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Abstract: Motivation: The expansion of the European Union in 2004 and 2007 significantly 
augmented freedom of movement and employment opportunities. This led to the 
fragmentation of family structures, as countless young individuals embarked on journeys in 
pursuit of better prospects, leaving their families behind. Consequently, digital 
communication emerged as the predominant means of sustaining familial connections. 
Objective: This study aims to scrutinize the attitudes and communication patterns within 
family units, leveraging data from the European Social Survey, Round 10. Emphasis is 
placed on discerning variances across countries and generations. 
Methods: The Visegrad4 nations (Hungary, Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Poland) as 
sending countries, and Germany, Austria, and the United Kingdom as the principal 
recipient nations were the focal points of this investigation. Comparative analyses were 
conducted on attitudes and communication preferences. 
Findings: Sending countries generally express a stronger belief in the efficacy of digital 
communication in fostering familial closeness. Germans and Austrians, as well as Slovaks 
and Hungarians, tend to exhibit similar attitudes and communication patterns. Conversely, 
Poles often lean towards alignment with Western nations. Respondents in Western 
countries display a preference for traditional communication modes like phone calls and 
face-to-face interactions, while Easterners favor messaging platforms. 
Implications: Our findings underscore the profound impact of EU expansion on family 
dynamics. Understanding these nuances is crucial for policymakers, social scientists, and 
families alike, as they navigate the evolving landscape of transnational relationships. 
Value Added: By delving into the intricacies of familial communication across European 
nations, this research contributes valuable insights into the socio-cultural ramifications of 
EU enlargement. Moreover, it sheds light on the interplay between technological 
advancements and familial bonds in an increasingly interconnected world. 

Keywords: digital communication; family; generations; attitudes; transnationalism; 
migration; East-West 
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1 Introduction 

Between 1990 and 2012, after the fall of the Iron Curtain, some 20 million young 
and skilled Eastern Europeans, representing 7% of the workforce, left their 
country in search of better opportunities [1]. The expansion of the European 
Union in 2004 and later in 2007 has further expanded freedom of movement and 
employment opportunities [2]. At the same time, the departure of these young 
people has led to an even more fractured family structure. Digital communication 
was often the only option left for most of these families to keep in touch. Thus, 
physical proximity was replaced with virtual proximity through digital means, 
which helped satisfy the desire to maintain a family unit across distance. Cross-
border digital communication, with its digital networks of connectivity sometimes 
referred to as “cybertransnationalism” affords new possibilities for cooperation 
and conflict between generations [3]. 

Understanding the dynamics, limitations, and opportunities for transnational 
families also requires an understanding of generational differences. The first wave 
of Eastern European emigrants was Generation X. They have just started to learn 
to use the Internet and email. While the next wave, Millenials and Gen Z, are both 
considered digitally savvy. Generation Z is the first generation to be born into a 
world that is globally interconnected. The older generations, left behind, were 
especially hard hit, as although they might not have migrated, they did end up 
engaging in transnational grandparenting and parenting. Additionally, digital 
communication was not something they were born into. While studies often 
highlight a generational gap in the use of ICT, recent research has emphasized that 
the need to give and receive support and share everyday experiences with children 
and grandchildren abroad could provide a powerful incentive to learn how to use 
the Internet and other diverse technologies of communication [3] [4]. 

Using European Social Survey data Round 10 (2020-22) [5], our research intends 
to contrast attitudes and usage of communication types within the family unit. Our 
main focus will be the Visegrad4 (Hungary, Czech Republic, Slovakia, and 
Poland) and the three main receiving countries (Germany, Austria, and the UK). 
These countries stood as the main destination countries, representing about 75-
85% of the total number of emigrants leaving Eastern Europe, and at the same 
time, also representing between 50-65% of all incoming immigrants in the 
receiving countries (Table 1). 

Table 1 
Main EU destination for the V4 countries, 2016 (thousand people) (based on [6]) 

So
ur

ce
 

C
ou

nt
ri

es
 Receiving Countries 

 Germany UK Austria %  Total 
Czech Rep. 51.7 45.4 12.4 79% 138.1 
Hungary 171.2 83.4 63.3 85% 375.4 
Slovakia 47.9 94 35.4 81% 217.9 
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Poland 703.8 928.3 57.6 73% 2325.2 
% of Total 48% 66% 47%   
Total 2036.7 1738 362.2   

Previous research has addressed transnational families in the context of children’s 
mental health and well-being, elderly-care, parenting and grand-parenting and 
gender practices. In the area of communication, the main focus was on ICT 
adoption among the older generations, distant care, or digital inequalities. 
Researchers have examined some Eastern European nations, mostly Poland and 
Romania; however, to our knowledge, no comprehensive comparison has been 
made between Eastern European and Western European countries. Our paper 
endeavors to fill this research gap. We aim to address the following research 
questions: 

• What are the generational differences in attitudes toward digital 
communication, and are they different based on country of origin? 

• Do communication patterns vary between receiving and donor countries? 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: First, the general theoretical research 
background is presented; this is followed by the Materials and Methods section, 
research findings and analysis, and finally the conclusions. 

2 Literature Review 

2.1 Generations 

In the context of this topic, the concept of generations needs to be clarified.  
The traditional definition of a generation is “the average time interval between the 
births of parents and their offspring” [7]. According to Mannheim, social 
generations are cohorts of people born in the same date range and who share 
similar cultural experiences [8]. In this study, generations were defined according 
to the Strauss-Howe delimitation [9]. According to Strauss and Howe, a social 
generation is the collection of all people born within a span of about twenty years 
with specific behavior patterns. Generations are grouped together by looking for 
cohorts that meet the following criteria: 

• age location in history  
• have some shared beliefs and behaviors 
• a sense of common perceived membership [9]. 

The time frame for each generation is not uniform in the literature. Gen Z, for 
example, is sometimes counted from as early as 1991 [10], while some only 
include those born after 1995 [7] [11]. The Pew Research Center has designated 
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1997 as the starting year for Gen Z based on their experiences with new 
technology, socioeconomic advancements, and growing up in a post-9/11 world 
[12], whereas Howe and Strauss count the “Homeland” generation from as late as 
2005 [13]. The authors in this article will use the following five generations: Pre-
War (Silent) generation, Baby Boomers, Generation X, Generation Y, and 
Generation Z with the cutoff dates used by [7] [11] [14]. The characteristics of 
each generation are presented in terms of their internet usage and communication 
patterns, which is the focus of this research. According to some research, 
generations choose certain media usage patterns early in their childhood and stick 
with them throughout their lives [15] [16]. The 2009 Pew Research Center study 
distinguishes five generations and focuses on the attitudes, characteristics, and 
behaviors of each group with regard to Internet use [17]. 

The oldest generation is the Silent Generation (1925-1945), who first encountered 
the internet in old age. Their primary media growing up was the written press 
[15]. They find it difficult to cope with the challenges of a digital society, and for 
them using the Internet is already a major challenge [18]. Members of the Silent 
generation are less likely to own smart phones or tablets or subscribe to broad-
band access at home [19]. Data shows that this generation turns to technology 
mostly to stay in touch with family. They are also sometimes referred to as the 
“Traditionalists” or “Veterans” [20], as they have remained deeply connected to 
family norms and traditions. According to a study by the AARP (American 
Association of Retired Persons), traditionalists primarily use phones to keep in 
touch with others, and most of them do not use social media sites at all [21]. 

The generation of Baby-boomers (1946-1964) was introduced to the internet as 
adults. Their primary media was television. They may use technology and have 
grown up with its advancements, but they may not find all the gadgets to be to 
their tastes [22]. In Hungary, the baby boom between 1950 and 1956 (due to the 
criminalization of abortion and the implementation of childless tax laws) is called 
the Ratkó era. 

Generation X (1965-1979) was the first generation to have home computers. As 
they joined the workforce, they became the first to have internet access. They met 
in chat rooms and sent emails, even though initially they were using dial-up 
connections. They grew proficient in technology both out of curiosity and need 
[22]. This generation is also known as the "latchkey" kids generation, or 
“forgotten” generation [23], or the ‘13th generation’ [24]. The GenXers are called 
the Husak’s Children in the Czech Republic and Slovakia [20]. 

While the Silent Generation, Boomers, and GenX are considered digital 
immigrants, Generation Y (1980-1994) already met the internet as children. They 
can be considered the first wave of the digital generation. They have grown up 
with cell phones, PCs, and the Internet. This generation is also referred to as the 
Millennial Generation [22] [25]. Their ability to concentrate is weaker compared 
to previous generations, while simultaneously handling several info-
communication devices [24]. In Eastern Europe, Generation Y is characterized by 
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an openness to opportunities generated by globalization, and prospects to work 
overseas are considered a typical component of job experience [20]. 

While baby boomers grew up during the dramatic rise of television, Generation X 
grew up during the computer revolution, and millennials came of age during the 
explosion of the internet, Gen Z (1995-2010) were all born into an internet-
enabled society, meaning that they did not live in a society without the internet 
[12]. This generation is known by several names. Some call them digital natives 
[26], or post-millenarists; others zappers, Zoomers, "instant online" generation, 
"Facebook generation", "dotcom" kids, net generation, or iGeneration [20] [24] 
[27-28]. They are also commonly referred to as “Homo Globalis”, which refers to 
them as the world's first global generation, whose members share the same 
fashion, places, and food preferences, can connect with each other from all over 
the world on different internet platforms and social networking sites and, due to 
their global nature, use terms that other generations do not use and often do not 
understand [7] [29-32]. Zoomers lack interpersonal skills and are not good 
listeners. They have difficulty concentrating, and “their focus skips from one bit 
of information to another within a few seconds” [33]. Their communication with 
others is generally limited to the use of the Internet [34]. In cyberspace, one can 
have many acquaintances without actually meeting anyone face-to-face [20]. Gen 
Z is by far the unhappiest and least satisfied of the five generations [35]. 

2.1 Communication among Generations 

This research is built on the concept of intergenerational solidarity within families 
which according to research by Bengtson & Roberts [36] is determined by six 
factors: 

1) Association: frequency and patterns of interaction (contacts or encounters). 
Measured by frequency of intergenerational interaction (face-to-face, 
telephone, e-mail and other digital means) 

2) Consensus: Degree of agreement on values, attitudes. 

3) Affection: the emotional closeness between people over the course of their 
lives. Measured by ratings of affection, or closeness. 

4) Functional: Degree of helping and exchange of resources. 

5) Normative: Strength of commitment to perform familial roles, meet 
obligations. 

6) Structural: opportunity structure for intergenerational relationship. Measured 
by the number of family members, residential proximity [36]. 

When describing different verbal interactions, most communication models place 
great emphasis on the characteristics, skills and background knowledge of the 
conversation partners. These are also the factors that can significantly influence 
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the effectiveness and efficiency of communication between generations [37]. 
Berlo’s Source-Message-Channel-Receiver (SMCR) model [38] lists both on the 
Source and Receiver side the following characteristics: Communication skills; 
Attitudes (towards the audience, subject and towards oneself); Knowledge (of the 
subject) and Social-cultural system. As an extension on this model, Wacha [39] 
stated that the situational context depends on: common reality, common language, 
shared history, common knowledge base, and the speaking situation itself. 

Today, it is not the older generation that is more knowledgeable in the context of 
digital communication; it is the younger generation that has the maximum 
knowledge of the digital world. Research shows that the proportion of older 
generation interested in and using the internet is increasing (20-25%) [40]. 
Research by Jankovics [41] among Hungarians found that with the exception of 
the age group over 55, every generation typically spends several hours (2-3 hours 
a day) on the Internet. He also found that respondents under the age of 45 spend 
more than two hours in direct, personal communication, thus face-to-face 
communication is still one of the most important forms of communication in 
Hungary. At the same time, there is agreement between generations that the over 
60 age group communicates much more effectively than the under 20 group [41]. 
According to a study by Dobos [40] among university students, intergenerational 
conversations are time-consuming, slow and lengthy, and at the same time not 
very common. Communication takes place primarily over the phone and only 
secondarily in person. Intergenerational communication within families is ‘poor’ 
as family members talk to each other only for 4-5 minutes a daily [40]. 

2.1 Long-Distance vs. Transnational Families 

Over the past few decades, there have been substantial changes to the family 
structure. Nuclear families are no longer the only types of families that reside 
under one roof [42] (Mortelmans et al., 2016). The formation of Long-Distance 
Families can be traced back too many factors. Among these, there are special 
cases that do not usually involve a change of country, but family members are still 
far from each other. Families may encounter separations because of divorce, 
military deployment, or imprisonment [43]. Stafford defines long-distance 
relationships “when communication opportunities are restricted in the view of the 
individuals involved because of geographic parameters, and the individuals within 
the relationship have expectations of a continued close connection” [43]. 

Transnational families occupy a special place in this palette (Fig. 1).  
A transnational family is one whose members live in different countries for a 
longer or shorter period, which often entails a change of country, nationality, and 
culture. Transnational families are defined by Bryceson and Vuorela [44 pp. 3)], 
as relational, multigenerational, multisite entities that possess the capacity to 
"create something that can be seen as a feeling of collective welfare and unity, 
namely ‘familyhood’, even across national borders." Transnational families are a 
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group embedded within various national, political, and institutional realities, in 
which different forms of care are exchanged nationwide [44]. The way of life of 
transnational families develops a double bond that ties them both to their 
temporary residence and to the homeland they left behind [45]. A common feature 
of transnational families is that their members live geographically far apart [46] 
[47]. This is a huge challenge for families, especially those where the whole 
family has not moved to another country. 

 
Figure 1 

Long-distance and transnational families, model created by authors 

2.1 Communication of Transnational Families 

The focus of research on transnational families has so far been mainly on Asia and 
Latin-America, with few studies on South-East Europe. These studies are mostly 
small sample studies of an anthropological nature [48] [49]. In a meta-study by 
Abel et al. [50] on literature about long-distance/transnational families and social 
media use between 2010-2019, it was found that out of the 51 studies, 23 was 
focusing on the geographic area of Asia, 14 on North America, 7 on Western 
Europe, and only 5 on Eastern Europe, namely Poland and Romania. 

Thanks to ICT, transnational families are able to co-exist both in the country of 
transition and in the home country. Kubra et al. referred to the relationships 
established through various computer-mediated environments as “platform 
contacts” and found that these relationships helped provide informational, 
emotional, and instrumental support to the expatriate [51]. In her research 
Metyakova [52] found that mobile phones and computers with broadband Internet 
connections were the most commonly used media among Eastern European 
immigrants living in the UK. It seems that the lack of children going abroad with 
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their parents primarily tests the IT competences of grandparents [4]. Transnational 
grandparents, even in good health, generally find it more difficult to get by in the 
digital age [46]. At the same time, bridging communication gaps can be a means 
of filling transgenerational relationships with new content [53-55]. Nedelcu 
focused on the parents and grandparents of Romanian migrants living in Canada 
and Switzerland. The study revealed that grandparents are making considerable 
efforts to improve the quality of their interactions with their children and 
grandchildren living abroad by acquiring a wide range of technological skills [46]. 
From  the children's perspective it is also important to know what it means to have 
parents working far away in another country, to be with an ailing, aging 
grandparent in the homeland [56]. The Commission defines "EU orphans" as 
children left behind in the country of origin by parents who have gone to work 
abroad [57-58]. The term old “Euro-orphans” was coined by Krzyżowski referring 
to elderly parents left behind by their migrating adult children [59]. Kędra [60] in 
her study of Polish immigrants in Finland has found that the driving force behind 
the frequency of digital communication is also motivated by their wish for their 
children to learn and practice the Polish language. In addition, it is the children 
who introduce novel methods of distant communication by adopting new ICT 
solutions. 

3 Materials and Methods 

3.1 Data 

The analysis uses data from Round 10 integrated file edition 3.1 of the ESS survey 
conducted between 2020 and 2022 [5]. This multi-country representative 
comparative survey has been providing information biannually on a variety of 
subjects, such as the demographics of European nations, people's preferences in 
politics and public life, and their defining beliefs, values, and attitudes. In this ESS 
edition the rotating module addressed “Digital Social Contacts in Work and 
Family Life”. Thirty questions on the topic were included out of which this 
research utilizes six questions on attitudes toward digital communication, and four 
questions relating to the type of communication within the family. The sampling 
data, which is representative of all residents of private households who are 15 
years of age or older, regardless of their nationality, citizenship, or language, is 
based on a strict random probability method in all participating nations [5]. For 
general statistical analysis the whole dataset was used consisting of 18786 
participants from Poland, Slovakia, Czech Republic and Hungary as a 
representation of Eastern Europe and Germany, Great Britain and Austria as 
receiving countries. To analyze communication patterns, the number of useable 
responses were 10876 for the communication with parents and 9744 for the 
communication with children group. In the digital communication module of ESS, 
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there were two categories relevant for this study: communicating with children 
aged over 12, and communicating with parents. There were four types of 
communication options on a scale of 1 to 7. How often do you: 

• speak in person? (personal) 

• speak so you can see each other on a screen? (screen) 

• speak using a phone or other device? (phone) 

• communicate in writing, via text, email or messaging apps? (text) 

A section was dedicated to address the attitude of respondents toward digital 
communication (a total of six attitude questions; three expressing positive and 
three negative feelings toward digital communication). Online/mobile 
communication: 

• makes people feel closer to one another (close) 

• makes work and personal life interrupt each other (interrupt) 

• makes it easy to coordinate and manage activities (coordinate) 

• undermines personal privacy (privacy) 

• communication exposes people to misinformation (misinform) 

• makes it easy to work from home or place of choice (workeasy) 

Characteristics of the study population are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 
The Sample Characteristics (N = 18786) Source: Own calculations based on ESS data 

Characteristics Mean (SD) or % (Frequency) 
Age (15 to 90) 50.27 (18.56) 

Prewar 7.6% (1434) 
Boomer 32.8% (6155) 

GenX 24.8% (4662) 
GenY 21.5% (4043) 
GenZ 13.3% (2492) 

At least one parent is living                      Yes 57.9% (10872) 
No 39.3% (7386) 

Has children over the age of 12                Yes 51.9% (9744) 
No 44.3% (8318) 

Country                                                      CZ 13.18% (2476) 
HU 9.84% (1849) 
PL 10.50% (1972) 
SK 7.29% (1369) 
GB 6.08% (1142) 
AT 10.03% (1885) 
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3.2 Method 

According to Kutner et al. [61], ANOVA models can withstand some types of 
deviations from the model, such as when the data are not perfectly normally 
distributed. On the other hand, an elevated type I error rate could result from 
unequal variances with normally distributed data [62]. Although Kruskal-Wallis 
does not assume normality in the data, it does assume that the distributions of the 
various groups are the same. If the data are heteroscedastic and there are more 
than two groups to compare, Welch’s ANOVA is a better option [63]. Therefore, 
to compare if there are significant differences in attitudes toward digital 
communication among generations and country of origin and communication 
patterns between countries,  Welch’s ANOVA was used since the groups had 
unequal variances (Levene’s test was significant for all categories, p< .000) and 
unequal sample sizes. 

3.3 Limitations of the Study 

Due to the rather broad subject of transnational families and digital 
communication, the authors of the article relied on their own defined aims as 
stated in this article; therefore, not all possible approaches were analyzed in this 
article. Due to space constrains this study only presents partial results. Future 
research is planned to include additional parts of the model developed, such as the 
effect of social capital on communication patterns and attitudes. Additionally, the 
data are characterized by the fact that due to COVID-19, fieldwork was carried 
out over a longer period of time than usual (between 2020-22), and some countries 
(notably, in this sample Poland, Austria and Germany) were forced to adopt a self-
completion approach. In addition to its strict sampling technique, the released ESS 
data also include sophisticated post-stratification weights to reduce sampling error 
and potential non-response bias in the data that were used during the statistical 
analysis [64]. 

4 Results and Analysis 

4.1 Attitudes toward Digital Communication 

4.1.1 Generational Differences 

In Table 4, the attitude scores by generations are presented. The highest score was 
received for Coordination, while the lowest was for Interruption. Welch’s test was 
significant (p< .000) for all categories except Misinformation (p=.186). For the 



Acta Polytechnica Hungarica Vol. 21, No. 8, 2024 

 – 319 – 

category of Misinformation, the null hypothesis that population means are equal 
was rejected, that is, there was no significant difference in attitude between 
generations. 

Table 4 
Attitude scores by generations, Mean (SD) (N = 18786) Note: 0 Not at all- 10 Completely 

 Close Coordinate Wrkeasy Privacy Misinfo Interrupt 
PreWar 5.20 

(3.09) 
6.75  

(2.60) 
4.16 

(3.59) 
5.81 

(2.95) 
6.99 

(2.59) 
5.14 

(2.93) 
Boomer 5.53 

(2.87) 
7.32  

(2.25) 
5.61 

(3.61) 
6.21 

(2.63) 
7.04 

(2.28) 
5.43 

(2.71) 
GenX 6.04 

(2.69) 
7.71  

(1.93) 
6.13 

(3.44) 
6.43 

(2.41) 
7.08 

(2.12) 
5.70 

(2.56) 
GenY 6.37 

(2.58) 
7.95  

(1.89) 
6.49 

(3.28) 
6.47 

(2.36) 
7.13 

(2.16) 
5.90 

(2.54) 
GenZ 6.90 

(2.38) 
8.19  

(1.79) 
5.81 

(3.43) 
6.19 
(2.5) 

7.13 
(2.26) 

5.73 
(2.57) 

Total 6.00 
(2.77) 

7.64  
(2.10) 

6.10 
(3.44) 

6.29 
(2.53) 

7.08 
(2.23) 

5.62 
(2.64) 

 
Figure 2 

Mean differences of attitudes by generation (based on the results of the Games-Howell test) 
Note: Solid lines represent those pairs where attitudes between countries did not differ significantly 
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For all other categories, a Games-Howell post-hoc test was ran to determine which 
pairs are significantly different from each other1 (Fig. 2). For Coordination and 
Closeness, all pairs were significantly different and subsequent generations had 
increasingly higher scores. For Interruption, Gen Z did not differ significantly 
from either Gen Y or X; whereas Pre-war and Boomer generations both differed 
significantly from each other and from the younger generations in that they felt 
less interrupted by digital communication (most likely since they use this mode of 
communication less frequently). For the matter of Privacy, two subgroups were 
identified: GenZ and Boomer, and GenX and GenY. The fact that GenX and 
GenY are close in their opinion is not surprising; however, we would not normally 
expect Boomers and Zoomers to think alike. The Pre-war generation again 
differed significantly from all other groups. In the category Workeasy, pre-war 
and GenZ responses were lower in number (43 and 931, respectively) since these 
generations are either not working yet or already retired. Only GenY was 
significantly different from all other groups, with the highest mean score of 6.49. 

4.1.2 Differences between Countries 

In Table 5, the attitude scores by country and by region are presented. The biggest 
difference between East and West could be seen in Closeness, where the sending 
countries feel stronger that digital communication brings people closer to each 
other. 

Welch’s test was significant (p< .000) for all categories, therefore, a Games-
Howell post-hoc test was run (Fig. 3). Germany and Austria did not differ on any 
of the attitude questions. Slovaks only agreed with the Czechs on the question of 
Coordination (p=0.157). However, their opinion was close to that of the 
Hungarians on Interruption, Coordination, and Workeasy. 

Table 5 
Attitude scores by countries, Mean (SD) (N = 18786) Note: 0 Not at all- 10 Completely 

 
Close Coordinate Wrkeasy Privacy Misinfo Interrupt 

CZ 7.41 (2.54) 7.46 (2.17) 5.98 (3.34) 6.25 (2.73) 6.45 (2.59) 6.01 (2.75) 
HU 6.48 (2.37) 7.19 (2.01) 4.81 (3.18) 5.97 (2.37) 6.48 (1.95) 5.27 (2.41) 
SK 6.81 (2.81) 7.26 (2.47) 5.12 (3.27) 5.61 (2.98) 6.04 (2.68) 5.49 (2.95) 
PL 6.05 (2.93) 7.81 (2.30) 6.45 (3.32) 5.72 (2.66) 7.15 (2.38) 4.61 (2.86) 
AT 5.39 (2.65) 7.68 (1.99) 6.55 (3.30) 6.41 (2.43) 7.37 (2.03) 5.78 (2.42) 
DE 5.29 (2.66) 7.78 (1.96) 6.38 (3.41) 6.57 (2.36) 7.36 (1.98) 5.62 (2.50) 
GB 7.07 (2.42) 7.77 (2.20) 6.08 (4.11) 6.50 (2.44) 7.98 (2.00) 6.93 (2.51) 
East 6.73 (2.71) 7.45 (2.24) 5.65 (3.35) 5.93 (2.69) 6.56 (2.45) 5.38 (2.79) 
West 5.50 (2.69) 7.76 (1.99) 6.38 (3.47) 6.54 (2.38) 7.43 (2.00) 5.79 (2.52) 
Total 6.00 (2.77) 7.64 (2.10) 6.10 (3.44) 6.29 (2.53) 7.08 (2.23) 5.62 (2.64) 

 
1 Detailed results of the Welch’s ANOVA and subsequent post-hoc testing are available 

upon request 
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Figure 3 

Mean differences on attitudes by country (based on the results of the Games-Howell test) 
Note: Solid lines represent those pairs where attitudes between countries did not differ significantly 

(dotted lines are where the mean difference was close to the 0.05 level) 

The British had significantly different opinions only on Interruption and 
Misinformation, for both of these, they had the highest Mean score in the sample. 
For Coordination, Privacy and WorkEasy, their attitudes were grouped with those 
of the other receiving countries. The Poles differed in Interruption, having the 
lowest mean score, and Closeness. They grouped together in Coordinate and 
Workeasy (to a lesser, non-significant extent on Misinformation) with the Western 
countries and only on Privacy with the Slovaks. 

4.2 Communication Patterns 

In Table 6, the mean frequency of the type of communication can be seen by 
country (both with parents and with children above the age of 12). The Brits 
scored the highest in personal communication, both with their children and their 
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parents, compared to other countries. Email and other types of messaging were an 
especially popular mode of communication with children among the Eastern 
Europeans. The Hungarians and Slovaks even used this quite frequently with their 
parents (accordingly, have the lowest score for in-person, face-to-face 
communication). Patterns in telephone usage were quite uniform. Poles and 
Hungarians both have an aversion to talking on the phone. Using live video was 
most popular among Czechs, both for parents and children. 

Table 6 
Type of Communication by country, Mean (SD) Note: 0 Never- 6 Several times a day 

 Children N=9744 Parents N=10876 
Speak Text Screen Phone Speak Text Screen Phone 

CZ 3.08 
(1.69) 

4.40 
(1.76) 

6.14 
(1.49) 

3.58 
(1.58) 

3.18 
(1.61) 

4.56 
(1.76) 

6.26 
(1.33) 

3.57 
(1.53) 

HU 2.76 
(1.73) 

5.20 
(1.95) 

5.83 
(1.67) 

3.27 
(1.52) 

2.77 
(1.54) 

5.48 
(1.83) 

5.98 
(1.59) 

3.30 
(1.5) 

SK 2.86 
(1.74) 

4.82 
(2.01) 

5.70 
(1.90) 

3.50 
(1.83) 

2.78 
(1.51) 

5.20 
(1.98) 

5.96 
(1.77) 

3.77 
(1.93) 

PL 2.63 
(1.78) 

4.04 
(2.12) 

5.41 
(1.93) 

2.98 
(1.45) 

3.03 
(1.73) 

4.57 
(2.16) 

5.67 
(1.86) 

3.29 
(1.49) 

GB 3.53 
(1.90) 

3.89 
(2.04) 

5.50 
(1.8) 

3.57 
(1.64) 

4.13 
(1.87) 

4.43 
(2.09) 

5.48 
(1.79) 

3.78 
(1.67) 

AT 3.07 
(1.64) 

3.80 
(1.76) 

5.88 
(1.59) 

3.47 
(1.40) 

3.45 
(1.60) 

4.70 
(2.03) 

6.13 
(1.54) 

3.84 
(1.50) 

DE 3.12 
(1.76) 

3.84 
(1.82) 

5.90 
(1.50) 

3.79 
(1.47) 

3.50 
(1.71) 

4.60 
(1.97) 

6.07 
(1.45) 

4.03 
(1.49) 

East 2.85 
(1.74) 

4.60 
(2.00) 

5.80 
(1.75) 

3.34 
(1.60) 

2.99 
(1.63) 

4.87 
(1.97) 

5.98 
(1.64) 

3.46 
(1.59) 

West 3.16 
(1.77) 

3.84 
(1.84) 

5.85 
(1.56) 

3.71 
(1.49) 

3.55 
(1.71) 

4.60 
(2.00) 

6.03 
(1.50) 

3.97 
(1.51) 

Total 
3.03 
(1.76) 

4.16 
(1.95) 

5.83 
(1.64) 

3.55 
(1.55) 

3.33 
(1.70) 

4.70 
(1.99) 

6.01 
(1.56) 

3.78 
(1.56) 

Welch’s test was significant (p< .000) for all categories, therefore, a Games-
Howell post-hoc test was run (Fig. 4). As we can see in Fig. 4, Germans are 
significantly different from all of the other countries in that they like to talk on the 
phone both with their parents and children. On the other hand, the British prefer to 
talk in person. Talking on the phone is not as popular among Hungarians and 
Poles; Poles especially do not like to use phones to talk with their children. 
Talking on the phone with parents was the only type of communication where 
Slovaks and Hungarians were different, with Slovaks having significantly higher 
scores. In person, face-to-face conversation is rather unpopular among Eastern 
Europeans, especially with their parents. For on-screen conversations, Poles and 
British were quite similar, being on the lower end, while Czechs and Austrians 
had high scores in using screen time with parents. Texting and other messaging 
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could be broken down into two groups. The Slovaks and Hungarians have a high 
preference for this type of communication, both with their parents and offsprings. 
Texting with children also included the Czechs in this group. While everybody 
else grouped at the lower level. 

 

 
Figure 4 

Mean differences by communication types by country (based on the results of the Games-Howell test) 
Note: Solid lines represent those pairs where attitudes between countries did not differ significantly 

Conclusions 

This paper has sought to examine how communication patterns and attitudes 
toward digital communication differ based on country of origin and generations. 
Since migration from Eastern Europe happened in several waves and transnational 
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family life often entails generations living far apart, it was also important to 
understand generational differences in attitudes. Younger generations feel more 
strongly that digital communication makes work and personal life interrupt each 
other. At the same time, subsequent generations had increasingly higher scores 
when appraising the effects of online communication on coordination and 
managing activities, and the emotional proximity of people. Attitude differences 
among countries have shown some interesting patterns. Some countries 
(Germany-Austria, Slovakia-Hungary) often clustered together and did not differ 
significantly from each other. Eastern Europeans have a stronger belief that digital 
communication brings people closer; accordingly, in communication type, they 
are often more likely to use texting or other messaging. Westerners, on the other 
hand, prefer face-to-face communication. The Czechs scored high in their 
preference for video, while the Germans favored the more traditional phone 
conversations when talking with their parents. 

The findings of our study contribute to a better understanding of generational and 
regional differences in digital communication, especially as it pertains to 
transnational families that have arisen from migration within (and outside) the 
European Union. As newer and newer generations embark on the journey of 
leaving home for a foreign country, it remains to be seen whether this virtual 
proximity will be sufficient to maintain family ties and the fabric of our society. 
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