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This study investigated community and organizational mediation in Japan. Initially, 
hypotheses about community mediation were developed from a review of Japanese 
history and culture. These predictions were compared to data from interviews with 
Japanese students and subsequently with data collected in Japan. The comparisons 
yielded revised predictions about organizational conflict resolution, which were strongly 
supported by data collected in Japan. Specifically, it was found that the Japanese in their 
organizations, as in the community, infrequently use assertive mediation techniques such 
as criticism, education, and disputant separation. They are more apt to rely on 
nonassertive techniques such as gathering information from the disputants, listening to 
opinions, and relaying these between disputants. Such an approach is significantly less 
assertive than that used by the Chinese or the South Koreans.  

Full Text: COPYRIGHT 1997 Sage Publications, Inc.  

Currently, the literature on third-party conflict resolution in Japan is quite sketchy, 
consisting of broad generalizations or short case studies (e.g., Jones 1995). To overcome 
this deficiency, we pondered a number of investigative avenues. One was to build on and 
extrapolate from the extant conflict resolution literature. However, this literature, we 
believed, was culture bound in that it was developed--for the most part--by Westerners, 
drawing from observations of Westerners and interpreting the conflict resolution from a 
Western perspective (Horowitz and Boardman 1994). In their culture, Westerners tend to 
be individualistic (Triandis 1995); they value competition and confrontation (Barnlund 
1989; Goldman 1994); they feel conflict is a useful, normal process (Augsburger 1992); 
and they believe justice is achieved via an adversarial contest (Hahm 1986).  

A second option was to rely and build on descriptions of conflict resolution in two 
neighboring countries, China and South Korea. This approach was rejected because we 
noted major differences among the countries' backgrounds, histories, and cultural norms. 
For example, China--a very large country with a diverse population--has been somewhat 
open to foreign influence and established a socialistic economy in 1949 (Spence 1990). 
Japan, on the other hand, is a small country with a homogeneous population; it had a long 
period of isolation and within the past century has maintained a capitalistic economy 
(Sakamoto 1980). As for the Korean-Japanese differences, they also are manifold. Korea 
has not been as isolated and has been strongly influenced by China, Japan, and the United 
States. Also, unlike Japan, Korea does not have a strong social hierarchy (Honna and 
Hoffer 1989; Lee 1984; Wiersema and Bird 1993).  

Having ruled out the first two options, we adopted a more exacting one: initially, we 
focused on the history and culture of Japan, assuming they influence the manner in which 
conflicts are handled in the community. Subsequently, we conducted interviews on 
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conflict resolution with Japanese students and conducted structured interviews in Japan. 
These studies indicated that the Japanese rely strongly on mediation to resolve 
community disputes and prefer nonassertive techniques. We then predicted that the 
techniques used in organizations would parallel those in the community and tested this 
idea with structured interviews in Japanese organizations. Consider now the first step in 
our study, an examination of Japan's history and culture.  

JAPAN'S HISTORY  

This history provides a strong base for understanding Japan's current approaches to 
conflict resolution because it reveals traditions for formal as well as informal dispute 
resolution.  

FORMAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION  

Throughout their history, the Japanese have valued social harmony and have taken formal 
steps to maintain it. As they settled into permanent locales, the early Japanese learned--
perhaps by trial and error--that societal harmony was more practical than disputing and 
that individual rights needed to be subordinated to societal order. This mentality drew 
support from the Buddhist and Confucian doctrines. Introduced from China in A.D. 67 
and from Korea in A.D. 552, Buddhism brought with it an ethical ideal that the removal 
of interpersonal conflict was a primary societal goal (Nakamura 1969). Confucianism--
introduced about A.D. 500 (Sakamoto 1980; Sansom 1962)--complemented this idea, 
maintaining that harmony was the proper way to handle interpersonal relations.  

This societal preference for harmony was encoded as the Japanese state was centralized 
(Nakamura 1969). Prince Shotoku, it is believed, established the first imperial laws; in 
founding the centralized state of Japan, he engineered a 17-article code (or constitution) 
in A.D. 604 that strongly stressed societal harmony (Nakamura 1969; Sakamoto 1980; 
Sansom 1962).  

In Heian Japan (794-1185), aristocratic families were responsible for ruling the 
countryside. According to Schirokauer (1992), to a large extent, they relied on 
"administrative councils" for doing so, and within these a specific bureau was responsible 
for handling people's complaints. During the Ashikaga period (1336-1600), the courts 
emphasized prompt decisions and stressed that peasants should stay away from their 
chambers (Sansom 1962). In the rigidly hierarchical society of the Tokugawa era (1603-
1868), court avoidance was again stressed (Henderson 1965). From then through the 
Meiji Restoration (1868), the New Constitution (1947), and up to the present, the 
Japanese have maintained a sophisticated court system but one which its citizens are 
expected to use sparingly (Belli and Jones 1960; deBecker 1909, [1916] 1979; Henderson 
1966, 1968, 1973; Schirokauer 1992; Tanase 1990).  
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INFORMAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION  

As the Japanese instituted formal mechanisms to maintain harmony, they also developed 
informal intermediaries. No doubt the first mediations predate recorded history, but by 
A.D. 894 some records revealed that powerful clans preferred to use "family pressures" 
for dispute resolution as opposed to courts or open violence (Sansom 1962). Later in the 
Ashikaga period (1336-1600), priests served as intermediaries for the townsmen in their 
overseas trade and for negotiations between the merchants and the samurai (warriors) 
(Hasegawa 1965). During this period and for the following 300 years, the guilds 
regulated the relationships among their members and served as go-betweens for guild 
members and clients, including government officials (Sansom 1962; Cortazzi 1990).  

In the Tokugawa era (1603-1868), the villages and towns developed a hybrid formal-
informal system--five household groups--for "keeping relationships sweet" among people. 
Also about this time, "associations" were imposed on rural Japan by the military dictator 
Hideyoshi (Silberman 1962). One of these was the community association that was 
responsible for working out villager disputes in its meetings without embarrassment to 
members or recourse to law (Norbeck 1965). A modified form of these associations are in 
place today, and they, along with other intermediaries, assist the Japanese in settling their 
disputes (Henderson 1965; Rosch 1987; Silberman 1962).  

Not only have the Japanese developed intermediaries over the centuries, they also have 
strongly relied on them. A chief reason for this is that Japanese citizens have historically 
found that traveling to court is difficult, time-consuming, and expensive (Hearn 1959).  

Another explanation comes from Confucianism, which holds that harmony and 
interpersonal tolerance are society's communal responsibility. Therefore, society's 
mediation (rather than administrators, codes, and courts) is the appropriate course. The 
court exists only as a fail-safe mechanism--that is, as a method for settling disputes 
between immoral men when the moral manner of settling disputes by intuitive feeling, 
tolerance, and mediation fail (Northrop 1952).  

A final explanation is that the Japanese have found that mediation brings with it the 
expertise and insights of another party. The go-between can provide background 
information for both parties, attempt to set the right mood for the meetings, ensure that 
the parties are sincere, soften the bad news, and enhance the good (Condon 1984).  

CURRENT JAPANESE CULTURE  

The previous review indicates that the Japanese have historically used mediators even 
though they had developed a sophisticated legal system. Today, they still behave in this 
manner (Goldman 1994; Honna and Hoffer 1989; Jones 1995; Miyazawa 1987).  
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HARMONY, AVOIDANCE OF COURTS, FACE-SAVING  

Currently--as in the past--the Japanese view harmony as an objective that must be 
pursued by the disputants (Craig 1979). Respected Confucian proverbs emphasize that 
disharmony is the fault of, and an embarrassment to, the disputants. Note, for example, 
Monlin's (Nakamura 1969) cite of a well-known Japanese proverb: "In a quarrel both 
parties (the two) are to blame."  

Also today, there is a strong avoidance of the courts. When a Japanese person goes to 
court, he or she, in a sense, is admitting personal failure. In a dispute the parties--right or 
wrong--are both held responsible for the lack of harmony (Lebra 1976), and they are 
expected to overcome this flaw. Their society expects them to tolerate others (Norbeck 
1965) and not disturb them (Buckley 1985; Lebra 1976), maintain empathy for them 
(Lebra 1976), and be very cautious as to how they judge them (Norbeck 1965). Failure to 
behave in this manner is considered--by society and the disputant--to be a personal 
shortcoming. (Currently, some scholars argue that court avoidance is not due to a societal 
norm; rather, the Japanese refrain from litigation because their institutions are structured 
to discourage it [Haley 1978] or because better alternatives are provided to potential 
litigates [Rosch 1987; Tanase 1990].)  

A third contemporary characteristic of the Japanese is the need to save and give face. 
Traditionally, the Japanese have highly valued honor, and currently consideration of the 
other's honor is very important in social relations (Honna and Hoffer 1989). Therefore, 
the Japanese are very careful not to mar the other person's honor, and they strongly avoid 
open confrontation (Jones 1995).  

These three cultural aspects incline today's Japanese to rely on mediation whenever they 
find themselves in a conflict. Not only does mediation offer harmony, but it avoids the 
courts and saves face for the disputants. This last contribution is quite significant. A 
mediator, as any intermediary, can appear to be the originator of the attempted resolution 
and the only one interested in its continuance (Lebra 1976). If conflict resolution or 
management fails, the loss of face thereby falls on the go-between. Only he or she is 
responsible, and the loss of face here is minimized somewhat because the mission--
attaining harmony--is a noble one.  

COMMUNITY MEDIATION  

Given that the Japanese have traditionally relied on mediation and that their current 
culture inclines them toward the process, how do they mediate disputes within the 
community? The literature on Japanese culture (or history) contains no studies reporting 
how the Japanese mediate. However, there are strong indications that the Japanese are 
cautious--nonassertive--in their mediations; in other words, they do not use pressure on 
the disputants. Support for this prediction can be deduced from three sources. The first 
deduction is drawn from the hierarchical system. Unlike the Chinese, the Japanese have a 
strong social hierarchy (Wiersema and Bird 1993)founded on feudalism, inheritance, 
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paternalism, Confucian canons, and a general acceptance of the natural order in nature 
(Benedict 1946; Buck 1966).  

This hierarchal structure constrains third parties from mediating aggressively. Within the 
Japanese social framework, each citizen has his or her proper place and is expected to 
operate within that station, within that social boundary. One is not to step out of this place 
(e.g., to give advice to a friend) and intrude in others' affairs, especially in something as 
personal as a dispute. To do so is to be ossekai or meddlesome. This is a rather powerful 
social norm and is consistent with one of the best-known social laws of pre-Meiji days: 
"Should a quarrel or dispute occur, one should not unnecessarily meddle with it" 
(Silberman 1962).  

From the face-saving norm comes the second, rather straightforward, deduction: to force 
an accord on the disputants will risk a loss of face because one disputant can be perceived 
as the winner and the other as the loser. Both could be embarrassed because they 
capitulated to the mediator, or the mediator could suffer a loss of face if his or her 
specific, forceful overtures were rebuffed.  

The third explanation is unique to the Japanese culture. Forcing or pushing assertively for 
a resolution would give credit for the resolution to the mediator. In Western society, this 
would be a plus; however, in Japan it is a liability because it creates on--obligation--for 
both the disputants and the mediator (Silberman 1962). In Japan, every favor must be 
repaid; therefore, a resolution credited to the mediator would necessitate a future 
repayment, one perhaps resented by the disputants. For the mediator there also would be 
an obligation to interface subsequently with the disputants, because he or she, with a 
successful mediation, would be enduringly obligated to the disputants and their future 
harmony (Buck 1966).  

What specific predictions emanate from the general proposition that Japanese third 
parties do not mediate forcefully? One is that Japanese mediators will infrequently 
criticize the disputants. Criticism is obviously assertive and consequently will be 
eschewed. Likewise, the Japanese will infrequently advise or educate the disputing 
parties, telling them, in general, how they should think or act. For example, a Japanese 
mediator would seldom say, "Be more cooperative" or "quit thinking of just yourself." 
Proposing a specific concession or agreement point is also too assertive for Japanese 
mediators. In addition, there will be a strong tendency not to separate the disputants or 
put them together for a discussion. Modifying the disputants' personal interaction in this 
manner is too assertive; however, meeting separately or jointly would be acceptable, and 
the Japanese will more commonly use these approaches.  

As for acceptable steps, it is expected that the mediators will rather passively relay 
information back and forth between the disputants. In doing so, they will gather specific 
information from each side (e.g., the amount of money that was borrowed) or listen to 
opinions (e.g., why the person feels shortchanged). This information or opinion will then 
be presented to the other. Such an approach seems custom-made for the Japanese 
mediator: it isn't forceful, it allows for face-saving, and it keeps the dispute subrosa.  
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How will the messages be delivered? This brings us to a proposition that is somewhat 
difficult to test: the message will be discreet and vague. The Japanese believe that only an 
insensitive, uncouth person would deliver a direct message; the sophisticated 
communicator delivers a discreet message (Lebra 1976; Jones 1995). A complementary 
line of reasoning is that etiquette and social procedures in Japan are directed toward 
eliminating embarrassing situations (Benedict 1946). Such a control is one of the major 
functions of mediation, and mediators realize they would sacrifice this function by being 
blunt. By taking the opposite tack--hinting--the mediators can save face for all parties 
(Christopher 1983).  

This tendency to be vague or discreet is also facilitated by the Japanese language. It 
habitually understates (Gibney 1985), for in its spoken form, it allows for open-ended 
statements that are subtle, implicit, and open to multiple interpretations (Jones 1995). As 
a result, it fosters ritualistic behavior that avoids humiliation of others or of oneself 
(Lebra 1976), and it allows the speaker--mediator--to feel out one disputant's mood, so 
that he or she can chart a harmonious course of action (Gibney 1985).  

Finally, it is felt that Japanese mediators will frequently ask one disputant to understand, 
empathize with, or respect the other. Doing so puts a positive face on the other, depicting 
him or her as a good person who deserves respect and cooperation. The logic supporting 
this proposition is that the mediators believe mutual empathy and understanding will lead 
to harmony; therefore, they--guided by the harmony norm--feel they should call for this 
compassion. Although logically underpinned, this hypothesis must be considered a 
tentative one because to ask a disputant for understanding or empathy implies that he or 
she does not possess adequate levels of these. Such an implication is potentially insulting; 
therefore, the technique might be shunned by the mediator in lieu of less assertive 
approaches.  

In sum, it is predicted that the Japanese, in their mediations, make infrequent use of  

Criticizing  

Educating  

Arguing for concessions  

Separating the disputants  

Putting the disputants together  

and frequent use of  

Gathering information from disputants  

Listening to disputants' points of view  

 6



Stating these points of view to the other side  

Using vague messages  

Calling for empathy with the other  

STUDENT INTERVIEWS  

As discussed earlier, the literature provides one referent point as to how the Japanese 
handle conflict. An equally valuable information source, we felt, would be Japanese 
students who have spent their lives in that society. Such students have observed Western 
and Japanese conflict resolution; therefore, they possess a useful framework for 
discussing these. To obtain their observations, we attempted to contact all 52 Japanese 
students currently attending our university who had registered with the Foreign Students 
Association. In a phone call, we informed each that we were studying how people in their 
country handled conflict and would like them to meet with us for about an hour to give 
their observations. Forty-seven students agreed to the interview, and of these 43 provided 
useful information. Each of the 47 students had come to the United States to attend 
college and had been in the United States an average of less than 2 years, with a range 
from 4 weeks to 15 years. They ranged from 19 to 45 years old, and most had some work 
experience in Japan.  

In individual interviews, we asked the students how conflicts were handled in their 
country. Subsequently, they were asked to recall a specific community mediation that 
they had observed or conducted in Japan and to delineate the steps taken in that 
mediation. The students reported on 43 mediations they had observed, 31 of which they 
had conducted. For the 31 students who could recall a personally mediated community 
dispute, we asked each to note the nature and context of the dispute as well as the persons 
involved in it. Then they were asked to recall the specific measures they took in resolving 
the dispute. We recorded all responses; subsequently, two raters independently scored the 
techniques using the categories (see Table 1) relied on in previous studies (Kim et al. 
1993; Sohn and Wall 1993; Wall and Blum 1991; Wall et al. 1995).  

TABLE 1 
Japanese Mediators' Mediation Techniques 
  
Technique                                Description 
  
Meet separately with disputants      Meets with disputants 
                                      separately; respectively. 
Listen to other's point of view      Mediator has disputants 
                                      state their points 
                                      to him or her. 
Educate                              Mediator educates, 
                                      persuades, or advises 
                                      one disputant as to 
                                      how he or she "should" 
                                      in general think or act. 
Get apology                          Mediator has one disputant 
                                      apologize or acknowledge 
                                      his or her faults. 
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Put disputants together              The mediator brings the 
                                      disputants together 
                                      for a meeting. 
Gather information                   Mediator collects or asks 
                                      for information from 
                                      the disputants 
                                      or others. Also, 
                                      the mediator does research 
                                      to obtain information. 
Argue for concessions                Mediator argues for or 
                                      proposes a specific 
                                      concession or agreement 
                                      point. Also negotiates 
                                      a compromise. 
Get grasp of situation               Grasps the cause 
                                      (analyzes situation). 
Provide objective data               Mediator provides 
                                      objective data about the 
                                      dispute or the 
                                      environment (e.g., 
                                      inflation is 20%). 
State other's point of view          Mediator presents or 
                                      argues other disputant's 
                                      point of view. 
                                      Also includes asking a 
                                      disputant to see the other 
                                      disputant's point of view. 
Criticize                            Mediator criticizes a 
                                      disputant's person, 
                                      attitude, and behavior 
                                      or uses a specific label 
                                      such as, "You are rude." 
Call for empathy                     Mediator enhances the 
                                      other disputant or calls 
                                      for respect of the 
                                      other. The mediator puts 
                                      a positive face on the 
                                      other disputant, noting 
                                      that he or she is 
                                      a good person. 
Meet together                        Meets with disputants 
 with disputants                      together, has dialogue 
                                      with them. Requires 
                                      disputants to state 
                                      other's point of view. Also 
                                      has disputants state 
                                      their point of view 
                                      to each other. 
Mediator assists                     The leader personally offers 
                                      or gives assistance. Mediator 
                                      takes a specific action. 
Gather information                   Information, opinion, and 
 from third parties                   advice obtained from 
                                      third party. 
Cite dependency                      Mediator expresses 
                                      similarities or 
                                      interdependence in 
                                      disputants' goals, 
                                      fates, and needs. 
                                      Includes mentioning 
                                      personal costs of 
                                      disagreement and 
                                      benefits of agreement. 
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Structure                            The mediator restructures 
                                      the disputants' working 
                                      relationship in 
                                      some manner. 
Have drink with disputants           Mediator has a drink 
                                      with the disputants 
                                      prior to agreement. 
Formalization                        Caps the agreement with 
                                      techniques other 
                                      than a drink. 
Provide logical explanation          Mediator backs 
                                      up any technique with logic. 
Drink; capstone                      Mediator has drink with 
                                      disputants to cap 
                                      the agreement. 
Have third party assist              Mediator offers or gets 
                                      third party's 
                                      assistance for the 
                                      disputants or the leader. 
Analyze the disputants               Analyzes disputants and 
                                      grasps each disputant's 
                                      characteristics. 
Call for break                       Stops the quarreling; 
                                      has disputants get rest(s). 
                                      Picnic, get-together. 
Threaten                             Any threat from the mediator. 
Example                              Cites example or similar case. 
Praise disputants                    Mediator praises the disputant 
                                      who is being addressed. 
                                      A "stroking" approach 
                                      in which the person or 
                                      behavior is said 
                                      to be good. 
Cite moral principle                 Mediator points out a 
                                      specific moral obligation 
                                      or societal norm. 
Reconcile                            Mediator negotiates a 
                                      general compromise. 
Relax                                Mediator makes specific 
                                      statements to calm 
                                      the disputants. 
Have third party educate             Mediator has a third party 
                                      to educate, persuade, 
                                      or advise one 
                                      or both disputants on how 
                                      they "should" think or act. 
Note cost to third party             Mediator points out costs of 
                                      dispute to others, cites 
                                      an obligation (to others) 
                                      not to dispute. Includes 
                                      noting benefits of agreement 
                                      to others. 
Obtain forgiveness                   Mediator asks one disputant 
                                      to tolerate or forgive 
                                      the other. 
Meet with third parties present      Mediator brings additional 
                                      third-party disputants 
                                      to a meeting. 
Quote law or rule                    Mediator quotes a specific 
                                      law or rule that is 
                                      relevant to the 
                                      dispute. 
Written agreement                    Has disputants sign a 

 9



                                      quasilegal written 
                                      agreement governing 
                                      their future behavior. 
Being vague                          Mediator is intentionally 
                                      vague when describing 
                                      the situation 
                                      or asking for concessions. 
Have third party criticize           Mediator has a third party 
                                      criticize a disputant's 
                                      person, attitude, 
                                      or behavior. 
Separates disputants                 Mediator separates 
                                      the disputants. 

The interrater reliability in scoring each mediator's techniques was 87%. (Specifically, 
415 techniques were scored, and the raters agreed on the classification for 362 of these.) 
When differences occurred, the raters conferred and arrived at mutually acceptable 
classifications for these techniques.  

After the techniques were scored, the average use of each technique per dispute was 
determined (i.e., the number of times a technique was used divided by the number of 
disputes). The usage in the disputes (Table 2, Column 2) generally supported our 
prediction.  

TABLE 2 Use of Mediation Techniques in Japanese Disputes (student reports)  

   Technique                    Average Use per Dispute(a) 
  
Meet separately                           1.42 
State other's point of view               1.03 
Listen to other                            .77 
Argue for concessions                      .42 
Vague                                      .35 
Educate                                    .29 
Gather information                         .29 
Criticize                                  .26 
Put together                               .19 
Relax                                      .19 
Group                                      .16 
Grasp                                      .16 
Call for empathy                           .13 
Meet together                              .10 
Have third party assist                    .10 
Drink                                      .06 
Logic                                      .03 
Praise                                     .03 
Mediator assists                           .00 
Separate                                   .00 

(a.) Average use per dispute = number of times a technique was used, divided by the 
number of disputes.  

Recall that the literature on the Japanese history and culture spawned this hypothesis 
regarding community mediations: (a) the infrequent use of criticizing, educating, arguing 
for concessions, separating the disputants, and putting the disputants together; and (b) the 
frequent use of gathering information from disputants, listening to disputants' points of 
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view, stating these points of view to the other side, using vague messages, and calling for 
empathy with the opponent.  

A comparison of the usages of the former group with the usage of the latter group 
indicated that, overall, the former techniques--criticizing, educating, and so on--were 
used less frequently (.25 vs..51, respectively; [F.sub.(1,60)] = 18.05, p [is less than] .001). 
Looking at the specific techniques, we were surprised to find "arguing for concessions'? 
and "educating" used as frequently as they were. Even more surprising was the finding 
that "calling for empathy" was not used more often.  

STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS IN JAPAN  

Subsequent to the student interviews, we collected data in Japan. To do so, we recruited a 
Japanese student who was very fluent in English, trained him in interview procedures, 
and sent him to a large university in an adjacent state to collect data from 10 Japanese 
students. He asked them, in separate interviews, to recall a dispute they had mediated and 
to delineate the steps they had taken to resolve it. Having gathered the data, our 
interviewer translated the interviews and reviewed them with us. We pointed out where 
improvements could be made and, when satisfied with his capability and performance, 
we sent him to Tokyo--his hometown--for 3 months to collect data on community 
mediations. The procedure used here was, for the most part, analogous to that employed 
in earlier studies of Chinese community mediations (Wall and Blum 1991; Wall et al. 
1995) and with similar studies in Korea (Kim et al. 1993; Sohn and Wall 1993). 
Specifically, the interviewer conducted a structured interview asking each respondent to 
recall the last conflict he or she mediated between Japanese disputants. After recording 
this, the interviewer asked each person or mediator to note the nature and context of the 
dispute and the persons involved in it. Then they were asked to recall the specific 
measures they took for resolving the dispute and to describe the agreement or lack of 
agreement.  

The aforementioned procedures that were used in the interviews were identical to those 
employed in earlier studies. However, to obtain the interviews, we had to take some tacks 
that were different from those previously used. It was not feasible to divide Tokyo into a 
specified number of districts and instruct the interviewer to sample randomly from the 
segments. As noted earlier and in the literature (e.g., Honna and Hoffer 1989), the 
Japanese expect others to stay within place. This being the case, a stranger who requested 
an interview would not be successful. Our interviewer, therefore, had to invest significant 
time and effort to establish an interview network. To this end, he relied on friends and 
relatives to make the proper introductions to their acquaintances and persuade them to be 
interviewed. If friends or family members could recall a mediation of their own, they also 
were interviewed. Admittedly, this approach yielded a judgment sample, but we felt it 
was a requisite strategy. The alternatives seemed to be biased interviews from 
participants who felt the interviewer was ossekai or no data at all. To obtain as 
representative a sample as possible, we instructed the interviewer to vary his sample as 
much as possible across gender, education, and profession.  
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When training the interviewer and planning the interview strategy, we were open to his 
suggestions and insights. (For example, he noted the Japanese would not respond to a 
stranger's questions about their participation in the resolution of a conflict.) On the other 
hand, we did not reveal any of our hypotheses to him or ask him to probe into areas that 
were of interest to us.  

Results. After setting up his network, the interviewer obtained reports on 45 community 
mediations. In these interviews, he stated that he was studying conflict resolution in 
Japan and asked each person to recall the last dispute he or she had mediated in the 
community (i.e., not in a formal organization) and to list the exact steps taken to assist in 
the dispute. (Of these mediators, 18 were friends of both disputants; 12 were a friend of 
one; and 2 were an acquaintance of both. One mediator was a relative of both disputants, 
and 4 were a relative of only one. Two mediators were a neighbor of both disputants, and 
6 were strangers to both disputants. None of these 45 mediators were directly involved in 
the disputes.)  

All mediators' responses were recorded in Japanese and later translated by the interviewer. 
Two Western raters read the mediators' reports of the steps taken to resolve each dispute, 
and they independently scored all the mediation techniques using the categories outlined 
in Table 1. When differences occurred, the raters conferred and arrived at mutually 
acceptable classifications for these techniques. The coders' interrater reliability was 93%. 
(Specifically, 334 techniques were scored, and the raters agreed on the classification for 
309 of these.)  

After the techniques were scored, the average use of each technique per dispute was 
determined (i.e., the number of times a technique was used divided by the number of 
disputes). The usage in the disputes (Table 3, Column 2) once again partially supported 
the prediction.  

TABLE 3 Use of Mediation Techniques in Community Disputes (reports from Japan)  

                                Average Use 
Technique(a)                    per Dispute 
  
Meet separately                    1.78 
Gather information                  .73 
Argue for concessions               .62 
Listen to other                     .51 
State other's point of view         .44 
Break time                          .42 
Apologize                           .37 
Educate                             .36 
Put together                        .36 
Meet together                       .22 
Call for empathy                    .16 
Drink                               .15 
Forgive                             .13 
Relax                               .13 
Have third party assist             .13 
Note cost to third party            .13 
Criticize                           .11 
Grasp                               .09 
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Mediator assists                    .09 
Logic                               .09 
Separate                            .07 
Moral                               .07 
Vague                               .07 
Mediator's data                     .07 
Threat                              .07 

(a.) Techniques with usage above .05 are reported.  

(b.) Average use per dispute = number of times a technique was used, divided by the 
number of disputes.  

Recall that our expectations were (a) the infrequent use of criticizing, educating, arguing 
for concessions, separating the disputants, and putting the disputants together and (b) the 
frequent use of gathering information from disputants, listening to disputants' points of 
view, stating these points of view to the other side, ,using vague messages, and calling for 
empathy with the other.  

As with the students' reports, this general hypothesis was supported, with the former 
group of techniques being used less frequently than the latter (.20 vs. .72, respectively; 
[F.sub.(1,88)] = 18.29, p [is less than] .001). Looking at the specific techniques, we note-
-as in the student reports--that criticizing, separating the disputants, and putting the 
disputants together were (as predicted) infrequently used. Also, the techniques of 
gathering information, listening to the disputants' opinions, and stating these to the other 
side were once again frequently and predictably used.  

Opposed to prediction, the "arguing for concessions" technique was heavily used, just as 
in the student-reported mediations. Also, as in the student reports, the "calling for 
empathy" technique was not frequently used. A review of both the student-reported and 
Tokyo-based mediations indicated why our predictions for the "arguing for concessions" 
technique was erroneous: when serving as liaisons between the disputants, the Japanese 
mediators are willing to propose concessions because they can do so in a very 
nonassertive fashion.  

Explaining the mediators' infrequent calls for empathy or understanding is more difficult. 
Our tentative explanation is that the social norm for maintaining empathy for and 
understanding others is a very strong one in Japan, and generally accepted in the society. 
This being the case, it would be very assertive, if not offensive, for the Japanese mediator 
to overtly ask one disputant to understand the other, to have empathy for or respect him 
or her. In our culture, it would be comparable to telling a disputant to "show some 
respect" or "to quit thinking about just yourself." Instead of being so assertive as to call 
for empathy, the Japanese mediators simply stated one side's point of view and assumed 
the other would respect and empathize with the opponent.  

The most perplexing result to arise from the comparison of the student and interviewer 
reports was the differential utilization of the "vague" technique. It was predicted that the 
Japanese third parties would frequently be discreet and vague when mediating a dispute. 
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For example, they would imply that the other side was upset, instead of saying so directly, 
and would subtly indicate that a meeting would be useful, rather than blatantly calling the 
get-together. As can be seen in Tables 2 and 3, vagueness was detected frequently in the 
student reports but not from those of our interviewer. After discussions with our 
interviewer, we surmised that the students reported the discreetness because their reports 
were set within a discussion of how mediation is carried out in Japan. Here, they 
frequently compared U.S. and Japanese behaviors and interactions, and in these 
discussions they frequently mentioned that Americans are blunt whereas the Japanese are 
discreet. Within this context it was reasonable for them to point out that they, as 
mediators, had been vague or discreet.  

In the Tokyo-based interviews, on the other hand, there was little incentive or cues to 
mention discreetness. These third parties (who were Japanese) were asked (by a Japanese) 
to list the steps they took to handle the dispute, and they reported these. For one Japanese 
reporting to another, there would be no reason to report that he or she had been discreet 
or vague. It would be an assumed modus operandi. Analogously, a U.S. mediator 
reporting to a U.S. interviewer would seldom mention that he shook hands with both 
parties, spoke to them in English, and did not physically approach too closely.  

Revised predictions. Given that we had found "arguing for concessions" used frequently 
in the students' as well as the interviewer reports, and given that we had a reasonable 
explanation for the frequency, we revised our original prediction. We now posited that it 
would be frequently used in organizations. Likewise, because the "calling for empathy" 
technique had been infrequently used in two studies, we modified the hypothesis, 
asserting this technique to be used infrequently. Measuring vagueness, we felt, would be 
problematic in organizational mediations; we could not instruct our interviewer to ask 
mediators if they had been discreet. If he did, their response would be affirmative: "Yes, I 
was polite." On the other hand, if he didn't ask directly, the mediators probably would not 
think to volunteer the information. Given this bind, we dropped it as a formal proposition.  

Our revised hypothesis is, in sum, the infrequent use of  

Criticizing  

Educating  

Separating the disputants  

Putting the disputants together  

Calling for empathy with the other  

and the frequent use of  

Gathering information from disputants  
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Listening to disputants' points of view  

Stating these points of view to the other side  

Arguing for concessions  

ORGANIZATIONAL MEDIATION  

Having made these revisions, we turned to mediation in Japanese organizations. The 
overarching hypothesis was a simple one, namely that the manner in which the Japanese 
mediate in their organizations would be similar to their mediations in the community. 
Specifically, it was expected that the techniques used infrequently in the community (e.g., 
criticizing) would also be used infrequently in disputes within the organization. Likewise, 
techniques used frequently in the community would be relied on within the organization.  

The logic supporting this extrapolation from the community to the organization was 
twofold: first, it seemed reasonable that individuals who mediate in the organization 
would apply techniques they had observed and found useful in community disputes. 
Second, in previous studies we had found that mediation in Chinese and Korean 
organizations closely parallels that in their respective communities. This being the case, it 
seemed reasonable that such a matching would also take place in Japan.  

INTERVIEWS IN JAPANESE ORGANIZATIONS  

The data from the organization mediations were collected by the same interviewer who 
collected data on community mediation. Recall that he had been trained in interview 
procedures prior to being posted to Japan. While in Japan he obtained introductions, set 
up an interview network, and conducted the interviews.  

No hypotheses were revealed to him; rather, he was told simply to collect data from the 
community and the organizations. In his organization interviews, he asked the 
interviewee to recall the last dispute he or she had mediated in the organization and to list 
the exact steps taken. The interviews were conducted in Japanese and then transcribed 
into English by the interviewer. Two Western raters then read the reports and 
independently scored the techniques.  

This approach was used--in this as well as in the student and community studies--because 
it best taps the mediators' actual behavior. When mediators give self-reports, it is possible 
they will describe how mediation is supposed to occur rather than how they actually 
behaved. The risk of this occurring is reduced when the mediators (as well as the 
interviewer) do not know the typology to be used in scoring the responses and are not 
asked to explain why they took the reported steps.  

RESULTS  
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In a 3-month span, the interviewer gathered data on 40 organizational mediations in 
Japan from 25 males and 15 females, with an average age of 35 (range 21-55 years). For 
these interviews the coders' interrater reliability was 95%. (Specifically, 335 techniques 
were scored, and the raters agreed on the classification for 318 of these.) When 
differences occurred, the raters conferred and arrived at mutually acceptable 
classifications for these techniques.  

As before, the average use of each technique per dispute was determined (i.e., the number 
of times a technique was used, divided by the number of disputes) and is reported in 
Table 4.  

TABLE 4 Use of Mediation Techniques in Organizational Disputes (reports from Japan)  

    Technique(a)                Average Use per Dispute(b) 
  
Meet separately                       2.1 
Gather information                     .75 
Listen to other                        .70 
Argue for concessions                  .68 
State other's point of view            .53 
Apologize                              .48 
Educate                                .40 
Grasp                                  .33 
Separate                               .33 
Put together                           .28 
Break time                             .18 
Call for empathy                       .18 
Forgive                                .18 
Relax                                  .15 
Mediator assists                       .15 
Have third party assist                .13 
Drink                                  .10 
Criticize                              .10 
Vague                                  .10 
Logic                                  .08 
Example                                .08 
Mediator's data                        .08 
Moral                                  .05 
Cite dependence                        .05 
Threat                                 .05 
Meet together                          .05 

(a.) Techniques with usage above .05 are reported.  

(b.) Average use per dispute = number of times a technique was used, divided by the 
number of disputes.  

The data here support our prediction, in that the techniques expected to be used 
infrequently (i.e., criticizing, educating, separating them, putting the parties together, and 
calling for empathy) were used less frequently than those predicted to be frequently used 
(i.e., gathering information, listening to disputants' points of view, stating these points of 
view to the other side, arguing for concessions) (.26 vs. .67, respectively; [F.sub.(1,78)] 
22.31, p [is less than] .001). Looking at the specific techniques, it can be noted that every 
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predicted "infrequent" technique was used less often than the predicted "frequent" 
techniques.  

The comparisons among the rank ordering of (a) the organizational mediation techniques, 
(b) the techniques reported by the students, and (c) community techniques reported by the 
interviewer indicate that our findings are quite consistent across the three samples. 
Specifically, the correlation between the rank ordering of the organizational techniques 
and the student-reported techniques is .79 (p [is less than] .001). For the comparison 
between the organizational techniques and the community techniques (interviewer 
collected), r = .77, p [is less than] .001. The student-reported versus the interviewer-
reported community techniques also correlate well (r = .60, p [is less than] .01).  

CONCLUSION  

The major contribution of this article is that this is the first empirically based delineation 
of Japanese community and organizational mediation. A second contribution--one 
somewhat unique--is the demonstrated value of history for predicting mediation 
approaches. In this history, we noted a Japanese preference for harmony and the use of 
intermediaries. These enduring traditions, along with the value of hierarchy and the need 
to save face--noted in the current culture-provided predictions about Japanese community 
mediation.  

Finally, our results demonstrate that the Japanese are nonassertive mediators in their 
community and organizations. After perusing the review of Japan's history and culture, as 
well as the students' reports and the interviewer's two data sets, one might conclude that 
the Japanese approach simply reflects one to be found in any Eastern society. Given that 
mediators seek to resolve conflict but have little power to wield, wouldn't they naturally 
mediate as the Japanese do? That is, wouldn't they show a strong natural preference for 
the nonassertive techniques?  

A quick comparison (see Table 5) with some of our earlier findings from China and 
Korea indicates this is not the case. In the Japanese section of Table 5, the average usage 
for the community and organizational mediation techniques (from the interviews 
conducted in Japan) are provided in parentheses. Also in this section, the rank order of 
the Japanese techniques is provided. In the third section, the average usage and rank 
ordering for the techniques from our two China studies (Wall and Blum 1991; Wall et al. 
1995) are given. In the fourth section, similar data are listed for the Korean studies (Kim 
et al. 1993; Sohn and Wall 1993).  

TABLE 5 Use of Mediation Techniques in Japanese, Chinese, and Korean Disputes  

                                   Japanese Mediation 
  
                                   Rank       Average 
Technique(a)                       Order      Usage(b) 
  
Meet separately                      1        (1.93) 
Gather information                   2         (.74) 
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Argue for concessions                3         (.65) 
Listen to other                      4         (.60) 
State other's point of view          5         (.48) 
Apologize                            6         (.43) 
Educate                              7         (.38) 
Put together                         8         (.32) 
Grasp                                9         (.31) 
Break time                          10         (.31) 
Separate                            11         (.19) 
Call for empathy                    12         (.16) 
Forgive                             13         (.15) 
Meet together                       14         (.14) 
Relax                               15         (.14) 
Drink                               16         (.13) 
Have third party assist             17         (.13) 
Mediator assists                    18         (.13) 
Criticize                           19         (.11) 
Logic                               20         (.08) 
Vague                               21         (.08) 
Mediator's data                     22         (.07) 
Threat                              23         (.06) 
  
                                    Chinese Mediation 
  
                                   Rank       Average 
Technique(a)                       Order      Usage(b) 
  
Meet separately                      4        (.38)(c) 
Gather information                   6        (.28) 
Argue for concessions                2        (.43) 
Listen to other                     13        (.16)(c) 
State other's point of view          5        (.30) 
Apologize                            7        (.26) 
Educate                              1        (.67) 
Put together                       --(d)       --(d) 
Grasp                               12        (.17) 
Break time                          17        (.08) 
Separate                             d        --(d) 
Call for empathy                    11        (.20) 
Forgive                             15        (.14) 
Meet together                        8        (.25)(c) 
Relax                               19        (.03) 
Drink                               20        (.00) 
Have third party assist              9        (.24) 
Mediator assists                    14        (.14) 
Criticize                            3        (.38) 
Logic                               10        (.22) 
Vague                               --(d)      --(d) 
Mediator's data                     16        (.10) 
Threat                              18        (.04) 
  
                                    Korean Mediation 
  
                                   Rank       Average 
Technique(a)                       Order      Usage(b) 
  
Meet separately                      1         (.51) 
Gather information                  10         (. 16) 
Argue for concessions                5         (.37) 
Listen to other                      3         (.47) 
State other's point of view          4         (.43) 
Apologize                            7         (.30) 
Educate                              2         (.49) 
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Put together                       --(d)       --(d) 
Grasp                                8         (.29) 
Break time                          16         (.04) 
Separate                           --(d)       --(d) 
Call for empathy                     9         (.26) 
Forgive                             13         (.06) 
Meet together                        6         (.35) 
Relax                               20         (.02) 
Drink                               14         (.04) 
Have third party assist             17         (.02) 
Mediator assists                    16         (.04) 
Criticize                           12         (.16) 
Logic                               10         (.23) 
Vague                                d         --(d) 
Mediator's data                     15         (.04) 
Threat                              18         (.02) 

(a.) Techniques with Japanese usage above .05 are reported.  

(b.) Average use per dispute = number of times a technique was used, divided by the 
number of disputes.  

(c.) Technique was measured in only one study.  

(d.) Technique was not measured in these studies.  

Given that the periods for data collection, sample sizes, and translators were different for 
the Japanese, Chinese, and Korean samples, a comparison of the technique usages is 
probably not in order. However, comparisons of the rank orders provide some tentative 
conclusions. Primary among these is that the Japanese are less assertive in their 
mediations.  

The relative use of the "criticizing" and "educating" techniques supports this conclusion. 
Note that criticism ranks 19th for the Japanese; for the Chinese, it is 3rd, and for the 
Koreans, 12th. As for "educating," it is 7th for the Japanese but 1st for the Chinese and 
2nd for the Koreans. Instead of using these assertive techniques, the Japanese prefer to 
rely on discussions with the disputants--that is, they are more apt to "gather information" 
and "listen to others." Note that for the Japanese, the former technique is the second most 
frequently used, versus 6th for the Chinese and 10th for the Koreans. The latter technique 
is 4th in the Japanese arsenal, whereas it is 13th for the Chinese and 3rd for the Koreans.  

The above comparisons are not only interesting and edifying but supportive of our 
hypotheses that the Japanese are nonassertive mediators. Not only do the Japanese prefer 
nonassertive to assertive mediation techniques, but they also mediate less assertively than 
do two of their Pacific Rim neighbors.  
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