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Moral Face — sharing and Moral Face — sharing Behavior:
The Effect of Social Relations and Moral Events

Liang Fenghua' Duan Jinyun’
(1. School of Education Sciences ShangRao Normal University ShangRao 334001;
2. Department of Psychology Soochow University Suzhou 215123)

Abstract: The research aimed to investigate whether an individual sharing face with a social related other who conducted a particular
type of negative or positive moral events and what tactics she/he might use to maintain or gaining her/his own face when it happened.
The research was divided into two parts. Basing on scenarios experiment method study | used 3( moral events: family ethics negative
obligation professional ethics) X 5( relationships: father — child brotherhood tutor — student friend fellow — townsman) between subject
design and study I used 2( moral events: family ethics negative obligation) X 5( relationships: father — child brotherhood tutor —
student friend fellow — townsman) between subject design to collect data. Results showed that ( 1) When the dyad violated moral norms
individual would feel face — losing but the intensity of face — losing decreased as the closeness between them weakening. And while the
dyad other obeyed moral norms individual would also feel face — gaining but this feeling was only among family members and fellow —
townsman relationships. ( 2) Family ethics as the core ethics of Chinese society centering on the concept of filial piety was more deeply
valued by individuals than negative obligations and professional ethics and had a bigger impact on face — sharing. ( 3) Along with face —
sharing individual also showed corresponding face — sharing behavior. When the dyad others violated moral norms individual would
more likely to avoid discussion of the events and defend for the dyad others than draw a line with him or her. Individual would most like—
ly to avoid discussing the dyad’ s anti — moral behavior when the dyad other was a family member but the defend behavior would mostly
happen when they were intimacy. When dyad others obeyed moral rules individual would more likely to use advertising behavior than
showing intimacy or talking about the dyad’ s behavior. And the ethic obeying behavior would mostly be advertised when the dyad others
obeyed family ethics than helped others for a just cause the latter would more likely to be talked initiatively.
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