recognition convey the meaning of these two dimensions better than the
old terms frustworthiness and sianding.
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we would expect judgments of neutrality to be accorded more
importance in judging the fairness of procedures in dyadic dis-
putes. Finally, when the disputing context involves no third
party, enly another disputant, a key concern might be about the
survival of the relationship, because the dispute, if serious, might
call into question whether the dyad is viable. We would therefore
expect that perceptions of status recognition might be a more
important variable in determining whether a dyadic procedure
is seen as fair than in determining whether a third-party proce-
dure is seen as fair. :

On the basis of this reasoning, we expected that in judging
the fairness of dispute procedures that did not involve third
parties, people would place greater emphasis on status recogni-
tion and neutrality than would people judging the fairness of
procedures that did use third parties. In contrast, judgments of
the fairness of third party procedures should be more closely
linked to trust in benevolence than is the case in judgments of
procedures that do not involve third parties.

Voice and Relational Antecedents of Justice Judgments

As noted above, we were also concerned with testing the
caunsal relationship between the relational variables identified in
our own work and veoice, a theoretical construct that figures
largely in the work of Thibaut and Walker (1975, 1978) under
the name process control. Voice effects were the first procedural
justice effects to be discovered, and they are probabiy the most
replicated finding in the area. Lind & Tyler (1988, pp. 236
237), suggested that some or all of the voice effect might be
due to the group-value implications of voice, that being given
the opportunity to voice one’s views enhances one’s feeling of
inclusion and therefore promotes the sort of positive intragroup
identity that leads to a belief that procedures are fair. If this is
so, and if the three relational variables described above capture
most of the substance of group-value judgments, then we would
expect the relational variables to mediate the effect of percep-
tions of voice. We tested this mediation in two ways. In both
of the studies reported in this article, we used multiple regres-
sion to test whether there existed a positive correlation between
judgments of voice and judgments of procedural justice and
whether the correlation could be accounted for by the three
relational variables. If it were the case that a substantial positive
correlation between voice and procedural justice remained after
the three relational variables were included in the regression
equation, we would have 1o conclude that voice acts on proce-
dural justice in some way other than through its relational impli-
cations. In addition, in Study 2, we tested structural models
that included direct causal links between voice and procedural
fairness, comparing them to models that included only relational
variable-mediated links between voice and procedural fairness.

Culture and the Relational Model

Some justice researchers (e.g., Kidder & Muller, 1991} have
argued that the meaning of fairness and justice are culturally
determined, so we were interested in testing whether the ante-
cedents of fairness differed across different cultural contexts.
There is only a very limited theorctical basis for predicting
cultural differences in the weight accorded each of the relational

variables, but some psychological analyses suggest culture-
based differences in values and beliefs about how power and
authority work, and these differences might affect how fairness
is defined. Hofstede { 1980) noted that cultures differ markedly
in what he terms power distance, a dimension that taps variation
in how severe hierarchical relations are. In a hierarchical society,
where the functioning of many social relationships depends on
one’s relation with various authorities, we would expect greater
emphasis to be placed on trust in making procedural justice
judgments. In contrast, in egalitarian societies, where the doc-
trine of individual rights is stressed, status recognition may be
more important in defining faimess (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler &
Lind, 1990). The reasoning behind these predictions is similar
to that which led us to predict greater concern with trust in
third-party disputes: If power and position are very important
to social relations, as might be the case in cultures high on the
power—distance dimension, then people will worry more about
whether others are benevolently disposed toward them. On the
other hand, if people form groups without much concern for
formalities and social background, and if movement from one
group to another is easy, as might be the case in low power—
distance cultures, then status recognition should be a matter of
more concern, because it provides needed information about
whether an individual is recognized as an in-group member. In
either case, we predict that the relational variable that is the
object of the greatest concern will be most highly correlated
with procedural justice judgments.

Whether these predictions are correct or not, there is clear
value in investigating the effects of culture. At the very least,
replication of some of the basic findings in non-American con-
texts would increase our confidence that the phenomena under
study are not limited to this country. And if we discover culture-
based differences in how people define procedural justice, that
would provide grist for the mill of theory on this topic.

In summary, the primary goal of this research was to test
some variables that might affect the manifestation of relational
justice phenomena. Specifically, we examined whether proce-
dural context and culture alter the importance accorded to each
of the relational antecedents of justice. We also tested the hy-
pothesis that the voice effect can be accounted for by the effects
of voice on the three relational variables.

Study 1

Study | examined the issues discussed above in the context
of a study of real-world disputes reported by university students
in the United States, Germany, and Hong Kong. Measures of
status recognition, trust in benevolence, neutrality, voice, and
procedural faimess were obtained to test the hypotheses outlined
above. Prior research and theory (e.g., Huo, Smith, Tyler, &
Lind, 1996; Triandis, 1995) has suggested that the ethnicity of
the other party to the dispute might influence procedural fairness
judgments. For this reason, and to cover a wide range of dis-
putes, the studies included a manipulation of the cthnicity of
the other person in the dispute (half of the participants were
asked to recall disputes with someone of their own ethnic back-
ground and half were asked to recall disputes with someone of
a different ethnic background). No hypotheses were advanced
regarding the effects of this variable.
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Method

Participants.  The participants in Study 1 were 165 female and 144
male undergraduate students at the University of California, Berkeley;
113 female and 103 male undergraduate students at the University of
Osnabriick, Germany; and 111 female and 93 male undergraduate stu-
dents at the Chinese University of Hong Kong. (Twenty additional parti-
cipants participated in the study, but failed to complete all of the proce-
dure-use items and were excluded from the analyses reported below.)
All of the participants participated either in response to a course require-
ment or for a modest payment.

Procedure. The malerials were administered in written form. The
materials were drafted in English and were translated to German and
Chinese by native speakers of these langnages. Difficulties in translation
were resolved by consultation among the researchers and by changing
the English materials to use terms and phrases that were more readily
translated. Back translation of the final materials showed no substantial
differences in meaning of either the instructions or the measures.

The participants were asked to recall an interpersonal dispute that
they had recently experienced. As neted above, half of the participants
were asked to recall a dispute with someone from the same ethnic
background as themselves; the remaining participants were asked to
recall a dispute with someone from a different ethnic group.

In an effort to make the recalled disputes comparable across the
ethnicity of other variations, we asked participants in all conditions to
recall disputes with a person who was not an immediate family member
or someone with whom they were romantically involved. The partici-
pants were asked to write a brief description of the incident in a space
provided on the experimental questionnaire.

The instructions were modeled broadly on *‘bare-bones’* dispute de-
scriptions used in many of the originai Thibant and Walker studies ( see,
e.g., Lind, Erickson, Friedland, & Dickenberger, 1978; Thibaut & Walker,
1975). The specific instructions given in the same-ethnicity condition
were as follows:

At this point we would like you to tell us about a real interpersonal
dispute that you have recently experienced. Think about the last
time that you had a dispule or argument with a person of your own
¢thnic background.

The conflict could be about many different things. Perhaps that
dispute occurred because you felt that someone treated you rudely
or insulted you in some way, and you thought he or she should
apologize. Perhaps it occurred because you believed that person
owed you money, and should reimburse you. Sometimes disputes
occur because someone has failed to keep a promise to vou, Perhaps
it occurred for some other reason.

The person with whom you had the dispute could be either someone
who you know very well or someone who you may have just briefly
interacted with. Try to think of an incident that did not involve an
immediate family member (parents, siblings) or someone you were
romantically involved with unless these are the only people of the
same ethnic background you can recall having a conflict with.

Think about the last such dispute or argument that you remember
having. The dispute could either be of a very serious nature or it
could be of only minor importance. In the space below, briefly
describe whal happened.

To gather some data on the nature of the disputes that would form
the target of the major analyses, we then asked the participants eight
guestions about the dispute and the relationship within which it occurred.

With this dispute in mind, the participants were asked to rate how
much they had used each of seven disputing options. The descriptions of
mediation and arbitration were modeled on descriptions used in previous
procedural justice studies (e.g., LaTour, Houlden, Walker, & Thibault,

1976; Leung & Lind, 1986; Lind et al., 1978; Thibault et al., 1974).
The disputing options were described as follows (the italicized identi-
fying titles were not included in the descriptions):

Social power and influence. Used your social influence and power
over the other person to try to get him or her 1o do what you wanted.
This includes telting other people how you were harmed and how
the other person acted unreasonably. It could also include trying to
convince your friends to pressure the other person to do what you
want.

Ignoring and avoiding. Ignored the situation and avoided contact
with the other person. This involves trying to disregard what the
other person said or did.

Giving in. Gave in to the other person’s demands.

Persuasion. Tried to persuade the other person that you were right
by using convincing arguments.

Negotiation. Negotiated with the other person to try to find a com-
promise that both of you would feel was acceptable.

Mediation. Sought the assistance of someone to give you advice
about how to solve the problem, but who had no authority to make
suggestions that either you or the other person would have to follow.
This person could be a friend, a member of your family, a clergy-
man, a counselor, or anyone whose advice you value.

Arbhitration. Sought the assistance of someone whe had the author-
iry to make decisions that you and the other person would be re-
quired to follow. This person could be a police officer, a counselor,
a judge, the principal of a school, a Dean in a college, or anyone
else whose job gives them some power to make binding decisions
about other people’s disputes.

After they had rated their use of each procedure (using S-point Likert-
Llype scales where 1 = not g all and 5 = a great deal), the participants
answered a number of questions about the dispute and about the entire
disputing process, including ratings on a number of scales related to
perceptions of voice and each of the three relational variables. Included
also were questions about the faimess of the disputing procedure and
the process of resolving the conflict. All of these questions were Likert-
type items with affirmative statements about the disputing experience
(e.g., “‘The methods used to resolve the dispute were very fair’”) with
S-point response scales like those used for the ratings of the nature of
the dispute; for these items, the endpoiats of the scales were 1 = disagree
and 5 = agree.

The participants then answered questions designed to assess their
beliefs about proper hierarchy and power—distance. These questions
allowed us to test the validity of our assumptions about intersite differ-
ences in these beliefs.

Design.  The study involved four between-subjects variables, one of
which (ethnicity of the other disputant) was manipulated. The other
three between-subjects variables were the gender and culture of the
participant and reported use of third-party procedures in the recalled
dispute. The culture variable depended, of course, on the site at which
the data were collected and the gender variable is a characteristic of
the participant. The procedure variable was determined by whether the
patticipant’s ratings showed greater use of mediation and arbitration
than persuasion and negotiation (which were, for most participants,
by far the most commonly used procedures ). Seventy-four respondents
reported using mediation and arbitration more than persuasion or negoti-
ation; 637 respondents reported using the dyadic procedures more. Parti-
cipants in the third-party procedure condition exhibited substantially
higher scores on the use ratings for the mediation and arbitration proce-
dures than did participants in the dvadic procedure condition (for the
use of mediation measure, Ms = 3.56 and 1.90, respectively; for the
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arbitration measure, Ms = 2.51 and 1.33, respectively). Moreover, parti-
cipants in the dyadic procedure condition gave substantially higher use
ratings for the dyadic procedures than did participants in the third-party
procedure condition {for the use of persuasion measure, Ms = 3.76 and
2.20, respectively; for the use of negotiation measure, Ms = 3.01 and
1.81, respectively). ‘

Measures. We measured six variables that are central to the issues
discussed above: procedural fairness, perceived voice, trust in the benev-
alence of others involved in the procedure, perceived status recognition,
perceived neutrality, and reported use of the procedures. Procedural
fairness judgments were measured using the average rating on two 5-
point Likert-type scales asking for agreement or disagreement with the
statements ‘“The methods used to resolve the dispute were very fair”
and “‘The method used to resolve the dispute was equally fair to both
sides.”” Perceived voice was measured vsing two 5-point scales assessing
agreement with the statements ‘‘I had a lot of opportunily to present
my views about how the dispute should be resolved’” and ‘*My views
were considered and taken into account.”’ Status recognition was mea-
sured using agreement ratings on statements reading ‘ ‘The dispute was
resolved in dignified way’’ and ‘‘During the dispute, my rights as a
person were protected.”’ Trust in benevalence was measured using the
agreement ratings for the statements ‘“What 1 wanted was considered
in arriving at a solution’” and *“The other person tried to be fair to me.”’
Neutrality was measured with the average responses to the statements
“*The facts of the dispute were accurately represented’” and *‘Relevant
issues were brought into the open so that they can be resolved.”” For all
of these items, 1 = disagree and 5 = agree. Procedure use was measured
with 5-point scales asking how much each procedure or disputing option
had been used in the recalled dispute (1 = not at all, 5 = a great deal).

To get a picture of the disputes being rated and to understand how
the disputes might vary as a function of the variables under study, we
asked for ratings of several aspects of the dispute each participant had
in mind. We asked the participants to rate how close they were to the
other person prior to the dispute, how well they knew the other person
prior to the dispute, how much future interaction they expected with the
other disputant prior to the dispute, how important the issues involved
in the dispute were, whether the dispute was completely resolved,
whether the dispute had arisen from rude or impolite behavior on the
part of the other, whether the dispute involved a monetary debt, and
whether the dispute involved a broken promise. All of the items were
assessed using S-point, Likert-type scales, with affirmative statements
(e.g., “*Prior to the dispute, [ felt very close to this person’”; t = disagree
and 5 = agree).

Because our predictions about the effects of culture were based on
assumptions about how the three sites differ with respect to social hierar-
chy values and practices, we also asked the participants to respond to
four iters based on Hofstede's {1980) description of his dimension of
power—distance. These guestions asked the participants to rate their
agreement or disagreement with the following statements: “‘It is best
for our society to let the elites decide what is good for us;”” “‘Conflict
among people is minimized if evervone has equal rights in society;”’
““If followers trust their leaders wholeheartedly, the group will be most
successful;”” ““An organization is most successful if it is clear who is
the leader and who is the follower”” As with most of the other ratings
scales, all of these items asked for agreement ratings on a 5-point Likeri-
type scale (1 = disagree; 5 = agree). Responses to the four items did
not correlate highly encugh to combine them into a single scale, so we
report below our findings with respect to each of the items.

Results

Characteristics of cultures and disputes. We conducted
multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAS) to test for differ-
ences in the items describing the disputes and to test for power—

distance differences among the three national groups. These
analyses were done to test whether our assumptions about the
cultural differences were correct and to provide a description
of characteristics of the disputes that might be relevant to the
interpretation of the findings.

A 2 {gender) X 3 (site) X 2 (ethnicity of other) X 2 (proce-
dure) MANOVA of the power—distance items showed a signifi-
cant multivariate main effect for site, multivariate F(8, 1428)
= 22.11, p < .001; and no other significant multivariate effect.
Univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) of the four items
showed significant site effects on agreement with the statements
about letting elites decide what is good, F(2, 716} = 93.53, p
< .001; about equal rights minimizing conflict, F(2, 716) =
7.50, p < .001; and about the value of followers trusting leaders,
F(2,716) = 8.97, p < .001. Scheff€ tests on the “‘elites’’ and
“trust’’ items suggest that the German participants were least
in favor of hierarchical social relations, the American partici-
pants were in the middle, and the Chinese participants were
most in favor of hierarchical relations. However, responses to
the second item suggest that the Chinese participants also be-
lieved that equal rights should be maintained in the face of
hierarchy.

Inspection of the frequency distributions of the dispute de-
scription measures showed relatively flat distributions of predis-
pute closeness, knowledge, and expected future interaction, sug-
gesting that the instructions were successful in obtaining a good
mix of disputing experiences. Most of the disputes (about 57%)
were judged important; only about 25% of the disputants dis-
agreed with the statement saying that the issues were important.
The item asking about whether the dispute was completely re-
solved produced a relatively flat distribution. The most common
cause of the disputes was rude or impolite behavior; disputes
over money or broken promises were rarer.

A 2 (gender) X 3 (site) X 2 (ethnicity of other) X 2 (proce-
dure: third party vs. no third party) MANOVA of the ratings
describing the disputes showed significant multivariate main
effects for site, multivariate F(16, 1320) = 3.56, p < .001;
ethnicity of other, multivariate F(8, 659) = 3.35, p < .001; and
procedure, multivariate F(8, 659) = 3.57, p < .001. There were
no significant interactions nor was there a significant gender
effect. In general, the Chinese participants viewed their disputes
as less important, but thought they were more successful at
resolving them than did the American or the German partici-
pants. The American participants might be described as a bit
more ‘‘touchy,”’ given that they reported that more of their dis-
putes resulted from rude or impolite behavior, but it should be
noted that rudeness was the principal cause of disputes in all
three cultures. Cross-ethnic disputes were more likely to have
arisen outside of close acquaintance relations, and the cross-
ethnic disputes were viewed as more important. Third-party
procedures were more likely to have been used in dispules that
did not involve friends and in disputes over money.

We expected culture- and context-based differences in the
frequency with which third-party procedures were used. The
use of mediation is reported to be especially popular in Chinese
cultures. We conducted an ANOVA on the total use ratings for
mediation and arbitration. As expected, there was a significant
site main effect, F(2, 697) = 52.49, p < .001: Scheffé tests (p
< .05) showed that the Chinese participants used third-party
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procedures more than did the American participants, who used
them more than the German participants. None of the other main
effects or interactions were significant.

ANOVAs. The major hypotheses to be tested in this study
concerned the covariance structure between procedural fairness
judgments and the potential antecedents of those judgments. To
determine whether there were additional variables relating to
the research design that needed to be included in regression
analyses, we conducted 2 (gender) X 3 (site) X 2 (ethnicity of
other) X 2 (procedure: third party vs. no third party) ANOVAs
of the participants® procedural fairness ratings. None of the main
effects or interactions were significant,

Mulriple regression analyses. Regression analyses are sen-
sitive to differences in the reliability of measures, especially
when tests of interactions are being conducted. Table 1 presents
the simple correlation matrices for each culture, with Cron-
bach’s alpha on the diagonals.

As can be seen from the table, in most instances the reliability
of the measures was similar across sites; the only exception was
the relatively low reliability of our measure of neutrality in the
Chinese sample. The low reliability for the neutrality measure
in the Chinese sample probably resulted from differing beliefs
about how various aspects of disputing go together. For the
American and German participants, getting the facts out in the
open and resolving the dispute on the basis of the facts seemed
to be two aspects of the same thing. For the Chinese, who are
generally thought to prefer indirect approaches to disputing,
getting the facts cut in the open might have seemed less clearly

Table 1
Correlations and Reliabilities in Each Culture: Study 1
Variable 1 2 3 4 5

American

1. Procedure faimess .85

2. Status recognition 72 64

3. Neutrality 51 54 [.61]

4, Trust in beneveleace .61 67 33 08

5. Perceived voice .58 64 .62 73 .80
German

I. Procedure faimess .78

2. Status recognition 61 .76

3. Neutrality .52 .61 [.76]

4, Trust in benevolence .53 3 .65 68

5. Perceived voice 55 a2 .65 74 .76
Chinese

1. Procedure fairness 72

2. Status recognition .59 69

3. Neutrality 54 47 [.52]

4. Trust in benevolence .59 53 .63 72

5. Perceived voice 54 46 48 68 .69

Note.  Boldface values are Cronbach’s alphas; all other values are Pear-
son product—moment correlations. Values in brackets are alphas for the
original two-item neutrality index; correlations for neutrality are based
on a single-item index (see text for explanation). All correlations are
statistically significant at the .01 level.

linked to getting an accurate, fact-based resolution of the dis-
pute. Leung and Lind (1986} offered some findings congruent
with this explanation. For the analyses reported below, we
dropped the ‘‘facts in the open’ item from the measure of
neutrality, leaving only the *‘fact-based decision’’ item, which
presumably does not differ much in its meaning from one site
to the next.

We first regressed the procedural fairness judgments on the
measures of trust in benevolence, status recognition, neutrality,
and voice, as well as contrasts for procedure and site, to begin
our examination of whether the effects of voice are mediated
by the three relational variables.? (Because site is a three-level
nominal variable in this study, we created two dummy variables,
the first compared the responses of the Chinese participants to
the American and German participants, and the second com-
pared the responses of the American participants to the German
participants.} If the relational variables do indeed mediate the
effects of voice, we would expect significant correlations be-
tween voice and procedural justice in each site, and we would
expect the relationship to drop substantially when the relational
variables are included in the regression equation. This is in fact
what occurred; When variance accounted for by the relational
variables is removed, the partial correlation of voice and proce-
dural justice is only .10, considerably less than the .57 (p <
.01) simple correlation between voice and perceived fairness.
(Another possible explanation for a reduction of this sort is that
the effects of voice might be obscured by more reliable, and
highly correlated, measures of the relational variables. As can
be seen from Table 1, however, voice was measured as reliably
as any of the other predictor variables.) As can be seen from
the first columm in Table 2, the regression coefficient for voice,
although quite modest, remains significant in the main effects
analyses, but it drops to nonsignificance in the interaction effect
analyses. As can be seen from the table, the relational variable of
status recognition shows a strong regression coefficient, whereas
neutrality shows a significant, but more modest, regression
coefficient.

The next step in the analysis involved testing the contribution
of interactions of culture and procedure with each of the four
perceptual variables. For each group of two-way interactions
(i.e., for all procedure interactions or all site interactions) we
tested the increase in the R? when all of the interaction variables
were added (o an equation that contained the main effects and
the variables for the other group of two-way interactions, an
analysis procedure that is analogous to traditional ANOVA anal-
yses with unequal cell #s. For the three-way interactions, we
tested the increase in R? over and above a model with main
effects and all two-way interactions, As can be seen from Table
2, the two-way interactions involving procedure did result in a
significant increase in the R*, F(4, 688) = 2.73, p < .05,
but the test of the two-way interactions involving site was not

*We included contrasts for site and procedure, even though these
variables did not show any effects in the ANOVA, because the main
effects regression was the first step in a series of hierarchical regressions
that also tested the hypothesized procedure and site differences in the
relationship between procedural justice and status recognition, trust in
benevolence, and neutrality.
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Hierarchical Regressions: Study 1

Order of entry

Main effects +
procedure

Main effects +
site interactions

Main effects +
procedure
interactions +
site interactions
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Main effects interactions + site + procedure + procedure X
only interactions interactions site interactions
Predictors b R? b R b R b R
Sratus recognition A2% 33%¥ 33w JA2H*
Neutrality J14%* 14* 14* 16*
Trust in
benevolence 3 30** 30+ ) b
Perceived voice 2w .05 .05 .05
Procedure main
effect -.01 —.04 —.04 —-.07
Site: Chinese vs.
American and
German —.08* -.02 -0z -.02
Site: American vs.
German —.01 .16 .16 15
AR? procedure
interactions 009%* 008* 008*
AR? site . :
interactions 008 009 .009
AR three-way
interactions 005
Total R* 50** 52%* 53¥* S52+*

Note. Entries in table are standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations.

*p < 05, **p < 01

significant, F(8, 688) = 1.37, p < .20. The overall test of the
three-way interactions was not significant (F < 1.0).

Inspection of the individual variable interactions with proce-
dure shows that only the Trust X Procedure interaction was
significant, F(1, 688) = 11.60, p < .01. Inspection of the
bivariate correlations within each procedure condition shows
that the Procedure x Trust interaction was in the hypothesized
direction: The correlation of trust and procedural justice judg-
ments was higher when third-party procedures were used (r =
.73) than when dyadic procedures were used (r = .56 ). It should
be noted, however, that even when dyadic procedures were used
there was a moderate-to-strong correlation between procedural
justice judgments and trust. { The reliability of the trust measure
did not differ across the two procedure conditions: a = .69 for
the dyadic procedure condition and a = .68 for the third-party
condition.)

Discussion

The results of Study 1 provide some preliminary answers to
two of the questions we seek to resolve. The substantial simple
correlation between voice and procedural justice, together with
the much smaller partial correlation when the effects of trust,
status recognition, and neutrality are removed, suggests that the
relational variables may well mediate much of the effect of
voice. In addition, the observation of a significant Procedure x
Trust interaction supports the prediction that third-party proce-

dures engender greater concern for the trustworthiness of those
involved.

But the results of Study 1 are not without ambiguity. One
problem lies in the participants’ self-selection into the two pro-
cedural groups. Of course, nonexperimental studies nearly al-
ways pose problems of causal ambiguity, but we have the partic-
ular problem here that the major finding—the greater emphasis
on trust in benevolence in third-party procedures—might be
not so much a function of the procedure as a function of the
type of participant who chooses third-party procedures or the
type of dispute taken to third parties. Perhaps those who place
greater emphasis on trust go looking for someone they can trust
to resolve their disputes, and they then feel fairly or unfairly
treated largely as a result of how well their expectations turn
out to be justified. The differences we observed in the types of
disputes recalled by participants who made substantial use of
third-party procedures and those who did not raises the question
of whether the Procedure X Trust interaction might have been
due not to the hypothesized dynamics of fairness judgments but
instead to differences in what actually occurred in the disputes,

Because we used self-defined groups on the procedure vari-
able, we had very unequal numbers of participants in the two
procedure conditions. This, coupled with our use of analysis
techniques that corrected conservatively for the unequal cell
frequencies on the procedure variable, means that our analyses
may have missed some interactions involving that variable.
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In addition, there was a significant regression coefficient for
voice in the main effects analysis, suggesting that some of the
voice effect might not be moderated by the relational variables,
but the regression coefficient becomes nonsignificant in the in-
teraction analyses, raising questions about how the findings on
voice should be interpreted.

The findings with respect to culture are also ambiguous. We
see clear indications on the power—distance items that the three
sites did differ with respect to this dimension, but there was no
significant interaction of any of the antecedent variables with
site. Notwithstanding the sizable samples in the study, we are
hesitant to accept the null hypothesis, and conclude that there
were no differences. Further study, perhaps using different cul-
tural contrasts, is clearly needed.

Study 2

To resolve these issues, and to have another look at possible
cultural effects on the justice judgment process, we conducted
a second study. Study 2 examined the hypotheses outlined earlier
in a laboratory study of participants” responses to a hypothetical
dispute. All of the participants, who were American and Japa-
nese undergraduate students, responded to both third-party and
dyadic procedures, so participant seclf-selection was not a
problem.

In Study 2, participants were given descriptions of hypotheti-
cal disputing situations that varied according to the relationship
of the disputants, their similarity, and the nature of issues under
dispute. The manipulations were included because they might
represent dimensions relevant to the meaning of procedural jus-
tice, but we did not make any specific hypotheses about the
nature of interactions involving these variables.

Method

Participants. The American participants were 130 female and 51
male undergraduate students at the University of California, Berkeley.
The Japanese participants were 74 female and 90 male participants at
Tohokn University, Sendai, Japan. As in Study 1, all of the participants
participated in fulfillment of a course requirement or in return for a
small monetary payment.

Procedure. The experimental materials consisted of a description of
a hypothetical dispute, descriptions of various ways of handling the
dispute, and a series of questions that asked the participants to rate, with
respect to various dimensions, gach of the methods of reacting to the
dispute. The description of the dispute, which was modeled on dispute
descriptions that have been used in a number of procedural justice
studies (e.g.. LaTour et al., 1976; Leung & Lind, 1986: Lind et al.,
1978), described in rather general terms a commonplace dispute with
another individual. Eight different descriptions were used, constituting
manipulations of the three experimental variables: the relationship of
the participant to the other person in the dispute, similarity of back-
ground, and the nawure of the disputed issue (money versus insult).
The close-relationship, similar background, money description read as
follows:

In the course of life, we all have disagreements and disputes with
other people. These can occur in our families, with our friends or
at work or in school. In this study we are concerned with your
views about how such disputes should be handled. We are interested
in your own opinions. There are no tight or wreng answers.

Imagine the following. You are involved in a dispute with a good
friend. You two know each other quite well and share many of the
same friends. You know from conversation with this person that
you both come from the same region and that your family back-
grounds are quite similar. Suppose you believe that this friend owes
you money from a past business encounter, and you think that he
or she should reimburse you. Your friend says it is you who owes
them money and you who should pay. Since this person is a close
friend of yours, you consider this an important matter.

As the person who is complaining, you have some choice about
how to handle the dispute. We are going to describe seven different
ways that you might deal with this dispute. Please read each de-
scription carefully and think about how you would feel if you
handled the dispute that way. After you read the descriptions, we
will ask you a few questions about how you feel about each possible
way of handling the dispute.

In the distant-relationship conditions, the other disputant was de-
scribed as “‘a casual acquaintance’” whom the participant did not know
well and with whom the participant did not share manv mutual friends.
In the different-background conditions, the other disputant was said to
have come from a different region and to have a different family back-
ground. In the insult conditions, the participants were asked to suppose
that the other disputant had treated them rudely or insulted them in the
course of a personal encounter.

After the participants read the description of the hypothetical dispute,
they were asked to read descriptions of seven ‘‘ways of dealing with
the dispute.”” The seven options were the same as those used in Study
I, and were described in virtnally the same terms, with the exception
that the descriptions were phrased in the present tense, rather than in
the past tense.>

The analyses prescnted below use only the participants’ responses 1o
the two direct dyadic procedures (persuasion and negotiation) and the
two third-party procedures {mediation and arbitration), because these
four procedures are most directly relevant to the predictions advanced
above. We restricted our attention Lo persuasion and negotiation among
the procedures not using third parties because these two procedures are
commonly used methods of resolving disputes (Lind, Huo, & Tyler,
1994 ) and because they offer a nice comparison to mediation and arbitra-
tion. Like arbitration, persuasion involves convincing someone clse that
one’s views are correct, and, like mediation. negotiation generally in-
volves compromise outcomes. The *“‘social influence,”” “‘ignore.”” and
“‘give in"" options were not used much by the Study 1 participants, nor
did the Study 2 participants rate these options as methods of dealing
with the dispute that they were likely to use. This makes us wary of
using ratings of these procedures to discover what people think constitute
fair procedures.

After reading the descriptions of the disputing methods and proce-
dures, the participants rated each method or procedure in terms of the
likelihood that they would use it to handle the hypothetical dispute. They
then rated each method on a number of dimensicns.

Design.  The experimental design had three manipulated between-
subjects variables (relationship, similarity of background, and issue),
each with two levels, and two participant characteristic variables ( culture
and gender), each with two levels. In addition, the different procedures
described in the experimental materials provided a within-subject manip-
ulation {four disputing procedures: persuasion, negoliation, mediation,
and arbitration). In the ANOVA and regression analyses reported below,
we focused on a planned contrast comparing participants’ ratings of the
two dyadic procedures (persuasion and negotiation) to their ratings of
the two third-party procedures (mediation and arbitration }.

* The materials for both studies are available from E. Allan Lind.



PROCEDURAL CONTEXT AND CULTURE 775

Measures. The procedural justice measure consisted of ratings, for
each procedure, of whether the procedure was likely to be a *“fair method
for resolving the dispute,’” using a 7-point rating scale with very unlikely
and very likely as the low and high endpoints, respectively. The measures
of voice and of the three relational variables were composed of one or
two items each. For voice, we asked how likely it was, under each
procedure, that the participant ‘‘would have an opportunity to present
your views about how the problem should be handled™” and how likely
it was that the procedure ‘‘would allow your views to be considered
and taken into account” (for both measures, 1 = very unlikely and 7 =
very likely). For status recognition, we asked whether the procedure
““would allow you and the other person to resolve the conflict in a
dignified way™ (1 = very uadignified, 7 = very dignified) and how
well the procedure *‘would protect your rights as a persor’ (1 = very
poorly, 7 = very well). For neutrality, we asked whether the procedure
would “‘bring issues into the open so they can be settled”” and whether
the “*final outcome will accurately represent the facts in the dispute’’
(for both items, 1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely). For trust in benevo-
lence, we asked whether “*what you want will be considered in arriving
at a solution™ (1 = very uniikely, 7 = very likely).

The four iterns used in Study 1 to measure power—distance related
beliefs were included in the questionnaires. The power—distance items
used S-point rating scales (1 = disagree, 5 = agree).

Results

Characteristics of cultures. As in Study 1, we conducted
some preliminary analyses to determine whether the power—
distance differences we hypothesized for the two sites were
indeed present. We conducted a 2 (culture) X 2 (gender) MA-
NOVA on the four belief items concerning the value of hierarchy
or equality. The analysis showed a significant multivariate main
effect for culture, F(4, 337) = 13.11, p < 001, and no other
significant effects. The Japanese participants differed from the
American participants on all four scales. The Japanese partici-
pants agreed more with the statement saying that elites should
decide for society, univariate F(1, 340) = 14.82, p < .00l
{M{Japanese] = 2.06, M[ American] = 1.57)}, they agreed less
with the statement that equality of rights minimizes conflict,
univariate F(1, 340) = 30.35, p < .001 (M[Japanese] = 1.59,
M[American] = 2.47), they agreed more with the statement
that it is better for the group when people obey leaders whole-
heartedly, univariate F(1, 340) = 11.43, p < .01 (M[Japanese]
= 3.07, M[ American] = 2.52), and they agreed more with the
statement that clear distinctions between leaders and followers
make for an effective organization, univariate F( 1, 340) = 7.63,
P << .01 (M{Japanese] = 3.44, M[ American] = 3.00). Clearly
the two samples did differ as we had hoped they would.

ANOVAs. We conducted a 2 (culture) X 2 (gender) X 2
(relationship) X 2 (similarity) X 2 (issue) X 4 (procedure)
repeated measures ANOVA on the procedural fairness measure.
As noted above, the only element of the procedure effect that
we examined was the planned contrast between the two dyadic
procedures and the two third-party procedures. The ANOVA
showed a significant procedure main effect, F(1, 312) = 5.75,
p < .02, and a significant Culture X Gender interaction, £(1,
312) = 939, p < .01, The procedure main effect was due to
higher fairness ratings for the dyadic than for the third-party
procedures (M]dyadic procedures] = 5.05, M[third-party pro-
cedures] = 4.71). The Culture X Gender effect was due to a
gender simple effect only within the American sample: Ameri-

can women tended to see all of the procedures as fairer than
did American men, F(1, 340) = 4,18, p < .05 (M[women| =
5.15, M[men] = 4.85), whereas Japanese men and women did
not differ, F(1, 340) = 1.14, ns. We included contrasts for the
significant main effect and interaction in the regression analyses
that tested our major hypotheses.

Muliiple regression analyses. 'We conducted a series of hier-
archical multiple regression analyses, similar in concept to those
used in Study 1. In Study 2, however, each participant supplied
four ratings of procedural fairness (one for each procedure)
and four ratings of each of the perceptual antecedent variables
(i.e., status recognition, neutrality, trust in benevolence, and
voice). The analyses reported here correct for within-subject
variance in the statistical tests by including participant number
as a categorical variable in all analyses (see, e.g., Cohen &
Cohen, 1975, pp. 403-425; Pedhazur, 1982, pp. 562-568).
Table 3 shows the zero-order correlation matrices for each cul-
ture, collapsing over procedure.

For the measures that included more than one item, the relia-
bility of the measure is shown on the diagonal of Table 3. As
in Study 1, the only index that showed less than satisfactory
reliability was the measure of neutrality, which showed rela-
tively low reliability in the dataset for the Japanese participants.
The problem, again as in Study 1, seemed likely to be the item
about getting facts out in the open. We dropped that item from
the index, leaving the index defined solely in terms of the item
asking about whether the procedure would lead to fact-based
decisions.

As in Study 1, the first step was to regress the faimess judg-
ments on the four antecedent variables (and on contrasts for the
within- and between-subjects effects seen in the ANOVA, as
well as terms to reflect the variance attributable to multiple
observations on the same participant)” to see if voice showed a
significant relationship with procedural fairness over and above
anything that could be explained by the three relational vari-
ables. As can be seen from the first column of Table 4, voice
did not show a significant link to procedural fairness when the
relational variables were included in the equation, F( 1, 325) =
2.97, ns. Given the moderate, and significant, simple correlation
between voice and procedural justice (r = 40, p < .01) and
the substantial reduction in the correlation when the relational
variables are partialled out (partial r = .03), this provides some
evidence that the relational variables might be mediating the
voice effect. We return to this issue in the next section.

The second column of Table 4 shows the results of a test of
the existence of procedure interactions; the increase in the R*
when all four interaction terms (i.e., Procedure X Status Recog-
nition, Neutrality, Trust, and Voice) are added is significant,
F(4, 320) = 9.86, p < .01. The specific interactions that reach
significance are the Procedure x Trust in Benevolence interac-
tion, F(1, 320) = 5.39, p < .03, and the Procedure X Neutrality
interaction, F{1, 320) = 34.73, p < .01. The form of the Trust
X Procedure interaction is as predicted and as found in Study
1. The perception that those involved in the procedures could

4 For clarity of presentation and ease of comparison with the results
of Study 1, we omit the Culture X Gender contrast and the within-
subject covariance variable from the tables, even though these terms
were included in all of the equations discussed in this section.
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Table 3
Correlations Within Each Culture: Study 2
Variable 1 2 3 4 5

American

1. Procedure fairness —

2. Status recognition 66 72

3. Neutrality 52 .59 [.68]

4. Trust in benevolence 37 48 41 .70

5. Perceived voice 45 .60 48 62 a2
Japanese

1. Procedure fairness —

2. Status recognition .48 68

3. Neutrality 54 .69 [.57]

4. Trust in benevolence 37 71 .59 82

5. Perceived voice A8 R4 70 77 .68

Note.  Baoldface values are Cronbach’s alphas; all other values are Pear-

son product—moment correlations. Values in brackets are alphas for the
original two-item neutrality index; correlations for neutrality are based
on a single-item index (see text for explanation). All correlations are
statistically significant at the .01 level.

be trusted to act benevolently was more strongly correlated with
procedural justice judgments in the ratings of the third-party
procedures (r = .31) than in the ratings of the dyadic procedures
(r = 20). The form of the Neutrality X Procedure interaction
is as predicted: Perceptions of neutrality correlated more
strongly with procedural justice judgments in the dyadic proce-
dures (r = .57) than in the third-party procedures (r = 43).

Table 4
Hierarchical Regressions: Study 2

LIND, TYLER, AND HUO

The overall test of the site interactions was also significant,
F(4, 320) = 11.12, p < .01. Tests of the individual variables
that comprise the overall interaction showed that only the Site
X Status Recognition interaction term was significant, F(1,
325) = 26.15, p < .01. The American participants showed
stronger correlations between their impressions of status recog-
nition and their procedural justice judgments (» = .66) than did
the Japanese participants (r = .35). The overall test of the
Procedure X Site X Perceptual Variable interactions was not
significant, F(4, 325) = 1.83, ns.

Structural equation analyses. The final step in the analysis
of Study 2 was a series of latent variable regressions to examine
further the possible mediation of voice by the relational vari-
ables. We first conducted an analysis of a model with procedure
and site as exogenous variables; voice as an endogenocus variable
potentially affected by procedure and site; status recognition,
nentrality, and trust in benevolence as endogenous variables
potentially affected by voice, procedure, and site; and proce-
dural justice judgments as an endogenous variable potentially
affected by all of the other variables. The key question to deter-
mine whether the relational variables mediate voice is whether
and when the analyses would show a direct link from voice to
procedural justice. Table 5 shows the results of the analysis.
The numbers in the table are standardized path coefficients,

The structural equation modeling yielded significant paths
from site, 1(343) = 6.75, p < .01, and procedure, 1(345) =
—7.76, p < .01, to voice; significant paths from site, 1(345) =
~2.64, p < .05, and procedure, 1(345) = 7.79, p < 0l, to
neutrality; significant paths from voice to status recognition,
t(345) = 10.15, p < .01; neutrality, 7(343) = 10.07, p < .01,

Order of entry

Main effects +
procedure

Main effects +

Main eftects +

interactions + site

procedure site interactions + interactions +
Main effects interactions + site procedure procedure X site
only interactions interactions interactions
Predictors b R b R b R b R?
Status recognition 25%* 23k 23%F 23
Neutrality 20%# 25%F 25%¥ 25%*
Trust in
benevolence —.06* -.05 —.05 -.05
Perceived voice 05 05 .05 05
Procedure main
effect —.05** —07** —.07%* —.06%*
Site —.06%* —.(5 —.05%* — ()5
AR? procedure
interactions O15%* 013** 015%*
AR? site
interactions 015** 017%* 015**
AR? three-way
interactions 002
Total R S2k* S55%* S55+* So**

Note,
*p < 05,

Entries in table are standardized regression coefficients and squared multiple correlations.
* ok
p < .0l
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Table 35
Results of Structural Equation Analysis
Path to:
Path from: 1 2 3 4 5

Site: Japan vs. U.S. 38%x 0] -~ 17 =02 -.10
Procedure: Dyadic vs.

third party —43%= 10 S4xE 02 .12
Perceived voice (1) J3xx B4xE gTEx (17
Status recognition (2) A46*
Neutrality (3) A48*
Trust in benevolence (4) -.30

Procedural justice (5)

Note, 'Values in table are standardized path coefficients.
*p < 05. *p < 0l

and trust, r(345) = 12.59, p < .01, and significant paths from
status recognition, £(345) = 247, p < .05, and neutrality,
1(345) = 2.66, p < .03, to procedural justice. Most important,
for the mediation question, there was no significant path from
voice to procedural justice, r(345) = 0.64, ns. When all of the
nonsignificant paths, including all of the direct effects of voice,
site, and procedure on procedural justice, were dropped and the
model was reestimated, the fit with the data was quite good,
x2(9, N = 325) = 12,41, p > .19; nonnormed fit index = .99.

We also, for the sake of completeness, estimated a model in
which status recognition, neutrality, and trust were causally prior
to voice. This analysis showed that two of the three relational
variables—status recognition and neutrality—had significant
direct effects on procedural justice judgments even though voice
was included as a potential moderator, whereas voice did not
show a significant effect on procedural justice. Analysis of a
model eliminating any direct effect from the relational variables
to procedural justice, but allowing indirect effects by means of
voice yielded relatively poor fit with the data, x2(4, N = 325)
= 62.51, p < .001; nonnormed fit index = .65, whereas analysis
of a model eliminating the direct effect of voice, but allowing
indirect effects of voice by means of the relational variables
vielded relatively good fit with the data, x*(2, N = 325) =
0.43, p > .80; nonnormed fit index = 1.00. Clearly, the data
are more consistent with the proposition that relational variables
mediate voice than with the proposition that the perception of
voice mediates the relational variables.

Discussion

The two studies just described show both some remarkable
commonalities and some interesting differences in how proce-
dural justice judgments are generated. Because it is natural to
focus on differences, it is perhaps valuable to comment at the
outset on what did not seem to differ much across studies,
cultures, and procedures. In all four of the cultures, we exam-
ined the capacity of the three relational variables, taken as a
group, to explain variance in procedural justice judgments. In
spite of all of the error-enhancing features that inevitably accom-
pany cross-cultural research (such as subtle changes in the
meaning of instructions and guestions, or cultural variations in
how rating scales are used), the three relational variables to-

gether consistently explained much of the variance in the proce-
dural justice ratings. It was by no means certain at the time we
undertook this study that this would be the case. Given the
sometimes substantial cross-cultural differences that social psy-
chologists have reported in variables as important and as appar-
ently fundamental as self-definition or attribution processes
(see, e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Morris & Peng, 1994 ) and
given hypotheses in the literature about how the very meaning of
justice might change radically across cultures (e.g., Kidder &
Muller, 1991), we had little reason to think a priori that the
processes that drive procedural justice judgments were so robust
across cultures. But in all four cultures, procedural fairness
appeared to be defined largely in terms of the relational
variables.

There was only one significant interaction involving culture:
The American participants in Study 2 appear to have placed
greater emphasis on status recognition than did the Japanese
participants in that study. The direction of the effect is as we
predicted, but the effect is far from overpowering (the Japanese
participants also appeared to use status recognition to arrive at
procedural fairness judgments) and by and large we would have
to describe the culture effects in these studies as modest. One
would not be far wrong, our data suggest, in concluding that
procedural justice is defined in much the same way across
widely different cultural contexts.

There is one argument that could be advanced against our
conclusion, on the basis of the findings of these studies, that the
impact of the relational variables seems to generalize across
culture. All of the data reported above were collected using
student participants, and one might argue that the students in
our four sites actually shared much the same culture. One prob-
lem with this critique is seen in the significant differences on
the power—distance measures found in both studies—these dif-
ferences argue that the samples did differ in culture. Additional
evidence that the participants at the various sites really did differ
in culture is seen in some differences we observed on measures
of cultural vaives that were included in the materials adminis-
tered in both studies. We asked all of our participants to com-
plete the Schwartz (1992} value survey, and we analyzed site
differences on the 10 major subscales of the instrument. For
Study 1, a significant and quite substantial multivariate site dif-
ference, F(20, 1432) = 50.83, p < .001, multivariate effect size
= 415, was found, with significant univariate site differences on
all 10 subscales. For Study 2, there was also a significant and
substantial multivariate site difference, F(10, 330) = 15.05, p
< .001, multivariate effect size = .313, with significant univari-
ate site differences on 8 of the 10 subscales. It is always danger-
ous to put too much confidence in the absence of significant
differences, and we certainly think there should be more investi-
gation of cross-cultural differences in the justice judgment pro-
cess, but it is worth noting that we failed to see much in the
way of differences here, in spite of rather substantial value
differences across the sites we studied.

We found greater differences in the antecedents of procedural
justice judgments when the comparisons were across procedural
contexts than when the comparisons were across cultures, but
it is worth pointing out that there is a good bit of ‘‘sameness’’

- across procedures also. The variation we saw was not so radical

as to suggest that the psychology of what is a fair procedure
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changed radically as one moved from third-party procedures to
dyadic procedures. There were changes in emphasis, but justice
always appeared to be defined largely in relational terms. What
changed was the relative weight accorded one relational element
or another, not whether procedural justice correlated strongly
with relational social perceptions.

We proffered some predictions about when specific relational
variables would emerge as stronger or weaker predictors of
procedural justice on the basis of the general notion that in
generating fairness judgments, people attend to that about which
they are most worried. Thus, we predicted that judgments of
trust in benevolence would play a more powerful rele when
third parties were intervening in the disputes. Our reasoning
was that the potential power of the third party would make
people worry about whether they would be powered into some-
thing, and they would attend to, and make use of, information
about benevolence. In dyadic disputes, we argued, status recog-
nition and neutrality would be of great concern, so these vari-
ables would be weighted more heavily. The results of the studies
were generally in line with the predictions—where differences
were seen they were in the direction we had suggested. We
made some predictions about cultural differences on the basis
of similar reasoning, arguing that pcople in egalitarian cultures
worry most about inclusion, and therefore attend to status recog-
nition, whereas people in hierarchical societies worry about the
abuse of power, and therefore attend to trust and neutrality. The
evidence from the cultural comparisons was less striking than
that from the procedural comparisons, but in the one instance
where a cultural difference emerged. it was as predicted. Al-
though we have little direct information from these two studies
about whether the psychological processes we posit are correct,
this is the second set of studies that has shown some support
for predictions based on this line of reasoning (see Tyler &
Lind, 1990), and it seems more and more likely that concem
and attention effects play an important role in how people judge
the fairness of procedures. If, as we have argued elsewhere
(Lind, 1994, 1995; Tyler & Lind, 1992), procedural justice
judgments are used as rough but ready evaluations of one’s
overall vulnerability in group settings, then it makes sense that
people would try to incorporate information about potentially
troubling factors into the justice judgment.

The procedural differences observed in these two studies have
important practical implications. As we noted above, previous
research on the psychology of procedural justice has focused
on people’s reactions to decisions reached by third parties. This
focus flows from the original orientation of Thibaut and Walk-
er’s (1975) work toward understanding the psychology of third-
party dispute resolution procedures, and the focus is a natural
one in the study of interpersonal disputes, because the most
difficult and intractable disputes typically end up in the hands
of third parties. However, doing research and building theory
only on the basis of authority relations ignores dyadic interac-
tions, which are, in many realms of life, the most common form
of social contact. Beyond the disputing context, nonauthoritative
procedures are becoming increasingly important as businesses
move away from hierarchical, bureaucratic, organizalional
structures toward networks and alliances (Limerick & Cun-
nington, 1993; Snow, Miles, & Coleman, 1992; Tichy, 1993).
This change in the structure of organizations increases the im-

portance of understanding procedurcs that govern decisions and
disputes between equals (Shapiro, Sheppard, & Cheraskin,
1992). .

The studies reported here addressed directly the question of
how the social psychology of dyadic procedures differs from
that of authoritative procedures. Our findings suggest that when
people are engaged in dyadic conflict resolution, their proce-
dural justice judgments are primarily shaped by assessments of
status recognilion and neutrality. However, when people deal
with third parties and other authorities, their assessments of
procedural justice are more strongly influenced by trust.

Recent organizational behavior research has shown a strong
interest in trust as a central concern in social relationships (sec
Kramer & Tyler, 1996). This concern is evident in assertions
that in equal-status networks ‘‘high levels of trust’” will be
crucial to effective cooperation ( Limerick & Cunnington, 1993,
pp- 95-96). Ironically, the findings of this study suggest that a
decline in hierarchical relationships in favor of networks among
equals may have the effect of diminishing, rather than increas-
ing, the importance of trust. When people are dealing with super-
ordinate authorities, as is the case in third-party dispute resolu-
tion procedures, for example, inferences about the benevolence
of those authorities form a key antecedent to reactions to proce-
dures. However, in conflicts without superordinate authority,
trust may well be much less critical. Instead, if our results arc
to be believed, in dyadic decision-making procedures neutrality
and mutual respect may be key determinants of whether equal-
status structures are seen as fair and work well.

Another contribution of these studies is a resolution of a long-
standing point of contention between older and newer trends in
procedural justice research. The recent emphasis, in our own
theories and in those of uther scholars {e.g., Greenberg, 1990),
on what might be termed the social cognitive antecedents of
procedural justice-—that is, beliefs and attitudes that seem to
be close causes of the judgment that a procedure is fair—has
eclipsed the early emphasis, in the work of Thibaut & Walker
(1975, 1978) and Leventhal {1980), on how procedural cle-
ments affect justice judgments. It was not clear whether the
“‘new’’ position was talking about a whole different set of psy-
chological processes or whether we were offering more detailed
explanation for why and when voice effects occur.

The studies we report here begin to bring the *‘psychological™’
trend and the “‘siructural’’ trend together. With these studies we
begin to accumulate some evidence that voice effects are medi-
ated by relational judgments. Study | showed that, across a
wide range of personal disputes and across three cultures, there
was little support for the idea that voice has a substantial effect
independent of the three relational variables. Study 2 demon-
strated the same thing with a better controlled, but also more
artificial, method, and it added a fourth culture. There is cer-
tainly a need for studies that directly manipulate some or all of
the antecedents under study here, and that use cxperimenial
design and carefu} causal modeling to tease apart further alterna-
tive causal sequences. But we would argue that the present
studies put us well on our way to understanding the relationship
between the voice effects that are so central historically in proce-
dural justice and the more relational processes that are central
1o modern procedural justice theory.

The analyses that we reported above on relational mediation
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of procedural justice judgments give us some interesting hints
about why voice has, over vears of study, proven to have such
powerful effects on procedural justice. Recall that our structural
equation analyses showed that voice affected all three of the
relational variables. Voice seems to activate faverable relational
judgments to a remarkable degree. In our original consideration
of the group—value implications of voice (Lind & Tyler, 1988,
pp. 236237}, we speculated that voice works to enhance one’s
feeling of identity with and security within a group in two
ways. First, the opportunity to speak gives one an opportunity
to participate actively in the life of the group. If group member-
ship is desirable, then this acting out of membership should
make salient one’s identity as a group member and predispose
one to accept the group’s procedures. Beyond this, the provision
of voice is easily seen as a message from others that one is
thought worthy enough to be listened to, and this in turn conveys
the key ‘‘value to the group’” message: Being listened to says
that one’s membership in the group is valued by others.

The results of the studies point to issues deserving of attention
in future thinking about how relational considerations work in
Jjustice judgments. Beyond the implications of the study for any
single model, the findings have importance to the study of jus-
tice, and perhaps the study of group processes as a whole. Some
social scientists seem to assume that behavior in groups is so
heavily determined by socialization, by culture-based under-
standings and beliefs, by tradition, and by the thousands of
contextual factors that differentiate one situation from another
that it seems almost a certainty that variation in culture and
situation will radically alter any psychological process. Whether
this is the case for other social psychological processes, we
cannot say, but certainly with respect to the processes involved
in procedural justice judgments there is a great deal more unifor-
mity than difference. Even where differences occur, across cul-
tures or across situations, they are more a question of degree
or a question of slightly different manifestations of the same
basic processes than differences in kind. In the realm of proce-
dural justice, at least, our understanding of how people behave
is, if not as complete as we might like, perhaps better than many
fear.
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