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How dare you to speak to me like that?: A study on different types of family 

conflicts across individuals differing in context and power distance 

 

 

Abstract 
Despite being a universal phenomenon (Norenzayan & Heine, 2005), family conflicts are not always 

engaged in the same manner. Based on an online survey, this study aimed to investigate how 

individuals responded to scenarios presenting different family members (a child arguing with their 

parent and two brothers) using one of three conflict communication styles (integrative, distributive, 

and avoiding). Furthermore, the study examined the relationship between the participants’ 

evaluations and their context and power distance levels. For this purpose, 63 participants from 

nineteen countries completed the survey available in nine languages. According to the study, the 

integrative style was regarded as the most appropriate and effective for each conflict type. The 

distributive style, however, was thought to be more appropriate in the argument between brothers. 

In contrast, the avoiding communication style was regarded as more appropriate for the child-parent 

conflict, contrasting with a prior study (Oetzel et al., 2003). Most importantly, the study addressed 

future actions that need to be taken in cross-cultural research, such as defining more accurate 

measuring scales and investigating underrepresented cultural dimensions (as compared to 

collectivism and individualism). 

Keywords: cross-cultural research – family conflicts – power distance – context – conflict 

communication styles. 

 

 

Introduction 
Globalization has impacted several domains in today’s society. It is indeed well-known for playing a 

role in the work environment since companies have to deal with their employees whose cultural 

backgrounds have increasingly become more diverse. According to Yeke and Semerciöz (2016), 

understanding employees’ culture is essential since it will improve their working dynamics. However, 

Shome and Hegde (2002) highlighted the important role played by critical communication scholars to 

understand the impact of globalization on communication. The authors namely argued that the 

researchers needed to break their beliefs of a specific culture and urged the latter to broaden their 

scope by involving many countries when conducting research. As a result, cross-cultural studies have 

been the centre of great attention to examine the possible implications of cultural interactions. One 
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study that often received praise in the field of cross-cultural research is undoubtedly that of Hofstede 

(1980), who identified four cross-cultural dimensions through which cultures differ: power distance, 

determining the extent to which power is equally distributed within a culture; masculinity, explaining 

the extent a culture is career-oriented; collectivism, determining the extent a culture focuses on the 

community as a group in contrast with the individual self; and uncertainty avoidance, demonstrating 

how a culture deals with uncertainty and anxiety. Another famous work in cross-cultural research is 

Hall (1976), which introduced the dimension of context resulting from harmony and involvement. In 

high cultures, for instance, groups are more involved, it is thus the less necessary to rely on explicit 

communication due to the time spent with each other. When individuals spend much time with one 

another, they do not need to recall their previous communication in detail. For example, if two 

individuals discuss the possibility of getting a future promotion at a time and if these same people 

meet later, asking “Did you get it?” without explicitly referring to the word "promotion” is an 

acceptable choice. 

Although Hofstede's (1980) work is well-known in research, it is limited to the work 

environment. This implies that differences in other domains of communication could have been 

omitted. One may indeed communicate and act differently at work than with friends and family. Brown 

and Levinson (1987) claimed that the social distance between colleagues at work is greater than 

between close family members. They would claim that the closer the relationship, the more 

appropriate it would be to use a less polite and more informal form of communication. 

Similarly, cross-cultural research increasingly uses the passport approach (Kirkman et al., 

2017), instead of focusing on individuals' personal values and traits. Previous research considered only 

the country where these people lived, leading to neglect possible variations between the national 

groups. When research is based on reports that come directly from the individuals studied, the possible 

intra-cultural variations between citizens of a country (Messner, 2021) are already accounted for. 

Therefore, the present study focuses on cross-cultural differences in communication between 

family members (between siblings and parent-child) by including the possible role played by the 

cultural dimensions of power distance and context. Specifically, it will analyze how cultures differ in 

their communication style concerning conflicts since this phenomenon could be defined as universal 

(Norenzayan & Heine, 2005). According to Norenzayan and Heine (2005), a concept can be universally 

accessible if it is cognitively available to everyone, used similarly across cultures, and accessible to the 

same extent across cultures. Moreover, this research contrasts with previous cross-cultural studies 

since these are dominantly work-related (e.g. Dorfman & Howel, 1988; Hofstede, 1980; Kim, 1987), 

giving thus an opportunity to expand cross-cultural to other domains. In addition, prior research did 
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not investigate the possible relationship between context and power distance, which would 

demonstrate that these dimensions may or may not measure similar cultural aspects. Consequently,  

this study investigates whether power distance and context should be studied independently or 

whether they can be assembled in the same dimension. Moreover, the study analyzes conflicts which 

deviate from normal day-to-day conversations while including the potential role culture has. The study 

also differs from Oetzel et al. (2003) since they primarily investigated the differences in family conflicts 

(between siblings and between a child and their parent) through the lenses of  collectivism-

individualism and power distance. Although they also addressed power distance in their study, they 

studied it based on the scores of the participants’ country, using, therefore, the passport approach 

mentioned by Kirkman et al. (2017), not the direct scores of the individuals themselves, which can 

neglect possible variations within the given nation (Messner, 2021). Hence, the present research may 

offer new insight into the culture-related communication styles, serving as a possible foundation for 

future research.  

 

Theoretical framework 
Since this study analyzes different concepts, these are explained in further detail in the present 

section. First, light is shed on the different communication styles that may be used within conflicts and 

are of interest within this study. Then, the role of power distance is addressed and how it affects the 

communication styles of families characterized by high or low power distance. Lastly, the context of 

the cultural dimension is also explained while highlighting its impact on conflictual communication. 

Conflict communication styles  

Conflict as “the perceived and/or actual incompatibility of value, expectations, processes, or 

outcomes between two or more parties over substantive and/or relational issues” (Ting-Toomey, 

1991, p. 360) may be handled differently according to the culture. Oetzel et al. (2003) discovered that 

individualistic cultures with small power distance do not adopt an avoiding style during a conflict and 

are likely to confront it more directly. In the same study, collectivistic cultures engaged in a more 

avoiding style, which may also be related to the concept of “face”. This term refers to “the positive 

social value [people] effectively claims for [themselves] by the line others assumed [they] had taken 

during a participant contact” (Goffman, 1955, p. 213). As Ting-Toomey et al. (1991) showed, 

collectivistic cultures are more concerned about the “other face”, whereas individualistic cultures 

concentrate more on the self. Similarly, cultures with small power distances believe that subordinates 

are on equal footing with their superiors (Hofstede, 1980), implying the acceptability of standing up 
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to individuals on a higher hierarchical level. Therefore, focusing on different aspects of cultures (power 

distance and context) facing different conflict communication styles provides deeper insights as it 

deviates from normal conversations but also offers the opportunity to look at cultures beyond the 

overused individualism and collectivism dimension. As Kirkman (2017) suggested in their review of 35 

years of cross-cultural research, present research still focuses too much on one specific cultural aspect, 

and the collectivistic dimension is the most prominent in studies.  

Using the different conflict styles established by Sillars (1982), Canary and Spitzberg (1987) 

conducted an experiment in which students were exposed to two types of situations that they were 

asked to evaluate. The different styles included integrative, avoiding, and distributive. Integrative 

styles reflect cooperative behavior or speech that aims to resolve the conflict (Sillars, 1982). In 

avoiding styles, it is not only prevented from mentioning a conflict explicitly, but the focus of the 

conversation may be shifted or addressed indirectly or ambiguously (Sillars, 1982). Distributive styles 

are consisted of “verbally competitive or individualistic behaviors, such as insults, criticism, and 

concession-seeking" (Sillars, 1982, p. 83). A further manipulation in Canary and Spitzberg (1987) was 

the gender of the communicator, i.e., the person explaining the issue. Participants were asked to 

evaluate the competence of the communicator by assessing the appropriateness of the situation and 

response and its effectiveness. Furthermore, Canary and Spitzberg (1987) were interested in the 

relationship of these components with the communicator's attractiveness. Both conflict issues in 

Canary and Spitzberg (1987) were taken from a prior study and were common among students. One 

was within the scope of a romantic relationship in which a person resented their partner for not going 

out and being too obsessed with their homework. The other consisted of two housemates of the same 

gender, one of whom resented the other for not being committed to their cleaning. Both situations 

were transcribed to four different scripts since, in both situations, the gender of the communicator 

differed. Adopting the integrative style was regarded to be the most effective in both conflict 

situations. Avoiding was perceived to be more effective than distributive in opposite-sex situations,  

whereas distributive was seen as more effective for same-sex situations. It could also be related to 

power distance since housemates may be more accountable for their tasks since they are part of the 

same social group – being housemates - and being on equal feet.  

In conclusion, several conflict communication styles may be adopted during conflicts. 

Nonetheless, the most appropriate and effective one was considered the integrative style regardless 

of the interlocutor. Between the distributive and the avoiding style, the appropriateness and 

effectiveness may depend on the type of interlocutor involved in the conversation.  
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Communication styles in families with different power distances 

Power distance refers to “the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and 

organizations within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede, 

1991, p. 28). This implies that people who grew up in a high-power distance culture believe and accept 

that power should be distributed unequally, therefore accepting hierarchal relations. In contrast, 

people coming from a low-power distance culture are more likely to advocate for equal rights and 

disregard the idea of a status quo. Therefore, communication within the family may differ according 

to individuals’ power distance. The higher the power distance, the more likely the family has a form 

of hierarchy that influences the communication within. Hence, communication adopted between 

siblings may differ from that between a child and their parent. 

Conflicts between family members were also investigated by Oetzel et al. (2003), who aimed 

to determine the relationship of national culture (in this case: Germany, Japan, Mexico, and the USA), 

self-construals and power distance on face concerns and facework behaviors in these types of 

conflicts. National culture was also linked with collectivism and individualism, with Japan and Mexico 

being chosen for collectivism and the USA and Germany for individualism. Face concerns reflected the 

importance participants gave to themselves, the other, or both, which is mutual. It is related to the 

idea of self-image that one has for another (Oetzel et al., 2003). Facework behaviors refer to the 

different behaviors one can engage during a conflict. They reported eleven behaviors: aggression, 

problem-solving, defending, respect, apologizing, pretending, involving a third party, expressing 

feelings, remaining calm, private discussion, and giving in. More concretely, participants were asked 

to recall a conflict either happening with a same-sex parent or sibling and to answer a series of 

questions about that conflict. Initially written in English, the questionnaire was translated into 

participants’ native language, German, Japanese, or Spanish. Once they recalled the conflict, they 

faced several self-construal items assessing whether they were independent or interdependent. For 

example, an item measuring their independence is “I should be judged by my own merit”, thus 

focusing more on the individual, and an interdependent item is “I respect the decisions made by the 

other person", which focuses more on someone else. Then participants responded to items about 

their face-concern, face behavior, conflict, items assessing power distance, and some of their 

demographics.  

Similar to Sillars et al. (1982), who identified different conflict-related communication styles, 

Oetzel et al. (2003) also classified the facework behaviors as dominating, avoiding, and integrating 

They discovered that the more individuals scored on power distance, the more they would be 

concerned with self-face and other-face and may adopt more aggressive facework and avoiding 
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facework. Oetzel et al. (2003) also discovered that the familial relationship played a significant role. 

During conflicts with parents, individuals “were more likely to use respect and expression and less 

likely to use aggression, pretend, and third party than individuals in conflict with siblings”  (Oetzel et 

al., 2003, p. 86). However, they did not relate these findings to the power distance of the individuals 

but to participants’ power distance of their country, omitting the possible variations, which this study 

focuses on.  

High versus low context cultures 

Through personal observations and interpretation in his book Beyond Culture, Edward T. Hall (1976) 

introduces the concept of high versus low context as another dimension distinguishing cultures. The 

term “context” comprises the relationship between context and meaning (Hall, 1976) to understand 

the “code”, i.e. words uttered in the context of communication. Communication is not purely verbal.  

For instance, a lot of nonverbal adds to the message, such as when someone sighs before stating,  “Yes, 

I will do it”. The sigh demonstrates that the person is unwilling to do the task they were asked to do. 

Moments of silence, body language, and intonation also belong to context; through this, one can 

convey meaning. Therefore, context may refer to the proportion of context (unspoken speech) to 

codes (spoken words).  

 According to Hall (1976), people belonging to a high-context culture, which prefers to rely on 

context to express meaning as opposed to codes, are also deeply involved with each other, leading to 

a rather intimate relationship. High involvement also implies that they know each other so well that it 

is unnecessary to share elaborate information and prefer more direct messages. This is not the case 

for low context cultures, which prefer using codes to communicate meaning, since these are “one[s] 

in which people are highly individualized, somewhat alienated, and fragmented, and there is relatively 

little involvement with others” (Hall, 1976, p. 39). This suggests that the messages should be clear and 

complete when sharing information. It may, therefore, be deduced that if one is deeply involved with 

another, they may be less willing to threaten the face of the other person and may interact indirectly 

if the other is mistaken. In contrast, a low-context person may not think this is important as long as 

the message has been transferred and is engaging more directly and impolitely.  

To investigate further the cultural dimension context introduced by Hall (1976), Kim et al. 

(1998) separated the descriptions provided by Hall (1976) into different categories to use in cross-

cultural research. Based on the items constructed, Kim et al. (1998) decided to measure and compare 

the context of three countries: Korea, China, and the US. They identified six aspects measuring this 

cultural dimension: social orientation, commitment, responsibility, confrontation, communication, and 



C. Kuiper s1082799 

7 

 

dealing with new situations. Social orientation refers to the degrees one is involved with one another 

(Kim et al., 1998). When one is highly involved with one another, the bonds between individuals 

become stronger. Conversely, lower involvement suggests that people may step away from 

relationships more easily because the bonds are more fragile. Another aspect that is a result of the 

extent of involvement is commitment, for highly involved people with one another are more 

committed to one another (Hall, 1976; Kim et al., 1998). In contrast, participants with low context may 

be less likely to keep their promises due to a lack of commitment (Kim et al., 1998). Regarding 

responsibility, Kim et al. (1998) suggested that it increases along with context because, in high-context 

cultures, superiors must carry the responsibility of their subordinates and their own. For instance, if 

one individual is ranked higher than five others who each are responsible for a team of ten people, 

the highest ranked is responsible for his actions and those of the fifty-five other employees. “In 

low[er]-context systems, on the other hand, responsibility is diffused throughout the system and 

difficult to pin down” (Hall, 1976, p. 113), implying the absence of a specific contact person within a 

working team. Direct confrontation, as suggested by Kim et al. (1998), is likely to be avoided when 

individuals score higher on context. As previously mentioned, these individuals have more intimate 

bonds with one another, strengthening their wish to preserve harmony. People scoring lower on 

context “are less likely to avoid direct and open confrontation at the expense of expressing and 

defending self “ (Hall, 1976, p. 159). Communication results from context and involvement because 

highly involved individuals are more likely to have a clear view of a specific situation; “thus, using 

fewer words will not reduce the understanding of the message” (Kim et al., 1998, p. 512). Conversely,  

people with lower context tend to make their messages as explicit as possible and focus more on the 

message (i.e., code) itself (Kim et al., 1998). By Dealing with new situations, Kim et al. (1998) suggest 

that low context cultures must rely on “context-free structures in its functioning (...), [which] may 

appear complex and overwhelming for some individuals” (Kim et al., 1998, p. 512) for these structures, 

as found in the legal systems, require a great amount of written information. Therefore, it may be that 

once people from lower cultures are faced with an unknown situation, they may “be quite creative 

about it” (Kim et al., 1998, p. 512). 

In conflict communication styles, assessing individuals' reactions through the lenses of their 

power distance and context may be relevant. Similarly to high context cultures, individuals with high 

power distance may weigh their words before saying them aloud or focus more on the implicit cues 

to transmit a particular message. Likewise, individuals with low power distance and context may be 

less afraid of directly addressing different issues. Individuals who may portray low power distance and 

have a high context culture and vice versa may have to opt for a different approach that has not yet 

been investigated. Therefore, understanding how individuals with different degrees of power distance 
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and context evaluate situations that differ in characters (brothers vs. parent and child) and conflict 

communication style (integrative, avoiding, distributive) may highlight the cultural aspects that 

influence the response of the individuals (providing they do not act as the same) and show how much 

individuals differ because of these cultural aspects. Lastly, this study may shed light on the possible 

social/cultural evolution by comparing findings to previous research.  

The aim of this study 

This study investigates how a universal phenomenon may differ culturally, as presented in the 

criteria in Norenzayan and Heine (2005). Using the scope of family conflicts, this study contrasts those 

that only focus on the work environment in which individuals communicate, such as Hofstede (1980) 

and Dorfman and Howell (1988). Similarly, it focuses on two cultural dimensions that differ from the 

dimensions of individualism and collectivism that have been over-represented in cross-cultural 

studies, as discussed in Kirkman (2017)). Last but not least, the scores of the cultural dimensions are 

directly taken by the individuals taking part in this study, which contrasts with the passport approach  

taken by Oetzel et al. (2003), who assigned individual scores based on the countries from which they 

come. In the scope of this study, it was chosen not to regard context as a binary dimension, using the 

terms low or high context, but more as one that can be gradual. This permits us to investigate in 

greater detail the possible variations that will influence the evaluations of participants. Therefore, the 

study will not examine individuals based on these terms but as part of various contexts.  

Therefore, the study will investigate the following question:  

To what extent do individuals - with different ranges of context and/or power distance – 

converge within their evaluations of appropriateness and effectiveness of handling family 

conflicts when exposed to different communication styles? 

To answer this question, this study will also focus on three sub-questions: 

a. To what extent are the influence of context and power distance correlated in communication 

conflicts with family members? 

b. How differently are the different manipulated conditions (conflict style x family members, see 

further) evaluated on the realness of the situation and appropriateness (general and specific) 

and effectiveness? 

c. To what extent do participants' context and power distance contribute to these evaluations? 
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Method 

Design 

The design chosen for this study is a 2x3 between-subject design with independent variables 

being the type of conflict (either between a child and their parent or between two brothers) and the 

type of response in which the person who is frustrated with the other engaged (integrative, 

distributive, or avoiding) in the conflict conditions. During the present study, the type of conflict (child-

parent or brothers) was measured as a within-subject variable since participants were exposed to both 

types. Two filler situations were established to prevent participants from guessing the aim of the 

study. In these, no conflicts were described, but they presented a simple coffee break conversation 

among two colleagues in one and a student's request to postpone the deadline of their writing task in 

the other. Participants were thus exposed to four situations: two manipulated situations presenting a 

family conflict (between a child and their parent and between brothers) that used one of the three 

conflict communication styles, and two filler situations that portray a conversation between two 

colleagues and one between a student and her teacher.  

Participants were randomly assigned to one of six groups exposed to two of the six 

manipulated conditions in such a manner that they did not face the same communication style twice 

during the questionnaire. For instance, when a participant was exposed to the child-parent conflict 

using the integrative communication style, they were presented with the brothers’ conflict using the 

same communication style; rather, they were facing a brothers’ conflict either employing the 

distributive conflict communication style or the avoiding one. Table 1 presents the order of situations 

participants were exposed to. 

Table 1. 

Order of different scenarios presented in the research 

Groupe of 

participant 

Situation n°1 Situation n°2 Situation n°3 Situation n°4 

Groupe 1 Colleagues CPI Student-Teacher BA 

Groupe 2 Colleagues CPI Student-Teacher BD 

Groupe 3 Colleagues CPD Student-Teacher BI 

Groupe 4 Colleagues CPD Student-Teacher BA 

Groupe 5 Colleagues CPA Student-Teacher BI 

Groupe 6 Colleagues CPA Student-Teacher BD 

Note: CP = Child-parent; B = Brothers; I = integrative; D = distributive; A = Avoiding  
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Materials 

Participants were exposed to four scenarios of 195 to 325 words. They were asked to evaluate 

the situations at the hand of several statements on which they had to reveal to what extent they 

agreed. Participants were exposed to two manipulated conflicts. One presented a conflict between an 

adolescent, Alex, and one of their parents; the other was between two brothers. In the first situation, 

Alex resented her parents for working too much, which led to neglecting the quality of time spent as 

a family. The brothers’ conflict presented Sam resenting David for not doing the chores they were 

assigned to do. Both types of conflict described above were inspired by Canary and Spitzberg (1987).  

In addition to the type of conflict participants were exposed to, the response of the person 

resenting the other was manipulated according to the different styles of conflict established by Canary 

and Spitzberg (1987). Their manipulations were based on Sillars et al. (1982), who identified three 

main conflicting styles—integrative, distributive, and avoiding—and offered a list of 27 situations 

included in the three types.  

To make sure that the scripts were indeed expressing the same conflict styles as established 

in Canary and Spitzberg (1987), two colleagues who were unfamiliar with the purpose of the study 

were asked to code the conflict communication style at the hand of the list of items established by 

Ting Toomey et al. (1991) that expressed each conflict style with a definition to give them an idea of 

the differences. Then, they were exposed to all the manipulated situations and needed to assess in a 

table what communication style corresponded to the reading situation. As seen in Table 2, the 

compromising style seemed to resemble the integrative style, and the avoiding one was once assumed 

to be obliging. Although the scenarios did not portray the style accurately, it was still acceptable since 

the differences between the mismatched conflict styles were subtle. The compromising and 

integrative styles are indeed more solution-oriented; the difference is that no one needs to sacrifice 

their interest in the integrative style. It could be argued that the consequence of the discussion with 

Sam in the brothers’ situation is Charlie doing his chores, which may be considered a sacrifice on his 

part. However, this was predefined, so it may also be considered standard action. Similarly, avoiding 

and obliging are both non-confrontational; nevertheless, the avoiding conflict style does not address 

the issue directly. In the child-parent situation, Alex did not mention that it bothered her not to spend 

time with her parents. Therefore, she avoided exposing her feelings to her parent. Moreover, the 

coders did mention some uncertainty in their evaluations.  

 

 



C. Kuiper s1082799 

11 

 

Table 2.  
Overview of the responses for the coding task 

Situation Coder 1 Coder 2 

Child -Parent:   

Integrative Compromising Integrative 

Distributive Distributive Distributive 

Avoiding Avoiding Obliging 

Brothers:   

Integrative Integrative Compromising 

Distributive Distributive Distributive 

Avoiding Avoiding Avoiding 

Subjects 

For the present research, 114 individuals took part in the study. However, only 63 (N = 63) entirely 

completed it. Among all the participants, 35 identified as women, whereas 28 identified as men.  

Regarding the participants' educational background, 22 pursued a master’s degree, and 22 finished 

their bachelor’s. Similarly, 19 of the participants accomplished high-school level. The mean age of all 

the participants was 30 years old (M = 30.26, SD = 13.80), with the younger being 18 years and the 

oldest 72 years old. A Chi-square test showed that the relation between age and education level was 

not significant (χ2 (75) = 91.35, p = .096), showing that the results were normally distributed and would 

not be influenced by these factors.  

The method used to reach the participants was a mix of snowballing and convenience. 

Therefore, a personal approach was initiated to ask acquaintances to participate in the study and ask 

them to share further. As portrayed in Table 3, participants originated from 19 different countries,  

with a majority from the Netherlands (n = 23), followed by Belgium (n = 9), Poland (n = 5), and Germany 

(n = 4). For a deeper view of the distribution of the origin of the participants, see Table 3. 

Demographic questions were asked about age, gender, nationality, and education level. The 

purpose of this is to assess whether the survey reached a wide range of diverse people and to analyze 

their possible impact on the results and discussion sections, therefore demonstrating the reliability of 

the results.  
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Table 3. 
Distribution of the participants with their country of origin.  

Country of origin n Percentage Country of origin n Percentage 

The Netherlands 23 36.5 China 1 1.6 

Belgium 9 14.3 UK  1 1.6 

Poland  5 7.9 Spain  1 1.6 

Germany  4 6.3 Democratic republic 

Congo 

1 1.6 

Slovakia  3 4.8 Mexico 1 1.6 

Brazil  3 4.8 Ghana 1 1.6 

France  2 3.2 Chile 1 1.6 

Venezuela  2 3.2 Croatia 1 1.6 

Italy  2 3.2 Czechia 1 1.6 

Portugal  1 1.6 Total 63 100.0 

 

Another preliminary question concerned the participants’ possible beliefs, i.e., religious and 

spiritual beliefs, which religion they identify with, and whether they practiced it. This would serve as 

a possible manipulation check to ensure that this will not be a significant factor influencing the study. 

As Croucher (2011) discovered, Muslims and Christians may not share the same preference in their 

communication style when dealing with conflicts. Table 4. Presents the different religious and spiritual 

orientations. 

Table 4. 

Distribution of the participants with their religious/spiritual beliefs.  

 n Percentage 

Roman Catholic 35 55.6 

Atheist (do not believe in God or gods) 10 15.9 

Nothing in particular 9 14.3 

Agnostic (unsure about the existence of God or gods) 3 4.8 

Byzantine Catholic 2 3.2 

Protestant 2 3.2 

Muslim 1 1.6 
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Hermetic 1 1.6 

Total 63 100.0 

 

Before being presented with the different reading tasks, all participants answered questions 

taken from Kim (1998) and Hall (1976) to reveal their level of context and items taken from Dorfman 

and Howell (1998) and the VMS1, the online questionnaire made available by Hofstede (2013), 

assessing their power distance level. 

Instruments 

To assess the context level, participants answered questions based on the study of Kim et al. (1998).  

Kim et al. (1998) ensured that participants provided different items that belong to several aspects of 

context, including social orientation, responsibility (taken from Hall, 1976), confrontation, 

communication/commitment, and dealing with new situations. (For a better understanding of the 

different items, see Appendix C.)  

• For social orientation, participants had to evaluate five statements on a seven-point Likert 

scale. An example of those being “It is very important to me to feel I am a part of a group”  

with the evaluation “totally disagree-totally agree”. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability test 

for social orientation, including five items, showed that the reliability of the test was poor, 

α = .44. 

• For responsibility, participants faced two statements they evaluated on a seven-point 

Likert scale. An example is “The primary responsibility for a mistake in an organization is 

on the supervisor rather than on the subordinate who made it”  with the evaluation 

“totally disagree-totally agree”. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability test for responsibility,  

including two items, showed that the reliability of the test was poor, α = -.08. 

• For confrontation, participants had to evaluate three statements on a seven-point Likert 

scale. An example is “I conform to social norms even when they conflict with my personal 

desires", with the evaluation “totally disagree-totally agree”. The Cronbach’s alpha 

 
1 The VSM 2013 (Values Survey Module) for cross-cultural research is free for download in many languages. 
(n.d.). Geert Hofstede. Retrieved August 10, 2024, from https://geerthofstede.com/research-and-vsm/vsm-
2013/ 
 
 

https://geerthofstede.com/research-and-vsm/vsm-2013/
https://geerthofstede.com/research-and-vsm/vsm-2013/
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reliability test for confrontation, including three items, showed that the reliability of the 

test was poor, α = -.11. 

• For communication/commitment, participants were presented with two statements that 

they evaluated based on a seven-point Likert scale . An example is “A person cannot think 

unless he/she can put it into words” with the evaluation “totally disagree-totally agree”. 

The Cronbach’s alpha reliability test for communication/commitment, including two 

items, showed that the reliability of the test was poor, α = -.21. 

• For Dealing with New situations, participants had to evaluate four statements on a seven-

point Likert, an example of those being “Learning new ways to think does not excite me 

very much” with the evaluation “totally disagree-totally agree.” The Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability test for communication/commitment, including four items, showed that the 

reliability of the test was poor, α = 54. 

To assess the extent of their power distance, they needed to evaluate three statements from 

Dorfman and Howell (1988), such as “social interaction with one’s subordinate may decrease a 

manager's ability to be objective in dealing with subordinates.”  The VMS provided by Hofstede took 

provided the three other items. All these statements are assessed using a seven-point Likert scale. 

(See Appendix 3 for all the different statements). The Cronbach’s alpha reliability test for power 

distance, including six items, showed that the reliability of the test was poor, α = 12.  

Because the reliability tests were poor for all the sets of items, a factor analysis was performed 

to extract the items belonging together. Nonetheless, this did not provide better combinations since 

the scores were low, too. The low reliability may be a consequence of the small sample size. However, 

it should be noted that neither Kim et al. (1998) nor Dorfman and Howell (1988) provided reliability 

tests, which may have resulted in the lack of reliability in the present study. Therefore, it was decided 

to take only one of the items for each cultural dimension. The item chosen to evaluate context was “ 

It is important for me to feel part of a group”, and for the power distance, “ social interaction with 

one’s subordinate may decrease a manager's ability to be objective in dealing with subordinates”. 

The dependent variables used in the scope of the present study were taken from Canary and 

Spitzberg (1987) were: the realness portrayed in the described situation, the appropriateness of the 

whole conversation, the appropriateness of response within the situation, and the effectiveness of 

this response in achieving what the second speaker intended. For the dependent variables, reliability,  

Cronbach’s alpha tests were performed to assess the reliability of the items and since these are taken 

from Spritzberg and Canary (1987) in which they ran a factor analysis. Furthermore, the tests showed 

that most sets of items were considered reliable (, except for the realness portrayed in the child-parent 
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situation. For a better understanding of the different variables presented in the questionnaire, see 

Appendix D.  

For realness, participants were presented with three statements they evaluated on a seven-

point Likert scale with the evaluation “Totally disagree-Totally agree”. One of those items was, “No 

one really argues like this.” Cronbach’s alpha reliability test for realness, including three items, showed 

that the reliability for those was questionable for the child-parent (α = .68) situation and acceptable 

for the brothers’ situation (α =.75).  

Participants were presented with height statements for general appropriateness, which they 

evaluated on a seven-point Likert scale (from 1 to 7, with the evaluation “Totally disagree-Totally 

agree”). One of those items was “Alex/Sam was a smooth conversationalist.” Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability test for general appropriateness, including height items, showed that those reliabilities were 

excellent for the child-parent (α = .93) and brothers’ situation (α = .93).  

For the specific appropriateness of the conversation, participants were presented with nine 

statements, which they evaluated on a seven-point Likert scale with the evaluation “Totally disagree-

Totally agree”. One of those items was “Some of the things Alex/ Sam said were awkward.” Cronbach’s 

alpha reliability test for specific appropriateness, including nine items, showed that those reliabilities 

were excellent for the child-parent (α = .97) and brothers’ situation (α = .97).  

Participants were presented with sixteen statements about the speaker's effectiveness, which 

they evaluated on a seven-point Likert scale (from 1 to 7, with the evaluation “Totally disagree-Totally 

agree”). One of those items was “Alex /Sam achieved what she/he wanted.” Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability test for speaker effectiveness, including sixteen items, showed that those reliabilities were 

excellent for the child-parent (α = .97) and brothers’ situation (α = .97).  

Procedure 

Participants were asked to participate in an online questionnaire available on Qualtrics through a link 

that may be reshared several times on different discussion groups in WhatsApp, Messenger, and social 

media platforms such as Facebook and Instagram. Participants were invited to take part in the study 

and to reshare the questionnaire as well. Participants were asked to fulfil specific reading and 

evaluating tasks as described above. The whole questionnaire lasted between 15 and 40 min. The 

questionnaire was available in nine languages (English, French, Dutch, German, Portuguese, Spanish, 

Turkish, Indonesian, Polish, and Slovakian) so that participants could choose the one closest to them  

to provide a more genuine reaction. The translations were provided at the hand of the translation 
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function in Qualtrics, which permitted the provision of a translation. The textual elements were 

translated into those languages through DeepL and were then verified by native speakers of the 

specific languages. The participants chose Spanish, English, French, Dutch, German, Polish, and 

Slovakian as their languages. 

Statistical treatment 

A correlation test was performed to examine whether the dimensions of context and power distance 

should be evaluated independently from each other. Similarly, if the correlation was high enough (r 

>.7), the differences means would have been computed together, and simple regression would have 

been performed instead of a multiple regression test. Afterwards, several t-tests were performed to 

investigate how evaluations differed between the child-parent and sibling situation. The means of 

each situation using the same communication style were compared for each dependent variable. 

Multiple ANOVA tests were performed to investigate how the communication styles differed from 

each other within the same situation type. Last but not least, several regression tests were conducted 

to understand the influence of the cultural dimensions, power distance and context in the evaluations.  

 

Results 

Manipulation checks 

Regarding the manipulation checks, a correlation test was performed to see whether the two 

conditions, context and power distance, correlated together, confirming that they measured distinct 

cultural aspects of the participants. The test showed that the relationship between context and power 

distance was not significant (r = .05, p = .672), excluding the hypothesis that both conditions could be 

resumed in one.  

 In another manipulation check, several Fisher Exact tests have been performed to see whether 

the evaluations of the different conflict types using the different communication styles were evaluated 

differently based on individuals’ religiosity. The tests are first described for the child-parent situation 

and then for the brothers’ situation.  

 Within the child-parent situation using the integrative communication style, a Fisher Exact test 

showed that the relation between religiosity and the overall mean score was not significant (χ2 (45) = 

47.69, p = 1.000). A similar result was found for the relation between religiosity and the separate 
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dependent variables: for realness (χ2 (27) = 27.99, p = .405), for general appropriateness significant 

(χ2 (33) = 32.63, p = .966), as well as for specific appropriateness (χ2 (21) = 22.40, p = .500), and 

effectiveness (χ2 (45) = 49.08, p = .518). 

Within the child-parent situation using the distributive communication style, a Fisher Exact 

test demonstrated that the relation between religiosity and the overall mean score was not significant 

(χ2 (75) = 99.56, p = 1.000). Similar results were found for realness (χ2 (45) = 53.28, p = .816, for general 

appropriateness (χ2 (55) = 68.03, p = .904), for specific appropriateness (χ2 (50) = 63.23, p = .097), for 

effectiveness (χ2 (70) = 93.94, p = .068).  

Within the child-parent situation using the avoiding communication style, a Fisher Exact test 

showed that the relation between religiosity and the overall mean score was not significant (χ2 (92) = 

123.72, p = .608). Similar results were found for realness (χ2 (44) = 50.55, p = .369, for general 

appropriateness (χ2 (76) = 95.28, p = .974), for specific appropriateness (χ2 (80) = 102.55, p = .934),  

for effectiveness (χ2 (92) = 124.77, p = .153).  

 Within the brothers’ situation expressing the integrative communication style, a Fisher Exact 

test showed that the relation between religiosity and the overall mean score was not significant (χ2 

(54) = 68.66, p = .395). A similar result was found for the relation between religiosity and the separate 

dependent variables: for realness (χ2 (30) = 35.28, p = .439), for general appropriateness significant 

(χ2 (39) = 45.27, p = .859), as well as for specific appropriateness (χ2 (48) = 60.11, p = .335), and 

effectiveness (χ2 (51) = 62.30, p = 1.000). 

Within the brothers’ situation using the distributive communication style, a Fisher Exact test 

demonstrated that the relation between religiosity and the overall mean score was not significant (χ2 

(84) = 115.86, p = .384). Similar results were found for realness (χ2 (56) = 71.73, p = .232, for general 

appropriateness (χ2 (92) = 127.80, p = 1.000), for specific appropriateness (χ2 (80) = 112.71, p = .391),  

for effectiveness (χ2 (88) = 120.44, p = 1.000).  

Within the brothers’ conflict employing the avoiding communication style, a Fisher Exact test 

showed that the relation between religiosity and the overall mean score was not significant (χ2 (75) = 

100.52, p = .199). Similar results were found for realness (χ2 (50) = 59.90, p = 1.000, for general 

appropriateness (χ2 (60) = 74.45, p = .794), for specific appropriateness (χ2 (55) = 72.45, p = .530), for 

effectiveness (χ2 (70) = 91.04, p = 1.000).  
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Analysis of the t-tests and one-way ANOVA tests 

Table 5 presents the means, standard deviations, and samples sizes for the different dependent 

variables with the conflict types (child-parent and sibling) and conflict communication styles as factors. 

This overview permits to ease the understanding of the several statistical results that are discussed 

below the table. 

Table 5.  

Comparison of means and standard deviations and sample size for the evaluations for the child-parent 
situations and brother situations with the different conflict communication styles. 
 

 

Types of conflict  Child-Parent Sibling 

Dependent variables  Conflict styles  M  SD  n  M  SD  n  

Realness  Integrative  4.41  1.79  18  4.83  1.54  20  

Distributive  4.80  1.30  17  4.77  1.59  25  

Avoiding  4.45  1.28  28  4.25  1.39  17  

Total  4.53  1.44  63  4.65  1.52  62  

General appropriateness  Integrative  5.82  1.13  18  3.75  1.47  20  

Distributive  2.43  1.23  17  4.68  1.47  25  

Avoiding  4.33  1.12  28  4.02  2.10  17  

Total  4.24  1.71  63  4.20  1.69  62  

Specific appropriateness  Integrative  6.14  1.59  18  4.21  1.86  20  

Distributive  2.35  1.46  17  5.26  1.68  25  

Avoiding  5.14  1.14  28  4.20  2.42  17  

Total  4.67  2.00  63  4.63  2.00  62  

Effectiveness  Integrative  5.99  0.72  18  5.56  0.88  20  

Distributive  2.67  1.05  17  2.96  1.36  25  

Avoiding  3.33  1.29  28  2.83  1.12  17  

Total  3.91  1.72  63  3.76  1.69  62  

Total  Integrative  5.85  0.93  18  5.52  0.89  20  

Distributive  2.71  1.00  17  2.95  1.21  25  

Avoiding  4.10  0.87  28  3.44  1.01  17  

Total  4.23  1.49  63  3.91  1.54  62  
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Analysis of the t-tests comparing the child-parent and sibling situations 

The multiple t-tests showed that conflict types (child-parent and brothers) differed significantly for 

some dependent variables.  

Within the conditions using the integrative communication style, the independent samples t-

test on the realness of the situation with conflict type as a between-subjects factor showed that 

participants evaluated the sibling conflict (M = 4.83, SD = 1.54) as more real than the child-parent 

situation (M = 4.41, SD = 1.79). The difference, 0.4, 95% CI [-1.52, 0.67], was not significant t(36) = 

0.79, p = .217; nonetheless, it represented a huge-sized effect d = 1.66. For general appropriateness, 

the independent samples t-test showed that the participants thought the child-parent (M = 5.82, SD 

= 1.13) situation was generally more appropriate than the sibling situation (M = 3.75, SD = 1.47). This 

difference of 2.07, 95% CI [1.20, 2.94], was significant t(36) = 4.83, p = < .001. Moreover, it represented 

a huge-sized effect d = 1.32. For the specific appropriateness, the independent samples t-test showed 

that the participants thought the child-parent (M = 6.14, SD = 1.59) situation was specifically more 

appropriate than the sibling situation (M = 4.21, SD = 1.86). This difference, 1.9, 95% CI [0.78, 3.07], 

was significant t(36) = 3.41, p = < .001. Moreover, it represented a huge-sized effect d = 1.74. The 

independent samples t-test for effectiveness showed that the child-parent situation (M = 5.99, SD = 

0.72) was considered more effective than the sibling situation (M = 5.56, SD = 0.88). The difference, 

0.3, 95% CI [-0.26, 0.94], was not significant t(36) = 1.63, p = .056. Moreover, its effect size was large, 

d = 0.81. For the overall evaluation, the independent t-test showed that the child-parent situation (M 

= 5.85, SD = 0.93) scored more than the sibling situation (M = 5.52, SD = 0.89). The difference, 0.43, 

95% CI [-1.05, 0.96], was not significant t(36) = 1.14, p = .262. Nevertheless, its effect size was large, d 

= 0.91.  

Within the situations that used the distributive conflict communication style, the independent 

samples t-test on the realness of the situation with conflict type as a between-subjects factor showed 

that participants evaluated the child-parent situation (M = 4.80, SD = 1.30) as more real than the 

sibling situation (M = 4.77, SD = 1.59). The difference, 0.03, 95% CI [-0.91, 0.97], was not significant 

t(40) = 0.07, p = .474. Nevertheless, it represented a huge-sized effect, d = 1.48. For general 

appropriateness, the independent samples t-test showed that the participants thought the brothers’ 

situation (M = 4.68, SD = 1.47) was generally more appropriate than the child-parent situation (M = 

2.43, SD = 1.23). This difference 2.25 95% CI [-3.12, -1.37], was significant t(40) = 5.82, p = < .001, 

moreover it represented a huge-sized effect, d = 1.38. For the specific appropriateness, the 

independent samples t-test showed that the participants thought the sibling (M = 4.21, SD = 1.68) 

situation was specifically more appropriate than the child-parent situation (M = 2.35, SD = 1.46). This 
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difference 2.92, 95% CI [-3.93, -1.90], was significant t(40) = 5.82, p = < .001, moreover it represented 

a huge-sized effect d = 1.25. The independent samples t-test for effectiveness showed that the sibling 

situation (M = 2.96, SD = 1.36) was considered more effective than the child-parent situation (M = 

2.67, SD = 1.05). The difference, 0.29, 95% CI [-1.08, 0.51], was not significant t(40) = 1.63, p = .235. 

Moreover, its effect size was large, d = 0.81. For the overall evaluation, the independent t-test showed 

that the sibling situation (M = 2.95, SD = 136) scored more than the child-parent situation (M = 2.67, 

SD = 1.05). The difference, 0.24, 95% CI [-0.96, 0.48], was not significant t(40) = 0.67, p = .254. 

Nonetheless, its effect size was huge, d = 1.14.  

Within the situations using the avoiding conflict communication style, the independent samples 

t-test on the realness of the situation with conflict type as a between-subjects factor showed that 

participants evaluated the child-parent situation (M = 4.45, SD = 1.28) as more real than the sibling 

situation (M = 4.25, SD = 1.39). The difference, 0.20, 95% CI [-0.62, 1.02], was not significant t(43) = 

0.49, p = .315. Nonetheless, it represented a huge-sized effect, d = 1.33. For general appropriateness, 

the independent samples t-test showed that the participants thought the child-parent (M = 4.33, SD 

= 1.12) situation was generally more appropriate than the sibling situation (M = 4.02, SD = 2.10). This 

difference, 0.15, 95% CI [-0.99, 1.28], was not significant t (23.02) = 0.27, p = .397. Nevertheless, it 

represented a huge-sized effect d = 1.60. For the specific appropriateness, the independent samples 

t-test showed that the participants thought the child-parent (M = 5.14, SD = 1.14) situation was 

specifically more appropriate than the sibling situation d (M = 4.20, SD = 2.42). This difference, 0.78, 

95% CI [-0.26, 1.26], was significant t (21.87) =1.27, p = .075. However, it represented a huge-sized 

effect d = 1.76. The independent samples t-test for effectiveness showed that the child-parent 

situation (M = 3.33, SD = 1.29) was considered more effective than the sibling situation (M = 2.83, SD 

= 1.12). The difference, 0.5, 95% CI [-0.26, 1.26], was not significant t(43) = 1.32, p = 0.097. However,  

its effect size was huge, d = 1.23. Interestingly, the overall evaluation, the independent t-test, showed 

that the child-parent situation (M = 4.10, SD = 0.87) scored more than the sibling situation (M = 3.44, 

SD = 1.01). The difference, 0.7, 95% CI [0.08, 1.23], was significant t(43) = 2.31, p = .254. Nevertheless,  

its effect size was huge d = 0.92.  

Analysis of the different ANOVA tests for the different dependent variables with conflict 

communication styles as factors. 

Afterwards, several ANOVAs were performed to investigate the relationship between conflict 

communication styles (integrative, distributive, and avoiding) in the two conflict scenarios, one 

portraying a child-parent conflict and one between siblings.  
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Comparison of the different conflict communication styles for the child-parent situation 

A one-way ANOVA for the overall mean for all the child-parent situations with conflict style as a factor 

showed that the overall mean differed significantly (F (2,60) = 50.88, p < .001, η2 = 0.63. A post hoc 

Gabriel test showed that the integrative conflict communication scored significantly higher (M = 5.85, 

SD = 0.93) than the distributive conflict communication style (M = 2.71, SD = 1.00, p < .001) and the 

avoiding one (M = 4.10, SD = 0.87, p < .001). Moreover, the distributive conflict communication style 

scored significantly lower (p < .001) than the avoiding style.  

A one-way ANOVA measuring the difference between the realness portrayed in the child-

parent conflicts with conflict style as a factor showed that the conflicts did not differ from each other 

(F (2, 60) <1, p = .667, η2 = 0.01). For a deeper understanding of the different means, see Table 5.  

For general appropriateness, the one-way ANOVA test showed that conflict-parent situations 

differed significantly from each other (F (2, 60) = 36.45, p < .001, η2 = .56) according to their conflict 

communication style. A Gabriel test showed that the integrative conflict communication style was 

generally more appropriate (M = 5.82, SD = 1.13) than the distributive style (M = 2.35, SD = 1.46, p < 

.001) and the avoiding style (M = 4.33, SD = 1.12, p < .001). Moreover, the distributive communication 

style was considered generally less appropriate (p < .001) than the avoiding one. 

A one-way ANOVA for specific appropriateness of the child-parent conflicts with conflict 

communication style as factor showed that the conflicts differed significantly from each other (F (2,  

60) = 38.02, p < .001, η2= 0.55). A Gabriel test showed that the conflict using integrative style was more 

specifically appropriate (M = 6.14, SD = 1.59, p < .001) than the one using distributive style (M = 2.35, 

SD = 1.46) but not than the one employing the avoiding communication style (p =.057). Moreover, the 

distributive communication style was considered less specifically appropriate than the avoiding one 

(M = 5.14, SD = 1.14, p < .001). For a deeper understanding of the different means, see Table 5.  

A one-way ANOVA for the effectiveness of the child-parent conflicts with conflict 

communication style as factor showed that the conflicts differed significantly from each other (F (2,  

60) = 47.68, p < .001, η2 = 0.61). A Gabriel test showed that the integrative conflict communication 

style was significantly more effective (M = 5.99, SD = 0.72) than the distributive style (M = 2.67, SD 

=1.05, p < .001) and avoiding one (M= 3.33, SD = 1.29). However, the effectiveness did not significantly 

differ between the two conflict communication styles (p = .159).  

Comparison of the different conflict communication styles for the brothers' situation 

A one-way ANOVA for the overall mean for all the brothers' situations with the conflict communication 

style as factor showed that the overall mean of all the brothers-conflicts differed significantly (F (2,59) 
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= 34.76, p < .001, η2= .54). A Gabriel test showed that the conflict using the integrative conflict 

communication style scored overall significantly higher (M = 5.52, SD = 0.89) than the one using the 

distributive style (M = 2.95, SD = 1.21, p < .001) and the one presenting the avoiding one (M = 3.44, 

SD = 1.01, p < .001). However, the conflict using the distributive communication style did not 

significantly differ from the avoiding style (p = .373.)  

A one-way ANOVA measuring the difference between the realness portrayed in the brothers' 

situations with conflict style as a factor showed that the brothers’ conflicts did not differ significantly 

from each other (F (2, 59) <1, p = .454, η2 = .03). For a deeper understanding of the different means 

see Table 5.  

A one-way ANOVA for the general appropriateness of the sibling conflicts with conflict style 

as a factor showed that the brothers’ conflicts did not significantly differ from each other (F (2, 59) = 

1.85, p = .167, η2 = .06). For a deeper understanding of the different means,  see Table 5.  

A one-way ANOVA for the general appropriateness of the sibling situation with conflict style 

as a factor showed that the brothers' conflicts did not significantly differ from each other (F (2, 59) = 

2.16, p = .125, η2 = .07). For a deeper understanding of the different means,  see Table 5.  

A one-way ANOVA for the effectiveness of the S-conflicts with conflict style as factor showed 

that the CP-conflict differed significantly from each other (F (2, 60) = 35.54, p < .001, η2 = .55). A 

Games-Howell test showed that the conflict using the integrative style was significantly more effective 

(M = 5.56, SD =0.88) than one presenting the distributive communication style (M = 2.96, SD =1.36, p 

< .001) and the one employing the avoiding one (M = 2.83, SD = 1.12). However, the effectiveness did 

not significantly differ between the avoiding and distributive (p = .944). For a deeper understanding 

of the different means, see Table 5.  

Analysis of the possible influence of context and power distance in the evaluations 

Multiple regression tests were performed for both conflict situations using different conflict styles to 

investigate the possible influence of the participants’ context and power distance.  

➢ The possible influence of power distance and context level within the child-parent situations 

Within the evaluations for the child-parent situations involving the integrative conflict communication 

style, the context and power distance did not influence the overall mean significantly (F (2, 15) <1, p 

= .759). In addition, within the same conflict style, context and power distance did not influence the 
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mean for realness (F (2, 15) = 1.24, p = .318), nor for general appropriateness (F (2, 15) <1), nor for 

specific appropriateness (F (2, 15) <1), or effectiveness (F (2, 15) <1).  

Within the evaluations of the situations using the distributive style, context and power 

distance was not a significant predictor for any of the dependent variables: for the overall evaluation 

(F (2, 14) <1); for realness (F (2, 14) = 1.11, p = .358, nor for general appropriateness (F (2, 14) = 1.33, 

p =.296), nor for specific appropriateness (F (2, 14) = 1.62, p = .232), or effectiveness (F (2, 14) <1). 

Within the evaluations of the child-parent conflicts using the avoiding conflict communication 

style, context and power distance were not a significant predictor for the overall mean (F (2, 25) <1). 

Moreover, within the same conflict style, Context and power distance did not influence the mean for 

realness (F (2, 25) < 1), nor for general appropriateness (F (2, 25) < 1), nor for specific appropriateness 

(F (2, 25) = 1.02, p = .374), or effectiveness (F (2, 15) <1). 

➢ The possible influence of power distance and context level within the brothers' situations 

Within the evaluations of the brother conflict using the integrative conflict communication style,  

context and power distance did not influence the overall mean significantly (F (2, 17) <1, p = .803). In 

addition, within the same conflict style context and power distance did not influence the mean for 

realness (F (2, 17) <1), nor for general appropriateness (F (2, 17) <1), nor specific appropriateness (F 

(2, 17) <1), or effectiveness (F (2, 17) <1).  

Within the evaluations of the brother-distributive conflict, context and power distance were 

not a significant predictor for the overall evaluation (F (2, 22) = 1.79, p = .190). Furthermore, within 

the same conflict style, context and power distance did not influence the mean for realness (F (2, 22) 

= 1. 27, p = .300, nor for general appropriateness (F (2, 22) <1), nor for specific appropriateness (F (2,  

22) <1), or effectiveness (F (2, 22) = 2.50, p = .105). 

Within the brother avoiding conflicts evaluations, context and power distance were not a 

significant predictor for the overall mean (F (2, 15) = 1.32, p = .298). In addition, within the same 

conflict style, context and power distance did not influence the mean for general appropriateness (F 

(2, 15) < 1), nor for specific appropriateness (F (2, 15) <1), or effectiveness (F (2, 14) <1). However,  

within the conflicts, context and power distance were significant predictors for the evaluation of the 

realness of the conflict (F (2, 15) = 6.64, p = .009). The multiple regression analysis showed that context 

and power distance were explained for 48 % by the two variables (context and power distance). The 

variable Context was a significant predictor for the realness evaluation of the brothers' situation using 

the avoiding communication style (b = -.57, p = .008), which means that if the score on Context  

increases by one on the scale used, realness portrayed in the brothers’ conflict using the avoiding style  
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goes down with more than the half (.57) on the scale used, given that all other variables are kept 

constant. Similarly, the variable Power distance was a significant predictor for the realness evaluation 

of the brothers’ situation using the avoiding communication style (b = .41, p = .022), which means that 

if the score on Power distance increases by one on the scale used, realness portrayed in the brothers 

conflict goes up with 41 % (.41) on the scale used, given that all other variables are kept constant.  

 

Discussion 

The present study investigated how individuals' cultural aspects, such as power distance and context, 

affected their reaction when presented with two types of family conflicts (between child and parent 

and between siblings) using different conflict communication styles (integrative, distributive, and 

avoiding). Although context and power distance dimensions were based on one item each, they shed 

light on different aspects of the individuals, enhancing the idea that cultural dimensions - other than 

individualism or collectivism - are worth studying since they portray individuals more accurately.  

Interestingly, the conflict communication style used mattered for the general and specific 

appropriateness depending on the conflict type. The integrative conflict style was considered more 

appropriate with the child-parent situation than between siblings, reflecting the findings of Oetzel 

(2003). Conflicts using the distributive type are more appropriate between siblings, whereas adopting 

an avoiding style was considered more appropriate in situations between the child and parent. This 

also relates to the findings of Oetzel et al. (2003) since they claimed that aggression was more 

acceptable when communicating between siblings. However, this study also contrasts with Oetzel et 

al. (2003) since, in this present study, the avoiding style was considered more appropriate in child-

parent situations than in sibling situations. In contrast, it was the opposite in Oetzel et al. (2003). This 

could suggest that communication within siblings may be more straightforward than 20 years ago. As 

Whiteman et al. (2011) suggest, adult siblings are more involved with each other because of the 

development of technology. This could explain why adopting an avoiding communication style may 

seem unnatural for sibling interaction. Another point worth mentioning is that despite the lack of 

significance in the comparisons between the evaluations of the two conflict types, the important 

effect sizes suggest that the study may provide more significant insight if replicated on a larger scale, 

including bigger sample sizes.  

Moreover, the different conflict communication styles impacted the evaluations of the 

participants. According to the findings, the different texts were portrayed as real and did not differ 

from each other. Overall, within the child-parent condition, the integrative style was preferred over 
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the avoiding and distributive one, and the distributive style was less positively evaluated than the 

avoiding, reflecting the findings of Spitzberg and Canary (1987). Similar evaluations were given 

concerning the general appropriateness of the texts. Interestingly, although the integrative style was 

considered as specifically more appropriate than the avoiding and distributive style, the two latter did 

not differ from each other, which differs from the findings of Canary and Spitzberg (1987). In the last 

decades, more attention has been given to communication and that one is more aware of how one 

should converse. Communication is not only considered as an ability to bring over a message, but it 

has also become a field of research (see Introduction to Communication Studies by John Fiske, 2010).  

Contrary to the couple situation in Spitzberg and Canary (1987), the avoiding style was not considered 

more effective than the distributive one, which could also demonstrate a shift in the overall 

preference for communication in today’s society.  

Concerning sibling conflicts, the integrative style was generally considered more positive than 

the distributive and avoiding style, reflecting the previous results from Oetzel et al. (2003) and Canary 

and Spitzberg (1987). In addition, the integrative style was also considered more effective than the 

distributive and avoiding style but differed from Canary and Spitzberg (1987) since the latter two did 

not differ. In contrast, Canary and Spitzberg (1987) considered the distributive style to be more 

effective in the situation of a roommate. The distributive style may have been considered disrespectful 

compared to the avoiding style. .  

While looking further at the impact of individuals’ context and power distance, it is worth 

noticing that the dimensions only influenced one evaluation of the sibling type of conflict using the 

avoiding style of conflict. It indeed showed that people who score high on context are less likely to use 

the avoiding communication style when they are with their siblings, which is understandable since 

people of high context are very involved with each other (Kim, 1997; Hall, 1976). This idea is further 

enhanced by the item used to measure context since it measured the importance of an individual 

being part of a group, implying that members of the same group, in this case, siblings, should be able 

to discuss freely. Reflecting on the impact of power distance, however, it demonstrated that siblings 

are more likely to use the avoiding style when they score higher on this dimension. This finding was 

also established by Oetzel et al. (2003), who explained that individuals of high power distance are 

more likely to adopt the avoiding communication style since they are more aware of their self -face 

and other-face. Future research may investigate this further by examining the role of age in sibling 

communication. Communication could differ when individuals of high power distance talk to an older 

or younger sibling.  
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Limitations and further research  

One of the difficulties encountered was the matter of translation. Some reviewers of the translations 

mentioned that the sentences translated did not entirely fit the meaning displayed in the original 

language. Furthermore, some languages do not have the exact words expressed in the original 

language, which results in a lack of vocabulary equivalence (Cha et al., 2007). According to Cha et al. 

(2007), it would have been better to use back translations, implying that one translator translates the 

textual elements from the original language to the target language and another to the original 

language. After that, the translations are checked to verify whether they were successfully performed.  

Another difficulty was that the reviewers were not experts in cross-cultural research, which may have 

increased the possibility of language mismatch. Although translations were provided, this did not 

ensure that all participants responded to the questionnaire in their native language, which may have 

influenced their responses.  

Another point that should be considered is the duration of the questionnaire. Some of the 

comments by participants claimed it took much time because of the number of questions. This is 

because the original questionnaire of Spitzberg and Canary (1987) was used, presenting several items 

that were similar to some extent. For instance, for effectiveness, the items “He or she found the 

conversation very unrewarding “and “The conversation was unprofitable for him or her” may use 

different wording, but the meaning is the same. Therefore, future research using this scale will benefit 

by examining the items to prevent redundancy. Similarly, it may have been better to incorporate only 

one filler question or to divide the questionnaire into more groups. However, this would also have 

implied finding more participants to have satisfactory results, which is another point of critique. The 

small sample sizes, between 17 and 28 participants, indicate that the findings should be taken with a 

grain of salt. As mentioned by Cao et al. (2024), small sample sizes (n < 30) are indeed more prone to 

variation. In contrast, the variation risk decreases with bigger sample sizes, leading to more valid 

results.  

Nevertheless, this study also sheds light on future opportunities for cross-cultural research. 

Despite the small number of individuals participating in the research, many countries managed to 

reach different countries and cultures. Scales measuring context and power distance need to be 

modified to increase reliability and expand them to domains outside the work environment. 

Moreover, it showed that cultural dimensions such as context and power distance are two different 

dimensions that need further exploration.  

In conclusion, although family conflict is a universal phenomenon, how individuals engage in 

conflicts differs from individual to individual. Using an integrative conflict communication style, as 
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presented in this study, is considered to be the most appropriate and effective option to handle them. 

However, it should be noted that the actors involved in the conflict also determine whether a conflict 

may be considered as more appropriate or effective. The distributive style, although not receiving 

more positive reactions than the integrative style, would still be preferred in conflicts involving 

siblings, for instance. In contrast, being avoidant in conflicts is more appropriate for parent and child 

conflicts than sibling conflicts. Moreover, cultural aspects such as power distance and context may 

also interfere with using conflict style in a conflict. Nevertheless, future research may discover more 

important findings, providing that scales measuring the cultural dimensions are improved since it will 

allow the assessment of the cultural scores at an individual level, contrasting with the passport 

approach (Messner, 2021). Moreover, a bigger sample size will allow us to present a more insightful 

view of how cultures may influence communication within conflict. Despite the limitations, the study 

offered a different view from prior studies, enhancing the idea that communication and culture are 

dynamic and need great attention. 
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Appendix 

Appendix A: Ethics Assessment Committee Humanities (EACH)  

 

Checklist EACH (version 1.11, September 2023) 

You fill in the questions by clicking on the square next to the chosen answer ☐  

After clicking, a cross will appear in this square ☒  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.11.036
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1. Will you be collecting data from social media platforms? 

☐ Yes → consult the guidelines. If in doubt, contact the EACH to see if assessment is  

necessary  

☒ Nee → continue with questionnaire 

 

2. Will you use an existing dataset? 

☐ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

☒ No → go to question 4 

 

3. When using an existing dataset, do you comply with the EACH guidelines**? 

☐ Yes → continue with questionnaire  

☐ No or in doubt → contact the EACH to see if assessment is necessary  

** Guidelines: ethics approval is obtained for the original data collection, participants have consented to the  

reuse of the research data, or the reuse fits within the original research purpose. Or: dataset is completely  

anonymous 

 

4. Will you be collecting data from participants? 

☒ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

☐ No → end of questionnaire 

 

5. Is a health care institution involved in the research? 

Explanation: A health care institution is involved if one of the following (A/B/C) is the case: 

  

A. One or more employees of a health care institution is/are involved in the research as 

principle or in the carrying out or execution of the research. 

B. The research takes place within the walls of the health care institution and should, 

following the nature of the research, generally not be carried out outside the institution.  

C. Patients / clients of the health care institution participate in the research (in the form of 

treatment).  

☒ No → continue with questionnaire 

☐ Yes → Did a Dutch Medical Institutional Review Board (MIRB) decide that the Wet 

Medisch Onderzoek (Medical Research Involving Human Subjects Act) is not applicable or 

does the research comply with one of the standard research methods described by the 

EACH  

☐ Yes → continue with questionnaire  

☐ No → This application should be reviewed by a Medical Institutional Review Board, for 

example, the Dutch METC Oost-Nederland . If review by an MIRB has already taken place 

→ continue with questionnaire. If this review has not yet taken place → end of 

questionnaire 

 

6. Does the research include medical-scientific research that might carry risks for the participant? 

https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/regulations-and-procedures/information/research-data-management/guidelines-social-media/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudumc.nl/over-het-radboudumc/kwaliteit-en-veiligheid/kwaliteit-en-veiligheid/toetsen-van-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/bij-welke-commissies-kunt-u-terecht/metc-oost-nederland
https://www.radboudumc.nl/over-het-radboudumc/kwaliteit-en-veiligheid/kwaliteit-en-veiligheid/toetsen-van-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/bij-welke-commissies-kunt-u-terecht/metc-oost-nederland
https://www.ccmo.nl/onderzoekers/wet-en-regelgeving-voor-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/uw-onderzoek-wmo-plichtig-of-niet
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☐ Yes → This application should be reviewed by a Medical Institutional Review Board, for 

example, the Dutch METC Oost-Nederland → end of questionnaire 

☒ No → continue with questionnaire 

 

 

Standard research method 

 

7. Does this research fall under one of the stated standard research methods of the Faculty of 

Arts or the Faculty of Philosophy, Theology and Religious Studies? 

☒ Yes → 12. Standard questionnaire research (fill in name and number of standard 

research method) → continue with questionnaire  

☐ No → assessment necessary, end of checklist 

 

Participants 

 

8. Is the participant population a healthy one?  

☒ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

☐ No → assessment necessary**, end of questionnaire → go to assessment procedure 

**Exception for studies with patients participating in one of the described standard studies in the field of 

language and speech pathology 

 

9. Will the research be conducted amongst minors (<16 years of age) or amongst (legally) 

incapable persons?  

☐ Yes → assessment necessary, end of questionnaire →  go to assessment procedure 

☒ No → continue with questionnaire 

 

Method 

 

10. Will the study heavily burden participants? 

☐ Yes → assessment necessary, end of questionnaire →  go to assessment procedure 

☒ No → continue with questionnaire 

 

11. Are the estimated risks connected to the research minimal? 

☐ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

☒ No → assessment necessary, end of questionnaire →  go to assessment procedure 

 

12. Are the participants offered a higher compensation than the usual one?  

☐ Yes → assessment necessary, end of questionnaire →  go to assessment procedure 

☒ No → continue with questionnaire 

 

https://www.radboudumc.nl/over-het-radboudumc/kwaliteit-en-veiligheid/kwaliteit-en-veiligheid/toetsen-van-medisch-wetenschappelijk-onderzoek/bij-welke-commissies-kunt-u-terecht/metc-oost-nederland
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/humanities-lab/cls-lab/lab-use/#h9d920993-157e-438f-a83d-16f0dd2162d2
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
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13. Should deception take place, does the procedure meet the standard requirements?  

☐ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

☐ No → assessment necessary, end of questionnaire → go to assessment procedure 

 ☒ deception is not applicable 

 

 

14. Are the standard regulations regarding anonymity and privacy met?  

☒ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

☐ No → assessment necessary, end of questionnaire → go to assessment procedure 

 

Conducting the research 

 

15. Are participants recruited via the Radboud Research Participation System (SONA) and/or is 

the research conducted in the CLS Lab?  

☐ Yes → assessment necessary, end of questionnaire → go to assessment procedure 

  ☒ No → continue with questionnaire 

 

16. Will the research be carried out at an external location (such as a school)?  

☐ Yes→ Do you have/will you receive written permission from this institution? 

 ☐ No → assessment necessary, end of questionnaire → go to assessment 

procedure 

☐ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

 ☒ No → continue with questionnaire 

 

17. Is there a contact person to whom participants can turn to with questions regarding the 

research and are they informed of this? 

☒ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

☐ No → assessment necessary, end of questionnaire → go to assessment procedure 

 

18. Is it clear for participants where they can file complaints with regard to participating in the 

research and how these complaints will be dealt with?  

☒ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

☐ No→ assessment necessary, end of questionnaire → go to assessment procedure 

 

19. Are the participants free to participate in the research, and to stop at any given point, 

whenever and for whatever reason they should wish to do so?  

☒ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

☐ No→ assessment necessary, end of questionnaire → go to assessment procedure 

 

https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/protocol/protocol/#H39
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/protocol/protocol/#H38
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
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20. Before participating, are participants informed by means of an information document about 

the aim, nature and risks and objections of the study? (see explanation on informed consent and 

sample documents). 

☒ Yes → continue with questionnaire 

☐ No→ assessment necessary, end of questionnaire → go to assessment procedure 

 

21. Do participants and/or their representatives sign a consent form? (see explanation on 

informed consent and sample documents). 

 ☒ Yes → questionnaire finished 

☐ No→ assessment necessary, end of questionnaire → go to assessment procedure 

 

If you want to record the results of this checklist, please save the completed file. 

 

If you need approval from the EACH due to the requirement of a publisher or research 

grant provider, you will have to follow the formal assessment procedure of the EACH. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B. : Qualtrics Questionnaire:  

INFORMATION AND CONSENT 

You are invited to participate in a research project in which you will be evaluating conversations 

between two people. This research project is conducted by Chelsy Kuiper, Master’s student of Global 

Communication and Diversity at Radboud University. 

 

What is going to happen to you? 

https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/protocol/protocol/#H37
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/sample-documents/sample-documents/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
https://www.radboudnet.nl/facultyofarts/research/ethics-assessment-committee-humanities/the-procedure/assessment-procedure-for-research-projects/
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The procedure involves filling out an online survey. The survey will start with a few sets of questions, 

followed by some reading tasks accompanied with a couple of questions to evaluate the situations 

described in the reading tasks. (N.B. some may contain strong language use). Finally, you will be 

asked to answer questions related to your demographic information. Filling out the survey will take 

approximately 25 minutes. 

 

Voluntary participation 

Your participation in this research is voluntary. This means that you can withdraw your participation 

and consent at any time during the research, without giving a reason. By doing so, we ensure that 

your data will be deleted and will not be used in the research. Even up to two weeks after 

participating you can have your research data removed, by sending a request to chelsy.kuiper@ru.nl.  

 

What will happen to my data? 

The research data is collected during this study will be used by scientists as part of data sets, articles, 

and presentations. The anonymized research data is accessible to other scientists for a period of at 

least 10 years. When we share data with other researchers, these data cannot be traced back to you. 

All research and personal data are safely stored following the Radboud University guidelines.  

 

More information? 

Should you want more information on this research study, please contact Chelsy Kuiper, telephone: 

+32 471 383954, email: chelsy.kuiper@ru.nl. 

 

Ethical assessment and complaints 

Should you have any complaints regarding this research, please contact the researcher. 

--- 

CONSENT: Please select your choice below. 

 

Clicking on the "I Agree" button below indicates that: 

 

● you have read the previous information 

●you consent to participating in the research study as described in the previous information 

● you understand how the data of the research study will be stored and how they will be used 

● you voluntarily agree to participate 

● you are at least 16 years of age  
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If you do not wish to participate in the research study, please decline participation by clicking on the 

"I do not want to participate" button. 

-  I agree (proceed to the survey) 

- I do not want to participate  

 

Question 1 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?  

Statements 

- It is very important to me to feel I am a part of a group 

- It is all right for people to raise questions about even the most sacred matters 

- A person’s word is his bond, and you need not spell out the details to make him behave as 

they promised. 

- The primary responsibility for a mistake in an organization is on the supervisor rather than 

on the subordinate who actually made it. 

- Social interaction with one’s subordinate may decrease a manager's ability to be objective in 

dealing with subordinates 

- Everything is changing too fast today.  

- I conform to social norms even when they conflict with my personal desires. 

- I have difficulty thinking in new and unfamiliar situations. 

- Being able to work in harmony with others should at times come before doing the job well. 

- It is not wise to sacrifice one’s interests for the benefit of the organization they belong to. 

- I often feel left out of things going on around me. 

- Insults to our country's honor are not always important enough to bother about.  

- A person cannot think unless they can put it into words. 

- I try to anticipate and avoid situations where there is a likely chance I will have to think in 

depth about something. 

- A company's or organization's rules should not be broken - not even when the employee 

thinks breaking the rule would be in the organization's best interest. 

- This is a control question, please select "slightly disagree" 

- My social status is an important part of my life.  
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- In general, it is more important to understand my inner self than to be famous, powerful, or 

wealthy. 

- Learning new ways to think does not excite me very much. 

- A supervisor's use of authority and power is often necessary in order to assure that work is 

done effectively 

Scale points 

- Completely disagree - Mostly disagree - Slightly disagree - I don't know/ I don't have an 

opinion - Slightly agree - Mostly agree - Completely agree 

 

Question 2 

- How important are the following statements for you?  

Statements 

- To have a boss (direct superior) you can respect 

- Be consulted by your boss in decisions involving your work 

Scale points 

- Not at all important - Not important -- Slightly not important - Neutral/ I don't know - Slightly 

important – Important - Extremely important 

 

Question 3 

- How often, in your experience, are subordinates afraid to contradict their boss (or students 

their teacher)?  

Choices 

Never - Very rarely – Rarely – Occasionally – Frequently - Very frequently – Always 

 

Question 4 

Read the following excerpt of the conversation between two colleagues during their lunch break: 

 

David: So how have you been lately?  
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John: Quite well, I have been starting to go back to the gym again, and Amy has started a book club, 

which she always wanted to do. Our daughter, Mary, has started to go to nursing school, so it is a big 

change as well, what about you?  

David: Yeah, pretty good myself too. I've started to enjoy watching football lately. I never 

understood what you liked, but I think to get it now.  

John: That is great news! Football is THE sport to work as teams, it is far more than a simple sport 

game, a team really has to strategically cooperate with one another to give a great performance.  

David: You are a real fan, aren't you?  

John: Yes indeed. Are you supporting any specific team at the moment?  

David: Not really, but from what I've seen Hestwam is not bad at all.  

John: They are amazing, is what you mean. I've never seen such a great team. You cannot compare 

them to any other team.  

David: Mmmh maybe.  

John: What about this, next Friday they have a match against AKK Hent, do you want to watch it at 

my place? I need to make sure with Amy, but theoretically she should not mind.  

David: I need to think of it. Can I confirm tomorrow? 

John: Yeah, sure no worries. I'll confirm you then too. 

 

Question 4.1 

- Based on the situation you just have read, reveal to what extent you agree with the 

following statements. 

Statements 

- This conversation is a typical conversation between colleagues.  

- This was an abnormal conversation. 

- No one really talks like this. 

- John said several things that seemed out of place in the conversation. 

- John was a smooth conversationalist. 

- Everything John said was appropriate. 

- John's communication was very suitable to the situation. 

- Some of the things John said were awkward. 

- John' communication was very proper 

- John said some things that should not have been said. 

- I was embarrassed at times by one of John' remarks. 
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- Some of the John's remarks were inappropriate. 

- I was comfortable throughout the conversation with John's remarks. 

- Some of the things John said were embarrassing to me. 

- Some of the things John said were in bad taste. 

- John did not violate any of my expectations. 

- The WAY John said some of his remarks were unsuitable. 

- The things John spoke about were all in good taste as far as I’m concerned.  

- Some of John's remarks were simply improper. 

- At least one of John's remarks was rude. 

- Their conversation was very beneficial. 

- For John, it was a useless conversation. 

- John was in control of the conversation. 

- John was effective. 

- Their conversation was very unsuccessful. 

- John got what he wanted out of the conversation. 

- The conversation was unprofitable for John. 

- John obtained his goal in the conversation. 

- John was an ineffective conversationalist. 

- David didn’t know what was going on in the conversation.  

- John was rewarded in the conversation.  

- John and David found the conversation to be very useful and helpful.   

- John lost control of the direction of the conversation.  

- The talk went pretty much the way John wanted.  

- John found the conversation very unrewarding.  

- John achieved what he apparently wanted to achieve in the conversation. 

Scale points 

Completely disagree - Strongly disagree - Slightly disagree - I don't know/ I don't have an opinion - 

Slightly agree - Strongly agree - Completely agree 

 

Question 5 

 

5.a. Child Parent integrative style 
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Read the following excerpt of Alex, who is 17 years old, talking with her parent: 

 

Parent: Hey honey, how was school? Did your test go well?  

Alex: Hi, yeah well you know, it is never easy to tell with exams.  

Parent: Well, I’m sure everything will be alright. Is anything wrong? It seems like something is 

bothering you.  

Alex: Well, lately I’ve been a little disappointed. I mean, we haven’t gone out as a family for a long 

time-at least it seems to me to be a long time. And so, I feel somewhat neglected. I know that you 

have a lot of work to handle due your recent promotion. But isn’t there something that we could do 

that wouldn’t take much time? Even some of my friends have mentioned to me that they were able 

to go on holidays with their parents who also have a busy schedule.  

Parent: Ow sorry honey, I did not know you were feeling that way. Let's try to do something nice 

soon. How about we go to the beach next Saturday?  

Alex: Yes, I'd love to! 

 

5.b. Child Parent distributive style 

 

Read the following excerpt of Alex, who is 17 years old, talking with her parent: 

 

Parent: Hey honey, how was school? Did your test go well? 

Alex: I don't know, why do you care anyway? 

Parent: Well, I’m sure everything will be alright. Is anything wrong? It seems like something is 

bothering you. 

Alex: WELL, what do you think? I suppose you think that I enjoy sitting around all the time with 

nothing to do. Or do you even give a damn? I’m surprised you even noticed that something is wrong- 

I mean, you’re so damn inconsiderate lately. All you think about lately is your stupid work--that’s all 

you think about!! All my friends tell me that they are able to go on holidays with their parents who 

also have a busy schedule. You guys are real jerks not understanding how I feel! 

Parent: How dare you raise that tone with me?! 

Alex: Ow, so I should care about how you feel, huh? Well I am fed up with that. If you want to be 

respected go to your job that you seem to like so much! I am done with this bullsh*t! 

 

5.c. Child Parent avoiding style 
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Read the following excerpt of Alex (17 years old) talking with her parent: 

Parent: Hey honey, how was school? Did your test go well? 

Alex: Mmmh alright I think, I don't know... 

Parent: Okay. Well, I’m sure everything will be alright. Is anything wrong? It seems like something is 

bothering you. 

Alex: No, not at all. Yesterday I went to the mall to see if I could find some new pants, you know. 

Well, I ran into my friend Kayla and her mum shopping there too. It was nice to talk to them. They 

really seemed happy to spend time together. They also asked whether we should meet once, but I 

told them that it was not going to happen soon since you're busy with your work lately. But I don’t 

mean to imply that there’s anything wrong, or that I mind it because we haven’t done anything 

lately-I mean, we don’t have to do anything, whatever that means. Besides, going out with their 

parents is weird anyway. 

Parent: Ow okay well next time greet Kayla on my behalf when you see her again, she is so sweet. 

Alex: Yep, will do 

 

Question 5.1 

- Based on the situation you just have read, reveal to what extent you agree with the 

following statements. 

Statements 

- This conflict is typical of child-parent conflicts. 

- This was an abnormal conflict. 

- No one really argues like this. 

- Alex said several things that seemed out of place in the conversation. 

- Alex was a smooth conversationalist. 

- Everything Alex said was appropriate. 

- Alex' communication was very suitable to the situation. 

- Some of the things Alex said were awkward.  

- Alex' communication was very proper. 

- Alex said some things that should not have been said. 

- I was embarrassed at times by one of Alex' remarks. 

- Some of Alex' remarks were inappropriate. 

- I was comfortable throughout the conversation with Alex' remarks. 

- Some of the things Alex said were embarrassing to me. 
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- Some of the things Alex said were in bad taste. 

- Alex did not violate any of my expectations. 

- The WAY Alex said some of her remarks were unsuitable. 

- The things Alex spoke about were all in good taste as far as I’m concerned.  

- Some of Alex' remarks were simply improper. 

- At least one of Alex' remarks was rude. 

- Their conversation was very beneficial. 

- For Alex, it was a useless conversation.  

- Alex was in control of the conflict. 

- Alex was effective. 

- Their conversation was very unsuccessful.  

- Alex got what she wanted out of the conversation. 

- The conversation was unprofitable for Alex.  

- Alex obtained their goal in the conversation. 

- Alex was an ineffective conversationalist.  

- The parent didn’t know what was going on in the conversation.   

- Alex was rewarded in the conversation.  

- Alex and the parent found the conversation to be very useful and helpful.   

- Alex lost control of the direction of the conversation.  

- The talk went pretty much the way Alex wanted.  

- Alex found the conversation very unrewarding.  

- Alex achieved what she apparently wanted to achieve in the conversation 

 

Scale points 

Completely disagree - Strongly disagree - Slightly disagree - I don't know/ I don't have an opinion - 

Slightly agree - Strongly agree - Completely agree 

 

Question 6 

Read the following situation and the conversation between Sophie and her teacher Mrs. Spring :  

 

Sophie waits till the end of her literature lecture to ask the professor whether it is possible to 

postpone an essay she has to hand in the day after. 
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Sophie: Hello Mrs. Spring, I have a question I wanted to ask you.  

Mrs. Spring: Hi Sophie, how can I help you? 

Sophie: It is about the essay that we have to submit tomorrow. Do you think it could be postponed 

to Saturday evening instead of tomorrow at noon? I also have an exam tomorrow afternoon and am 

afraid of not being able to hand in a suitable essay. 

Mrs. Spring: Well, I believe I gave the homework two weeks ago, how come that you only raise the 

issue now and why did no one else come to me before you? 

Sophie: That is true, but I encountered some personal problems last week, which resulted in me not 

being able to follow my lectures for a few days and I needed to catch up with the material I missed 

to study for tomorrow's exam. 

Mrs. Spring: I see. Are your problems resolved now? 

Sophie: Yes, I managed to talk about this with my study advisors and they helped me by giving me 

some advice on how to manage my time more properly. 

Mrs. Spring: That is good to hear. Well, since I am not going to have a look at the essays before 

Monday morning, I don’t mind postponing the deadline till Saturday 8 PM. Just make sure that you 

submit a good copy otherwise you asked me for no reason. 

Sophie: Yes, I will. You're the best Mrs. Spring. 

Mrs. Spring: Last thing Sophie, could you tell your classmates that this has been postponed? Also do 

not forget to add the references according to the University guidelines. 

Sophie: Yes, Mrs. Spring. I'll make sure of it. Have a nice day 

 

Question 6.1 

- Based on the situation you just have read, reveal to what extent you agree with the 

following statements. 

Statements 

- This conversation is typical of student-teacher conversation. 

- This was an abnormal conversation. 

- No one really talks like this. 

- Sophie said several things that seemed out of place in the conversation. 

- Sophie was a smooth conversationalist. 

- Everything Sophie said was appropriate. 

- Sophie's communication was very suitable to the situation. 
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- Some of the things Sophie said were awkward. 

- Sophie's communication was very proper. 

- Sophie said some things that should not have been said. 

- I was embarrassed at times by one of Sophie's remarks. 

- Some of Sophie's remarks were inappropriate. 

- I was comfortable throughout the conversation with Sophie's remarks. 

- Some of the things Sophie said were embarrassing to me. 

- Some of the things Sophie said were in bad taste. 

- Sophie did not violate any of my expectations. 

- The WAY Sophie said some of her remarks were unsuitable. 

- The things Sophie spoke about were all in good taste as far as I’m concerned. 

- Some of Sophie's remarks were simply improper. 

- At least one of Sophie's remarks was rude. 

- Their conversation was very beneficial. 

- For Sophie, it was a useless conversation. 

- Sophie was in control of the conversation. 

- Sophie was effective. 

- Their conversation was very unsuccessful. 

- Sophie got what she wanted out of the conversation. 

- The conversation was unprofitable for Sophie. 

- Sophie obtained her goal in the conversation. 

- Sophie was an ineffective conversationalist. 

- The teacher Mrs. Spring didn’t know what was going on in the conversation.  

- Sophie was rewarded in the conversation. 

- Sophie and Mrs. Spring found the conversation to be very useful and helpful.  

- Sophie lost control of the direction of the conversation. 

- The talk went pretty much the way Sophie wanted. 

- Sophie found the conversation very unrewarding. 

- Sophie achieved what she apparently wanted to achieve in the conversation 

 

Scale points 

Completely disagree - Strongly disagree - Slightly disagree - I don't know/ I don't have an opinion - 

Slightly agree - Strongly agree - Completely agree 
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Question 7. 

7.a. Brothers integrative style 

Read the following conversation between two siblings. 

Charlie: Do you think we could ask Mom and dad to go out for pizza this weekend?  

Sam: Mmmh I don't know, I think they planned already the meals and did some groceries for the 

weekend. By the way, they were quite upset because the trash was not taken out last week, so I 

dunno if it is a good idea to ask anything from them. 

Charlie: Well, they could have done it themselves. I don't understand why they should be so mad 

about that.  

Sam: Charlie, it is just the principle. I understand, I mean it is our task to help with some of the house 

chores and last week my task was cleaning the dishes, so I believe that you should have taken out 

the trash.  

Charlie: Wait, is it me or are YOU upset too?  

Sam: Yes – I’m trying to tell. I really think that our parents do their best to provide for us and the 

thing we can do is help them with the chores. You don't want to come over as ungrateful, do you?  

Charlie: No, of course not.  

Sam: Listen, Charlie, I’m really not saying this to offend you or anything. And I know that you’ve been 

busy too. But we should do our fair share of the cleaning. I mean, if, for example, this week I also 

took the trash out and cleaned the toilet. I wouldn’t expect you to clean take over my tasks because 

we agreed upon them beforehand. So, we should just do our fair share.  

Charlie: Okay, I see. I will try to remember doing it. 

7.b. Brothers distributive style 

Read the following excerpt of Charlie and Sam having a conversation:  

Charlie : Do you think we could ask mom and dad to go out for pizza this weekend? 

Sam: Why would they? If I were them, I would not consider treating an ungrateful child as you for 

pizza. You don't even do your fair share of the house chores. Last time, they complained that the 

trash was not taken out. 

Charlie: Well, they could have done it themselves. I don't understand why they should be so mad 

about that. Besides why are you so mad? 

Sam: "Why am I so mad?”, what kind of stupid question is this? When will you cut your bullsh*t? 

Seriously, do I need to spell it out for you? Really, Charlie, you really should look at yourself. I mean, 
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your attitude is really screwed-up-You actually really don’t care about anyone but yourself-you’re so 

damn selfish, and such a slob. You should take a good, long look at yourself; it’s pretty gross.  

Charlie: Okay I think you need to chill out a bit. *goes to their room and locks the door* 

7.c. Brothers avoiding style 

 

Read the next conversation between two siblings. 

Charlie: Do you think we could ask Mom and dad to go out for pizza this weekend?  

Sam: Mmmh I don't know, I think they already planned the meals and did some groceries for the 

weekend so... I heard them talk about the fact that the trash was not taken out the other day.   

Charlie: Well, they could have done it themselves. I don't understand why they should be so mad 

about that.  

Sam: Yeah, I don't know maybe it is because we are expected to do our chores, I guess, but what do I 

know?  

Charlie: Wait, is it me or are you bothered by that too?  

Sam: No, not at all. Nothing’s bothering me.  

Charlie: O.K., if you say so.  

Sam: What could be bothering me? I mean, I am only trying to get this exercise for school. The 

instructions are actually quite clear. But, that doesn’t mean that I think that other things are not 

clear. I mean, they can be, but they’re not necessarily clear and easy. So yeah. 

Charlie: I don't think I understood what you meant but okay. 

 

Question 7.1  

- Based on the situation you just have read, reveal to what extent you agree with the 

following statements. 

Statements 

- This conflict is typical of sibling conflicts. 

- This was an abnormal conflict. 

- No one really argues like this. 

- Sam said several things that seemed out of place in the conversation.  

- Sam was a smooth conversationalist. 

- Everything Sam said was appropriate. 

- Sam's communication was very suitable for the situation. 
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- Some of the things Sam said were awkward. 

- Sam's communication was very proper 

- Sam said some things that should not have been said. 

- I was embarrassed at times by one of Sam's remarks. 

- Some of Sam's remarks were inappropriate. 

- I was comfortable throughout the conversation with Sam's remarks. 

- Some of the things Sam said were embarrassing to me. 

- Some of the things Sam said were in bad taste. 

- Sam did not violate any of my expectations. 

- The WAY Sam said some of his remarks were unsuitable. 

- The things Sam spoke about were all in good taste as far as I’m concerned.  

- Some of Sam's remarks were simply improper. 

- At least one of Sam's remarks was rude. 

- Their conversation was very beneficial. 

- For Sam, it was a useless conversation. 

- Sam was in control of the conflict. 

- Sam was effective. 

- Their conversation was very unsuccessful. 

- Sam got what he wanted out of the conversation. 

- The conversation was unprofitable for Sam. 

- Sam obtained his goal in the conversation. 

- Sam was an ineffective conversationalist. 

- Charlie didn’t know what was going on in the conversation.  

- Sam was rewarded in the conversation. 

- Sam and Charlie found the conversation to be very useful and helpful.  

- Sam lost control of the direction of the conversation. 

- The talk went pretty much the way Sam wanted. 

- Sam found the conversation very unrewarding. 

- Sam achieved what he apparently wanted to achieve in the conversation. 

 

Scale points 

Completely disagree - Strongly disagree - Slightly disagree - I don't know/ I don't have an opinion - 

Slightly agree - Strongly agree - Completely agree 
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Question 8 

You are :  

Choices 

- a woman 

- a man 

- other 

- prefer not to say 

 

Question 9 

How old are you (in years)? (free text entry) 

Question 10 

Where are you from?  

Choices 

- The Netherlands 

- Germany 

- Luxembourg 

- France 

- Belgium 

- UK 

- USA 

- Spain 

- Portugal  

- Poland 

- Slovakia 

- Slovenia 

- Turkey  

- Indonesia  

- China 

- Korea 
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- Philippines 

- Venezuela  

- Brazil  

- Latvia 

- India 

- Other, namely (write below 

 

Question 11 

What is your highest education? 

Choices 

- High school 

- Bachelor 

- Master 

- PhD 

- Other, namely: 

 

Question 12.1. 

Do you have any religious or spiritual beliefs? If so, are you:  

Choices 

- Roman Catholic 

- Byzantine Catholic 

- Protestant 

- Mormon 

- Greek Orthodox 

- Russian Orthodox 

- Jewish 

- Muslim 

- Buddhist 

- Hindu 

- Atheist (do not believe in God or gods) 

- Agnostic (unsure about the existence of God or gods) 
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- Something else, namely: 

- Nothing in particular 

 

Question 12.2 

If you answer the previous question by mentioning a religious belief, do you: (If you answered 

"Nothing in particular", you may skip this question) 

Choices 

- Believe only without necessarily attending religious services 

- Believe and actively participate in religious services 

- Practice spiritual activities frequently 

 

Question 12.2 

If you previously mentioned that you had religious or spiritual beliefs, how important is it for you? (If 

you answered "Nothing in particular" before, you may skip this question) 

Choices 

- Not important at all 

- Not important 

- Slightly not important 

- Neutral 

- Slightly important 

- Important 

- Extremely important 

 

Question 13. 

Last question, do you have (half-) siblings? 

Choices 

- Yes 

- No 

- Prefer not to answer 
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Thank you message 

Thank you for taking part in the study. Hopefully you enjoyed doing it. Do you have any 

remarks? If so write, it down below. If not, you may skip this section 

 

 

Appendix C: Questionnaire about power distance and context. 

i. Questionnaire used in Kim et al. (1998) measuring culture's contextualisation (low-high) 

Social orientation: 

•  It is very important to me to feel I am a part of a group. (+) 

• My social status is an important part of my life. (+) 

•  I often feel left out of things going on around me. (+) 

• Being able to work in harmony with others should at times come before doing the job 

well. (+) from Hall, 1976) 

• In general, it is more important to understand my inner self than to be famous, 

powerful, or wealthy. (-) 

Responsibility:  

• The primary responsibility for a mistake in an organization is on the supervisor rather than 

on the subordinate who actually made it. (+) (From Hall, 1976) 

• It is not wise to sacrifice one’s interests for the benefit of the organization he/she belongs 

to. (-) (from Hall, 1976) 

 

Confrontation: 

• I conform to social norms even when they conflict with my personal desires (+) (from Hall, 

1976) 

• Insults to our nations’ honor are not always important enough to bother about (-)  

• It is all right for people to raise questions about even the most sacred matters (-) 

 

Communication/commitment: 

• A person’s word is his bond, and you need not spell out the details to make him behave as 

he or she promised. (+) (from Hall, 1976) 

• A person cannot think unless he/she can put it into words. (-) (From Hall, 1976) 

Dealing with New situations 

• Learning new ways to think does not excite me very much. (+) 

• I have difficulty thinking in new and unfamiliar situations. (+) 
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• I try to anticipate and avoid situations where there is a likely chance I will have to think in 

depth about something. (+)  

• Everything is changing too fast today. (+) 

 

ii. Questionnaire power distance: 

• A supervisor's use of authority and power is often necessary in order to assure that work is 

done effectively. (Dorfman and Howell, 1988) 

• Social interaction with one’s subordinate may decrease a manager's ability to be objective in 

dealing with subordinates. (Dorfman and Howell, 1988) 

• How often, in your experience, are subordinates afraid to contradict their boss (or students 

their teacher?) 1. never 2. seldom 3. sometimes 4. usually 5. always (VSM, 2013, Hofstede 

website)  

• A company's or organization's rules should not be broken - not even when the employee 

thinks breaking the rule would be in the organization's best interest. (Dorfman and Howell, 

1988) 

• Importance scale.  

o have a boss (direct superior) you can respect (VSM, 2013, Hofstede) 

o Be consulted by your boss in decisions involving your work (rev) (VSM, 2013, 

Hofstede) 

 

D. Questionaire realness, appropriateness and effectiveness with items taken 

from Canary and Spitzberg (1987) 
 

Questions referring to the realness of the situation:  

 

- “This conflict issue is typical of child-parent/ siblings conflicts ”  

- “This was an abnormal conflict ” (rev) 

- “No one really argues like this.” (rev) 

 

Questions referring to the general appropriateness of the situation: 

 

- He or she was a smooth conversationalist.  

- Everything he or she said was appropriate. 

- Her or his conversation was very suitable to the situation. 

- Her or his communication was very proper 

- I was comfortable throughout the conversation with her or his remarks.  

- He or she did not violate any of my expectations.  

-  The things he or she spoke about were all in good taste as far as I’m concerned.  
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- He or she said several things that seemed out of place in the conversation. (rev) 

 

Questions referring to the specific appropriateness 

- Some of her or his remarks were simply improper (rev) 

- At least one of her or his remarks was rude (rev)  

- Some of his or her remarks were inappropriate  

- Some of the things he or she said were awkward (rev) 

- He or she said some things that should not have been said.  

- I was embarrassed at times by one of her or his remarks (rev). 

- Some of the things he or she said were embarrassing to me (rev)  

- Some of the things he or she said were in bad taste. 

- The WAY he or she said some of her or his remarks were unsuitable (rev) 

 

Questions referring to the effectiveness 

 

- Their conversation was very beneficial. 

- He or she The child achieved what they apparently wanted to achieve in the conversation. 

- For her or him, it was a useless conversation (rev) 

- He or she was in control of the conflict.  

- He or she was effective.  

- Their conversation was very unsuccessful. (rev) 

- He or she got what he or she wanted out of the conversation 

- The conversation was unprofitable for him or her (rev) 

- He or she obtained her or his goal in the conversation. 

- He or she was an ineffective conversationalist. 

- He or she didn’t know what was going on in the conversation.  

-  He or she was rewarded in the conversation. 

- He or she found the conversation to be very useful and helpful 

- He or she lost control of the direction of the conversation (rev) 

- The talk went pretty much the way he or she wanted. 

- He or she found the conversation very unrewarding (rev) 

 


