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T he extent to which culture moderates the effects of need for approval from others on a person’s handling of
interpersonal conflict was investigated. Students from 24 nations rated how they handled a recent interpersonal

conflict, using measures derived from face-negotiation theory. Samples varied in the extent to which they were perceived as
characterised by the cultural logics of dignity, honour, or face. It was hypothesised that the emphasis on harmony within
face cultures would reduce the relevance of need for approval from others to face-negotiation concerns. Respondents
rated their need for approval from others and how much they sought to preserve their own face and the face of the other
party during the conflict. Need for approval was associated with concerns for both self-face and other-face. However, as
predicted, the association between need for approval from others and concern for self-face was weaker where face logic
was prevalent. Favourable conflict outcome was positively related to other-face and negatively related to self-face and to
need for approval from others, but there were no significant interactions related to prevailing cultural logics. The results
illustrate how particular face-threatening factors can moderate the distinctive face-concerns earlier found to characterise
individualistic and collectivistic cultural groups.

Keywords: Cross-cultural studies; Cultural logic; Face; Interpersonal conflict; Personality; Self-construal.

Determinants of the successful outcome of conflicts
have been explored extensively in contexts ranging from
personal relationships to business negotiation and inter-
national diplomacy (Fisher et al., 2011; Stohl et al., 2013).
However, the extent to which the predictors of successful
outcome vary between cultural contexts has been less fre-
quently addressed. The ways in which persons think about
themselves in cultures emphasising individualism or col-
lectivism (Hofstede, 1980; Markus & Kitayama, 1991) is
likely to affect their approach to conflict resolution and
what they would consider to be a satisfactory outcome to a
conflict. In this paper, we sample a broad range of cultural
contexts in order to examine the extent to which out-
comes are dependent on relevant personal attributes and
on the cultural context in which a given conflict occurs. In
particular, we focus on conceptualizations of face, both
in East Asian cultures (Hwang & Han, 2010) and more
generally (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Goffman, 1959;
Ting-Toomey, 1988, 2005).

A person’s face is usually understood in terms of
their reputation or public image in relation to perfor-
mance in a given social setting. Face concerns become
particularly important in contexts where there is some
risk of embarrassment or conflict. Most theorists dis-
tinguish two aspects of face, dependent on the salience
given to self or others. For instance, Brown and Levin-
son (1987) distinguish positive face in terms of gaining
recognition or praise for one’s actions from negative
face, which is accomplished through retaining one’s
freedom of action. Chinese concepts of face distinguish
lian, which is a reputation integral to the individ-
ual that is based on adherence to personal morality,
and mianzi or social reputation which derives from

actions in particular contexts involving others (Hwang
& Han, 2010).

FACE-NEGOTIATION THEORY

The differing definitions of these concepts of face reflect
the individualistic and collectivistic contexts within
which they have been formulated. Ting-Toomey (1988)
addressed this cultural contrast directly through her
development of face-negotiation theory, in which face
concerns are distinguished on the basis of whether one
is more concerned with saving or enhancing one’s own
face, or with giving face to relevant others. As first
formulated, the theory proposes that, while concern
for face is universal, there will be greater concern for
self-face in individualistic contexts and greater concern
for other-face in collectivistic contexts. These differing
concerns are predicted to guide actors in their choices as
to how to negotiate in conflict situations.

Face-negotiation theory thus gave a central role to
the contrast between individualistic and collectivistic
cultures, within which persons with independent or inter-
dependent self-construals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991;
Singelis, 1994) respectively are likely to be more salient.
Members of individualistic cultures tend to be socialised
in a manner that encourages persons to construe them-
selves as relatively independent agents. In contrast, mem-
bers of interdependent cultures tend to be socialised in a
manner that encourages them to construe themselves in
terms of enduring group memberships. In an initial study
of how students reported handling interpersonal conflicts,
concern for self-face was found to be more frequent in

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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260 LUN ET AL.

the USA and Germany, while concern for other-face was
more frequent in Japan and China (Oetzel et al., 2001;
Oetzel & Ting-Toomey, 2003). Furthermore, independent
self-construal was more strongly associated with concern
for self-face, while interdependent self-construal was
more strongly associated with concern for other-face.

In a major revision of her theory, Ting-Toomey (2005)
proposed that this simple cultural contrast would be
moderated by a variety of contextual factors that may
pose threats to the face of one or another negotiator. For
instance, there may be status differences between nego-
tiators, they may be from outgroups rather than ingroups,
the conflict may be about a major rather than a minor
issue, and the negotiators may be from differing cultural
backgrounds. All such face-threatening processes are
predicted cumulatively to enhance reliance on self-face
in preference to other-face, and thereby imperil the out-
comes of conflicts. Subsequent studies of interpersonal
conflict have supported the view that concern for self-face
and other-face is influenced by contextual factors and
not solely by cultural contrasts. For instance, concern
for self-face was found to predict expression of anger
while concern for other-face predicted compassion in
both China and the USA (Zhang et al., 2014). In both
Hong Kong and the USA, concern for self-face predicted
forgiveness negatively while concern for other-face
predicted forgiveness positively (Zhang et al., 2019).

The present study considers circumstances within
which a particular aspect of personality may generate a
face-threatening process. Crocker et al. (2003) identified
seven different bases upon which US students evaluated
their self-worth. Among these, one is distinctively rele-
vant to the handling of interpersonal conflicts, namely the
need for approval from others. Their specific measure of
this need was found to be associated with low self-esteem
and high neuroticism (Crocker & Luhtanen, 2003). Using
a different but related measure of the need for approval
from others, self-image goals (example item: “Get this
person to notice your positive qualities”) were found
to be associated with validation-seeking and defensive
responses to conflict in both the USA and Japan (Niiya
et al., 2013). In contrast, compassionate goals (example
item: “Be supportive of this person”) predicted belief in
positive outcomes to conflict.

A person’s high need for approval from others can
clearly generate a face-threatening process in circum-
stances of conflict with others. The question at issue is
whether it will do so equally in all types of cultural con-
text. Do more collectivistic contexts provide some protec-
tion against a high need for approval from others?

THE PRESENT STUDY

In this study, we examine the interrelationship of three
types of measure: (a) An aspect of personality, namely

need for approval from others; (b) Respondents’ reported
concerns for self-face and other-face within a past inter-
personal conflict; (c) A sample-level measure of the cul-
tural context within which the reported conflict occurred.
In order to provide adequate tests of variance between
cultural contexts, we include data from a much broader
range of samples than those employed in earlier studies.
We also include a measure of the perceived outcome of the
conflict experienced by respondents. Specifically, we test
whether the relationships between these measures vary
in predictable ways between groups that give particular
emphasis to the importance of face and those that do not.

Interdependence versus need for approval from
others

The conceptualization of interdependence first formu-
lated by Markus and Kitayama (1991) was built upon the
proposition that individuals in collectivistic cultural con-
texts focus their attention upon an intimate circle of family
and close friends and define themselves in terms of mem-
bership in these groups. Awareness of their relations with
these others is a continuing priority. In contrast, group
membership is less exclusively defined in individualistic
contexts, and attention towards others is focused more
broadly and varies between persons.

In settings where conflict occurs, we may expect that
all persons will focus their attention upon the other party
to the conflict, but this focus will be constrained by the
nature of the pre-existing commitments to that other party.
Independent individuals are likely to prioritise protecting
their freedom to act in ways that preserve their autonomy
and dignity: this will require attention to self-face while
also seeking to resolve the conflict through giving face
to the other party. This dual set of priorities has been
formalised as dual-concern theory in analyses of conflict
within Western cultures (Rahim, 1986; Thomas, 1976).

In contrast, interdependent individuals involved in
conflict, especially when it is within their in-groups, will
need to act in ways that enhance and preserve their group
memberships. This will involve giving face to the other
party to the conflict. Key priorities will be animosity
reduction and the avoidance of any threat of the disinte-
gration of the group (Leung, 1997). Consistent with this
view, Ohbuchi et al. (1999) found that when students were
asked to analyse what had been their approach to past
interpersonal conflicts, those from a relatively collectivis-
tic culture (Japan) emphasised avoidance, whereas those
from a relatively individualistic culture (USA) empha-
sised assertion. Thus, while need for approval from others
will predispose towards concern for other-face in all con-
texts, it will be likely to elicit greater reliance on self-face
in individualistic contexts and lesser reliance on self-face
in collectivistic contexts. In other words, in relation to
need for approval from others, there will be a main effect

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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FACE AND CONFLICT OUTCOME 261

for concern for other-face but an interaction with cultural
context for concern for self-face. In order to formulate
these expectations as hypotheses, we must first specify
our measures of cultural context.

Dignity, honour and face cultures

While the attributes of individualistic cultural groups have
been much examined in studies of conflicts, it has been
proposed in recent years that it is useful to distinguish two
different ways of orienting oneself towards settings within
collectivistic contexts (Leung & Cohen, 2011). Within
this perspective, members of particular cultural groups
are seen as making use of three distinctive cultural logics
emphasising dignity, honour or face as a basis for under-
standing and guiding events around them. As Leung and
Cohen state: “A particular cultural logic weaves together
various scripts, behaviours, practices and cultural patterns
around this central theme, giving them a meaning and a
certain logical consistency and coherence for the people
of a culture” (p. 508). Where a given logic is frequently
employed it is more likely to be seen as normative. Thus,
in individualistic contexts persons are more likely to see
the logic of personal dignity as normative. In collectivis-
tic contexts, persons may emphasise as a logic either the
honour of one’s group, or the preservation of harmony
within one’s group through the maintenance of face.

Leung and Cohen (2011) note that individuals may
interpret specific events in their everyday life in terms of a
variety of cultural logics. However, the coherence of cul-
tural groups rests upon employment of a relatively similar
array of logics. Group culture is therefore best assessed
by asking respondents to rate which logics they perceive
as normative in their context, rather than to rate their indi-
vidual values or interpretive frameworks, Using this type
of measurement, differential endorsement of dignity, hon-
our and face norms between samples has been reported
across a broad range of nations (Aslani et al., 2016; Smith
et al., 2017; Uskul et al., 2018; Yao et al., 2017).

Prior analyses of the present data confirm that there
is significantly greater concern for both self-face and
other-face where face logic is more prevalent and signifi-
cantly less concern for self- and other-face where dignity
logic is more prevalent (Smith et al., 2021). There was
no significant effect where honour logic was prevalent.
Following our earlier reasoning, we can now consider
how respondents’ individual need for approval from
others will moderate these overall sample-level effects.

H1: Need for approval from others will be positively
related both to concern for self-face and to concern for
other-face.

H2: The relationship of need for approval from others to
concern for self-face will be weaker within groups where
cultural logic emphasises face.

Conflict outcome

Prior studies testing hypotheses relating to concerns for
self-face and other-face have not included a measure
of conflict outcome. However, research relating to the
dual-concern theory (Rahim, 1986; Thomas, 1976) hinted
at different possible conflict outcomes associated with
the two face concerns. In a meta-analysis, De Dreu
et al. (2000) noted that negotiators tended to achieve
higher joint outcomes when they had a prosocial rather
than egoistic motive. This observation is consistent with
Leung et al.’s (2002) proposition that a genuine concern
for harmonious relationship and mutual goal attainment
by both negotiators in a conflict enables positive conflict
outcome. Thus, concern for self-face is likely to relate
to less desirable conflict outcome, whereas concern for
other-face may associate with more positive outcome.

In addition, a cultural context which emphasises
face logic may further moderate the impact of the con-
cerns for self-face and other-face on conflict outcome.
Aslani et al. (2016) studied simulated intracultural
business negotiations among students from USA, Qatar
and China. These authors found support for their pre-
dictions that negotiators from Qatar and China, as
representing cultures favouring honour and face log-
ics respectively, would be more competitive than US
negotiators and would achieve less joint gain. Impor-
tantly, they were careful to instruct participants that
they were negotiating with an outgroup party and noted
that in-group negotiation in cultures relying on face
logic would focus on preservation of harmony rather
than competition. Illustrating this difference between
in-group and out-group strategies among Chinese stu-
dents, Leung and Bond (1984) used a reward allocation
task. In-group allocations were found to be based on
equality, but out-group allocations were based on equity.
In the context of interpersonal conflicts which involve
non-strangers, the nature of the conflict is essentially
an in-group negotiation. Accordingly, we develop the
following hypotheses:

H3: Positive outcome will be related negatively to concern
for self-face, and positively to concern for other-face.

H4: The relation of concern for self-face to positive conflict
outcome will be weaker, but the relation of concern for
other-face to positive conflict outcome will be stronger, in
groups where cultural logic emphasises face.

METHOD

Participants

The sampling frame was intended to include a range of
groups within which one or other of the three cultural

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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262 LUN ET AL.

logics is widely believed to be more strongly endorsed.
Selection of a small number of exemplars of each type
risks confounding differing cultural logics with other
aspect of cultural difference. Although nations are com-
plex entities with numerous subcultures, continuities of
for instance language, religion, educational systems and
wealth have served to create and maintain a degree of dis-
tinctiveness between nations (Smith et al., 2013).

Participants were 5064 students from 24 nations who
completed the survey either online, or in the classroom.1

Most respondents were students of psychology or social
science aged 18–30. Respondents either received course
credit or were thanked for their participation. Ethical
consent for the research project was obtained from each
university that was sampled. In a small number of cases,
ethical approval was based upon the ethical scrutiny
that had been conducted at the University of Sussex.
Respondents provided details of their age, gender, coun-
try of birth, nationality, ethnicity and religion. The survey
included additional items not reported in the present anal-
yses. It was originally constructed in English and was
then translated into the language for use at each location.
After independent back-translation, any corrections made
were based on discussions between relevant bilinguals
(van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). Respondents who were
not nationals of the location sampled were excluded
from the data analysis. In Brazil, Greece, Mexico, Russia
and the USA, data were collected from cities or regions
with known cultural differences, so these samples were
further separated according to the location of data col-
lection. Details of all samples are provided in Table 1.
Within each of the three national samples that included
diverse response modes, there were no significant dif-
ferences in perceived cultural logics between paper
responses and online responses, after controlling for age
and gender.

Predictors

Need for approval from others

To measure need for approval from others, we used
the five items defining this source of social worth, as
developed by Crocker et al. (2003). Three of the five items
are reversed (example: “I don’t care what others think of
me”), while two were not (“My self-esteem depends on
the opinions others hold of me”). Responses were made
on 4-point Likert scales, with anchors from strongly dis-
agree to strongly agree. Cronbach alpha was above .70 for
22 samples and above .60 for four further samples. There
were no negative item-whole correlations in any sample.

1 The Mexico City sample was recruited in response to request in public spaces of the university campus.
2 The clusters were Anglo, Brazil, Caucasus, East Asian, Latin American, North European, Mediterranean, Middle Eastern, Russian, Southeast

Asian.
3 The results of the main analyses were similar with or without the Malay and Thai samples.

In this study, this variable is treated as an individual-level
measure of a self-reported aspect of personality.

Face concerns

Respondents were asked to think of a recent inter-
personal conflict that they had experienced, using the
same measure that has been employed in earlier tests
of face negotiation theory (Oetzel et al., 2001; Oetzel
et al., 2008; Oetzel & Ting-Toomey, 2003). Respondents
first identified the gender of the other party and indicated
whether the conflict involved their romantic partner,
a family member, a friend, or someone from work or
college. They then rated four items referring to concern
for Self-Face (example: “I was concerned with protecting
my self-image”), and six items referring to concern for
Other-Face (“I tried to be sensitive to the other person’s
self-worth”). Responses were on 7-point Likert scales,
with anchors from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
After within-sample standardisation, factor analysis of
the 10 face items for the total sample yielded a two-factor
solution with oblimin rotation explaining 56.5% of
variance, as shown in Table 2.

When sampling across cultures, it becomes increas-
ingly difficult to satisfy the criteria employed to evaluate
measurement equivalence through confirmatory factor
analysis (Marsh et al., 2010). Fletcher et al. (2014)
reported partial measurement equivalence of the con-
cern for self- and other-face items in samples across five
nations. Within the present much larger number and wider
range of samples, we sought to determine the adequacy
of the two face concern scales within each of the sampled
nations by computing Tucker-Lewis phi coefficients (van
de Vijver & Leung, 1997). As samples from some nations
were small, data from nations that were judged culturally
similar or geographically adjacent were grouped together,
yielding ten clusters.2 The items defining the factor struc-
ture obtained within each of the clusters were compared in
turn with the structure shown in Table 2. For nine of the
ten clusters, all 20 coefficients for factors exceeded .96.
For the Southeast Asian cluster, comprising the Malay
and Thai data, the coefficients were .89 for concern for
Other-Face and .69 for concern for Self-Face. Adequate
phi coefficients provide evidence of scale reliability both
within samples and between samples. Thus, there is over-
all evidence for consistent structure for the face scales
employed in the present analysis, but attention is required
to the results when the Malay and Thai data are included.3

In this study, mean scores for concern for self-face and
concern for other-face are treated as individual-level
reports of how a specific conflict was handled.

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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TABLE 1
Details of samples

Sample N Mean age Male % Language of response Data collection

Argentina 288 20.5 47 Spanish Online
Armenia 128 20.2 24 Armenian Online and paper
Australia 99 24.3 13 English Online
Brazil—Brasilia 446 23.4 93 Portuguese Online and paper
Brazil—Sao Paolo 287 24.8 37 Portuguese Paper
Canada 106 22.1 15 English Online
Chile 106 20.1 32 Spanish Online
China—Beijing 180 19.5 29 Chinese Online
Georgia 101 21.0 31 Georgian Online
Greece—Athens 225 22.2 11 Greek Online and paper
Greece—Thrace 79 20.5 44 Greek Paper
Hong Kong 164 20.8 28 Chinese Online
Iraq 85 22.2 52 Arabic Paper
Italy 98 20.1 40 Italian Online
Japan 105 20.2 51 Japanese Paper
Malaysia 132 22.5 51 Bahasa Malayu Paper
Mexico—Mexico City 93 19.8 54 Spanish Paper
Mexico—Tijuana 130 22.5 56 Spanish Paper
Netherlands 164 19.3 12 Dutch Online
Pakistan 242 22.2 49 Urdu Paper
Romania 261 22.3 47 Romanian Online
Russia—Moscow 110 19.3 23 Russian Online
Russia—Kazan 537 21.6 48 Russian Paper
Saudi Arabia 204 27.2 42 Arabic Paper
Thailand 305 19.2 20 Thai Online
Turkey 96 21.4 33 Turkish Online
UK 132 19.8 10 English Online
USA—Iowa 101 19.3 46 English Online
USA—South Carolina 188 18.7 30 English Online

Conflict outcome

Positive conflict outcome was measured based on a
single item, tapping successful outcome (“The conflict
was satisfactorily resolved”). As our present focus is on
respondents’ perceived outcome of a recalled conflict,
the use of this generic, single-item measure is considered
appropriate. Past research has shown that even more
complex concepts such as self-esteem can be adequately
captured by a single-item measure (Robins et al., 2001),
and multi-item measures do not necessarily perform
better than their single-item counterparts (Gardner
et al., 1998). Thus we consider this item sufficient for
indicating the effects of different face-concerns on the
conflict. This item had a 7-point response scale, anchored
from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” Sample
frequencies for descriptions of each type of conflict are
shown in Table 3.

Perceived cultural logics

We next constructed sample-level measures of the
perceived cultural logics of dignity, honour and logic.
Respondents were first asked to rate how well each of
three statements described “… the people around you

(your school, workplace, town, neighbourhood, etc.).”
The items selected from those with the highest factor
loadings reported by Yao et al. (2017). These were:
“These people think that they should be true to them-
selves regardless of what others think” (Dignity); “These
people feel that they should uphold and defend their
family’s reputation” (Honour); “These people think they
should be extremely careful not to embarrass others”
(Face). The three 6-point response scales were keyed from
strongly disagree to strongly agree. Following the proce-
dures employed by Kashima et al. (1995), individual-level
acquiescence was first discounted through within-subject
standardisation across the three items. These scores were
then made comparable by standardisation across samples,
and mean scores were computed for each cultural logic for
each sample. In this study, although these measures are
derived from individual-level data, the mean scores are
treated as sample-level characterisations of each group’s
culture, because the scores incorporate the ratings made
by all respondents within that sample.

The use of just three items as the basis for these mea-
sures does not permit tests of measurement equivalence.
Smith et al. (2021) reported the mean scores for each sam-
ple, indicating that the scores obtained do accord in most

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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TABLE 2
Factor analysis of concern for face items

Factors

Self-face Other-face

Maintaining peace in our interaction was
important to me

.696 −.142

Maintaining humbleness to preserve the
relationship was important to me

.703 .030

I was concerned with maintaining the
poise of the other person

.732 .082

I was concerned with helping the other
person to maintain his/her credibility

.745 .085

I tried to be sensitive to the other
person’s self-worth

.753 −.057

Helping to maintain the other person’s
pride was important to me

.737 .064

I was concerned with not bringing shame
to myself

.238 .661

I was concerned with protecting my
self-image

.099 .775

I was concerned with not appearing
weak in front of the other person

−.091 .783

I was concerned with protecting my
personal pride

−.115 .799

instances with the ways in which emphasis upon dignity,
honour and face logics is understood to vary across
cultural groups (Uskul et al., 2018; Yao et al., 2017),
thus providing some plausible evidence for measurement
validity. Because these scores are based on within-subject
standardisation, they are not independent of one another.
Sample-level face logic correlates with sample-level dig-
nity logic at−.72 (p< .001) and with sample-level honour
logic at −.15 (ns). Sample-level dignity logic correlates
with sample-level honour logic at −.58 (p< .001). In the
present analysis, only the face logic measure is employed.

RESULTS

Preliminary analyses were required in order to determine
the extent to which mean scores for conflict outcome dif-
fered in terms of the type of conflict that each respondent
chose to describe and in terms of the genders of the par-
ties involved. Conflict type varied by gender (F = 9.90;
p< .001), with women more frequently describing family
conflicts, and no differences by gender in the frequency
of other conflict types. There was no significant relation
between conflict type and reliance on perceived face
logic. Mean outcome scores are shown in Table 4. After
controlling for differences between samples in mean
rated conflict outcome, univariate ANOVA for the total
sample showed a significant effect for the four combina-
tions of gender (F = 3.05; p< .05), for the four conflict
types (F = 8.89; p< .001) and for the interaction between
gender and conflict type (F = 4.16; p< .001). Positive out-
come was significantly lower for work conflicts, and for

conflicts where women rated conflicts with men. In testing
the hypotheses, these sources of variance are controlled.

We adopted the five-step procedure for multilevel anal-
yses recommended by Vauclair (2013). We first tested
the null model (Model 1) of our target variables (i.e.,
face concerns and conflict outcome) to examine their
intraclass correlations (ICC). In Model 2, we added
individual-level control variables (i.e., age, relationship
type and gender) and predictors, with only the intercept
of the target variable varying randomly. In Model 3, we
allowed the slope of the individual-level predictors to vary
randomly, in order to examine whether there was signif-
icant sample-level variability of the individual-level pre-
dictors using a likelihood-ratio test. Then we introduced
the sample-level predictor (i.e., perceived face logic) in
Model 4 to examine its effect on the dependent variables.
In Model 5, we further tested whether the sample-level
predictor would account for the variability in the slopes
of the individual-level predictors by including cross-level
interactions.

Multilevel analyses were conducted using the statis-
tical packages for multilevel modelling, namely, lme4,
RLRsim and lmerTest (Bates et al., 2015; Kuznetsova
et al., 2017; Scheipl et al., 2008) in the R environment.
Following the recommended procedure in multilevel
modelling, group-mean centring was applied to all
Level-1 predictors, except for dummy-coded variables,
and grand-mean centring was applied to Level-2 predictor
(Aguinis et al., 2013; Enders & Tofighi, 2007). We used
full information maximum likelihood (FIML) in the esti-
mation, so that we can compare the relative fit of the mod-
els based on the−2 log likelihood ratio (i.e., deviance; see
Bliese, 2002; Peugh, 2010). A significant deviance test
between Models 2 and 3 would indicate that the model
involving random slope of the individual-level predictors
statistically fits the data better than the fixed-slope model.

The results for concern for self-face and concern for
other-face are summarised in Tables 5 and 6, respec-
tively. The ICCs for self-face and other-face were 0.107
and 0.096, respectively, indicating that around 10% of
the variance of these variables was at the sample level
and the remaining variance was at the individual level.
The likelihood-ratio test indicates significant improve-
ment between Models 2 and 3 for self-face concern
but not for other-face concern. However, here we fol-
low Nezlek (2011), who notes that moderation may be
stronger or weaker in different samples and that it is there-
fore possible to test for cross-level interactions even when
the overall random slope term is not significant.

Results in Tables 5 and 6 show that, consistent with
Hypothesis H1, need for approval from others was
associated with greater concern for both self-face and
other-face. As one might expect, the effect is much
stronger for concern for self-face than it is for concern
for other-face. Concern for self-face was also reported
more frequently in work conflicts, whereas concern for

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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FACE AND CONFLICT OUTCOME 265

TABLE 3
Distribution of conflict types between samples

Sample Romantic % Friend % Family % Work %

Argentina 84 29 91 31 96 33 19 7
Armenia 18 15 39 33 38 32 24 20
Australia 29 29 25 25 39 39 7 7
Brazil—Brasilia 160 33 98 20 178 37 51 10
Brazil—Sao Paulo 96 33 65 23 70 24 56 20
Canada 39 36 20 19 35 33 13 12
Chile 27 26 27 26 42 40 8 8
China—Beijing 49 27 25 14 55 31 51 28
Georgia 29 29 33 33 30 30 9 9
Greece—Athens 81 35 54 23 82 36 13 6
Greece—Thrace 15 21 24 33 27 38 6 8
Hong Kong 47 29 28 17 63 38 26 16
Iraq 4 5 41 48 17 20 23 27
Italy 25 25 53 52 14 14 9 9
Japan 16 16 23 23 40 41 19 19
Malaysia 32 24 55 42 15 11 30 23
Mexico—Mexico City 31 36 15 18 31 36 8 9
Mexico—Tijuana 44 34 15 12 46 36 23 18
Netherlands 46 28 32 19 74 45 13 8
Pakistan 51 21 145 60 40 17 5 2
Romania 94 36 63 24 67 26 37 14
Russia—Kazan 133 25 169 31 97 18 138 26
Russia—Moscow 26 23 29 26 44 39 13 12
Saudi Arabia 21 11 75 40 64 34 29 15
Thailand 68 22 96 31 91 30 51 17
Turkey 46 48 22 23 21 22 6 6
UK 54 41 39 30 33 25 6 5
USA—Iowa 44 44 29 29 24 24 4 4
USA—South Carolina 67 36 59 31 47 25 15 8

TABLE 4
Conflict outcome by conflict type and gender type

Conflict type MM MF FM FF Total

Romantic −0.07 0.11 0.16 0.08 0.07c

Family 0.17 −0.02 −0.04 −0.08 0.01cd

Friend −0.05 −0.06 −0.23 −0.03 −0.06d

Work 0.03 −0.27 −0.40 −0.20 −0.21 e

Total 0.02a −0.03ab −0.13b −0.06ab −0.05

Note: Outcome is standardised within sample; means with the same
superscript do not differ from one another. FF = female in relation to
female; FM = female in relation to male; MF = male in relation to
female; MM = male in relation to male.

other-face was reported more frequently in non-work
conflict contexts and by women.

Model 4 in these tables shows that sample-level per-
ceived face logic does not predict higher concern for
self-face, whereas it does predict concern for other-face.
Furthermore, consistent with Hypothesis H2, Model 5
in Table 5 shows that the association between need for
approval from others and concern for self-face is signifi-
cantly weaker in cultural contexts emphasising face logic
more strongly. This effect is shown in Figure 1. In contrast
and consistent with Hypothesis H1, Table 6 shows that the

relation of concern for other-face with need for approval
from others does not vary between cultural contexts.

Table 7 shows the results of the multilevel analy-
sis for conflict outcome. The ICC for conflict outcome
was 0.043, meaning that around 4.3% of the variance
was at the sample level. Consistent with Hypothesis H3,
conflict outcome is positively associated with reliance
on other-face and negatively associated with reliance on
self-face. Need for approval from others is also negatively
associated with outcome. Contrary to Hypothesis H4,
Models 4 and 5 in Table 7 indicate that were no signifi-
cant main or moderation effects for cultural context. Out-
comes were also reported as significantly more positive
for romantic conflicts and for conflicts between males.

We next explored whether variations in outcome
between conflict context and the genders of the parties
involved could be explained by the frequency of face con-
cerns. Concern for self-face varied between conflict types
(F = 18.27; p< .001), being higher in work conflicts than
in all other conflict types (p< .001). Concern for self-face
was also lower in romantic and in family conflicts than in
conflicts with friends (p< .05). Concern for self-face also
varied between genders (F = 3.99; p< .01), being higher
among women reporting conflicts with men (p< .001).

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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266 LUN ET AL.

TABLE 5
Multilevel analyses for concern for self-face

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Levels and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

Individual-level
Intercept −0.018 0.063 0.229∗∗ 0.075 0.237∗∗ 0.075 0.248∗∗∗ 0.072 0.255∗∗∗ 0.071
OA 0.166∗∗∗ 0.022 0.179∗∗∗ 0.040 0.178∗∗∗ 0.040 0.168∗∗∗ 0.036
Age −0.001 0.003 −0.001 0.003 −0.001 0.003 −0.001 0.003
Romantic relationship −0.338∗∗∗ 0.048 −0.343∗∗∗ 0.048 −0.343∗∗∗ 0.048 −0.343∗∗∗ 0.048
Family relationship −0.240∗∗∗ 0.045 −0.249∗∗∗ 0.045 −0.248∗∗∗ 0.045 −0.248∗∗∗ 0.045
Friend relationship −0.219∗∗∗ 0.045 −0.228∗∗∗ 0.045 −0.227∗∗∗ 0.045 −0.227∗∗∗ 0.045
Male–male −0.008 0.045 −0.008 0.044 −0.009 0.044 −0.008 0.044
Male–female −0.044 0.041 −0.042 0.041 −0.044 0.041 −0.042 0.041
Female–female −0.021 0.039 −0.022 0.039 −0.022 0.039 −0.022 0.039

Sample-level
Face logic 0.347 0.204 0.543∗ 0.219

Cross-level interaction
OA× face logic −0.362∗ 0.146

Variance component
Within-sample variance 0.897 0.877 0.867 0.867 0.867
Intercept variance 0.107 0.099 0.099 0.083 0.080
Slope variance 0.029 0.030 0.021
Intercept-slope variance −0.034 −0.026 −0.021

−2 log likelihood (FIML) 13,806 13,692∗∗∗ 13,656∗∗∗ 13,654 13,648∗

Note: FIML= full information maximum likelihood estimation; OA= need for approval from others. Conflict type is coded with three dummy variables
with reference to work relationship. Gender type is coded with three dummy variables with reference to female–male. ∗p< .05. ∗∗p< .01. ∗∗∗p< .001.

TABLE 6
Multilevel analyses for concern for other-face

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Levels and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

Individual-level
Intercept −0.049 0.060 −0.400∗∗∗ 0.077 −0.400∗∗∗ 0.077 −0.375∗∗∗ 0.068 −0.373∗∗∗ 0.068
OA 0.063∗∗ 0.022 0.067∗∗ 0.023 0.066∗∗ 0.023 0.063∗∗ 0.023
Age 0.007∗ 0.003 0.007∗ 0.003 0.007∗ 0.003 0.007∗ 0.003
Romantic relationship 0.521∗∗∗ 0.048 0.521∗∗∗ 0.048 0.522∗∗∗ 0.048 0.521∗∗∗ 0.048
Family relationship 0.192∗∗∗ 0.045 0.192∗∗∗ 0.045 0.193∗∗∗ 0.045 0.192∗∗∗ 0.045
Friend relationship 0.307∗∗∗ 0.045 0.306∗∗∗ 0.045 0.308∗∗∗ 0.045 0.307∗∗∗ 0.045
Male–male 0.000 0.045 0.000 0.045 −0.004 0.045 −0.002 0.045
Male–female 0.132∗∗ 0.042 0.132∗∗ 0.042 0.128∗∗ 0.042 0.129∗∗ 0.042
Female–female 0.101∗ 0.039 0.100∗ 0.039 0.099∗ 0.039 0.099∗ 0.039

Sample-level
Face logic 0.716∗∗ 0.197 0.774∗∗∗ 0.203

Cross-level interaction
OA× face logic −0.119 0.097

Variance component
Within-sample variance 0.918 0.885 0.885 0.885 0.885
Intercept variance 0.098 0.106 0.107 0.068 0.068
Slope variance 0.002 0.001 0.001
Intercept-slope variance −0.013 −0.009 −0.007

−2 log likelihood (FIML) 13, 921 13,741∗∗∗ 13,739 13,728∗∗∗ 13,727

Note: FIML= full information maximum likelihood estimation; OA= need for approval from others. Conflict type is coded with three dummy variables
with reference to work relationship. Gender type is coded with three dummy variables with reference to female–male. ∗p< .05. ∗∗p< .01. ∗∗∗p< .001.

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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FACE AND CONFLICT OUTCOME 267

Figure 1. Interaction effect between need for approval from others and
perceived face logic on self-face.

Concern for other-face varied between genders (F = 4.22;
p< .01), being higher for women in conflict with other
women than for women in conflict with men (p< .05).
Concern for other-face varied by conflict type (F = 26.44;
p< .001), being higher in romantic conflicts than in all
other conflict types, and higher in friend conflicts than in
those with family or at work (p< .001). Thus, outcome
was consistently rated most positively in conflict types
that were highest on other-face concern and lowest on
self-face concern.

In addition to the analysis of outcome within the
overall dataset, we documented how conflict outcome
was predicted by the target predictors in each sample.
Table 8 reports the extent to which positive outcome is
predicted by need for approval from others, concern for
self-face and concern for other-face within each sample.
It is notable that while consistent effects for concern for
other-face are found, the results for concern for self-face
are more diverse, with significantly positive effects from
four samples and significantly negative effects from six
samples.

DISCUSSION

In this research we examined aspects of face-negotiation
theory in relation to interpersonal conflict across a wide
range of cultural groups. The results provide evidence for
both culture-general and culture-specific effects. Across
a much broader range of samples than previously avail-
able, the predictors of reported interpersonal conflict out-
come are found to be similar. This finding is important,
but it leaves open questions as to whether these predic-
tors of outcome are elicited in similar ways in different
national-cultural contexts.

In relation to previous studies, the inclusion of a mea-
sure of need for approval from others provides a basis for

understanding how face concerns towards interpersonal
conflict may be elicited in cultural contexts that empha-
sise independence rather than interdependence. While
Ting-Toomey’s (1988) theory of face negotiation initially
emphasised contrasting face concerns and self-construals
between individualistic and collectivistic cultures, this
theory has been tested principally in relation to face-
work behaviours that are consequent upon concerns for
self-face and other-face. In contrast, the present results
relate more closely to Ting-Toomey’s (2005) identifica-
tion of face-threatening processes that may interact with
cultural determinants of face concerns. Need for approval
from others is one such factor, underlining the ways in
which aspects of an individual’s personality may inter-
act with cultural context in eliciting self-face concern. We
find that cultural context does moderate the link between
need for approval from others and self-face concern, but
that no such effect is found in relation to other-face con-
cern. Why should this be so?

We interpret this result as highlighting the role con-
flict that is more strongly present for persons engaged in
conflicts within individualistic rather than collectivistic
contexts. Preserving one’s dignity can conflict with reach-
ing agreement with the other party. Dual-concern theory
(Rahim, 1986) has long emphasised the importance of
addressing both one’s own and the other party’s priori-
ties in a conflict, but this balance is by no means always
easy to strike. In contrast, reaching agreement with close
others in interdependent contexts will serve to preserve
one’s face. Any stress involved in achieving this satis-
factory outcome will be less contingent on variations in
approval from others, since lack of such approval is less
likely to be a threat to one’s identity or group member-
ship. The results obtained by Crocker et al. (2003) indi-
cate that within the US need for approval from others may
be a relatively aversive state, linked with low self-esteem.
In interdependent contexts, approval from others is more
likely to be an aspect of collective rather than individual
self-esteem (Krys et al., 2020). It would be important to
determine whether this is so in a future study.

Sample-level perceived face logic was positively
related to face-concerns, but its effect did not extend
to conflict outcome. The ICC of conflict outcome also
showed that much of the variance of conflict outcome was
at the individual level rather than the sample level. This
suggests that although cultural context may influence a
person’s face concerns in a conflict, the relation of these
concerns to outcome does not differ between contexts.
These results are consistent with the findings of Oetzel
and Ting-Toome (2003) that face concerns did differ
between four cultural groups and with those of Oetzel
et al. (2008), who showed that the types of facework asso-
ciated with concern for self-face and with concern for
other-face did not differ across four groups. Thus, both
studies concur with the view that while cultural factors

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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268 LUN ET AL.

TABLE 7
Multilevel analyses for conflict outcome

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Levels and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

Individual-level
Intercept 4.373∗∗∗ 0.080 4.197∗∗∗ 0.117 4.193∗∗∗ 0.117 4.204∗∗∗ 0.116 4.201∗∗∗ 0.116
OA −0.198∗∗∗ 0.042 −0.204∗∗∗ 0.053 −0.205∗∗∗ 0.053 −0.202∗∗∗ 0.054
Concern for self-face −0.103∗∗∗ 0.027 −0.121∗∗ 0.033 −0.120∗∗ 0.033 −0.115∗∗ 0.033
Concern for other-face 0.759∗∗∗ 0.027 0.737∗∗∗ 0.036 0.738∗∗∗ 0.036 0.749∗∗∗ 0.034
Self-face×OA 0.042 0.041 0.040 0.041 0.041 0.041 0.040 0.041
Other-face×OA 0.004 0.039 −0.002 0.039 −0.002 0.039 −0.002 0.039
Age 0.002 0.006 0.001 0.006 0.001 0.006 0.001 0.006
Romantic relationship 0.199∗ 0.092 0.208∗ 0.092 0.208∗ 0.092 0.212∗ 0.092
Family relationship 0.084 0.084 0.086 0.084 0.088 0.084 0.088 0.084
Friend relationship 0.093 0.084 0.099 0.084 0.099 0.084 0.101 0.084
Male–male 0.323∗∗∗ 0.083 0.320∗∗∗ 0.083 0.318∗∗∗ 0.083 0.322∗∗∗ 0.083
Male–female 0.039 0.077 0.036 0.077 0.034 0.077 0.037 0.077
Female–female −0.010 0.073 −0.011 0.073 −0.012 0.073 −0.010 0.073

Sample-level
Face logic 0.309 0.312 0.325 0.315

Cross-level interaction
OA× face logic 0.036 0.221
Self-face× face logic 0.187 0.145
Other-face× face logic 0.220 0.148

Variance component
Within-sample variance 3.616 3.064 3.031 3.031 3.031
Intercept variance 0.161 0.163 0.163 0.156 0.156
Slope variance (OA) 0.028 0.028 0.029
Slope variance (self-face) 0.009 0.009 0.008
Slope variance (other-face) 0.014 0.014 0.009
Intercept-slope variance (OA) −0.011 −0.013 −0.012
Intercept-slope variance (self-face) 0.005 0.003 0.002
Intercept-slope variance (other-face) 0.002 −0.002 −0.002

−2 log likelihood (FIML) 20,791 19,962∗∗∗ 19,943∗ 19,942 19,938

Note: FIML= full information maximum likelihood estimation; OA= need for approval from others. Conflict type is coded with three dummy variables
with reference to work relationship. Gender type is coded with three dummy variables with reference to female–male. ∗p< .05. ∗∗p< .01. ∗∗∗p< .001.

may differentially elicit concerns for face, these concerns
are then addressed in similar ways in all contexts.

These findings also show that eliciting the other-face
concern of individuals from different cultural back-
grounds would be a useful focus for achieving satisfactory
outcome in a conflict. How this concern may be elicited
during inter cultural conflicts and how tactics for doing
so may vary across persons and cultures varying in
concern for self-face can be more fully explored though
drawing on the extensive body of research into aspects of
cross-cultural intelligence (Earley & Ang, 2003; Liao &
Thomas, 2020).

Limitations

In this study, respondents were provided with a choice
as to which type of conflict to report. Providing choice
enhanced the likelihood that a given respondent would be
able to recall a suitable personally relevant event. How-
ever, if the conflict types selected covaried with prevalent
cultural logics, controlling for conflict type could have

eliminated variance that would be relevant to the hypothe-
ses concerning moderation. For instance, as shown in
Table 3, conflicts with friends were reported more fre-
quently in Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and Iraq. Differentiat-
ing such sources of variance requires a substantial number
of cases, and although the number of samples included in
the present study greatly exceeds those in the prior litera-
ture the possibility of Type 2 errors remains.

The validity of the measure defining perceived face
logic at the sample level rests on the wording of a sin-
gle item. Evidence for the nomological net for cultural
logics with a broad range of measures obtained from the
present sample has been provided by Smith et al. (2021),
but use of multiple items referring to dignity, honour
and face logics in future studies is preferable. The
single-item measure of perceived conflict outcome has
provided an initial estimate, but multiple items will
also be required in order to ensure adequate tests of
measurement equivalence. Ratings on Likert scales show
differential variations in response style across cultural
groups (Smith, 2004), and these may well have affected

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Union of Psychological Science.
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FACE AND CONFLICT OUTCOME 269

TABLE 8
Approval of others and face measures as predictors of conflict

outcome across samples

Sample OA SFACE OFACE

Argentina −0.01 0.10 0.36∗∗∗

Armenia 0.04 −0.12 0.18
Australia −0.09 −0.05 0.31∗∗

Brazil—Brasilia 0.04 0.19 0.53∗∗∗

Brazil—Sao Paulo −0.15∗ −0.13∗ 0.38∗∗∗

Canada −0.06 0.22∗ 0.47∗∗∗

Chile 0.01 −0.21∗ 0.14
China—Beijing −0.16∗ 0.02 0.34∗∗∗

Georgia −0.04 0.06 0.20∗

Greece—Athens −0.01 −0.15∗ 0.48∗∗∗

Greece—Thrace −0.17 0.09 0.39∗∗∗

Hong Kong −0.13 0.06 0.36∗∗∗

Iraq −0.03 0.05 0.35∗∗

Italy −0.19 −0.11 0.30∗∗

Japan −0.11 −0.23∗ 0.29∗∗

Malaysia 0.11 0.39∗∗∗ 0.35∗∗∗

Mexico—Mexico City −0.28∗ −0.09 0.24∗

Mexico—Tijuana −0.03 −0.04 0.38∗∗∗

Netherlands −0.08 −0.06 0.43∗∗∗

Pakistan −0.01 0.01 0.23∗∗∗

Romania −0.04 −0.06 0.32∗∗∗

Russia—Moscow 0.01 −0.20∗ 0.35∗∗∗

Russia—Kazan −0.09∗ 0.10∗ 0.43∗∗∗

Saudi Arabia 0.04 0.16∗ 0.37∗∗∗

Thailand −0.16∗∗ 0 0.33∗∗∗

Turkey 0.01 0.08 0.13
UK −0.07 −0.20∗ 0.31∗∗∗

USA—Iowa −0.12 −0.05 0.42∗∗∗

USA—South Carolina 0.05 −0.05 0.44∗∗∗

Note: OA = need for approval from others; OFACE = other-face;
SFACE = self-face. Standardised regression coefficients are presented.
Controlled for conflict type and gender type. ∗p< .05. ∗∗p< .01.
∗∗∗p< .001.

the outcome ratings obtained in the present data. How-
ever, the use of opposed items in the need for approval
from others and perceived cultural logic measures, and
the contrast in effects between different samples shown
in Table 8 mean that this concern is not likely to have
been a major threat to the validity of the effects obtained.

A further limitation of this study is that no measure
was included of the degree of threat to face experienced
by respondents in the conflict that they described. A
measure of this type for each of the face threatening pro-
cesses specified in Ting-Toomey’s (2005) reformulation
of face negotiation theory would be necessary in order to
evaluate their relative effect sizes.

Future research

This study has focused on the cultural logic of face,
and the present measure of the cultural logic of dignity
was substantially correlated with it. Reliance on face
concerns within cultures where honour logic is predom-
inant requires attention, especially with cultural logic
measures that are fully independent of one another. We

also require much richer information as to the ecology
of interpersonal conflicts within each type of cultural
logic, considering for instance time parameters, the nature
of acceptable concessions, apologies and other forms of
facework, the role of third parties and so forth.

Variations in need for approval from others have been
little explored across cultures. In exploring the utility
of this construct in explaining conflict outcomes and
other phenomena of practical importance, it will also be
necessary to clarify its relation to relevant dimensions of
personality and to variables that have been more fully
explored cross-culturally such as self-esteem (Schmitt &
Allik, 2005) and self-construal (Vignoles et al., 2016).

CONCLUSION

We find support for Ting-Toomey’s (2005) incorporation
of contextual threats to face within her face-negotiation
theory. The threat to face posed by an aspect of
personality—need for approval from others—has
specific consequences for the face concerns that are
elicited, with consequential implications for achieving a
positive outcome. However, we find that the association
between each type of face concern and conflict outcome
are culture-general within the present samples.
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