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A Cross-Cultural Comparison of Face-Maintenance 

Between Japanese and Chinese 

Based on questionnaire surveys  

 
LIN Pingping 

 
Summary 

The purpose of this study was to develop a face-maintenance scale that reflects both 
Japanese and Chinese cultural elements and compare face-maintenance consciousness 
between Japan and China. In Study 1, to develop a scale applicable for Chinese and 
Japanese, 118 Japanese and 133 Chinese university students were asked to evaluate 
existing items related to maintaining face and to write about how they maintain their 
own face and the face of others in their daily life. In Study 2, 192 Japanese and 285 
Chinese were asked to rate the 32-item face maintenance scale developed in Study 1, to 
examine the reliability and validity of the scale, and to examine the relationship 
between face-maintenance consciousness and cultural self-construal. In Study 3, we 
examined the relationship between face-maintenance consciousness, cultural 
self-construal, and need for approval among 129 Japanese and 155 Chinese working 
adults. Results indicated that (1) Chinese people tend to be more conscious of 
maintaining their own face and others’ face than Japanese people. (2) In both Japan and 
China, “interdependent construal of self was positively correlated with “other-face 
maintenance”; “self-face maintenance” and “other-face maintenance” were positively 
correlated with the desire to avoid rejection. (3) In Japan, there was a positive 
correlation between “self-face maintenance” and “desire to win praise”, but this 
relationship was not found in China. These results suggest that the 32-items 
face-maintenance scale developed in this study is generally reliable and valid for 
Chinese and Japanese. 

 
 

282



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

281 

 
 

(Heine, 2003) Heine(2003)
2

(Heine 2005
2007)

(Heine 2003, 2004, 
2005)
(Rosenberg, 1965)

( 2011)  

( , 2013) (2017)
15

3
, 1988; Lim, 

1994; , 1998  

(Oetzel & Ting-Toomey, 2003)  
(

1985 Lin, 1936)

 

 
 

283



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

282 

 
2

 
Ting-Toomey et al.(1991)

3
 

Gao(1998)
Gao & Ting-Toomey(1998)

 
Oetzel et al.(2001) 3

(self-face other-face mutual face)
( ) ( )

 
Kim et al.(2007)

 

Ting-Toomey et al.(1991) 
Morisaki & Gudykunst(1994)

 

 

Morisaki & 
Gudykunst(1994)

Ting-Toomey et al.(1991)
Kim et al.(2007)

 

284



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

283 

 

 
Zane & Yeh(2002) 45 5

21 21
158 ( 77 81 )

1 Mak et al.(2009) 362 ( 192 170 ) 
Zane & Yeh(2002)

(10 ) (8 ) 2  
Ting-Toomey & Oetzel(2001) 3

7
11 4  

(2006b) 604 96 41

4 (
) 19 1

( )  
3 Zane & Yeh(2002)

Ting-Toomey & 
Oetzel(2001)

(2006b)  
 

 

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991)

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991)
(Oetzel et al., 2001; Ting-Toomey & 

Oetzel, 2001; Oetzel & Ting-Toomey, 2003)  
( 2011)

2 ( , 2004) (2003)
2

285



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

284 

 

 

 
2

3 3 1

2
3

  
 

 

 
 

 
118 ( 79 39 19.3

0.80) 133 ( 45 88 21.8
3.90)  

Zane & Yeh(2002) 20 Ting-Toomey & 
Oetzel(2001) 15 ( 7

8 ) (2006b)
18 53 1 5

5
 

(Zane & Yeh, 2002; Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001)

1 ( ) 1 (
)

 

286



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

285 

Google Form

2017 2  
 

 
HAD ver.17.202( 2016)

KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) Bartlett
KMO 0.7 Bartlett p<0.01

( )
2 1 2

2 49.69%
( ) 1 .93 2 .90 Ting-Toomey 

& Oetzel(2001) (2006b)
Zane & Yeh(2002)

( )  

106 112
111( 1) 127 ( 2)

KJ ( , 1970)  
 

1  

 
 

KJ 
1 

14 20
11 14
11 12
7 16
5 8
5 7
6 6
4 4
4 4
3 4
3 4
3 12
30
106 111

287



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

286 

92.1%
1 93.9%

 

 

 
 

2  

 
 

23 ( 11 ; 
12 )  

(
)

13 13
12 12
10 10
8 10
8 10
8 10
7 8
5 7
4 6
4 6
4 5
3 4
3 26
3
3
17
112 127

288



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

287 

5

4  32 
 

 
2 

1 32
 

 
 

192 ( 132 60 19.7
0.87) 2 285 ( 125

160 20.8 1.13)  
32 ( 16

16 ) (2000)
20 1 5 5

 
Google Form

2017 6 ~7  
 

 
 

KMO Bartlett
KMO 0.7 Bartlett p<0.01

1
( )

2 1
2 ( 3)

( ) 1 .89 2 .88
13

6
10

0.3  

289



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

288 

3  

 
 

2
( 4) ( ) 1 .88 2

.77 2  
23

6
10

0.3 6
10

 
 

Factor1 Factor2

1 .89
31. .70 .06 .47
1. .66 -.04 .42
9. .66 -.02 .43
11. .61 .06 .40
19. .60 .07 .40
21. .60 .02 .36
17. .58 .06 .36
15. .58 .16 .41
29. .56 -.02 .31
5. .55 .06 .29
25. .55 -.01 .30
27. .55 .02 .29
7. .54 .15 .27
23. .52 .03 .28
3. .50 -.15 .23
13. .33 .07 .13

2 .88
14. .11 .69 .45
12. .01 .69 .48
2. -.09 .68 .43
32. .16 .65 .51
16. -.10 .65 .40
30. -.01 .64 .41
18. .04 .63 .39
24. .11 .62 .44
28. .02 .62 .39
20. .11 .62 .43
4. -.04 .60 .35
22. .07 .52 .29
26. .04 .51 .24
8. -.02 .49 .27
6. -.01 .29 .24
10. -.14 .21 .14

6.26 5.81
19.55% 37.70%

290



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

289 

4  

 
 

 
0.30 6 10 23

2 ( )
0.80

5

( :r =.29, p< .01; :r =.41, p< .01)
( :r =.33, p< .01; :r =.25, p< .01)

( :r =.33, p< .01; :r =.19, p< .01)
 

(t(475) 6.57, p<.001)

Factor1 Factor2
1 .88

9. .75 -.07 .54
1. .74 .00 .55
15. .68 -.04 .45
5. .67 -.05 .43
17. .67 -.02 .44
29. .66 -.12 .41
25. .64 .00 .41
11. .61 -.02 .37
27. .60 -.06 .34
19. .59 .06 .37
3. .57 .03 .33
13. .55 .10 .34
31. .55 .02 .30
21. .53 .07 .31
7. .42 .04 .19
23. .24 .12 .09
10. .20 .15 .08
2 .77

32. -.04 .76 .56
24. -.13 .57 .30
16. .14 .57 .30
12. .04 .55 .32
2. .06 .49 .26
26. -.02 .48 .23
14. .07 .45 .22
22. .12 .44 .23
30. -.04 .44 .18
18. .05 .42 .19
28. -.08 .38 .13
8. .14 .36 .17
20. -.14 .35 .12
4. .16 .31 .15
6. -.02 .14 .02

6.28 3.59
19.64% 30.88%

291



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

290 

(t(475) 11.17, p<.05)  
 

5  

 
( )

** p < .01, * p < .05, + p < .10 
 

3.30
3.70

 
2

2 (1996)
(2014)

(2004)

 

 
Mak et al.(2009) Zane & Yeh(2000) 21

(r =.27) Oetzel & Ting-Toomey(2003) 4 (
)

(r=.11) Zhang et al.(2014) Oetzel 
& Ting-Toomey(2003) (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel(2001) )

(r =.31)
 

 

M SD
n=192

.29 ** -.13 .33 ** 3.37 0.64
.43 ** .15 + .33 ** 3.47 0.61

-.17 * .02 -.15 + 3.20 0.69
.48 ** .46 ** -.18 * 3.72 0.67

( n=285
.41 ** .01 .25 ** 3.69 0.51

.46 ** .01 .19 * 3.98 0.51
-.02 -.01 -.09 3.34 0.66
.33 ** .25 ** -.09 3.80 0.59

292



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

291 

Oetzel Ting-Toomey

 
2

 
 

3 
2

2
2

2000
Singelis(1994) 3

2
3 Singelis(1994)

 
 

 
20 50 128 ( 61 66 1

32.8 9.55) 155 ( 91 64 32.2
5.76)  

2 32 12
(Singelis,1994) 18 ( , 2003)

7 5  
Google Form

2020 2 ~3  
 

 
 

KMO Bartlett
KMO 0.7 Bartlett p<0.01

2 (
) 2

( ) 0.80 2
 

293



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

292 

(2003)
2 1 2

( ) 1 .86 2
.77

 

2 1 2
( ) 1 .78 2

.59
.30  

 
 

6
 

 
6  

 
( )

** p < .01, * p < .05, + p < .10 
 

( :r =.55, p< .01; :r =.29, p< .01)
(r =.64, p< .01)

(r =.23, p< .01)
 

( :r =.52, p< .01; :r =.18, p< .05)
( :r =.20, p< .05; :r =.18, p< .05)

(r = .45, p< .01)
 

M SD

.06 -.03 -.15 -.45 ** .52 ** 3.56 0.85
.05 .05 .55 ** .04 .20 * 3.70 0.68

-.22 * .05 .01 .23 ** -.21 * 4.17 1.02
-.11 .63 ** .08 .12 .11 4.65 0.80
-.31 ** .31 ** .22 * .37 ** .46 ** 2.64 0.75
.38 ** .41 ** -.16 + .32 ** .34 ** 3.63 0.74

.64 ** .23 ** .05 -.16 + .18 * 4.10 0.72
.75 ** -.01 .29 ** -.10 .18 * 4.20 0.65
.33 ** .26 ** .13 .15 + -.14 + 5.13 1.04
.37 ** .46 ** .29 ** .40 ** -.08 4.98 0.81
.03 .09 .18 * .41 ** .40 ** 3.47 0.71
.36 ** .39 ** .06 .24 ** .38 ** 3.73 0.65

294



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

293 

(r =.23, p< .01)
(r =. 21, p< .05)

(r =.40, p< .01)  

(t(281) 5.83, p<.001) (t(281) 6.30, p<.001)

(t(281) 9.96, p<.001)

(t(281) 9.57, p<.001)  
2 3

 
2

3

(1996) (2014)  
2 3

 
 

 
 

1

32 2 1
( 2000) 3

(Singelis,1994)
 

2 3

 
 

 

295



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

294 

 

(Ho, 1974; , 1988; Ting-Toomey, 1988) Ho(1974)

(1988)

Ting-Toomey(1988)

 

 

 
 

 

 

2000  
2  (2000)

( ) 
3

( , 2012)
2

 

( )
( , 1996)

( , 1998b) 2

(1996)  

296



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

295 

( )  
3

3
3 Singelis(1994)

 

 

 
 

 

Gao(1998)  
(2008)

(

)
 

( )
6800 ( , 2002~2004) 2

( ) 40.4%
61.2% 77.3% 74.1% 86.

71.2% 80.9%
 

Gao & Ting-Toomey(1998)

297



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

296 

 

(Lebra, 1976; , 1988)
(Kitayama & Markus, 1999)

( , 2013)
 

(Heine, et al., 1999; Heine, Takata, & Lehman, 
2000; , 1998) (2007)

 

Shishido et al. (2009
 (East Asian Social Survey: EASS) 

 
 

 
 

3

Ting-Toomey Kim et al.(2007)

298



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

297 

32
32

 

 

(Hwang, 1987)
( , 2018)

 
 

 
 

1) 25
59  

2)  
( A(2) No.14252013( 14

17 )) http://www.ism.ac.jp/~yoshino/ea/ 
 

 
 (2007).   ( ) 

KiSS-18   
 (1985).  53(4) 1065-1104. 

 (1988). ( ) 2006 
( ) , 107-160. 

Gao, G. (1998). An initial analysis of the effects of face and concern for ‘other’ in Chinese 
interpersonal communication, International Journal of Intercultural Relations,  
22(4), 467-82. 

Gao, G., & Ting-Toomey, S. (1998). Communicating effectively with the Chinese. Sage 

299



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

298 

Publications. 
 (1988).   

Heine, S. J., Lehman, D. R., Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1999). Is there a universal 
need for positive self-regard?. Psychological review, 106(4), 766-794. 

Heine, S. J., Takata, T., & Lehman, D. R. (2000). Beyond self-presentation: Evidence for 
self-criticism among Japanese. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(1), 
71-78. 

Heine, S. J. (2003). An exploration of cultural variation in self-enhancing and 
self-improving motivations. In Nebraska symposium on motivation. 49, 101-128. 

Heine, S. J. (2004). Positive self-views: Understanding universals and variability across 
cultures. Journal of Cultural and Evolutionary Psychology, 2(1-2), 109-122. 

Heine, S. J. (2005). Constructing good selves in Japan and North America. In Culture 
and social behavior: The tenth Ontario symposium, ed. RM Sorrentino, D. Cohen, 
JM Olson & MP Zanna (pp. 95-116). Psychology Press. 

Heine, S. J. (2007). Culture and motivation. In S. Kitayama & D. Cohen (Eds.), 
Handbook of cultural psychology (pp. 714–733). New York: Guilford. 

Ho, D. Y. F. (1974). Face, social expectations, and conflict avoidance. In Readings in 
Cross-cultural Psychology, Proceedings of the Inaugural Meeting of the 
International Association for Cross-Cultural Psychology Held in Hong Kong, 
August 1972 (pp.240-251). Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press. 

Hwang, K. K. (1987). Face and favor: The Chinese power game. American journal of 
Sociology, 944-974. 

 (2013). : 
, 74, 65-92. 

(1970). KJ  
(2003).  

11(2) 86-98. 
Kim, T. Y., Wang, C., Kondo, M., & Kim, T. H. (2007). Conflict management styles: the 

differences among the Chinese, Japanese, and Koreans. International journal of 
conflict management, 18(1), 23-41. 

 (1998). :  :  
Kitayama, S., & Markus, H. (1999). The yin and yang of the Japanese self. The 

coherence of personality, 242-302. 
Lebra, T. S. (1976). Japanese patterns of behaviour. University of Hawaii Press. 
Lim, Tae Seop, (1994). Facework and interpersonal relationships. In: Ting-Toomey, 

Stella (Ed.), The challenge of facework: Cross-cultural and interpersonal issues 
(pp. 209-229). SUNY Press.  

 (2017). . 
, (13), 201-216. 

300



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

299 

 (2018).
, 31, 152-167. 

Lin, Y. (1936). My country and my people. The John Day Company. 
 (2011).  26(2) 9-14. 

Mak, W. W., Chen, S. X., Lam, A. G., & Yiu, V. F. (2009). Understanding distress: the role 
of face concern among Chinese Americans, European Americans, Hong Kong 
Chinese, and mainland Chinese. The Counseling Psychologist, 37(2), 219-248. 

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, 
emotion, and motivation. Psychological review, 98(2), 224-253. 

 (2006b). (ChUSSI)  , 
20(10), 679-683. 

 (2008). 
 , 8, 123-128. 

Morisaki, S., & Gudykunst, W. B. 1994. Face in Japan and the United States. In S. 
Ting-Toomey, S. (Ed.), The challenge of facework: Cross-cultural and interpersonal 
issues (pp. 47-93). SUNY Press. 

Oetzel, J., Ting-Toomey, S., Masumoto, T., Yokochi, Y., Pan, X., Takai, J., & Wilcox, R. 
(2001). Face and facework in conflict: A cross-cultural comparison of China, 
Germany, Japan, and the United States. Communication Monographs, 68(3), 
235-258. 

Oetzel, J. G., & Ting-Toomey, S. (2003). Face concerns in interpersonal conflict a 
cross-cultural empirical test of the face negotiation theory. Communication 
research, 30(6), 599-624. 

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton University 
Press. 

Shishido, K., Iwai, N., & Yasuda, T. (2009). Designing Response Categories of 
Agreement Scales for Cross-national Surveys in East Asia: The Approach of the 
Japanese General Social Surveys. International Journal of Japanese Sociology, 18, 
97-111. 

 (2016).  HAD: , 
. , 1, 59-73. 

Singelis, T. M. (1994). The Measurement of Independent and Interdependent 
Self-Construals. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20(5), 580-591. 

 (1998). 
 13(2) 103-111. 

(2004)   
   1-23  

 (1996).  , 5, 3-13. 

301



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

300 

 (1996).  ( )
, 24, 157-173. 

 (1998b).  
, 6, 25-27. 

 (2000).  , 8, 
145-163. 

 (2012). :  
 

Ting-Toomey, S. (1988). A face negotiation theory. In Kim, Y. Y., & Gudykunst, W. B. 
(Ed.) Theory and intercultural communication (47-92). Sage Publications. 

Ting-Toomey, S., & Oetzel, J. G. (2001). Managing intercultural conflict effectively (Vol. 
6). Sage. 

Ting-Toomey, S., Gao, G., Trubisky, P., Yang, Z., Soo Kim, H., Lin, S. L., & Nishida, T. 
(1991). Culture, face maintenance, and styles of handling interpersonal conflict: A 
study in five cultures. International Journal of conflict management, 2(4), 275-296. 

 (2014). 
 (10), 83-95. 

 (2004). :
 , 14, 17-31. 

Zane, N., & Yeh, M. (2002). Assessment: Studies on loss of face. Asian American mental 
health: Assessment theories and methods, 123-13. 

Zhang, Q., Ting Toomey, S., & Oetzel, J. G. (2014). Linking Emotion to the Conflict 
Face Negotiation Theory: A US China Investigation of the Mediating Effects of 
Anger, Compassion, and Guilt in Interpersonal Conflict. Human Communication 
Research, 40(3), 373-395. 

 (2013).  “ ”  (1) 84-93. 
 (1988). : ( ) 2006 
( ) 79-106. 

  

302



(ISSN 2187-2082) 35 (2022.3) 

301 

1 1 53  

 

 

Factor1 Factor2
1 .93

48. .78 -.07
31. .76 -.17
50. .73 -.05
36. .73 -.07
45. .72 -.14
28. .72 -.17
35. .67 -.16
30. .66 .09
34. .64 .01
46. .62 .06
43. .62 -.08
40. .58 .04
9. .57 -.14
51. .56 .08
42. .55 -.03
53. .55 .14
29. .52 .13
44. .45 -.11
49. .45 .32
21. .43 .17
52. .43 .19
47. .42 .29
33. .41 .22
25. .41 .22
32. .40 .14
37. .40 .22
22. .40 .24
38. .39 .26
3. .34 .24
39. .24 .09
24. .19 .12
2 .90

10. -.37 .76
1. -.15 .71
2. -.04 .67
17. -.19 .67
11. -.05 .63
8. .01 .63
12. -.06 .59
7. . -.01 .59
4. -.02 .53
13. .20 .52
18. -.01 .51
14. .18 .42
15. .10 .41
5. .25 .38
16. .03 .38
20. .27 .36
19. .28 .34
6. .23 .33
26. .27 .31
41. .26 .30
23. .22 .29
27. .15 .17

14.16 12.18
26.71% 49.69%

303


