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Abstract: This study examines how belief-based attitudes and subjective norms
mediate the influence of individualism and collectivism on intentions of giving advice.
American (n = 173) and Chinese college students (n = 269) first completed measures
of individualism-collectivism, belief-based measures of attitudes and subjective norms
of giving advice, and later completed measures of behavioral intentions of giving
advice. Results revealed that belief-based attitudes and subjective norms mediated the
influence of individualism and collectivism on intentions of giving advice regardless
of national culture. Further, there were similarities as well as noteworthy cultural
differences with respect to the ratings of individualism, collectivism, attitudes,
subjective norms, and intentions of giving advice between Americans and Chinese.
An integrated model of individualism-collectivism, attitudes, and subjective norms
demonstrated stronger power to capture fine variations in intentions of giving advice
within and across cultures.

Keywords: Individualism, collectivism, belief, attitude, subjective norm, behavioral
intention of giving advice

1. Introduction

Among extant research on cultural variations in giving advice or providing problem-focused
support of which advice is a component (e.g., Burleson & Mortensen, 2003; Burleson, Liu, Liu
& Mortensen, 2006; Chentsova-Dutton & Vaughn, 2012; Goldsmith & Fitch, 1997), national
culture or cultural values (e.g., individualism-collectivism) have been used to explain the
variations in giving advice or problem-focused support. Using nation to represent culture is
sometimes problematic. Nations are political units, which rarely coincide with cultural units
and most nations comprise many diverse cultures. Hence, using citizenship as a proxy for
sampling culture is not appropriate (Fiske, 2002). On the other hand, cultural values transcend
specific situations, are not function specific, and can be activated in a variety of situations
such as conflict or social support. These limitations weaken the explanatory power of national
culture or cultural values of individualism and collectivism. Thus, it is important to find relevant
mediating variables to understand what it is in culture that accounts for a larger amount of
variance regarding giving advice.

Feng (2015) found that the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975)
explained a good amount of variance in giving advice behavioral intentions in the American
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and Chinese samples. The TRA provides an alternative framework by focusing on beliefs
about giving advice to account for cultural variations in advice giving. The percentage of the
variance explained seems bigger than the percentage of the variance explained in Burleson and
Mortenson’s (2003) study which used the individualism and collectivism framework to predict
and explain coping behaviors.

However, it remains a question whether belief-based attitudes and subjective norms are
indeed better predictors of giving advice intentions. There is no existing research testing an
integrated model of individualism-collectivism, belief-based attitudes and subjective norms
of giving advice, and intentions of giving advice. To fill this gap, in this study, we propose a
mediation model of individualism-collectivism, attitudes, subjective norms, and intentions of
giving advice. Specifically, this study examines (a) how belief-based attitudes and subjective
norms mediate the influence of individualism and collectivism on the intentions of giving advice
for all participants, American participants, and Chinese participants, and (b) how Americans
and Chinese are similar and different in their ratings on individualism-collectivism, attitudes,
subjective norms, and intentions of giving advice. In building the rationale for this research,
we first define giving advice, document cultural variations in giving advice, assess how the
individualism-collectivism framework and belief-based attitudes and perceived subjective
norms of giving advice account for those cultural variations, then propose a structural
mediation model of individualism-collectivism, belief-based attitudes and subjective norms,
and behavioral intentions of giving advice.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Defining Giving Advice

We define advice as messages recommending certain course of (in)action to solve a support
seeker’s problem. Specifically, messages regarding giving advice on how to solve a problem
are statements that include facework supporting the distressed person’s face, provide possible
ways of responding to a problematic situation, explain why the advised action is useful and
feasible, and address possible limitations of the advised action. Among a variety of perspectives
of studying advice, research exploring culture and advice or problem-focused support provides
evidence for variations in giving advice as a function of culture.

2.2. Cultural Variations in Giving Advice

Culture is an important source of variability in the meanings of giving advice. In Western
cultures, giving advice has been found to be a common response to a close relationship partner’s
disclosure of a problem (Cutrona & Suhr, 1994), yet advice is not always appreciated and it is
more often mentioned as an example of an unhelpful attempt at support (e.g., Dunkel-Schetter,
Blasband, Feinsterin & Herbert, 1992). Emerging account from the literature demonstrates
that giving advice faces the dilemma of being helpful and being intrusive. From the linguistic
perspective, Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory places “advice” among those face
threatening speech acts that threaten the negative face (i.e., wants of freedom and autonomy)
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of the addressee. Leech (1983) similarly regards advice as violating politeness rules because a
speaker’s superiority in knowledge, experience or judgment to the hearer is taken for granted in
advice-giving. From the cultural psychological perspective, research distinguishes the concepts
of independent self and interdependent self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). In Western cultures,
the independent view of the self is prevailing, which highlights autonomy, independence,
and competence of the individual. Within this cultural context, advice could generate tension
between the desire to share information and to help and concerns about threatening the
recipient’s independence and autonomy (Goldsmith, 2004; Wilson, Aleman & Leatham, 1998).

The prevailing interdependent view of self in collectivistic cultures holds that the self is
primarily a relational entity interdependent with others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Within
this cultural context, advice could be less problematic because involvement in the lives of
others is valued. The advice giver sometimes feels obligated to do so when observing a problem
from a relational other.

Most existing research about culture and advice use the individualism and collectivism
theoretical framework' to predict and explain differences in advice giving. Individualism-
collectivism (Hofstede, 1991) is the most often used construct to describe, predict, and explain
social behavioral differences between national cultures. Different nations are often characterized
as being predominantly individualistic or collectivistic; for instance, the U.S. is typically
categorized as an individualistic culture where autonomy and independence are emphasized
whereas China is normally categorized as a collectivistic culture where relational harmony
and conformity to group norms are emphasized (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Schwartz, 1990).

Despite the reasonable accounts on cultural variations regarding advice giving, Burleson
and Mortenson (2003) found that individualism and collectivism explained only a small
percentage of difference in the evaluations of comforting message (4.3%) and coping behavior
(3.3%). It is not surprising that the explanatory power of individualism-collectivism is limited.

In an effort to go beyond this limitation, Feng (2015) proposed a belief-based framework
which focuses on beliefs about giving advice to account for cultural variations in giving advice
intentions. Feng (2015) argued that individualism-collectivism is relatively more general
compared to beliefs which are able to focus on specific situations. Thus, beliefs of giving advice
should relate to intentions of giving advice or action of giving advice in a closer manner than
individualism-collectivism. Feng (2015) assumed a belief framework specified in the Theory of
Reasoned Action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).

Feng (2015) found the belief-based attitudes and subjective norms explained 14% of
the variance of giving advice behavioral intentions in the American sample and 25% of the
variance of giving advice behavioral intentions in the Chinese sample. More specifically,
attitudes significantly predicted behavioral intentions of giving advice for the American sample
but attitudes did not significantly predict intentions of giving advice for the Chinese sample.
On the other hand, subjective norms significantly predicted the intentions of giving advice for
the Chinese sample; however, subjective norms of giving advice did not significantly predict

! The social support literature uses the terms individualism and collectivism which are measured at the individual
level using independent and interdependent self construal scales. The majority of existing cross-cultural research on
supportive communication has focused on comparison of Americans and Chinese.
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intentions of giving advice for the American sample.

Observing the numbers in the two studies of Feng (2015) and Burleson and Mortenson
(2003), it seems that the percentage of variance explained in giving advice intentions by belief-
based attitudes and subjective norms is more than the percentage of variance explained in coping
behaviors by individualism-collectivism. However, we are not able to make a conclusion that
belief-based attitudes and subjective norms are indeed better predictors than individualism-
collectivism. First, we have identified virtually no study focusing on comparing the explanatory
power of individualism-collectivism and beliefs-based attitudes and subjective norms. Second,
recent research suggests a structural model connecting culture, values, beliefs, and behaviors
(Burleson & Mortenson, 2003; Feng & Wilson, 2012; Nisbett, 2003). The cultural environment,
both physical and social, shapes perceptual processes of which culture values and beliefs are
major portions. Culture apparently exerts influence on values and beliefs, with beliefs having
a proximal influence on behaviors and values having a relatively distant influence through
the mediation of beliefs. With this reasoning, rather than comparing the predicting power of
individualism-collectivism and belief-based attitudes and subjective norms, it would be more
reasonable to put all constructs in an integrated mediation model with the expectation that
this integrated model would do a better predicting and explaining work than any of them
independently. Thus, in this study, within the context of giving advice, we are proposing a
mediation model of individualism-collectivism, belief-based attitudes and subjective norms,
and intentions of giving advice (see Figure 1).

Attitudes
Individualism/ Intentions of
Collectivism Giving Advice
Subjective
Norms

Figure 1. A Cultural Mediation Model of Individualism-Collectivism, Attitudes,
Subjective Norms, and Intentions of Giving Advice

As Hayes (2013) suggests, the mediation model has the capacity to (a) estimate the total
effects (i.e., sum of direct and indirect effect) of individualism and collectivism on intentions
of giving advice, (b) the direct effects of individualism and collectivism on intentions of giving
advice with attitudes and subjective norms being held constant, and (c) the indirect effects (i.e.,
mediation effects) — how individualism and collectivism influence intentions of giving advice
through attitudes and subjective norms. Hence, a set of hypotheses is proposed on the indirect
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mediation effects (H1 and H2) and direct effects (H3 and H4) of individualism and collectivism
on intentions of giving advice regardless of national culture origin:

Hla: Attitudes will mediate the influence of individualism on the intentions of giving
advice.

H1b: Subjective norms will mediate the influence of individualism on the intentions
of giving advice.

H2a: Attitudes will mediate the influence of collectivism on the intentions of giving
advice.

H2b: Subjective norms will mediate the influence of collectivism on the intentions of
giving advice.

H3: Individualism will directly influence the intentions of giving advice with attitudes
and subjective norms of giving advice being held constant.

H4: Collectivism will directly influence the intentions of giving advice with attitudes
and subjective norms of giving advice being held constant.

2.3. Cultural Influences on Individualism, Collectivism, Attitudes, Subjective Norms,
and Behavioral Intentions

Besides looking at the mediation effects of attitudes and subjective norms on the influence
of individualism and collectivism on intentions of giving advice within and across cultures,
we also examine how national culture affects ratings of individualism, collectivism, attitudes,
subjective norms, and intentions of giving advice.

Some extant literature has categorized Americans and Chinese into cultural groups
by using the culture-level dimensions of individualism-collectivism. In cross-cultural
comparisons, assuming value orientations based on country of origin does not provide much
empirical evidence to explain why observed cultural differences exist. To empirically assess
the mechanisms through which culture might influence intentions of giving advice, it is
necessary to measure individualism-collectivism at an individual level. Doing so allows us to
empirically confirm whether Americans and Chinese differ on the culturally inspired construct
of individualism-collectivism. Accordingly, we propose the following hypothesis:

HS5: Americans will rate individualism higher than will Chinese and Chinese will rate
Collectivism higher than will Americans.

Regarding cultural impact on attitudes favorability, perceived subjective norms, and
intentions of giving advice, we are re-testing hypotheses in Feng (2015) and examining whether
there are variations in results between the two data sets.

For giving advice attitudes, Americans have a relatively stronger concern with threatening
the advice receivers’ autonomy and independence, whereas Chinese may associate giving
advice more with obligation, involvement, and care. This has been supported by empirical
research from the advice giver’s perspective (Feng, 2015) and the advice recipient’s viewpoint
(Xu & Burleson, 2001). Accordingly, we expect that Chinese would hold more favorable
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attitudes toward giving advice. Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H6: Chinese will hold more favorable attitudes toward giving advice than will
Americans.

With respect to subjective norms, as stated earlier, compared with Americans, for Chinese,
actively helping a relational partner solve problems is more associated with the social meanings
of fulfilling obligations and maintaining relationships (Potter, 1988). Hence, H7 is proposed:

H7: Chinese will report stronger subjective norms to give advice on how to fix a
problem than will Americans.

Behavioral intention represents a person’s motivation in the sense of being that person’s
conscious plan or decision to exert effort to perform a behavior. And a goal is a cognitive
representation of the end state of a hope to achieve. Intention and goal therefore both relate to
plans of doing something. Earlier findings indicated that Chinese regarded problem management
goals as more important than did Americans (Burleson & Mortenson, 2003). Based on this, it
is reasonable to propose the following hypothesis:

HS: Chinese will hold stronger intentions of giving advice on how to fix a problem
than will Americans.

3. Methodology
3.1. Participants and Procedures

Undergraduate students from a mid-sized Midwestern university in the U. S. (N = 173; 60.1%
females; age: M = 20.24, SD = 2.05) and undergraduate students from a large university in
northern China (N = 269; 77.5% females; age: M = 18.73, SD = .79) participated in this study.

The majority of the American participants were European Americans/Caucasians (N = 150,
89.3%) but the sample also included a small percentage of Asian Americans (N = 7, 4.2%),
Latino(a)/Hispanic Americans (N = 3, 1.8%), and African Americans (N = 6, 3.6%), along with
1.2% (N = 2) missing data. All Chinese participants were Chinese residents.

Participants were given individualism-collectivism measures and belief-based measures
of attitudes and subjective norms first; two weeks later, the same group of participants were
given a giving advice intention questionnaire. American participants used the English version
of the questionnaire and Chinese participants used the Chinese version. To ensure accuracy
and appropriateness in translation, the Chinese version of the materials was back-translated
into English by two bilingual Chinese graduate students who were proficient in both languages
and had professional experience translating between the two languages. Another two bilingual
Chinese graduate students did cross-examination of the two sets of translation. They first took
careful reading of the original English materials and the translated Chinese materials; and then
they read the translated Chinese and back-translated English materials. Some minor revisions
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were made based on the examination. Overall, this cross-examination indicated that the Chinese
version of the questionnaires and related materials was appropriate. American participants
received extra credit for their participation. Chinese participants were given a small token of
appreciation (a pen) for their participation.

3.2. Measures
3.2.1. Individualism-collectivism

Participants’ individual level individualism value orientations were measured with a simplified
version of Leung and Kim’s (1997) self-construal scale. This simplified scale focuses on
conception of the self as independent from others. Specifically, five items were identified to
assess independent self-construal (“My personal identity, independent from others, is important
to me,” “I prefer to be self-reliant rather than dependent on others,” “I act as a unique person,
separate from others,” “It is important for me to act as an independent person,” and “I enjoy
being unique and different from others™). They are Likert-style items on a 7-point scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The use of the five items reflects an effort to make the
self-construal measure a uni-dimensional scale. This scale of individualism exhibited acceptable
internal consistency (o = .74 for Americans, .60 for Chinese, and .67 for all participants).

Collectivism was measured with six Likert-style items on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly
disagree, 7= strongly agree) with target as friends. Hui (1988) argues that theoretically different
collectivisms are possible. An individual may be very collectivist with regard to friends but
independent from the family. Another person may be most concerned with family and disregard
people outside the family. Therefore, it is helpful and necessary to distinguish among different
kinds of collectivism on the basis of the targets of interpersonal concern. Hui (1988) identified
six valid groups: spouse, parents, friends, kin, family, and neighbors. Our study is situated in
the context of giving advice to a friend when he or she is experiencing a problem. Thus, we
chose to use Hui’s friend collectivism scale. Example items are: My good friends and I agree on
the best places to shop, To go on a trip with friends makes one less free and mobile. As a result,
there is less fun. The scale of friend individualism-collectivism exhibited acceptable internal
consistency (o = .60 for Americans, .66 for Chinese, and .62 for all participants).

The salient behavioral belief outcomes and referents from a previous pilot study were used
in developing measures of attitudes and subjective norms of giving advice (Feng, 2015). Belief
composite measures of attitudes and subjective norms were formulated in general conformance
to the measurement methods that have been introduced by Ajzen (2002).

3.2.2. Behavioral Belief Outcomes

Belief outcomes of giving advice were measured with fourteen Likert-style items on a 7-point
scale (1 = extremely unlikely, 7 = extremely likely). Among the fourteen outcome items, there
were eleven positive outcome and three negative outcome items. An example of a positive
outcome is “When a person I care about is upset, giving advice to that person on how to
cope with his/her problem can make him/her feel more in control.” An example of a negative
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outcome is “When a person I care about is upset, giving advice about the problem may make
that person feel defensive and angry with me.”

3.2.3. Outcome Evaluations

The evaluative component corresponding to each of the salient belief outcomes was measured
with fourteen Likert-style items on a 7-point scale (1 = extremely bad, 7 = extremely good).
Among the fourteen outcome evaluation items, there were eleven positive outcome evaluation
items and three negative outcome evaluation items. An example of positive outcome evaluation
is “When a person I care about is upset, making that person feel more in control is: extremely
bad:_1_: 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :extremelygood” Anexample of negative
outcome evaluation is “When a person I care about is upset, making that person feel defensive
and be angry at me is: extremelybad:_1_:__ 2 : 3 : 4 5 : 6 : 7 :extremely
good.”

3.2.4. Attitudes

Attitudes toward performing giving advice were obtained from the sum of the products of
behavioral belief outcome values and outcome evaluation values as specified in the formula: Ap
=>"b,e.. When calculating attitude scores, the unipolar scoring system (i.e., 1 to 7) for behavioral
belief outcome items and their corresponding outcome evaluations items were transformed into
a bipolar scoring system of -3 to +3 (i.e., -3, -2, -1, 0, 1, 2, 3). The transformation was done
by subtracting 4 from the original score. For example, if a participant’s original score for one
behavioral belief item was 5, then the transformed score would be 1. This score transformation
allowed positive attitudes to be based on strong belief in positive outcomes of the action or
strong disbelief in negative outcomes of the action. Thus, the possible range for product scores
for a single belief went from -9 to 9 (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). After obtaining product scores?
for attitudes, we conducted a reliability analysis of the attitude scale. The scale of attitudes
exhibited acceptable internal consistency (o = .84 for Americans, .83 for Chinese, and .83 for
all participants).

3.2.5. Normative Beliefs

Normative beliefs were measured with four Likert-style items on a 7-point scale (1 = extremely
unlikely, 7 = extremely likely). Participants were asked to indicate the likelihood that each
referent (e.g., parents, close friends) would think they should give advice to the person on
how to solve his/her problem. Higher numbers indicate stronger normative beliefs. A sample

2 Although one wouldn’t expect the likelihood judgments to be internally consistent (a person could view some
outcomes as likely and others as unlikely), one would expect the product terms to be internally consistent. For
example, someone with a very positive overall attitude views most positive outcomes as likely and most negative
outcomes as unlikely. Thus, they will have large product scores for most items compared to someone with a very
negative overall attitude. That is why product terms are used.
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normative belief item is “When someone I care about is feeling down, my close friends would
think that I should tell that person on how to fix the problem.”

3.2.6. Motivation to Comply

Motivation to comply with referents about giving advice was measured with four Likert-style
items on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). Participants were asked to indicate how
much they want to do what the referents think they should do. Higher numbers indicate stronger
motivation to comply. An example of the motivation to comply items is “When a person you
care about is upset, how much do you care about what your close friends think you should do?”

3.2.7. Subjective Norm

Subjective norm scores on giving advice were obtained from the sum of the products of
normative beliefs values and motivation to comply values as specified in the formula: SN =3’
nb, mc,. When calculating subjective norm scores, the unipolar scoring system (i.e., 1 to 7) of
normative belief items was transformed into a bipolar scoring system of -3 to +3 to allow strong
normative pressure to be based on either strong desire to comply with normative referents or
strong desire not to comply with discouragement from normative referents (e.g., reactance).
The operation of the transformation was the same as behavioral belief scores described above.
However, motivation to comply remained on the original scale from 1 to 7. According to Ajzen
and Fishbein (1980), one’s motivation can hardly be understood as negative. Thus, product
terms for a single normative belief could range from -21 to +21. The scale of subjective norms
showed excellent internal consistency (o = .82 for Americans, .79 for Chinese, and .80 for all
participants).

3.2.8. Behavioral Intentions

Intention of giving advice was measured with twelve Likert-style items on a 7-point scale (1 =
very unlikely, 7=very likely). Specifically, behavioral intentions of giving advice were measured
by twelve messages that could be delivered in three different scenarios. One reason for making
this choice was to avoid measuring behavioral intentions in abstraction from context. Whether
someone “intends” to give advice depends — in part — on how the advice would be given.
The three scenarios of upsetting situations involved finding out that a close same-sex
friend has: (a) done poorly on an exam, (b) just learned that his/her romantic partner has been
unfaithful, and (c) learned that his/her parents don’t support his/her choice of taking creative
writing as an academic major. The scenarios were selected or composed to ensure they happen
relatively frequently in both cultures. The failed exam and unfaithful partner situations were
adopted (Burleson & Mortenson, 2003). They were slightly modified to fit the current study.
The family conflict situation was developed for this study. Twelve messages with four under
each scenario were composed or adopted from previous research with modification. Participants
were asked to indicate the likelihood of saying four specific messages under each of the three
scenarios. For example, under the failed exam scenario, one of the giving advice messages is:
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Anyone can mess up on an exam. Have you thought about talking with the professor?
You know, the professor is the best person to help you figure out what you need to do
in order to do well on the next exam. Our professor seems helpful so you should be
able to talk to her. Talking to the professor might be a little embarrassing, but it won’t
do you any harm, and at least she’ll know that you take her class seriously.

These scenarios and messages were tested to be valid (Feng, 2015). Principle axis factory
analysis was conducted for all participants in this study. One giving advice intention item from
the family conflict scenario was dropped and another item from the unfaithful partner scenario
was dropped because of low factor scores. A total of 10 items of giving advice intention were
retained for further data analysis. The scale of giving advice intentions showed acceptable
internal consistency (o = .84 for Americans, .78 for Chinese, and .79 for all participants).

Table 1 presents means and standard deviations for all variables in this study.

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for Independent and Dependent Variables

. . American Chinese

All Participants Participants Participants

M SD M SD M SD
Friend Collectivism 4.99 .94 5.01 .83 4.99 1.01
Individualism 541 .996 5.88 77 5.095 1.00
Attitudes 33.83 26.43 28.24 24.59 37.45 27.00
Subjective Norms 25.65 23.42 21.34 21.67 28.44 24.24
Behavioral Intentions 4.95 .897 4.87 93 5.00 .88

4. Results

The findings are presented in three segments. First, a mediation model of individualism,
attitudes, subjective norms, and giving advice intentions is presented across all participants,
Americans and Chinese. Second, a mediation model of collectivism, attitudes, subjective norms,
and giving advice intentions is presented across all participants, Americans, and Chinese. Third,
cultural influences on ratings of individualism, collectivism, attitudes, perceived subjective
norms, and intentions of giving advice are presented. Correlations among the variables tested
in the mediation models are featured in Tables 2 and 3.

Table 2. Correlations among Independent and Dependent Variables for all Participants

Variables 1 2 3 4 5

1. Individualism 1.00

2. Friend Collectivism -.103*% 1.00

3. Attitudes L135%* 262%* 1.00

4. Subjective Norms A15% 280%** 565%* 1.00

5. Behavioral Intentions 142%* 123% 256%* 231** 1.00

Note: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table 3. Correlations among Independent and Dependent Variables for Americans and Chinese
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Participants

Variables 1 2 3 4 5

1. Individualism 1.00 - 105 A78%* 232%* A31%*
2. Friend Collectivism - 155% 1.00 329%* 283%* A35%
3. Attitudes 285%* 35 1.00 557** A88**
4. Subjective Norms 087 291 %* .548%* 1.00 196%*
5. Behavioral Intentions 269%%* .094 355%* 276%* 1.00

Note: *p <0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01

Correlation coefficients above the diagonal represent Chinese participants, and coefficients
below the diagonal represent American participants.

4.1. The Mediation Model of Individualism, Attitudes, Subjective Norms, and Giving
Advice Intentions

To test our hypotheses, we followed Hayes’ (2013) methods for testing mediation models using
his PROCESS analysis. Based on Hayes’ prescriptions, our conceptual diagram translates into
a set of three questions because there are three consequent variables in the model (M|, M, and

Y).

M, =i, taX+ey, (D
M, =i, t+taX+te, 2
Y=i,=cX+bM, =bM, +e, 3)

Where i, i,, and i, are constants, X is individualism, Y is intentions of giving advice, M,
is the mediator of attitudes, and A/, is the other mediator — subjective norms. The PROCESS
analysis is able to estimate the mediation effects, and yields estimates of the total effect of X
on Y, direct effect of X on Y with the mediation variables of attitudes and subjective norms
being controlled in the model, and indirect effects of X on Y through the mediators of attitudes
and subjective norms. Table 4 shows the results of the PROCESS analysis for the effects of
individualism on intentions of giving advice.

Table 4. Total Effect, Direct, and Indirect Effects of Individualism on Giving Advice Intentions

Total Effects of Individualism on Giving Advice Intentions
Effect SE t )4 LLCI ULCI
All participants  .132 .045 2.938 .004 .044 220
Americans 332 .092 3.606 .000 150 514
Chinese 115 057 2.030 .044 .003 227
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Direct Effects of Individualism on Giving Advice Intentions

Effect SE t p LLCI ULCI
All participants  .098 .044 2.228 .026 012 .184
Americans 250 .092 2.704 .008 .067 432
Chinese .073 .058 1.277 203 -.0399 187
Indirect Effects of Individualism on Giving Advice Intentions
Mediator: Attitudes
Effect Boot SE fz(& ?]czoé 7
All participants  .021 .012 .003 .053
Americans .067 .037 .011 158
Chinese 018 .016 -.004 .061

Mediator: Subjective Norms

Effect Boot SE

Boot Boot

LLCI ULCI
All participants  .013 .010 .0002 .040
Americans .015 .019 -.008 .071
Chinese .024 .021 -.009 .076

Total Effect. The total effect of X on Y is the sum of the direct effect of X on Y by controlling
the mediator of M and the indirect effect of X on Y through the mediator of M. The total
effect of individualism on intention of giving advice for all participants across the two cultures
is statistically different from zero (b = .132, p = .004). The total effect of individualism on
intention of giving advice for Americans is also statistically different from zero (b = .332,
p = .000). And the total effect of individualism on intention of giving advice for Chinese is
statistically different from zero as well (b = .115, p = .044). In sum, the mediation model
explained 9.03% of the variance in giving advice intentions for all participants, 16.26% of the
variance in giving advice intentions for American participants, and 5.66% of the variance for
Chinese participants.

Direct Effect. The direct effect is the effect of X on Y controlling for M. The direct effect of
individualism on the intentions of giving advice for all participants is statistically different from
zero (b =.098, p = .026). The direct effect of individualism on the intentions of giving advice
for Americans is statistically different from zero (b =.250, p =.008). However, the direct effect
of individualism on the intentions of giving advice for Chinese is not statistically different from
zero (b = .073, p = .203). Therefore, H3 which predicted that individualism would directly
influence intentions of giving advice with attitudes and subjective norms being held constant
was partially supported.

Indirect Effect. The indirect effect is the difference between the total effect of X on Y and
the effect of X on Y controlling for M, the direct effect (Hayes, 2013). The indirect effect of
individualism on giving advice intentions through attitudes and subjective norms is calculated
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as products of estimates of effects assumed to be causal, one effect of individualism on attitudes
and subjective norms, and another effect of attitudes/subjective norms on giving advice
intentions. Specifically, the indirect effect of individualism on giving advice intentions through
attitudes is (a,b,), whereas the indirect effect of individualism on giving advice intentions
through subjective norms is (a,b,).

The mediation effect of attitudes on the relationship between individualism and giving
advice intentions is significant for all participants (b =.021, Boot LLCI = .003 and Boot ULCI
=.053) and for Americans (b = .067, Boot LLCI = .003 and Boot ULCI = .053). However
attitudes did not mediate the influence of individualism on intentions of giving advice for
Chinese participants (b = .018, Boot LLCI = -.004 and Boot ULCI = .061). Hence, Hla which
predicted attitudes would mediate the influence of Individualism on intentions of giving advice
was partially supported. Subjective norms significantly mediate the relationship between
Individualism and the intentions of giving advice for all participants (b = .013, Boot LLCI =
.0002 and Boot ULCI = .0402) but not for Americans (b = .015, Boot LLCI = -.008 and Boot
ULCI = .071) or Chinese (b = .024, Boot LLCI = -.009 and Boot ULCI = .076) respectively.
Thus, H1b which predicted that subjective norms would mediate the influence of Individualism
on intentions of giving advice was partially supported.

4.2. The Mediation Model of Collectivism, Attitudes, Subjective Norms, and Giving
Adyvice Intentions

To test our hypotheses on the mediation model of collectivism, attitudes, subjective norms,
and giving advice intentions, we also used Hayes’ PROCESS analysis. Based on Hayes’
prescriptions, the three consequent variables in our conceptual model are represented as:

M, =i, +aX+tey, (D
M, =i, +taX+te, 2
Y=i,+cX+bM, +b,M,+e, 3)

Where i), i,,,, and i, are constants, X is collectivism, Y is intentions of giving advice, M, is
the mediator of attitudes, and M, is the other mediator — subjective norms. Table 5 shows the
results of the PROCESS analysis for the effects of collectivism on intentions of giving advice.

Table 5. Total Effect, Direct and Indirect Effects of Collectivism on Giving Advice Intentions

Total Effects of Collectivism on Giving Advice Intentions
Effect SE t p LLCI ULCI
All participants  .102 .048 2.124 .034 .008 195
Americans .087 .089 982 328 -.088 262
Chinese .102 057 1.805 .072 -.009 214
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Direct Effects of Collectivism on Giving Advice Intentions

Effect SE t p LLCI ULCI
All participants  .025 .049 510 611 -.071 120
Americans .006 .088 .063 .950 -.169 .180
Chinese .042 .060 705 481 -.075 159

Indirect Effects of Collectivism on Giving Advice Intentions

Mediator: Attitudes
BBoot Boot
Effect Boot SE LLCI ULCI
All participants  .045 .018 .016 .088
Americans .040 .027 -.001 .109
Chinese .030 .025 -.013 .086

Mediator: Subjective Norms

Effect Boot SE Boot Boot

LLCI ULCI
All participants  .032 .018 .001 074
Americans .042 .029 -.005 113
Chinese .030 .024 -.009 .086

Total Effect. The total effect of friend collectivism on intention of giving advice for all
participants across the two cultures is statistically different from zero (b = .102, p =.034). The
total effect of friend collectivism on intention of giving advice for Americans is not statistically
different from zero (b = .087, p = .328). And the total effect of friend collectivism on intention
of giving advice for Chinese is marginally significant (b =.102, p =.072). In sum, the mediation
model explained 7.48% of the variance in giving advice intentions for all participants, 11.40%
of the variance in giving advice intentions for American participants, and 5.01% of the variance
for Chinese participants.

Direct Effect. The direct effect of friend collectivism on the intentions of giving advice
is not statistically different from zero for all participants (b = .025, p = .611), Americans (b =
.006, p =.950), and Chinese (b = .042, p = .481). H4 which predicted that collectivism would
directly influence intentions of giving advice with attitudes and subjective norms being held
constant was not supported.

Indirect Effect. The indirect effect of collectivism on giving advice intentions through attitudes
and subjective norms is calculated as products of estimates of effects assumed to be causal, one
effect of friend collectivism on attitudes and subjective norms, and another effect of attitudes/
subjective norms on giving advice intentions. Specifically, the indirect effect of collectivism on
giving advice intentions through attitudes is (a,b,), whereas the indirect effect of collectivism on
giving advice intentions through subjective norms is (a,b,).
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The mediation effect of attitudes on the relationship between collectivism and giving
advice intentions is significant for all participants (b = .045, Boot LLCI = .016 and Boot ULCI
= .088). However, the mediation effect of attitudes on the relationship between collectivism
and giving advice intentions is not significant for Americans (b = .040, Boot LLCI =-.001 and
Boot ULCI = .109) and Chinese participants (b = .030, Boot LLCI = -.013 and Boot ULCI =
.086). Thus, H2a which predicted that attitudes would mediate the influence of collectivism on
intentions of giving advice was partially supported.

Subjective norms significantly mediate the relationship between friend collectivism and
the intentions of giving advice for all participants (b =.032, Boot LLCI = .0014 and Boot ULCI
= .0744) but not for American participants (b = .042, Boot LLCI = -.013 and Boot ULCI =
.086) and Chinese participants (b = .030, Boot LLCI = -.005 and Boot ULCI = .113). Hence,
H2b which predicted that attitudes would mediate the influence of collectivism on intentions of
giving advice was partially supported.

4.3. Cultural Variations in Individualism, Collectivism, Attitudes, Subjective Norms,
and Intentions

H5, H6, H7, and H8 predicted national cultural variations in ratings of individualism,
collectivism, attitudes, subjective norms, and intentions of giving advice. To answer H5, H6,
H7, and HS, we conducted a series of independent samples #-tests. The dependent variables
were individualism, friend collectivism, attitudes, subjective norms, and behavioral intentions;
the independent variable was national culture.

Results revealed that Americans and Chinese were significantly different in their levels of
individualism, ¢ = 8.70, df = 430, p < .001, d = 0.90; Specifically, Americans demonstrated a
higher level of individualism. However, Americans and Chinese were not significantly different
with regard to friend collectivism, ¢ = .203, df = 430, p = .839. Thus, H5 which predicted
Americans would report higher individualism than would Chinese and Chinese would report
higher collectivism than would Americans was partially supported. With respect to attitudes,
results showed that Americans and Chinese were significantly different in their favorability of
attitudes about giving advice on how to solve the problem, ¢ = -3.52, df = 416, p < .001, d =
0.36; Specifically, Chinese had a substantially more favorable attitude for giving advice than
did Americans. Thus, H6 which predicted Chinese would hold a more favorable attitude about
giving advice than would Americans was supported. Results also revealed that Americans
and Chinese were significantly different in their perceived subjective norms toward giving
advice on how to solve the problem, ¢ = -3.09, df' = 432, p = .002, d = 0.31; Chinese held
stronger perceived subjective norms of giving advice than did Americans. Thus, H7 which
predicted Chinese would have stronger perceived subjective norms for giving advice than
would Americans was supported. Finally, results showed that Americans and Chinese were not
significantly different regarding their intentions of giving advice, ¢ = -1.45, df =427, p = .155.
Thus, H8 which predicted Chinese would have stronger intentions of giving advice than would
Americans was not supported.

Conceptually, attitudes in this research are products of outcome beliefs and evaluation
of outcomes, and therefore reflect interactive forces between these two factors. Hence, it is
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reasonable to explore whether the two groups differ mostly in outcome beliefs and/or evaluation
of outcomes regarding giving advice. A series of independent samples #-tests was performed
with culture as the independent variable and each of the belief outcome and outcome evaluation
items as the dependent variable. Results indicated that Americans and Chinese were mostly
different with regard to outcome beliefs about giving advice. Specifically, Chinese viewed
six (a total of eleven) of the possible favorable outcomes as more likely to occur and all of
the possible unfavorable outcomes as less likely to occur than did Americans. Chinese and
Americans were similar with regard to four of the possible favorable outcomes (more options,
regaining confidence, feeling more in control, do care about that person). There is one item for
which Americans were higher than Chinese (abilities) (see Table 6 for #-test statistics of all 14
behavioral beliefs).

Table 6. Independent Samples 7-tests for Behavioral Beliefs Regarding Giving Advice between
Americans and Chinese

Americans Chinese
M |SD |M |SD |t a |d |p
1. providing the distressed person with different perspective| 5.49 | 0.99 [5.90 |1.30 |-3.51|435 |0.36 | 0.000

Behavioral Beliefs about Giving Advice

2. offending the distressed person 3.98 | 1.24 |3.54 |1.81 |2.75 |434 10.29 | 0.006
3. helping the distressed person face problem 479 |1 1.20 |5.25 |1.44 |-3.49 (434 |0.35 | 0.001
4. making the distressed person feel defensive and angry

3.81 [1.32 [2.73 [1.61 |7.27 | 434 [0.74 | 0.000
at me

5. providing the distressed person with more options |5.45 | 1.12 |5.40 |1.39 | 0.42 [ 434 |0.00 | 0.677
6. helping the distressed person get out the situation sooner [4.69 | 1.19 |5.33 |1.27 |-5.28 435 |0.39 | 0.000

7. improving the distressed person’s abilities to cope 495 1122 263 1126 1250 1434 025 | 0013
difficulties ' ' ' ' ' ' '

8. helping the distressed person regain confidence 5.04 | 1.27 |5.03 |1.28 |0.09 | 434 | 0.00 | 0.925
9. making the distressed person feel more in control  |4.90 | 1.35 |4.93 |1.43 |-0.22 433 |0.00 | 0.828

10. helping the distressed person relieve stress 5.01 [1.29 |5.68 |1.10 |-5.74]432 |0.55 | 0.000
11. making myself seem nosy and pushy 3.92 [ 1.48 296 |1.62 |6.21 [433 |0.03 | 0.000
12. helping the distressed person realize needs to change |4.12 | 1.31 [4.57 | 1.39 |-3.33|430 |0.34 | 0.001
13. enhancing our closeness 517 1129 |549 |131 |-2.541432 |0.26 | 0.012
14. showing that I do care about that person 593 | 1.10 [5.94 |1.12 |-0.14|434 |0.00 | 0.888

Note. There are no significant differences between American participants and Chinese
participants for behavioral beliefs in bold.

Similarly, perceived subjective norms are products of normative beliefs and motivation
to comply with those normative beliefs of giving advice. Thus, it is reasonable to examine
whether Americans and Chinese differ mostly in normative beliefs and/or motivation to comply
with the normative beliefs of giving advice. Further independent samples #-tests indicated that
Americans and Chinese were significantly different regarding perceived normative beliefs
about what their close friends think they should do, ¢ = -2.38, df =434, p=.018, d = 0.24, what
the target person think they should do, ¢t = -3.07, df = 434, p = .002, d = 0.30, and what their
mutual friends think they should do, ¢ = -3.77, df = 435, p <.001, d = 0.37. Americans and
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Chinese were also significantly different with regard to motivation to comply with their close
friends regarding giving advice on how to solve the problem, ¢ = -2.21, df =510, p < .05, d =
0.19, and motivation to comply with their mutual friends regarding giving advice on how to
solve the problem, ¢ = -5.23, df =434, p <.001, d = 0.51. Chinese were significantly stronger
than Americans for both their normative beliefs and their motivation to comply with what they
believe their peers think they should do.

5. Discussion

The primary purposes of this study were to (a) test the mediation model of Individualism-
collectivism, attitudes, subjective norms, and intentions of giving advice within and across
the American and Chinese cultures, and (b) examine how Americans and Chinese are similar
and different regarding their assessments of individualism, collectivism, attitudes, perceived
subjective norms, and intentions of giving advice.

5.1. The Cultural Mediation Model

We found that our proposed cultural mediation model explained a good amount of variance in
behavioral intentions of giving advice across and within cultures. Regardless of national culture
origin, for all participants, attitudes and subjective norms were significant mediators for both
individualism and collectivism on their influence on intentions of giving advice. Specifically,
attitudes and subjective norms were found to fully mediate the influence of collectivism on
intentions of giving advice, and attitudes and subjective norms were found to partially mediate
the influence of individualism on intentions of giving advice.

These findings have significant implications for intercultural communication theory
development. Individualism-collectivism is the dominant dimension of cultural variability used
to explain differences and similarities in communication across cultures (Gudykunst & Lee,
2002). However, the dimension’s explanatory power is often limited by its generality. Feng
(2015) tried to make up this limitation by developing and testing a belief-based framework of
giving advice, assuming that belief-based attitudes and perceived subjective norms may have
stronger capacity to elucidate and elaborate the construct of culture, provide more focused,
concise, and empirically testable dimensions of cultural variations. Thus, belief-based attitudes
and perceived subjective norms may mediate the influence of individualism-collectivism on
how individuals intend to give advice. Our study tested this mediation model and the results
well supported this model. Therefore, an integrated model of individualism-collectivism, belief-
based attitudes and subjective norms, behavioral intentions, and behaviors can be applied to
cross-cultural comparisons of communicative behaviors in virtually all specific contexts such
as interpersonal influence, conflict management, supportive communication, and so forth.

5.2. Cultural Impact on Ratings of Individualism, Collectivism, Attitudes, Subjective
Norms, and Intentions

Our results demonstrated that there was no difference in ratings of friend collectivism between
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Chinese college students and American college students, which came as a surprising result
for Chinese who have long been regarded as typical representatives of collectivists. Further,
in this study, Americans and Chinese were similar with regard to the ratings of four of the
favorable behavioral belief outcomes: providing the support seeker with more options, helping
the support seeker regaining confidence, feeling more in control, and showing that I do care
about that stressed person.

Our Chinese data were collected in a large city in China and our American data were
collected in a small sized city in the Midwest. To certain extent, these findings demonstrated a
trend of becoming increasingly individualistic for urban educated young Chinese. The possible
reasons for the more individualistic younger generation could be attributed to a few reasons.
First, China overall has been through rapid economic development in the recent three decades.
These college student participants are witnesses of the rapid changes, which have brought
them higher adaptability to constantly fresh ideas and higher levels of independence. Second,
the large scale of urbanization in China makes people more integrated with the outside world.
Third, the rapid development of the Internet has created huge virtual communities, which
makes personal connection become more loose. Fourth, most of the college participants are the
only child in their families, which attributes to their self-centeredness in growth. And many of
the college student participants are from affluent families; thus the better financial support from
parents enables them the freedom in pursuit of new ideas, personal preferences and privacy, and
keeping distance from people.

Against the broad baseline of cultural similarities, there also were some noteworthy
cultural differences. Americans were significantly higher than Chinese regarding ratings of
Individualism. This is consistent with earlier research showing that Americans were more
independent. Chinese held more favorable attitudes toward giving advice than did Americans.
Chinese also held stronger perceived subjective norms to give advice than did Americans.
The stronger orientation toward giving advice of Chinese participants was reflected in their
substantially more favorable attitudes toward giving advice, and stronger perceived subjective
norms for giving advice.

5.3. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

This research contains some limitations and therefore indicates the need for careful future
consideration of several issues. First, this study did not measure giving advice behaviors. Future
studies should consider adding measures of giving advice behavior and test how attitudes and
subjective norms mediate the influence of individualism and collectivism on giving advice
behaviors. Second, normative belief measures were referenced with close relationships including
friends, classmates, and parents, so it is possible that there was a reference group effect that
could have affected the results of this study. The reference group effect reflects the influence of
comparison others on participants’ responses to individual self-report items. As normative belief
involves significant others as defined by the theory of reasoned action, it is almost impossible to
eliminate this component when measuring normative beliefs. Nonetheless, we want to indicate
the possibility of the reference group effect on the findings of this research. Finally, this study
used young college students as participants. Older generation participants would likely differ
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in some important ways from younger participants. For instance, past research has shown that
older people are more collectivistic and less individualistic than younger generations (Mishra,
1994; Parkes, Bochner & Schneider, 2001). Therefore, it is an empirical question as to whether
these differences in value orientations, or other maturity-related factors would in turn affect
the ratings of behavioral beliefs and normative beliefs of advice. Future research can build on
this study by examining the same research questions and hypotheses with older and/or less
educated samples of participants from both cultures.
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Appendix A
Support Provision Beliefs Questionnaire

Instruction: In this part of questionnaire, we are interested in learning your beliefs about
providing support for an individual with whom you are close when that person is experiencing
a negative life event (e.g., he or she did poorly on an exam in a class or was cheated on by his
or her boyfriend/girlfriend). Specially, we are interested in learning your beliefs about giving
advice on how to fix his/her problem.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each statement below by choosing the
appropriate number as specified. There are no right or wrong answers to any of these questions.
Rather, we simply want to know your beliefs in providing support to an individual with whom
you are close. Please carefully read and respond to all of the items even if some seem redundant.
Sometimes it is necessary to ask multiple, similar items in order to measure a concept reliably.
It will take approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete this survey. If you have questions,
please contact Sooyeon Hong at hong0390@d.umn.edu or Hairong Feng at hfeng@d.umn.edu.

Thank you very much!

Please answer the following demographic questions first.

1. Please write a 4-digit ID number by using your birthday (mm/dd):

2. What is your age?

3. What is your gender? 1) Male 2) Female 3) Other

4. In which one of the following groups would you place yourself?
1) African American
2) Asian American
3) European American / Caucasian
4) Latino / Hispanic American
5) International Student (Please specify your country of origin):
6) Other (Please specify):
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5. What year are you in?
1) Freshman 2) Sophomore 3) Junior 4) Senior
5) Graduate Student 6) Other (Please specify):

6. What is your major?

Please answer the following questions carefully.

When someone you care about is upset or feeling bad:

1. Giving advice to that person can provide him/her with a different perspective on how to deal
with the problematic situation.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelylikely

2. Telling that person how s/he might fix the problem may offend that person.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelylikely

3. Telling that person how s/he might cope with a problem can help him/her face the problem
and see what went wrong.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

4. Giving advice about the problem may make that person feel defensive and angry with me.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

5. Giving advice provides that person with more options in terms of how to solve his/her
problem.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

6. Giving advice to that person on how to fix his/her problem may make myself seem nosy and
pushy.
extremelyunlikely:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

7. Giving advice to that person on how to cope can help him/her get out of the problematic
situation sooner.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

8. Telling that person how s/he might fix the problem can improve his/her abilities to cope with
difficulties in the future.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

9. Giving advice to that person on how to cope with his/her problem can help that person regain
his/her confidence.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely
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10. Giving advice to that person on how to cope with his/her problem can make him/her feel
more in control.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

11. Giving advice to that person on how to cope with his/her problem helps relieve that person’s
stress.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

12. Telling that person how to fix his/her problem can help him/her realize that s/he needs to
change.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

13. Telling that person how s/he might fix the problem can enhance our closeness.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

14. Giving advice to that person on how to fix his/her problem shows that I do care about that
person.
extremelyunlikely:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

15. Providing that person with a different perspective on how to deal with the problem is:
extremelybad:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

16. Helping that person face the problem and see what went wrong is:
extremelybad:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

17. Providing that person with more options for solving his/her problem is:
extremelybad:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

18. Helping that person get out of the problematic situation sooner is:
extremelybad:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

19. Doing things that could improve that person’s abilities to cope with difficulties in the
future is:
extremelybad:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

20. Helping that person regain his/her confidence is:
extremelybad:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

21. Making that person feel more in control is:
extremelybad:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

22. Helping relieve that person’s stress is:
extremelybad:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood
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23. Helping that person realize that s/he needs to change is:
extremelybad:_1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

24. Doing things that enhance our closeness is:
extremelybad:_1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

25. Demonstrating that I do care about that person is:
extremelybad:_1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

26. Doing things that could offend that person is:
extremelybad:_1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

27. Making that person feel defensive and be angry at me is:
extremelybad:_1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

28. Making myself seem nosy and pushy is:
extremelybad:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremelygood

When someone I care about is upset or feeling bad:

29. My parents would think that I should give that person advice about how to solve his/her
problem.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

30. My close friends would think that I should tell that person on how s/he might fix the
problem.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

31. That person would think that I should give him/her advice on how to fix his/her problem.
extremelyunlikely:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

32. Our mutual friends would think that I should give that person advice on how to fix his/her
problem.
extremelyunlikely:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 : extremely likely

When _a person you care about is upset:

33. How much do you care about what your parents think you should do?
notatall:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :verymuch

34. How much do you care about what your close friends think you should do?
notatall:_ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :verymuch
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35. How much do you care about what that person thinks you should do?
notatall:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :verymuch

36. How much do you care about what your mutual friends think you should do?
notatall:__ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :verymuch

Individualism Collectivism Questionnaire

Using the scale below, please indicate to what degree you agree/disagree with each statement
provided:

1 = Strongly disagree
2 = Disagree

3 = Somewhat disagree
4 = Moderate

5 = Somewhat agree

6 = Agree

7 = Strongly agree
1. I would rather struggle through a personal problem by 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
myself than discuss it with my friends.
2. Ilike to live close to my good friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. My good friends and I agree on the best places to shop. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. My personal identity, independent from others, is important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
to me.

5. 1 would pay absolutely no attention to my close friends’ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
views when deciding what kind of work to do.

6. To go on a trip with friends makes one less free and mobile. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
As a result, there is less fun.

7. It is a personal matter whether I worship money or not. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Therefore it is not necessary for my friends to give any counsel.

8. If possible, I would like co-owning a car with my close 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
friends, so that it wouldn't be necessary for them to spend
much money to buy their own cars.

9. I prefer to be self-reliant rather than dependent on others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. In these days, parents are too stringent with their kids, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
stunting the development of initiative.

11. When making important decision, I seldom consider the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
positive and negative effects my decisions have on my father.
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12. It is reasonable for a son to continue his father’s business.
13. T act as a unique person, separate from others.

14. I would not share my ideas and newly acquired knowledge
with my parents.

15. 1 practice the religion of my parents.

16. I would not let my needy mother use the money that I have
saved by living a less than luxurious life.

17. It is important for me to act as an independent person.

18. Children should not feel honored even if the father were
highly praised and given an award by a government official
for his contribution and service to the community.

19. Success and failure in my academic work and career are
closely tied to the nurture provided by my parents.

20. Young people should take into consideration their parents’
advice when making education/ career plans.

21. I enjoy being unique and different from others.
22. Teenagers should listen to their parents’ advice on dating.

23. I would help, within my means, if a relative told me that s/
he is in financial difficulty.

24. If I met a person whose last name was the same as mine,
I would start wondering whether we were, at least remotely,
related by blood.

25. My relationships with my friends and family are more
important than my personal accomplishments.

26. Whether one spends an income extravagantly or is of no
concern to one’s relatives (cousins, uncles).

27. When deciding what kind of work to do, I would definitely
pay attention to the views of relatives of my generation.

28. I would not let my cousin use my car (if I have one).

29. Each family has its own problems unique to itself. It does
not help to tell relatives about one’s problems.

30. I am careful to maintain harmony among my friends and
family.
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31. I can count on my relatives for help, if I find myself in any
kind of trouble.

32. I have never chatted with my neighbors about the political
future of this state.

33. I am often influenced by the moods of my neighbors.

34. 1 would sacrifice my self-interests for the benefit of my
family and others.

35. My neighbors always tell me interesting stories that have
happened around them.

36. I am not interested in knowing what my neighbors are
really like.

37. One needs not worry about what the neighbors say about
whom one should marry.

38. I try to meet the demands of my group, even if it means
controlling my own desires.

39. I enjoy meeting and talking to my neighbors every day.

40. In the past, my neighbors have never borrowed anything
from my family or me.

41. One needs to be cautious in talking with neighbors;
otherwise others might think you are nosy.

42. It is important to consult close friends and get their ideas
before making decisions.

43. I feel uneasy when my neighbors do not greet me when we
come across each other.

The END, thank you!

195

FENG, ZnanGg, HuanG & HonGg



Intercultural Communication Studies XXV: 3 (2016) FENG, ZHANG, HuANG & HoNG

Appendix B
ESRNEH L S LR
A AR B ER R ARG T ABRRRERFT R AV EL R - Al — B R (R R A AE

Ay e RIB R R EE T S HE IR - BRI IR 5 S R IE R 8GR =2 258 B R -
TERTE HIBH BT R B - BRAPIRY 1l 7 SE IR R ACHE [P0 1 AHE HE A R P B ) J R P 7
2 Pl

SERCAR BRI TRES 78 - FE LA EEHEME @ JEE R EE1E | AE 5
M FHHEEZZ R : HFENG@D.UMN.EDU -

FEPRMIEE RG] - FEEJEE A EE
1. ESRHRS(7E

2. e

3. MR B Z Hottl

4, FEEEBOMERR ER_ HE GERYD
4) HE

6. HFE:

7 AR B 2 &

L. [/ AR R AN (R R T RE e Bttt 8 AN (RIS fth o e S ) PRI
JEEAARE_1 2 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :IFEAEE

2. [ fit R AN AT AR R PR B AU
ERARRE_1L 2 ¢ 3 4 5 ;6 : 7 :JFEAEE

3. [ttt AR ER AN AT DR TR - R B G I P R P R TS FITAE
JEEAARE_1 2 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :IFEAEE

4. [/ AR ER AN (R R FETRE o ol 3 7 A P A i A SR
JEEAARE:_1 . 2 3 : 4 : 5 . 6 : 7 :3IEHAIEE

196



Intercultural Communication Studies XXV: 3 (2016) FENG, ZnanGg, HuanG & HonGg

5. mfﬂ/ﬁ{ﬁ@uﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ% G TE B SRR
JEFEAmEE_1 . 2 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :JEHETEE

6. [A) fil/ A S AN (T R R - A RE g S RS EH B EIETEW -
JEEAHRE: 1 2 2 3 . 4 5 6

7. ﬁ@/ﬁ{ﬁ@uﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ% G TR R A
JEFEAmEE_1 . 2 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :JEHETIEE

8. mfﬂ/ﬁ{ﬁ@uﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ% ATLARE i/ Aty DAPR AR R P RE Y RE ST
JEEARE_1 . 2 3 : 4 5 : 6 : 7 :IFFEARE

9. [l fl/ AR AN AT R P RE - R B A -
JEHEAFIRE_1 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :IFEARE

10. ﬁﬂﬂ/é’lﬂli_ AR ETRE - P DA/ it B B O R A 2 -
JEFEAmEE_1 . 2 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :JEHETIEE

11, [ it/ AR AN T AR PR R - BER M/ At AR R T -
JEHEAAIRE._1 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :IFEARE

12. ﬁﬂﬂ/é’lﬂli_ AU - RERE T RBE R RN -
JEHEAARE_1 . 2 : 3 : 4 : : 7 JEH

13. [Alfth/ A e an (i e R RE %‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁ’]@%%ﬁﬂ B -
JEWATEE:_ 1 . 2 3 . 4 5 6 7

14, ﬁﬂﬂ/é’lﬂli_ FA R - R ARRR Ot/ -
JEFEAmEE_1 . 2 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :JEHETEE

15. Fe B T ER U —(E N [ Ay R R RE A A
IFEAREF: 1 2 2 3 - 4 5 - 6 o 7 JEELF

16. BB A EFRE - W H R ER S
IFEAREF: 1 . 2 3 - 4 5 - 6 7 JEELF

17. A58 T hR (5 2o R i RE 2 )
IFEARE: 1 2 2 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 7 JEELF

18. BB 5 R R R
IFEARGF: 1 2 2 3 4 - 5 - 6 7 JEEAF

ju|

197



Intercultural Communication Studies XXV: 3 (2016) FENG, ZnanGg, HuanG & HoNGg

19. HFEIC - DUEE 5 DA% R H A RE R RE
JFEARLF: 1 - 2 3 : 4 . 5

20. B TEEETE ¢
FEEAI: 1 2 3 4 5 : 6 : 7 :IEEL

21. FEE A EE B R A E 2 E .
JEEAF: 1 2 3 - 4 . 5 - 6 - 7 JEEF

22. EHEH G ESEE )
JEEAF: 1 2 3 - 4 . 5 - 6 - 7 JEEF

23. S BAE  RE R Mt i TR B HH A
JEEALLF: 1 . 2 3 4 5 - 6 : 7 :JEEE

24, HFEIC DG HE G -
JEEAF: 1 2 3 - 4 . 5 - 6 - 7 JEEF

25. FRRRARRD O E
JEEAF: 1 2 3 - 4 . 5 - 6 - 7 JEEF

26. fg AU I ¢
JEEAF: 1 2 3 - 4 . 5 - 6 - 7 JEEF

Sy

27. AT ER R R RE A AR R - eI S T e B A AR B i AT SR O
JEEAF: 1 2 3 - 4 . 5 - 6 - 7 JEEF

28. A BT R AR M RE RS - SRR EEHE L E T EN ¢
JEEAF: 1 . 2 3 - 4 . 5 6 7 IEELF

29. FALRIE
JFEATRE_1 . 2 . 3 . 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :JFEAIEE

=118
S
ol
Tl
N
o>
)‘l_ji‘lf
ot
&t
o
=
=i
B
>
In
(EE
i
S

30. FAVAT A A S 38 R TR R 5 iR B B L g B T S R e
JEEARTEE. 1 . 2 3 - 4 5 - 6 . 7 - JEEAIEE

31. WA G R E AN R R R [ it R AR -
JEEARTEE. 1 . 2 3 - 4 5 - 6 . 7 - JEEA[EE

32. BAMFLFEIRY AR A & R0 R B E RS B T mh Al e R RE R R -
JEEARTEE. 1 . 2 3 - 4 5 . 6 : 7 - JEEA[EE

198



Intercultural Communication Studies XXV: 3 (2016)

33. BRI AR R AR ACRERE R IR e
MARER: 1 . 2 3 : 4 : 5

TETEIE 2

6 7

34. ZRAEE EARERIRAVAF AR MR8 IR FERZ B E (e 2

MARER: 1 . 2 3 : 4 : 5

6 7

35. ZRAEE EARERIRBR LAYAME AR r ERZ B FE e 2

MARER: 1 . 2 3 : 4 : 5

6 7

36. LRI FARfE R MR MBy IR E A &3
MARER: 1 . 2 3 : 4 : 5

7

GG

RAE

g

AREE

Y

AREE

R ERZ E S 2
6

AREE

A A Bl 5 B R B 1 A

HNFURE R -
1= FEFEAFEE
2= NEE
3= BETFEE
4= RER
5= FHEFEE
6= [AE
7= FEERE

nat B FE AN R -

FENG, ZnanGg, HuanG & HonGg

1. AR EAE AT - EE R H CAlfsth
N AR A

FEHEAFRE

7 IEFEE

2. FEERIFAAERILE -

IEHEAFE

7 IEHEEE

3. PN A i 2 AR S i 38 (T
B EEE

IEHEAFE

7 IFEFEE

4. WEIETEGEM - Rl fTT - JEERE
HEMSRER -

FFEAFE

7 IEEFEE

5. BARSEATRETAE > BAR@E A G ESLF
RER -

6. FIAEM KT HEBIEE -
IR AF B -

7. BARERERERMEANE - IF
R AHE TR -

199




Intercultural Communication Studies XXV: 3 (2016)

FENG, ZnanGg, HuanG & HoNGg

8. HNRAIRERVES - BARRAIASLE —i | JEHEANFE 3456 7 IFFEERE
B BT ATREE R LB EM
ECHIET -

9. WAFEMREN A - BHEHNE|IFENFEE 3456 7 IFFEERE
E o

10. BAEN & RS RE - w8 7T #% | IERTEE 345 6 7IFFARE
TFEEBEREE -

11. fEZERER - JEDEBEIRAR | JEETEE 345 6 7 IFFEAE
B B FRACH P R A AR Y 1E H R S T 52
2 .

12. THIERGHE - IEEAEE 3456 7IFFERE

13. BB —Mm_  BEGAFERIA - IFEARFEE 3456 7 FERE

14, AGHA R ZHRAVEEFFTERS | JEHE AEE 3456 7 FERE
%5 -

15. FRASIPACRIAYREL - JEHEAFE 3456 7 FERE

16. A G AR A MEH A | JEETRE 3456 7 IFFERE
Z o M ERAENE -

17. ME— (BRI 5 —BRE | JFEARE 3456 7 IFFEEE
g o

18. B[ A AL Ryt W P i Y BRI A2 2 | IE R AR 3456 7IFFEARE
BT e B R MEE - %THrrE

19. FREBZFEFNH N R MEL A REEE | JEE N FAE 3456 7 FEFEAE
TR HIRR LR

20. FEER A\ IR E AR ZE AR B E | TR AR 3456 7 FFERE
E AR -

21, WEZERAENEFREE - JEHEAFE 3456 7IFFERE

22. R ANFERRE R KIFEEE R ENE | JEFEAEE 3456 7IFERE
% o

23, FRFEEERAEE & E N E IR | JEE AN EE 3456 7 IFFERE
DA S ERE -

24, EISEFIFFRLG AR ZTE - B |IEENEE 3456 7 IFFEERE
HEE TR 2 S AW 2 R I #%
BRI -

200



Intercultural Communication Studies XXV: 3 (2016)

FENG, ZnanGg, HuanG & HonGg

25. PERF AR R B (R ATELA | TR A FE 345 6 7 IFEAE
PORFEE S -

26. —ENEREAEEH A T &S EFBUR | IEE R RE 345 6 7 FFEAE
SR -

27. FEPRTE M TETAERE » EEGHE | IFETFRE 345 6 7 FERAE
HFHBRATE T -

28. WA GHE BRI E (AREHEN | FFETFRE 345 6 7 FERAE
Al ) e

29. RFEHEAZERIINE » FIBIBGRE I | TR T RE 345 6 7 IFERAE
P -

30. HeAR/ NOKEREIT AR FIEATAIGE - | IFEAFE 3456 7 FERE

31. AR FEH B CHMEES - BATLME | R EE 345 6 7 FERE
TERUR RN -

32. FfEREBEIEABIBIARTR - | TEEAFEE 345 6 7 IFEAE

33. WHZMEEHIRE - JEETFEE 3456 7 IFEAE

34. FATLURs T 5 A At A e 8 A% | JER TR 3456 7 IFEAE
if -

35. FAVADEHER & AR AL A E | TER T RE 345 6 7 FERAE
HBRE -

36. Hois BRI B AL = #0228 A AR | JEE A FE 345 6 7 FFERAE
Ao

37. —EHNRATFEAEEAERRM it | TEH TR 345 6 7 IFFERAE
FERZ AR

38. HeF i o/ BFTRK - B | JEE A EE 345 6 7 FERE
MR B H ORI -

39. HEEERAMEZEPIK - JEETEE 345 6 7 FERAE

40. SEEADETE IR TE R BRPGE MG R | TR A FIE 3456 7 IFEAE
Py e

41. AR EFREEIF S VL - BRIBIA GRS | I RE 3456 7 IFEAE
RATREHE -

42. {EMIRE A A A v BRR AR (MR AR | FER R 345 6 7 FERE

FAREE -

201




Intercultural Communication Studies XXV: 3 (2016) FENG, ZHANG, HuANG & HoNG

43. REIRFARBEARBSTHEHSRE |TFEAFRE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ERAEE
BhAEPAR -

A - R GTE

Appendix C
Support Message Likelihood of Use Questionnaire

Instructions: In this part of questionnaire, we are interested in learning how you think you might
communicate in different support situations — situations where people try to help someone who
is feeling sad, upset, or down about something. The following pages contain three different
hypothetical situations depicting some sort of emotional upset that a close friend of yours might
experience. Please read these situations carefully and really try to imagine yourself in each
situation with one of your close friends.

Following each situation is a list of different messages that might be spoken in that situation.
Please rate each of these messages in terms of how likely you think it is that you would say
something like this in the situation to one of your close friends. That is, for each message,
please indicate how likely it is that you intend to use it in the particular situation.

Please think about how likely it is for you to use each message in general. That is, think about
how likely you are to use each message with most of your close friends. Do not base your
ratings on the likelihood of your using the message with a single, specific person.

Obviously, there are no right or wrong answers to any of these questions. We simply want to
know which of these message options you are more and less likely to use in various situations.
It will take you 15 minutes to complete this survey. If you have questions, please contac

Sooyeon Hong at hong0390@d.umn.edu or Hairong Feng at hfeng@d.umn.edu.

Thank you very much!

Please answer the following demographic questions first.

1. Please write your 4-digit ID number by using your birthday (mm/dd):

2. What is your age?

3. What is your gender? 1) Male 2) Female 3) Other
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4. In which one of the following groups would you place yourself?

1) African American
2) Asian American
3) European American / Caucasian

4) Latino / Hispanic American

5) International Student (Please specify your country of origin):
6) Other (Please specify):

5. What year are you in?

1) Freshman 2) Sophomore 3) Junior 4) Senior
5) Graduate Student 6) other (Please specify):

6. What is your major?

Family Conflict Situation: A same-sex friend comes to you upset. Your friend has had a fight
with his or her parents. Your friend is passionate about writing poetry and short stories and
wants to select creative writing as his/her major in college. However, your friend’s parents do
not support his/her choice to major in creative writing because they see this field as unpromising
in terms of finding a secure, steady job. Your friend is struggling with this parental disapproval
and feels pretty low.

Please rate each message below for how likely it is that you would say something like it in this
situation. Please use the following scale for each message and circle the number you choose.

1 = Very unlikely to say something like this in this situation

2 = Unlikely to say something like this in this situation

3 = Somewhat unlikely to say something like this in this situation

4 = Unsure about how likely it is I would say something like this in this situation
5 = Somewhat likely to say something like this in this situation

6 = Likely to say something like this in this situation

7 = Very likely to say something like this in this situation

1. “That’s really too bad. I bet they’ll change their mind over time. Hey, let’s get out of here.

Why don’t you come over to my place and take a break from thinking about all of this? We

could go rent a couple of new releases. I’ve got snacks and stuff to drink. What do you think?”
Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

2. “It’s pretty common for parents to disapprove of majors that their kids decide upon. Have you

asked them to explain why they’re so concerned? Maybe you all can sit down and talk about
why you think the way you do. You can explain how writers actually do support themselves
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by writing. Then perhaps you can come up with a solution that satisfies everyone. I know it
might be difficult to get your parents to listen to your side at this moment, but I think you would
benefit from having this conversation.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

3. “Lots of creative writing majors have trouble convincing their parents that they will be able
to make a career out of their training. Maybe you can find information regarding possible paths
for your major from some of the creative writing faculty or from the career center. They might
be able to give you examples of others who have been able to do this successfully. This could
be a way of helping your parents broaden their perspective on this issue. It may take a few days
to collect and prepare the information, but showing these materials to your parents may help
persuade them to re-think their stance on your chosen major.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

4. “That’s really too bad. I bet it’ll work out later. Hey, let’s get out for some fun. Why don’t
we go Chris’s house? [ know Chris is throwing a party. So, come on, we’re gonna to have some
fun there and you’ll feel better.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

5. “Lots of creative writing majors have a difficult time convincing their parents that they’ve
made the right choice for their education. Have you thought about talking to some of the other
students in the creative writing program? They might have experienced this kind of reaction
and might have suggestions for how to talk with your parents. I know sometimes it’s hard to
ask for help, but maybe someone who has faced a similar dilemma could give you good advice
on how to deal with your parents. It’s worth a try!”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

6. “That’s really too bad. You’ll have a solution. Hey, let’s get out of here for some drinks and
food. Then, if you like, we can hang out for a while. You’ll fee better when we get back.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

7. “Lots of students struggle with finding a major that works for them and that also satisfies their
families. Your parents might be concerned about how you’ll make a living in this competitive
field. Maybe you can tell your parents that you can teach writing if you take this major. I know
you’re passionate about being a successful writer, but maybe you could teach on the side to
guarantee some income until your career takes off. That way your parents might see that you
can support yourself.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

204



Intercultural Communication Studies XXV: 3 (2016) FENG, ZnanGg, HuanG & HonGg

8. “That’s really disappointing. ButI bet it’ll work out over time. Hey, let’s get out of here and
have some fun. What do you think about going to see the new movie? I heard that it’s supposed
to be an awesome one. Just get your mind off of this for a while.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

Failed Test Situation: Imagine that you and a good same-sex friend of yours happen to be in
the same class. You’ve both recently taken the midterm exam in this class, and the exam grades
have just been returned to you. You got a pretty good grade on the exam and generally think
it was a fair test. After class, however, your friend tells you that s/he received a failing grade
on the exam and thinks the test was really unfair. Your friend appears very upset, angry, and
frustrated.

Please rate each message below for how likely it is that you would say something like it in this
situation. Please use the following scale for each message and circle the number you choose.

1 = Very unlikely to say something like this in this situation

2 = Unlikely to say something like this in this situation

3 = Somewhat unlikely to say something like this in this situation

4 = Unsure about how likely it is I would say something like this in this situation
5 = Somewhat likely to say something like this in this situation

6 = Likely to say something like this in this situation

7 = Very likely to say something like this in this situation

1. “Anyone can mess up on an exam. Have you thought about talking with the professor? You
know, the professor is the best person to help you figure out what you need to do in order to do
well on the next exam. Our professor seems helpful so you should be able to talk to her. Talking
to the professor might be a little embarrassing, but it won’t do you any harm, and at least she’ll
know that you take her class seriously.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

2. “That really sucks! Well, it was just one test. I’m sure things will turn out OK. Hey, I know
there is a party tonight. If you like we can go together. Let’s get your mind off of this for a
while.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely
3. “It’s not unusual for someone to mess up on an exam. Maybe you can try studying with
other people in a group before the next exam. You get different perspectives when preparing

for exams with others; other people may have the things in their notes you missed in class. If
you want to study together, we can ask other students in our class to form a study group. Of
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course, you might have to spend a little time on things that you already understand, but when
you explain those things to others you learn them better yourself.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

4. “Ah, that’s too bad. At least it’s over with. Hey, I’ve got to run some errands. Do you want
to come with me? We could get some drinks afterwards — have some fun and get your mind
off of this for a while.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

5. “I know some of our classmates didn’t do well on this exam either. Maybe you can study
together with me for the next exam. I can help you review our class materials. I bet both of us
would understand class materials better this way. If you want, just let me know. I’m available
to help you out.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

6. “It’s too bad about the test but it was only one test. Hey, let’s get out of here. Why don’t we
go to see a movie? Just take a break from all of this.

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

7. “Anyone can do poorly on an exam. Maybe you can talk with Aaron who was in this class
last year and did pretty well on all the exams. I talked with Aaron and he really helped me this
time — he explained several things that were unclear to me. He made time to go over stuff with
me during the past two weekends and I’m sure he’d do the same for you.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

8. “Well, what’s done is done — you can’t change this exam. Worrying about it is just going to
make you feel worse. Are you hungry? We could order some food, get a few drinks, and chill
out for a while.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

Unfaithful partner situation: A same-sex friend tells you that his/her girlfriend/boyfriend of
a year and one-half has been cheating. In fact, your friend caught him/her going out with
someone else. Your friend is furious at this, but also quite saddened by the whole incident. Your
friend wants to call off the relationship but is not really sure of the best way to handle it.

Please rate each message below for how likely it is that you would say something like it in this

206



Intercultural Communication Studies XXV: 3 (2016) FENG, ZnanGg, HuanG & HonGg

situation. Please use the following scale for each message and circle the number you choose.

1 = Very unlikely to say something like this in this situation

2 = Unlikely to say something like this in this situation

3 = Somewhat unlikely to say something like this in this situation

4 = Unsure about how likely it is I would say something like this in this situation
5 = Somewhat likely to say something like this in this situation

6 = Likely to say something like this in this situation

7 = Very likely to say something like this in this situation

1. “This could happen to anyone. Still, you might want to wait a little while before deciding
what to do. That would give you time to get over the shock and think about whether you want
to confront him/her about it or just not see him/her anymore. I can understand that you may
just want to end it now, but waiting a couple days would give you time to make sure that’s what
you really want.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

2. “This is such a mess right now. Let’s get out of here to get your mind off of this for a while.
That might help you clear your mind a little bit.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

3. “That really sucks. But you can’t just stay here sulking. Why don’t we get out of here and
go to the game? I’ve got an extra ticket anyway. I know just who to give it to now. So get up,
get dressed, and we’re gonna to this game! It’ll be fun, and it’ll get your mind on something
else for a while.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

4. “This could happen to anyone. Maybe you can talk with your boyfriend/girlfriend openly
and honestly. Tell him/her how hurt and disappointed you are and see what s/he says. You may
also find out more about what led up to this. Now, talking openly and honestly seems hard. You
have a right to be angry, but in the long run you’ll be glad you talked to him/her — even if you
choose to break up.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely
5. “That’s awful, but you got to move on. Say, yesterday, you said that we should go see that
new movie. Why don’t we go now? It’s supposed to be really good. Let’s get your mind off

of this for a while.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

207



Intercultural Communication Studies XXV: 3 (2016) FENG, ZHANG, HuANG & HoNG

6. “This can happen to anyone in a relationship. Maybe you two can separate for a while and
cool down. Being away from him/her can help you think about what this means and reflect on
what you want to do. Your partner may realize what a jerk s/he was too. Separating for a while
probably can help you make a clear decision about this relationship. I can’t see negative things
of doing this, and it’1l help you clear your mind.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

7. “That is just awful. Take a break from this. [ want to take you out tonight—my treat. We can
go out to eat, catch a movie, whatever you want to do. You might not feel like going out now,
but it would help.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

8. “I had a similar experience before. Maybe you can sit down with your boyfriend/girlfriend
and ask him/her why this had happened. If s/he is honest with you, knows how much this has
hurt you, and wants to change for you, you might consider giving him/her another chance.
Otherwise, you may think about leaving him/her. Sitting down and asking him/her about this
incident might be a bit awkward, but you can understand how s/he feels about your relationship
which will help you make your own decisions.”

Very unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely

The End. Thank you!
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