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ABSTRACT 

Ninety participants pre-selected as high or low on the Communal 

Orientation Scale (Clark, Ouellette, Powell, & Milberg, 1987) recorded 12,934 

total instances (TI) of help. Prompted by 40 examples of help, participants 

recalled instances of help that occurred in the previous month and identified 

the social network members involved in giving or receiving in each instance. 

TI was calculated at the social network level as the sum of instances 

involving all network members and all tj^jes of help. Exploratory analyses 

examined the effect communahty at the level of the network and within 13 

help and relationship classifications. Results uncorrected for family-wise 

error rate showed that participants low in communahty differed from those 

high in communahty by reporting: (a) more TI involving family members, 

and casual and substantial personal assistance involving family members; (b) 

more TI received from family members and more substantial assistance 

received from family members; (c) giving casual assistance to a greater 

number of family members; (d) the perception that emotional assistance 

provided to friends was more spontaneous (e) the behef that emergency 

assistance provided by fidends was given more spontaneously; (f) the 

perception that most types of help involving most types of relationships both 

given and received was less important; and (g) a lower level of relationship 



satisfaction across the network and involving friends and family. The 

pattern of results is discussed in relation to Nadler and Fisher's (1982) 

cluster of recipient defensive reactions. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Helping is an "ancient and continuing human ideal" (Staub, 1974, p. 

294) which is valued in many cultures (Fiske, 1991). Both institutional 

networks (e.g., pubhc assistance agencies) and social networks (e.g., 

neighbors) are common means of providing assistance in the United States. 

While American pubhc pohcy has sponsored the assistance of individuals 

through federal, state, or non-profit programs and partnerships (Osborne & 

Gaebler, 1993), conservative pohtical commentary and action has recently 

chgdienged citizens to depend more on individual volunteerism and social 

network assistance as a substitute for government sponsored institutional 

assistance. 

Pohtical commentators have cited a variety of problems with 

institutionahzed assistance. Despite the blurring of distinctions in 

private/pubhc programs, pubhc assistance still depends more on direct tax 

dollars than do private and nonprofit programs, and Osborne and Gaebler 

(1993) reported that many American citizens have become increasingly 

pessimistic about the government's abihty to efficiently and effectively 

manage tax dollars. Some pohtical scientists even doubt that institutional 

assistance through an administrative state can ultimately harness national 



energy and create social improvement (Caiden, 1991). Despite a plethora of 

institutional assistance programs for groups such as the mentally ill, 

physically challenged, or learning disabled (Karuza, Zevon, Rabinowitz, & 

Brickman, 1982), many other groups do seem to be under-served, and many 

services seem inadequate (e.g., Davis , 1987). For example, victims of 

property crime are often completely ignored (van den Bogaard & Wiegman, 

1991), and it was not until 1984 that the Victims of Crime Act finally 

estabhshed a permanent fund to compensate victims of person crime for 

medical expenses. Further, psychology researchers report that individuals 

often do not seek institutional assistance (Nadler, 1991) and/or prefer 

assistance from within their own social networks (Amato, 1990). 

There is also reason to doubt the economic feasibihty of local 

governments maintaining the vast array of programs while ensuring quahty. 

Levine and Posner (1981) stated that the drastic increase in the acceptance of 

federal grants with restrictive mandates by local governments has 

encouraged locahties to institute formal assistance programs of all types, 

without having the economic base on which to continue the assistance 

without federal alhance. Further, pubhc budgeting has traditionally been 

based on the assumption of continual growth; however, pubhc administrators 

increasingly find themselves in the position of having to do more with less 

(Osborne & Gaebler, 1993). It seems likely that by pohtical influence or 



economic necessity, individual Americans will be required more often to turn 

to their family, friends, or neighbors for assistance. Thus, understanding the 

functioning of social networks is particularly important. 

Studies of informal helping show that most helping acts are given and 

received within social networks. Amato (1990) found that only 11 and 9 

percent of helping acts seff-reported by students and the general population, 

respectively, were provided to complete strangers. Since the opportunity to 

help others is often a function of the number and intensity of interactions 

(Amato, 1990), the size of social networks may be crucial to the efficacy of 

social network assistance as a surrogate for institutional assistance. Many 

researchers report a consistent covariation between supportive relationships, 

well-being, and the successful adaptation to stressful events (Cohen & 

Hoberman, 1983; Cutrona, 1995; Thoits, 1986). Bheszner and Adams (1992, 

p. 31) stated that '̂ because of similarity of age and hfestyle friends are often 

better than anyone else at helping with identity clarification, reminiscing, 

giving advice, providing socialization, and sharing leisure activities" 

However, Coyne and Bolger (1990, p. 149) suggested that social support 

research has focused on the perception of the availabihty and amount of 

social support as a catalyst to well-being rather than the "actual features of 

individuals' involvement in interpersonal relationships." 



Social support seems to operate through the provision of intentional or 

unintentional help where the help or its perceived availabihty serves as a 

buffer to stress, either by providing a specific coping tool for the recipient or 

by enhancing relationship quahty (Coyne & Bolger, 1990; Cutrona, 1995). 

For example, a small loan can provide lunch for a hungry friend, thus 

providing direct alleviation of stress due to hunger. In another instance the 

small loan may be of minimal direct importance, however its offering within 

the friendship may also operate to buffer stress indirectly through the 

enhancement of relationship quahty. The efficacy of therapeutic assistance 

even seems to rely in part on relationship quahty. Garfield (1995) pointed 

out that many psychotheraputic treatments have in common a nonspecific 

factor that often predicts therapeutic outcome above and beyond a particular 

tjTJe of treatment. The efficacy of the nonspecific factor does not seem to be 

due to the solution or strategy offered for improvement, but rather to the 

chent/clinician relationship from which it was offered. The common 

therapeutic factor seems similar to Cutrona's (1995) description of social 

support buffering stress by creating a sense of closeness, belonging, trust, 

and security. 

Relationships clearly have a tremendous impact on the subjective 

meaning of resource provision and effectiveness; however, most studies of 

helping behavior in social psychology have dehberately studied help given 



and received between strangers (Krebs & Miller, 1985). In addition, 

experimental studies have often included only a hmited number of helping 

domains (Smithson, Pearce, & Amato, 1983) and have examined 

spontaneous, short-term helping in situations foreign to participants (Amato, 

1985). Thus, some researchers have proposed that the influence of situational 

variables has been exaggerated compared with personahty variables and that 

residtant theories have limited generalizabihty (Amato, 1985; Bilsky, 1991). 

For example, Greenberg and Frisch (1972) asked participants to pretend they 

were corporate executives, and help was measured as the sharing of 

resources through memo-based communications with other "corporate 

executives." The researchers found that the hkelihood of reciprocity is 

increased when help is perceived as important by the receiver and 

dehberately and voluntarily provided. Such help seems to promote 

reciprocity through an attribution of the giver's motives and a feeling of 

obhgation. But, are these factors significant when the giver and receiver are 

friends or spouses, when the help is emotional rather than tangible, or when 

the type of help is planned, chosen, and provided in a famihar situation? 

Such questions are not easily answered and relatively rarely proposed. 

There is evidence that the type of help (Amato, 1990; Smithson et al., 

1983) and its provision, acceptance, and meaning are influenced by the 

imphcit norms estabhshed in a relationship, be it a brief interaction or a 



long-term interdependence (e.g., Clark & Mills, 1993; Clark & Reis, 1988; 

Nadler, 1991). Researchers have discussed the evidence and origins of 

various normative modes of interacting (Berkowitz, 1972; Fiske, 1991), and 

Clark and Mills (1993) have formalized the distinction between two norms of 

interaction. As defined by Clark and Mills, exchange relationships are those 

in which the receipt of benefits imposes an obhgation to return a comparable 

benefit to the giver while communal relationships incur no specific obhgation 

upon the receipt of help and giving is based on the need of the other. 

Communal and exchange interactions have been shown to result from 

experimental manipulation, natural on-going relationships, and/or an 

individual orientation (Clark & Mills, 1979; Clark, OueUette, Powell, & 

Milberg, 1987; Clark & Taraban, 1991; Wilhamson, Clark, Pegahs, & Behan, 

1996). 

Wilhamson et al. (1996) investigated some effects of communal 

relationship type in on-going relationships. The researchers asked 

participants to recall help provided, not provided, or refused to intimate 

partners, family, and friends or to acquaintances and strangers in order to 

clarify whether recall of naturally occurring help would lead to different 

affective responses depending on the relationship. Communahty of 

relationship was determined by who the participant was helping, thus 

assuming that any individual differences in relationship orientation would 



be irrelevant. For example, help given to friends and family was treated as if 

given under need-based norms of interaction and help given to acquaintances 

and strangers was treated as if given under exchange norms. The main 

results showed that recall of help given in the past led to increased positive 

affect and recall of refusals to help led to a relative decrease in positive affect 

within communal, but not within exchange relationships. 

Several researchers have operationahzed communal relationship type 

as an orientation rather than using the participant's reported relationship to 

another (e.g., friend or stranger). Clark et al. (1987) developed and used a 

14-item communal orientation scale (Appendix B). VanYperen and Buunk 

(1991) used the scale and showed that being over-benefited in an intimate 

relationship led to decreased relationship satisfaction for subjects low in 

communal orientation, but not for those high in communal orientation. 

Being under-benefited led to an equal degree of dissatisfaction for those both 

high and low in communahty. 

In another study, Buunk, Doosje, Jans, and Hopstaken (1993) 

examined the role of communal orientation as a mediator between perceived 

reciprocity of social support and workplace-related affect. The researchers 

asked workers to rate supervisors on perceived reciprocity in their working 

relationship and to rate their degree of work-related negative affect. 

Participants low in communal orientation were then classified as deprived. 



equal, or advantaged in their supportive interactions with their supervisors 

based on their reported perceived reciprocity. The researchers observed that 

as high communal participants varied from deprived to advantaged they 

reported a hnear decrease in negative affect. However, participants low in 

communal orientation demonstrated a quadratic trend where they reported 

significantly more negative affect when deprived or advantaged than when 

equal (U-shape). 

Communal orientation seems to be an important mediator in the 

relationship between reciprocity and relationship satisfaction or negative 

domain-specific affect (Buunk et al., 1993; VanYperen & Buunk, 1991). 

However, httle research exists on the role of reciprocity within social 

networks (Jung, 1990). In one study. Van Tilburg et al. (1991) collected the 

necessary information to calcidate equity by a self-administered 

questionnaire. Participants responded to 10 pairs of questions assessing 

giving and receiving of support. For example, participants were asked "With 

whom have you discussed your work or your problems at work in the last few 

months: Do not mention your colleagues at work." The next question asked 

participants "Who has discussed his/her work with you in the last few 

months? Again do not mention your colleagues at work." Several pairs of 

questions measured emotional, instrumental, or social support. The 

researchers tested the association between various measures of equity and 
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lonehness for three different groups of participants who were expected to be 

experiencing stress due to life changes. 

With few exceptions. Van Tilburg et al. (1991) found a U-shaped 

relationship between equity (under-, equal, and over-benefited) and 

lonehness. That is, they found that participants who were under- or over-

benefited in their social networks reported higher levels of lonehness than 

equal benefited participants. An index of reciprocity based on the calculation 

of equity within each relationship was the only specific index to have an 

association with lonehness; however, the researchers noted that the majority 

of participants demonstrated very httle variance on any of the reciprocity 

measures. Overall, their results were consistent with previous findings that 

reciprocity as well as network size and total support are predictors of well-

being. 

Van Tilburg (1992) researched several methodological issues which 

were relevant to van Tilburg et al. (1991). He found that respondents who 

were asked about the giving and receiving of the same type of support in 

consecutive pairs were influenced by an assimilation effect which contributed 

to higher levels of reported reciprocity. For example, participants may have 

had the tendency to unintentionally correct discrepancies in reciprocity by 

considering each question in reference to earher questions of the same type. 

Van Tilburg concluded that questions assessing giving and receiving are best 



blocked together, such that the giving and receiving of any one type of 

assistance is not assessed in consecutive pairs. Further, an individual 

network member may serve as a reference for the evaluation of an 

immediately preceding network member when both assessments involve the 

same type of assistance. 

This study investigated several important or under-researched issues 

previously mentioned. It examined both the provision and benefit of 

assistance in the context of social networks and allowed participants to 

respond as both giver and receiver to a representative sample of common 

helping behaviors. The present study also included procedures to avoid 

assimilation and referencing effects. Helping instances were classified as one 

of four t5rpes, and participants classified individuals who were involved in 

each helping instance according to relationship. Total instance of help was 

calculated across the network as a whole where aU reported instances were 

included, within help types where instances were summed across 

relationships, within relationship t5T)es where instances were summed across 

help types, and within each help and relationship classification. Equity 

within the various classifications was calculated. 

In a field critiqued as overly dominated by laboratory studies and 

situation-based explanations of helping, this study examined actual helping 

instances as recalled by participants who were identified as individually 
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different in the preference for communal mode of interaction. The first 

objective of this study was to provide an empirical record of various types of 

help involving various relationships across the social networks of individuals 

identified as high and low in communal orientation. The second objective 

was to test the mediating role of communal orientation in the relationship 

between equity and relationship satisfaction. No research has been found 

that examined communal orientation as a mediator in the relationship 

between social network reciprocity and global measures of well-being, so a 

third objective was to test the role communal orientation in the relationship 

between reciprocity and global measures of positive affect and weU being. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Participants 

Ninety participants were pre-selected from a voluntary mass testing of 

introductory psychology students at Texas Tech University. The participants 

were classified high and low in communahty based on mean spht of scores 

on the 14-item Communal Orientation Scale (Clark et al., 1987). 

Overview 

Participants responded to behavioral examples of four types of 

assistance by indicating (a) whether they had given or received each instance 

of help in the last month, (b) which network member in their social network 

was involved in each instance of help, and (c) how important and 

spontaneous each instance of help was from the role of the giver or receiver. 

Participants were also asked to classify their relationship with each network 

member and to indicate their relationship satisfaction and perceived equity. 

In addition, participants responded to questions that assessed their weU 

being and positive affect. Measures of equity were also created fi'om the total 

instances that participants reported giving and receiving across the entire 

network, as well as for subsets of responses which were classified according 
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to help, relationship, and help by relationship classifications. Thus, 

independent variables included communal orientation, the order in which 

giving and receiving of help was responded to by participants, and eqmty. 

Inferential analyses involving the independent variables were conducted at 

the level of network or within any help, relationship, or help by relationship 

classification. 

Materials 

The materials in this study were either surveys, such as the 

Communal Orientation Scale (Clark et al., 1987) and the Mental Health 

Inventory-5 (Davies, Sherbourne, Peterson, & Ware, 1988), or questions and 

content adapted from materials used or developed in other studies. 

The Communal Orientation Scale (Clark et al., 1987) was used as a 

general measure of the orientation toward need-based interactions. In the 

development of the scale, Clark et al. found 14 items to have an adequate 

internal rehabihty with a Cronbach's alpha of .78 (Appendix B). The 

researchers reported a correlation of .68 between measures taken 11 weeks 

apart. AU items loaded on a single first factor which explained 26 percent of 

the variance. 

Forty behavioral examples of help were used to query participants 

concerning the provision of assistance. McGuire (1994) developed 72 helping 
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behaviors from participant responses and then asked new participants to 

assess each behavior on 22 dimensions deemed relevant to theories of 

helping. A factor analysis of the mean ratings for each of the 72 helping 

behaviors on the 22 items produced a four factor solution which represented 

89 percent of the total variance explained by the 72 behaviors. The forty 

examples of help used in this study (Appendix C) were composed of ten of the 

most representative behavioral examples (determined by factor loading) from 

each of four classes of helping behavior: (a) casual helping, (b) substantial 

personal helping, (c) emotional helping, and (d) emergency helping (McGuire, 

1994). 

The Mental Health Inventory-5 (Davies et al., 1988) was used in this 

study to measure weU being and positive affect. It was developed fi'om a 

38-item survey which has been shown to detect psychological distress and 

well-being (Veit & Ware, 1983). The 5-item inventory (Appendix D) has been 

shown to measure psychological distress as accurately as longer versions, and 

the single items were shown to rehably measured anxiety, general positive 

affect, depression, and behavioral and emotional control (Berwick et al., 

1991). 

This study used the following four statements created by Buunk et al. 

(1991) to measured relationship satisfaction on a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (very 

often): (a) I feel happy when I am with this person; (b) This person and I 

14 



have quarrels; (c) Things go weU between us; (d) I regret being involved with 

this person. The researchers used a total of eight statements to measure 

satisfaction in intimate relationships and reported alpha coefficients of .87 

and .88 from two samples. 

The measure of perceived equity used in this study was also used by 

Buunk et al. (1993, p. 803), and the assessment required participants to 

choose one of the following five statements: (a) "I am providing much more 

support to this person than I am receiving in return"; (b) "I am providing 

more help and support than I receive in return"; (c)"We are both providing 

the same amount of help and support to one another"; (d) "This person is 

providing more help and support to me than I am providing in return"; (e) 

"This person is providing much more help and support to me than I am 

providing in return." 

Participants in this study were also asked to classify all individuals in 

their social networks whom they reported to be involved in helping as 

belonging to one of the following 17 relationships: (a) wife, (b) husband, (c) 

girlfriend, (d) boyfriend, (f) same-sex best friend, (g) opposite-sex best friend, 

(h) same-sex friend, (i) opposite-sex fiiend; (j) mother, (k) father, (1) sister, 

(m) brother, (n) other family relation, (o) co-workers, (p) professors/bosses, (q) 

acquaintances, and (r) strangers. 

15 



For each instance of help, participants were also asked to respond to 

the importance and spontaneity of the assistance on two 7-point bipolar 

scales ranging from httle importance (1) to a great importance (7) and from 

mostly planned (1) to mostly spontaneous (7), respectively. When the 

participants responded as givers of help, the caption of the scales stated: (a) 

"How important was the help given to the receiver?"; and (b) "To what extent 

was the help planned or spontaneously given by you?" When the 

participants responded as receiver of help, the captions of the scales stated: 

(a) "How important was the help to you?"; and (b) "To what extent do you 

think the help was planned or spontaneously given to you?" These scales 

were used to calculate measures of the perceived importance and spontaneity 

of help given and received. 

Procedure 

Each pre-selected participant completed his/her assessment through 

an interaction with a Visual Basic program written by the author and 

running on a personal computer. Participants were read the instructions 

found in Appendix E which vaguely define the purpose of the study and 

specifically describe the process of completing the study. Pau-ticipants were 

presented with two computer screens or forms during the instruction phase 

which allow them to famiharize themselves the procedures. These same 
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forms plus three additional forms were used to collect information when the 

study began. The program operated interactively with the mouse-selected 

choices of the participants, and this section briefly describes the typical 

process of a study session. 

The first form titled "Social Network" asked participants to type the 

individual identifiers, such as the initials, names, or short descriptions of 

individuals that they had interacted with in the last month. Participants 

were encouraged to enter any and all individuals that they could remember. 

Participants were asked to press an on-screen command button labeled "Add 

to List" after they typed an individual identifier in the text box which added 

the identifier to a visual fist. In order to ensure that each individual in a 

participant's social network was uniquely identified, the same identifier 

could not be entered twice. For example, if a participant had two fiiends 

with the same name different identifiers were required, and the program 

automatically informed the participant of the problem and rejected the entry 

of a redundant or blank identifier. When participants entered as many 

individuals as they could remember they selected the "Finished" command 

button to continue to either the "Social Network II" form or the "Well Being" 

form depending on the counter balance condition. 

The "Social Network IF form asked participants to consider to whom 

they had given each of 40 types of help in the last month. They were also 
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asked who had given them each of the 40 types of help in the last month. 

The two phases in the main form were referred to as the give-to phase and 

the receive-fi:om phase and were randomly presented, such that giving was 

reported either first or last. The helping acts were presented to participants 

randomly within each phase, that is a t5T)ical participant responded to the 

giving of 40 types of help in random order and then the receiving of the same 

40 types of help again in random order. The random presentation of help 

within the give and receive blocks was designed to prevent systematic 

assimilation effects, and based on earher studies the order of the phases was 

expected to have httle effect (van Tilburg, 1992). 

When each type of help was presented participants had several 

options. First, by selecting the 'Members List" from the form menu they 

could view any member that they previously hsted by identifier on the social 

network form. Participants were asked to decided whether they had 

exchanged the help with anyone on the hst in the last month. If the 

participant had not exchanged the help, they selected the command button 

"Skip this Type of Help" which randomly selected another of the 40 types of 

help. However, if they had exchanged the help then they selected the 

appropriate individual identifier from the members hst. When a network 

member was selected it was automatically entered into the text box on the 

right side of the screen, but if a mistake was made participants could easily 

18 



select a new member. If they remembered assistance involving a member not 

on the hst, they were able to type a new member in the text box and were 

prompted as to whether they wanted to add the new member to the menu. 

Following a choice of network member and a selection of the 

importance and spontaneity of the help on two bipolar scales, participants 

could choose the "Save Responses" command button if they were satisfied 

with their responses. This button saved their current responses and allowed 

them to select another member fi-om the members list with whom they have 

exchanged the same type of help. As long as participants could recall a 

separate instance of help exchanged, they were encouraged to select members 

from the members hst and they were allowed to select members more than 

once for the same type of help. Participants always had access to the 

members hst to help them decide how many times they had exchanged the 

help in the last month. When participants were ready to move to the next 

type of help, they selected the "Skip this Tjrpe of Help" command button. 

When participants completed both the give-to and receive-from phases 

of the main form, control was transferred automatically to the 

'Relationships" form. The form asked participants to categorize their 

relationship with each of the individuals on the members hst. The identifier 

for each individual on the members hst was presented randomly and 

participants were asked to choose one of 17 relationships from the menu at 
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the top of the "Relationships" form. When a relationship was selected and 

chcked with the left mouse button the relationship was copied to a text box 

on the lower portion of the form. 

The "Relationships" form also asked participants to assess the 

perceived equity of each relationship by selecting one of five statements used 

by Buunk et al. (1993) and stated in the previous section of this chapter. If 

both the relationship in the text box and the equity response were correct 

participants selected the command button "Save Responses." After each chck 

of the "Save Responses" button , the program disabled the relationships 

menu and presented a series of four relationship satisfaction questions. The 

questions were adapted fi'om VanYperen and Buunk (1991) and were also 

hsted previously in this chapter. Participants were required to select and 

save responses to each question for each network member, but the questions 

were not presented for any network member who was categorized as a 

stranger. 

If participants had not responded to the well-being form immediately 

after hsting their network members then the last form asked participants to 

assess their well being during the last month. The form presented 

participants with each of the five statements from the Mental Health 

Inventory-5 (Appendix D; Davies et al., 1988). The form allowed participants 

to choose one of the six responses that best apphed to them for each of the 
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five statements. When the 'W êll Being" form was completed participants 

saw a message thanking them for their participation and they were 

debriefed. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Overview 

Ninety participants produced responses to 12,934 instances of help for 

an average of 143.71 (SD = 66.45) instances reported per participant. Since 

responses across classffication of help and relationship types were not 

independent and the sample size did not allow a repeated measures analysis, 

comparisons across classifications were only descriptive. The order in which 

participants were asked to assume the role of giver or receiver was also 

included as an important control variable. Thus, if a fully crossed factorial 

design were possible in this study it would be a 2 x 2 x 2 (Communal 

Orientation x Equity x Order) by several within subjects variables (Type of 

Help X Type of Relationship x Participant Role). The effects of communal 

orientation, order, and equity were examined at the level of network and 

within many classifications or subsets of the within subject variables. 

Measures of the frequency of giving and receiving, number of network 

members, equity in the number of network members given-to and 

received-from, actual and perceived equity, importance and spontaneity of 

help, relationship satisfaction, and well-being all served as criterion 

measures. 
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Calculation of Variables 

Several variables used in the analyses were calculations or 

aggregations of responses recorded in the study session. The 17 relationships 

were aggregated for analyses in the following manner: (a) romantic 

relationships were those classified as wife, husband, girlfriend, or boyfriend; 

(b) fiiends were those relationships classified as same-sex best fiiend, 

opposite-sex best friend, same-sex friend, opposite-sex friend; (c) famihal 

relationships were those classified as mother, father, sister, brother, other 

family relation. Co-workers, professors/bosses, acquaintances, and strangers 

were each classified as their own groups. 

Total instances (TI) of help at the level of the network was calculated 

as the sum of all instances of help reported for each participant which 

included all instances given and received. TI was also calculated within a 

variety of help and relationship classffications (e.g., TI emotional, TI 

involving family). TI help given by participants (TI Give) and TI help 

received (TI Receive) by participants was also calculated, and TI Equity was 

calculated as TI Receive minus TI Give. Thus, TI, TI Give, TI Receive, and 

TI Equity were calculated at the level of the network where all reported 

instances were included, and the measures were calculated within each 

relationship, help, and help by relationship classffication, so that all 

23 



measures except at the network level were based on only a sub-set of the 

total help reported by participants. 

The average importance of TI given (TI Importance Give) or received 

(TI Importance Receive) was calculated as the average of importance ratings 

for each participant when he/she reported as giver, or receiver of help, 

respectively. The average spontaneity of TI given (TI Planned Give) or 

received (TI Planned Receive) was calculated as the average of spontaneity 

ratings for each participant when he/she reported as giver, or receiver of 

help, respectively. Similar to other TI measures, TI Planned and Importance 

(Give or Receive) were averaged at the level of the network which included TI 

involving the entire network of social members and all types of help. TI 

Planned and Importance were also averaged over only TI reported in any 

subset or classffication or help or relationship. For example, TI Importance 

Receive was averaged for only those instances of help received from family 

members, as weU as for only those instances of emotional help received from 

romantic partners. 

Total network members (TNM) involved in helping was also calculated 

at the level of network and within any relationship and helping 

classffication. Similar to TI, several TNM sub-measures were calculated: (a) 

TNM Give was TNM given to by participants; (b) TNM Receive was the TNM 

giving help to the participants (participants took the role of receiver); and (c) 
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TNM Equity (TNM Receive - TNM Give) was a measure of the variety of 

network members giving and receiving help where a negative score indicated 

giving to a greater variety of social network members than were received 

from. 

Descriptive Analysis 

The primary classification variables of communahty (high, low) and 

order (responding to give first, or receive first) were examined for the 

distribution of participants. Participants scoring below the mean of all 

participants in mass testing on the Communal Orientation Scale (M=3.82, 

n=385) were defined as low in communahty. Thirty-four participants were 

low in communahty with eighteen reporting giving first and sixteen 

reporting receiving first. Fifty-one participants were high in communahty 

with eighteen giving first and thirty-three receiving first. 

Table 3.1 shows the distribution of aU instances of giving and receiving 

in the network across help and relationship types. As expected, the table 

shows that some types of help were reported to have occurred more 

frequently than others, and some types of relationships were reported to 

involve higher frequencies of help. For example, participants reported a 

greater number of instance of casual assistance (3,538) than substantial 
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assistance (2444) while fewer instances of help were reported to involve 

family (3480) than friends (7184). 

Percentages of TI based on the total help for each relationship type 

showed a similar pattern of helping involvement for romantic, fidends, 

family, and acquaintance relationships. Emotional help was the most 

firequent type of help making up 45 percent of help involving romantic 

partners, 47 percent of help with friends, 44 percent of help with family 

members, and 37 percent with acquaintances. Casual assistance was the next 

most frequently reported type of help for each group making up 21 percent of 

help with romantic partners, 27 percent of help with friends and family, and 

34 percent of help with acquaintances. Substantial assistance accounted for 

the third most frequent type of help involving each relationship making up 

20 percent of help with romantic partners, 17 percent of help with friends, 

21 percent with family, and 18 percent of help with acquaintances. 

Emergency assistance accounted for 12 percent of help with romantic 

partners, 7 percent with friends, 6 percent with family, and 9 percent with 

acquaintances. 

The distribution of the percent of total help for co-workers, 

professors/bosses, and strangers demonstrate that casual rather than 

emotional help was the most frequent type of help to involve these three 

groups. Casual assistance accounted for 43 percent of help with co-workers, 
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46 percent with professors/bosses, and 50 percent with strangers. Emotional 

assistance was the second most frequent type of assistance, but only for co

workers and professors/bosses. Emotional assistance accounted for 36 

percent of help with co-workers and 28 percent with professors/bosses, while 

emergency assistance was the second most frequent type of assistance 

involving strangers accounting for 31 percent. Emergency assistance was the 

third most frequent type of assistance involving co-workers and 

professors/bosses and it accounted for 11 percent and 16 percent, 

respectively. The third most frequent type of help with strangers was 

emotional assistance which made up 10 percent of total assistance involving 

this group. The least frequent type of assistance involving co-workers, 

professors/bosses, and strangers was substantial assistance which accounted 

for 9, 8, and 8 percent of total help involving each group. 

Few absolute differences between high and low communal individuals 

were found in the percentage of total assistance involving each relationship 

type. The only major difference in communahty was in the percentage of 

help types involving strangers. Low communal participants reported 37.5 

percent casual assistance, 37.5 percent emergency assistance, 12.5 percent 

substantial, and 12.5 percent emotional assistance involving strangers, while 

high communal participants reported 52.5 percent casual, 30 percent 
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emergency, 10 percent emotional, and 7.5 percent substantial assistance 

involving strangers. 

Examining the TI of help across relationship types as percentages of 

the totals of each help type demonstrated an even more consistent pattern. 

All types of help most frequentiy mvolved friends, followed by family, 

romantic partners, acquaintances, co-workers, professors/bosses, and 

strangers. Fifty five percent of TI help was reported to involve friends with 

55 percent of casual, 51 percent of substantial, 57 percent of emotional, and 

52 percent of emergency assistance involving these types of relationships. 

Twenty six percent of all helping instances involved family members and 

family members were involved in 27 percent of casual, 31 percent of 

substantial, 26 percent of emotional, and 20 percent of emergency assistance. 

Twelve percent of all helping instances were reported to involve romantic 

partners and most participants reported a single member of this relationship 

type. Participants reported that romantic partners were involved in 10 

percent of casual, 13 percent of substantial, 12 percent of emotional, and 18 

percent of emergency help. No dramatic differences in the above pattern were 

evident when comparison was made between high and low communal 

participants. 

The frequency of help across the classffications can result from several 

response patterns. For example, high frequencies in a given classffication in 
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Table 3.1 may be the result of many participants reporting a few incidents of 

assistance or from a few participants reporting many instances. Higher 

fi'equencies of a particular type of assistance reported by only a few 

participants may reflect higher intensity interactions as a residt of role or 

context (e.g., crises), a greater opportunity through duration or proximity of 

interaction, and/or individual differences expressed as a choice of role, 

context, or high intensity interaction. A greater TI per participant could just 

as well result from random events during the previous month. It is beyond 

this study to conclude why such differences were observed, but they are 

reported to document the differences and to suggest that they may have a 

imphcations for the subjective meaning of the help. 

Table 3.2 shows the number of participants out of 90 who reported at 

least one instance of help in each classffication of help and relationship type. 

Table 3.3 gives the average number of incidents per participant and was 

calculated as the TI in Table 3.1 divided by the participants in the 

corresponding classffications in Table 3.2. The changes in the relative 

distribution in Table 3.3 compared with Table 3.1 occurred for helping types 

involving co-workers, professors/bosses, acquaintances, and strangers. The 

distribution of helping incidents involving co-workers across types of help 

(Table 3.1) from highest to lowest was casual (68), emotional (58), emergency 

(19), and substantial (9), while the distribution of the number of instances 
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per participant (Table 3.3) was emotional (4.83), casual (3.77), substantial 

(1.87), and emergency (1.72). Thus, casual assistance involving co-workers 

may have been the most frequent assistance for that relationship in part 

because a greater number of participants chose to report in this 

classffication. It is not clear whether these differences are systematic and 

rehable, but it does suggest that when emotional help is given to co-workers 

it may be given in greater quantities by each provider than any other type of 

assistance. 

Other absolute changes from the relative distribution of TI in Table 3.1 

compared with the distribution of average TI per participant in Table 3.3 

included: (a) more average casual assistance per participant involving co

workers than acquaintances; (b) more average substantial and emotional 

assistance per participant involving strangers than professors/bosses; (c) 

more average emergency assistance per participant involving co-workers 

than acquaintances; (d) more average total assistance per participant 

involving co-workers than acquaintances; and (e) more average emotional 

than emergency help involving strangers per participant. 

The relative distribution of TI in Table 3.1 may also be influenced by 

the number of network members (TNM) available to be involved in 

assistance. Adjusting the TI in each classffication of Table 3.1 for TNM may 

provide some information about the intensity of helping interactions 
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involving the average network member (NM). Higher TI per NM suggests a 

greater interdependence and the possibihty that the subjective meaning of 

the assistance may vary with aspects of relationship quahty or interaction 

context. 

Table 3.4 shows the number of NM reported by participants to be 

involved in help in each of the classffications, and Table 3.5 shows the 

average instances of help per network member when TI in Table 3.1 was 

divided by the number of NM in Table 3.4. The greatest absolute change in 

the relative distribution of instances of help from Table 3.1 occurred across 

relationship types. For example, while participants reported the greatest 

number of total helping instances to involve fiiends (7184) a greater number 

of instances per NM involved romantic partners (28.96) and family members 

(8.97) than fiiends (7.63). Romantic partners consistently showed a greater 

level of helping involvement across aU types of help than did the other 

relationship types. The average number of TI per NM also showed the 

following absolute changes fi'om the relative distribution of TI in Table 3.1: 

(a) more average causal assistance per NM involved professors/bosses than 

co-workers followed by strangers and acquaintances; (b) more average 

emotional assistance per NM involved co-workers than acquaintances; (c) 

more average emergency assistance per NM involved strangers than co

workers; (d) more average total assistance per NM involved professors than 
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acquaintances followed by co-workers; (e) more average emotional assistance 

per NM involved co-workers and professors/bosses than any other type of 

assistance; (f) more average substantial than casual assistance per NM 

involving acquaintances; and (g) an equal average instance per NM of 

emotional and emergency assistance involving strangers. 

Table 3.6 presents the average number of NM reported per participant 

in each of the classffications. The averages were calculated as the TNM 

found in Table 3.4 divided by the number of participants reporting in each 

corresponding classffication in Table 3.2. It is useful to compare Table 3.6 to 

the number of TNM in Table 3.4 in order to determine if the number of 

participants reporting in each classffication had an impact on the relative 

distribution of TNM across the classffications. The average number of NM 

reported to be involved in assistance per participant gives a surface 

indication of the availabihty of social support if not the quahty of that 

support. Differences from the relative distribution of Table 3.4 are noted in 

Table 3.6, however no differences were observed in friends and family across 

helping classffications. Column differences seem to reflect the fact that only 

a subset of participants reported relationships such as co-workers, 

professors/bosses, acquaintances, and strangers, yet the number of NM 

reported per participant in these groups varied and tended to be higher than 

the number of romantic partners reported per participant. 
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The following exploratory analyses were conducted to describe aspects 

of reported giving and receiving that were related to communahty 

independent of order effects. Five participants were excluded from the 

analyses since they had invahd or missing scores on the communal 

orientation scale. These analyses were conducted in order to included all 

possible effects for later rephcation and confirmation. Thus, a large number 

of analyses is reported, but Type I error rate was not adjusted. 

Exploratory Analvses of High and Low Communahtv 

Table 3.2 provides information about which classffications were 

suitable for inferential analyses that involve more than one predictor. 

Analyses were conducted at of the level of the network where all responses 

were included. Analyses were also conducted that included only subsets of 

responses that were determined by classffications with an adequate number 

of responding participants. Thirteen subsets were determined by the 

following help, relationship, and help and relationship classffications in 

Table 3.2: (a) casual, (b) substantial, (c) emotional, (d) emergency, (e) friends, 

(f) family, (g) casual, substantial, and emotional assistance involving friends 

or family (6 subsets), and (h) emergency assistance involving friends. In an 

effort to increase the number of classffications suitable for analysis, an 

attempt was made to collapse co-worker, professor/boss, acquaintance, and 
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stranger into a single type, but the aggregation made httle difference in the 

number of responding participants, since the same few participants who 

responded in any one of these classffications were the same few to respond in 

the others. 

Thus, for any one dependent measure there were generally 14 possible 

analyses, 1 at the level of the network which included all responses, and in 

most cases, 13 others that included only a subset of participant responses. In 

addition, there were cases in which romantic relationship classffication was 

included or relationship satisfaction was the dependent variable and these 

cases will be noted. 

The results of any group of these 14 analyses were not independent, 

and with more participants the preferred analyses would have involved a 

MANOVA where, for example, the number of instance reported in each of the 

14 classffications would serve as dependent measures. Given the sample 

size, separate analyses within each classffication for each predictor were 

conducted. The effects for communahty were examined above and beyond 

the effects of order of response to giving and receiving. 

Total instance (TI) of help, TI Give, TI Receive, TI Equity, TNM, TNM 

Give, TNM Receive, TNM Equity, TI Importance Give/Receive, TI Planned 

Give/Receive, and average perceived equity were compared for high and low 

communahty groups at the level of the network (1 analysis), the relationship 
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type (2 analyses), the help type (4 analyses), and suitable relationship by 

help types (7 analyses). In addition, relationship satisfaction was compared 

for high and low communahty at the level of the network (1 analysis) and 

romantic, fiiends, and family relationship types (3 analyses). Thus, with the 

exception of relationship satisfaction, fourteen 2 x 2 (communal x order) 

analyses were conducted that tested differences in each of 13 criterion 

measures above and produced a total of 182 analyses of variance. One-way 

ANOVA was used in the 4 other analyses to examine the effect of communal 

orientation on relationship satisfaction, producing a grand total of 186 

exploratory analyses. 

Order Effects. Thirty five of the analyses confirmed that order of 

response (give and receive) had a signfficant effect on TI, TI Give, TI Receive, 

TI Equity, TNM Receive, and TNM Equity (Appendix F). Participants 

reported a greater number of TI involving family when they responded to 

give last (M=45.16, SD=27.57) as opposed to first (M=33.51, SD=23.89. F 

(1,80) =5.37, p < .05) in the session. TI casual and substantial help involving 

family showed similar effects. Presumably participants became tired and/or 

had less motivation as the study continued, thus measures of the frequency 

of participant responses across the course of the study tended to vary with 

order. 
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Order had a greater and more consistent effect on TI Receive than on 

TI Give. Participants reported a greater number of instances received when 

receiving was reported first in the following 7 out of 14 possible analyses: 

network, casual, emotional, family, casual/family, substantial/family, and 

emotional/family (Appendix F). For example, participant's reported greater 

TI received from family when receiving was responded to first (M=29.24, 

SD=17.06) as opposed to last (M=18.82, SD=15.50, F (1,79) = 10.36, p < .01). 

Casual, substantial, and emotional TI received from family showed similar 

order effects. 

Order effects for TI Give were few and inconsistent with participants 

reporting more instances of giving substantial assistance to friends and fewer 

to family when the give phase was first. Since aU the order effects for TI 

involved family, it seems likely that the low number of reports of giving to 

family when give was reported first combined with the low number of reports 

of receiving in the same condition (i.e., receive last) to produce the order 

effect for TI involving family. 

The most consistent order effects involved TI Equity where 12 of the 14 

possible TI Equity analyses were signfficant (i^pendix F). Differences in TI 

Eqmty consistently showed that equity was higher and positive when giving 

was responded to last in the study and lower £uid negative when giving was 

responded to first in the study. For example, participants who responded to 
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giving first in the study showed an average TI equity at the network level of 

-14.55 (SD=32.14) while participants in the give last condition showed an 

average TI equity of 20.04 (SD=22.60). As an exception, TI Equity involving 

family overall and TI Equity emotional help involving family showed positive 

equity regardless of order. For example, participants showed an average TI 

Equity mvolving family of 3.20 (SD=12.28) in the give first condition and 

13.32 (SD=11.07) in the give last condition (F=16.66, p<.001). 

Order also had effects on the number of total network members giving 

help (TNM Receive) to participants (role of receiver) and on the difference 

between the number of total network members giving and receiving 

assistance (TNM Equity). Participants reported a greater number of network 

members gave casual assistance overall and a greater number of family 

members gave casual assistance when participants responded to giving last 

(receiving first). Nine of the possible fourteen analyses of TNM Equity were 

signfficant and showed that participants consistently reported giving to a 

greater variety of network members than they received from when giving was 

reported first in the study than when it was reported last (Appendix F). The 

opposite was true when receiving was reported first. Thus, the effects of order 

were what would have been expected if participants became fatigued. 
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Communahtv Effects. Of the 186 total exploratory analyses, 22 

showed signfficant effects for communal orientation. Table 3.7 shows the 

signfficant mean differences in communal orientation on many of the 

dependent variables. Many effects for communahty were only signfficant 

after the effect of order was removed (identffied by a superscript), thus 

partial effects for communahty are reported firom Type III source tables 

generated by SAS GLM. Participants low in communahty reported a greater 

number of helping instances involving family members (F= 5.35, ^=.02) and 

greater numbers of casual (F= 5.67, p=.01) and substantial ^=7.22, p=.008) 

assistance involving family members than did participants high in 

communahty. Individuals low in communahty also reported more help 

received firom family members (F=4.79, p=.031), and substantial help 

received from family members (F=4.40, p=.039) than did high communal 

individuals, while no effects were found for the giving of help to family. 

The analyses of TNM Give (Table 3.7) showed that low communal 

individuals reported giving casual assistance to a greater number of family 

members than did high communal individuals (F= 4.56, p=.03). Low 

communal participants also reported a higher level of perceived spontaneity 

in their giving (TI Planned Give) of emotional help to friends than did high 

communal participants (F= 3.97, p=.04), and they perceived that friends gave 

them emergency help in a more spontaneous manner (F= 4.30, p=.04). 
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The strongest and most consistent effects for communahty were found 

m the analyses of the perceived importance of help given and received (Table 

3.7). Participants low in communahty consistently reported a lower 

perceived importance of help given (TI Importance Give) than did high 

communal participants. High communal participants reported greater 

perceived importance for help given to the network (F= 6.87, p=.01), friends 

(F=4.93, p=.02), and family (F=4.02, E=.04), as well as, a greater perceived 

importance for overall emotional (F= 6.83, p=.01) and emergency help 

(F=5.26, p=.02), and emotional help given to friends (F= 6.28, p=.01). 

Similarly, high communal participants also reported greater perceived 

importance for network (F= 5.03, E=.02) , emotional 2=4.35 p=.04), and 

emergency assistance received (F= 8.88, p=.004), as well as help received 

from fiiends (F= 6.55, p=.01), and emotional help received from fiiends 

(F=4.70, p=.03). The only difference in the pattern of perception concerning 

the importance of help given and received was that high communal 

participants perceived help given to family to be relatively more important 

than did low communal individuals, but there was no signfficant difference 

between the groups in the perception of the importance of help received from 

family members. 

Differences in relationship satisfaction were also examined at the level 

of the network and for romantic, fiiends, and family relationship types. 
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Table 3.7 shows that signfficant differences were observed for the network 

(F= 5.79, p=.01), friends (F= 4.14, p=.04), and family 0^=4.56, E= .03) where 

high communal participants reported greater perceived relationship 

satisfaction than did low communal participants. No differences were found 

in average perceived equity for any of the 14 help and relationship 

classffications. 

Interactions between communahty and order were found in the 

prediction of TI Equity and TNM Equity (Table 3.8). High communal 

participants reported a greater difference between equity in the give first and 

give last conditions than did low communal participants with substantial 

assistance overall 2=9.61, p=.002) and with substantial personal assistance 

involving friends (F=5.33, E=.023). 

Table 3.8 also showed that there were two communal x order 

interactions involving TNM Equity. Again, high communal individuals 

seemed to be the anomaly by reporting giving substantial assistance to a 

relatively far greater number of network members than they received from 

when they responded to giving first. The same effect was also observed for 

substantial assistance involving friends. 
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Confirmatory Analvses of Communahtv 
as a Mediator 

An objective of this study was to rephcate the finding that high 

communal rather than low communal individuals show greater relationship 

satisfaction when a relationship is overly beneficial to them. Given the 

observed effects of order on eqvdty, the preferred analysis would have 

included order and its interaction with equity as a predictor, however the 

sample size did not allow for such a model. Instead equity was standardized 

within order such that a negative score indicated less than average benefit 

and a positive score indicated greater than average benefit to the participant. 

Since communahty and order interacted to explain equity for substantial 

assistance and substantial assistance involving fiiends, the standardization 

of equity within order for these classffications may be in error. The error is 

likely because standardizing equity in relation to the mean of equity within 

each order condition does not completely remove the influence of order of 

response to give and receive which was clearly stronger for high communal 

than for low communal participants. However, interactions were not found 

in any other classffications, so standardizing equity within order was viewed 

as the best method for removing the order effect while still maintaining 

information about equity for each person, at least relative to the group of 

participants in each order condition. 
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Individual Relationships. For these analyses, the romantic partner, 

fiiend, and family member for each participant with whom the participant 

had reported the greatest number of helping instances was chosen. ANOVA 

was conducted for each of the three relationships to determine if relationship 

satisfaction with the particular individual was predicted by communahty, TI 

Equity (standardized) involving the member, and the interaction of the 

predictors. No signfficant relationships were found, but because of low cell 

sizes, high skew in relationship satisfaction, and residuals that were 

correlated with level of the predictor, a second set of analyses using logistic 

regression were conducted. 

Since logistic regression (a) does not have assumptions about the 

distribution of predictors, (b) can be effective where as many as 20 percent of 

cells are below 5 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996), and (c) makes the skew of 

relationship satisfaction irrelevant by predicting a categorical response, it 

was used in contrast to the previous analyses. Participant responses were 

categorized as high and low based on the mean of the distribution of 

satisfaction for each relationship type. As expected. Tables 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11 

show a lower proportion of high communal individuals reported low 

relationship satisfaction. The odds of reporting low satisfaction given high 

communahty for romantic partners were .193 to 1 (x̂  =4.26, p =.03), for 

friends the odds were .269 to 1 (x̂  = 6.60, p = .01) and for family members the 
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odds were .327 to 1 (x2=4.50, p = .03). Equity or the interaction of equity with 

communahty did not predict relationship satisfaction in any of the three 

logistic analyses, although the fuU model was signfficant above the intercept 

model in the prediction of satisfaction with friends (x2= 9.163, p = .02). Thus, 

the set of predictors as a whole was an improvement in the prediction of 

relationship satisfaction over the intercept model alone. 

The analyses of romantic and family satisfaction are probably not a 

fair test of the equity x communahty component of the models, because cell 

sizes of 1 are present and/or more than 20 percent of cells have sizes below 5 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). While the communahty x equity interactions 

were not signfficant, the distribution of the percentages of participants 

responding in each classffication seem more than coincidental given the 

predictions (Table 3.9). For example, 58.33 and 40.00 percent of low 

communal participants reported high satisfaction with romantic 

relationships in which they were under and over benefited, respectively. 

Thus, for low communal participants there is a difference of 18.33 percent. In 

contrast, the difference between percentages of high communal participants 

in the same conditions was much smaller (81.82 minus 78.57 percent). 

Consistent with previous research involving romantic relationship 

satisfaction, being over benefited in this study seems to be related to lower 

satisfaction for low communal than for high communal individuals. 
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The absolute differences seem just as prevalent for friendship 

satisfaction with 52.17 and 27.27 percent of low communahty and 76.67 and 

64.71 percent of high communal participants reporting high satisfaction 

when under and over benefited, respectively (Table 3.10). While the 

differences in percentage of high communal individuals reporting high 

satisfaction between the equity conditions are relatively larger than with 

romantic satisfaction (11.96 percent), the differences between equity 

conditions for low communal individuals is still more than twice as large 

(24.9 percent). 

Prediction of WeU Being. Another objective in this study was the 

extension of the mediating role of communahty previously discussed. 

Standardized TI equity was calculated for the 14 classffications of help and 

relationship types and used in conjunction with communahty, and their 

interactions to examine their effects on global measures of positive affect and 

weU being. Positive affect was calculated as the sum of questions two and 

four from the Mental Health Inventory-5 which is a recommended scale. 

Both positive affect and weU being measures were distributed normaUy. No 

effects were found for the predictors. WhUe in a statistical sense there are no 

differences in positive affect and weU being, it is worth noting that the 

average absolute measures of both positive affect and weU being were higher 

for low communal than high communal participants at the network level. 
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Table 3.1 Total Incidents of Help Classffied by Help and Relationship Type 

Help Classffications 

Relationship Casual Substantial Emotional Emergency Total 

Romantic 

Friends 

Family 

Co-worker 

356 

1959 

966 

68 

Professor/Boss 47 

Acquaintance 118 

Stranger 24 

327 

1266 

761 

15 

9 

62 

4 

742 

3412 

1542 

58 

29 

127 

5 

197 

547 

211 

19 

17 

31 

15 

1622 

7184 

3480 

160 

102 

338 

48 

Total 3538 2444 5915 1037 12934 
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Table 3.2 Number of Participants Responding in Each Help and 
Relationship Type 

Help Classffications 

Relationship Casual Substantial Emotional Emergency Total^ 

Romantic 

Friends 

Family 

Co-worker 

Professor/Boss 

Acquaintance 

Stranger 

48 

90 

89 

18 

17 

38 

9 

46 

88 

86 

8 

7 

30 

3 

49 

89 

86 

12 

12 

25 

2 

43 

76 

44 

11 

11 

19 

10 

50 

90 

89 

21 

20 

47 

17 

Total« 90 90 90 90 90̂  

Note: AU ceUs are within-subjects, so 90 is the maximum of any 
classffication. ^marginal relationship classffications, ^marginal relationship 
classffications, <total network. 
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Table 3.3 Average Number of Helping Incidents Per Participant 

Help Classffications 

Relationship Casual Substantial Emotional Emergency Total 

Romantic 

Friends 

FamUy 

Co-worker 

7.41 

21.73 

10.85 

3.77 re 

Professor/Boss 2.76 

Acquaintance 3.10-

Stranger 2.66 

7.10 

14.38 

8.84 

1.87'-

1.28-

2.06 

1.33-

15.14 

38.33 

17.93 

4.83^ 

2.41-

5.08 

2.50 -̂

4.58 

7.19 

4.79 

1.72 re 

1.54 

1.63^ 

1.50̂  

32.44 

79.82 

39.10 

7.61' 

5.10 

7.19' 

2.82 

Total Help 39.31 27.15 65.72 11.52 143.71 

Note. Each average is the total instance reported in the corresponding ceU in 
Table 3.1 divided by the total participants reporting in the corresponding ceU 
in Table 3.2. ^ indicates a change in relative size within the row compared 
with Table 3.1;- indicates a change in relative size within the column 
compared with Table 3.1. 
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Table 3.4 Total Network Members Involved in Help Classffied by Help and 
Relationship Type 

Help Classffications 

Relationship Casual Substantial Emotional Emergency Total 

Romantic 

Friends 

FamUy 

Co-worker 

Professor/Boss 

Acquaintance 

Stranger 

Total 

52 

690 

325 

42 

23 

74 

14 

1220 

51 

557 

291 

10 

7 

37 

4 

957 

54 

727 

302 

18 

13 

40 

4 

1158 

45 

301 

105 

17 

14 

24 

12 

518 

56 

941 

388 

55 

29 

106 

27 

1602 
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Table 3.5. Average Number of Helping Incidents Per Network Member 

Relationship 

Romantic 

Friends 

Family 

Co-worker 

Professor/Boss 

Acquaintance 

Stranger 

Total Help 

Casual 

6.85-

2.83-

2.97 

1.62'--

2.04̂ -̂

1.59 -̂

1.71-

2.90 

Help Classffications 

Substantial 

6.41-

2.27-

2.62 

1.50^ 

1.29^ 

1.68-

1.00-

2.55 

Emotional 

13.74-

4.69-

5.11 

3.22-

2.23-

3.18-

1.25-

5.11 

Emergency 

4.37-

1.82-

2.01 

1.12-^ 

1.21-

1.29 

1.25-

2.00 

' Total 

28.96-

7.63-

8.97 

2.91-

3.52-

3.19-

1.77 

8.07 

Note. Each average is the total instances reported in the corresponding ceU 
in Table 3.1 divided by the total network members reported in the 
corresponding ceU in Table 3.4.- indicates a change in relative size within the 
row compared with Table 3.1; - indicates a change in relative size within the 
column compared with Table 3.1. 
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Table 3.6. Average Number of Network Members Per Participant 

Help Classffications 

Relationship Casual Substantial Emotional Emergency Total 

Romantic 

Friends 

FamUy 

Co-worker 

Professor/Boss 

Acquaintance 

Stranger 

Total 

1.08-

7.66 

3.65 

2.33-

1.35 

1.94-

1.55-

13.55 

1.10-

6.32 

3.38 

1.25-

1.00-

1.23-

1.33-

10.63 

1.10-

8.16 

3.51 

1.50-

1.08 

1.60-

1.50-

12.86 

1.04-

3.96 

2.38 

1.54-

1.27-

1.26-

1.20-

5.75 

1.12-

10.45 

4.35 

2.61-

1.45 

2.25-

1.58-

17.80 

Note. Each average is the total network members in the corresponding ceU in 
Table 3.4 divided by the total participants reporting in the corresponding ceU 
in Table 3.2; - indicates a change in relative size within the row compared 
with Table 3.4; - indicates a change in relative size within the column 
compared with Table 3.4. 
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Table 3.7: Signfficant Main Effect Mean Differences in the Exploratory 
Analyses of Communahty 

Communahty 

Low High 

DV Classffication M SD M SD 

Total Incidents (TI) 

TI Received 

TSM Give 

TI Planned Give 

TI Planned Receive 

TI Importance Give 

FamUy« 

Casual/FamUy« 

Substantial/ 
FamUy 

FamUy« 

Substantial/ 
FamUy« 

Casual/Family^ 

Emotional/ 
Friends^ 

Emergency/ 
Friends* 

Network 

Emotional 

Emergency 

46.27 

13.06 

10.87 

28.27 

6.56 

3.30 

5.58 

5.36 

4.93 

5.16 

4.56 

29.23 

8.51 

6.80 

18.94 

4.75 

1.77 

0.87 

1.38 

0.96 

1.05 

1.42 

36.15 

9.98 

7.76 

22.80 

5.13 

2.63 

5.08 

4.54 

5.44 

5.72 

5.26 

24.11 

6.19 

5.81 

15.65 

3.27 

1.31 

1.33 

2.05 

0.86 

0.93 

1.33 
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Table 3.7: Continued. 

Communahty 

DV Classffication 

Low High 

M SD M SD 

TI Importance Give 

Friends 

Family 

Emotional/ 
Friends 

TI Importance Receive 

Network 

Emotional 

Emergency 

Friends 

Emotional/ 
Friends 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Network 

Friends 

Family 

4.79 

5.29 

4.95 

4.94 

5.56 

5.06 

4.95 

5.23 

17.34 

17.50 

17.57 

1.07 

0.97 

1.14 

1.03 

1.06 

1.41 

1.07 

1.16 

1.19 

1.36 

1.58 

5.27 

5.72 

5.54 

5.36 

5.98 

5.89 

5.55 

5.75 

0.93 

0.94 

1.00 

1.11 

0.77 

0.96 

1.00 

0.98 

17.93 1.05 

18.04 1.09 

18.25 1.28 

Note: AU are significant at p < .05.; « F-test is oiUy signfficant when based 
on partial SS. 
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Table 3.8: Signfficant Interactions of Communahty and Order 

Low Communahty High Communahty 

Give First Give Last Give First Give Last 

DV ClassfficationM SD M SD M SD M SD 

TIE Substantial 0.83 7.97 1.18 7.03 -6.33 7.48 3.84 6.16 

TIE Substantial/ 
Friends -1.43 6.14 -1.00 5.46 -5.35 6.37 0.93 4.01 

TNME Substantial 0.66 3.27 -0.81 2.92 -3.00 3.94 1.27 3.29 

TNME Substantial/ 
Friends -0.25 2.29 -1.14 2.68 -2.23 4.17 0.26 2.19 

TIPG Casual/ 
/FamUy 4.10 1.33 5.02 1.32 4.81 1.79 4.17 1.86 

Note: AU interactions were signfficant at p < .05; TIE = Total Incidence 
Equity; TNME = Total Network Member Equity; TIPG= Total Incidence 
Planned Give. 
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Table 3.9: Percentage of Participants Responding in Each Level of Romantic 
Relationship Satisfaction 

Predictors 

Communahty* 

Low 

High 

Equity 

Under-Benefit 

Over-Benefit 

Low Communahty 

Under-Benefit 

Over-Benefit 

High Communahty 

Under-Benefit 

Over-Benefit 

Note. * p < .05. 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Low (n) 

47.06 (8) 

20.00 (5) 

30.43 (7) 

31.58 (6) 

41.67 (5) 

60.00 (3) 

18.18 (2) 

21.43 (3) 

High (n) 

52.94 (9) 

80.00 (20) 

69.57 (16) 

68.42 (13) 

58.33 (7) 

40.00 (2) 

81.82 (9) 

78.57(11) 
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Table 3.10: Percentage of Participants Responding in Each Level of 
Friendship Relationship Satisfaction 

Predictors 

Communahty* 

Low 

High 

Equity 

Under-Benefit 

Over-Benefit 

Low Communahty 

Under-Benefit 

Over-Benefit 

High Communahty 

Under-Benefit 

Over-Benefit 

Note. * p < .05. 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Low (n) 

55.88 (19) 

27.66 (13) 

33.96 (18) 

50.00 (14) 

47.83(11) 

72.73 (8) 

23.33 (7) 

35.29 (6) 

High (n) 

44.12(15) 

72.34 (34) 

66.04 (35) 

50.00 (14) 

52.17(12) 

27.27 (3) 

76.67 (23) 

64.71(11) 
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Table 3.11: Percentage of Participants Responding in Each Level of FamUy 
Relationship Satisfaction 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Predictors Low (n) High (n) 

Communahty* 

Low 58.62 (17) 41.38 (12) 

High 29.55(13) 70.45(31) 

Equity 

Under-Benefit 30.77 (4) 69.23 (9) 

Over-Benefit 43.33 (26) 56.67 (34) 

Low Communahty 

Under-Benefit 75.00 (3) 25.00 (1) 

Over-Benefit 56.00 (14) 44.00 (11) 

High Communahty 

Under-Benefit 11.11(1) 88.89(8) 

Over-Benefit 34.29 (12) 65.71 (23) 

Note. * p < .05. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The author developed a computer program for this study with the 

intention of assessing social network support through the actual recaU of 

helping instances which were representative of the variety of help that is 

commonly found across many different types of relationships. Several tactics 

were taken to promote quahty as weU as quantity of response. Give and 

receive phases were blocked and counter balanced, helping instances were 

randomly presented within each block, responses were obtained through a 

simple mouse driven interface, and aU previous responses were hidden so 

that any tendency toward monitoring to create an artffidal equity was 

difficult. 

Before discussing the results of this study several cautions must be 

stated. First, issues of memory were rarely and only briefly discussed in the 

hterature important to this study, but the imphcations for a memorial 

influence seem great and complex. Little research exists on the memory of 

past real-life events, or autobiographical memory (Baddeley, 1990), probably 

because subtle memorial and cognitive effects would be difficult to detect 

when social context is not controUed (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Nevertheless, 
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models of social memory have suggested that prior expectations play an 

important role in the storage and recall/recognition of social information. 

In a meta-analytic review of 54 studies examining the influence of 

prior expectation on the storage and retrieval of sociad information, Stangor 

and McMUlan (1992) concluded that expectations may have httie effect when 

objective information has a strong influence, but that increased memory for 

information both congruent and incongruent with prior expectations is hkely 

under various conditions. Several prominent models make contrary 

predictions concerning the role of prior expectations (Stangor & McMUlan, 

1990), but it seems clear that memory for helping events wiU be biased to 

varying degrees across relationship t5i)es. For example, Murray and Holmes 

(1994) investigated the restructuring of open-end recaU of events concerning 

intimate partners and found that participants readUy reconstrue the 

behaviors and faults of intimate partners in an effort to bolster relationship 

confidence. It would seem that the strength of prior expectations and depth 

and intensity of involvement create different levels of motivation to re

interpret events during recaU, and perhaps different goals for the processing 

of information during storage (Fisk & Taylor, 1991). Stangor and McMUlan 

also stated that two of three prominent social memory models predict biased 

recaU in favor of congruent information when strength of expectation 

increases. 
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Some other important variables that determine the effect of the 

memory bias include type of memory test, processing complexity, delay 

between initial processing and the memory test, type of behavioral 

inconsistency, and type of information (Stangor & McMUlan, 1992). The test 

of memory in this study was a cued recaU, however it is important to note 

that each behavioral cue may not have had the same level of specfficity. That 

is, each cue can be viewed as a classffication that varies in both fidehty and 

bandwidth (John, Hampson, & Goldberg, 1991). The emotional cues in this 

study seem to have had greater bandwidth or inclusiveness and thus may 

have encouraged recaU of a greater number of specffic instances of emotional 

assistance than the other helping types. For example, there are many 

behavioral or non-verbal instances that might represent moral support (high 

inclusiveness/low fidehty), but opening a door for someone is an act with 

fewer representative variations (low inclusiveness/high fidehty). 

The lack of specfficity of emotional cues may have aUowed a greater 

positive reconstrual of information when exemplars were less specffic. To 

Ulustrate, emotional help is probably less instrumental than at least most 

casual and emergency assistance and more often given meamng through the 

intentions of the giver; thus, help may have been dehvered to ingratiate as 

an effort to control or manipulate, but it may be re-integrated as an act of 

caring concern when provided by a romantic partner or a close friend. 
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Processing complexity would seem to have been high in this study 

simply because the number of targets or network members was so great 

(Stangor & McMiUan, 1992), however response frequency was a choice of 

participants and time constraint was only self-imposed. Fatigue and lack of 

motivation to proceed may have exerted a greater effect on high communal 

participants. The disparity between the number of helping instances 

reported when giving was reported last as opposed to first was much greater 

for high communal participants reporting substantial assistance overaU and 

substantial assistance involving friends. Due to this effect, high communal 

participants seemed to demonstrate high states of inequity when giving was 

reported first. The most logical explanation would seem to be that high 

communal participants tended to report shghtly more giving and shghtiy less 

receiving when giving was reported first, such that no interactions of give or 

receive with order were detected, but when combined as the difference score 

(TI Equity) the interaction with order was signfficant. The same pattern was 

observed for number of network members as weU. 

A second caution for this study concerns the measurement of equity. It 

is unclear whether the assessment of equity in this study was equivalent to 

equity measures in the studies previously cited. On one hand, the measure 

of equity in this study included more information on a broader range of 

helping instances than any study found. However, this study depended upon 
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the difference between the number of giving and receiving responses that 

participants chose to provide over the course of the study as a measure of 

equity. As a result, order of responding to give and receive blocks had a large 

effect, but sample size did not aUow the inclusion of order in relevant models. 

As an alternative, the effect of order on equity was removed by standardizing 

equity within order, such that each participant was ranked as being less 

than or greater than the average equity within his/her order condition. Non-

signfficant results involving equity may reflect measurement error, low 

sample size, or a legitimate faded rephcation of previously cited effects. 

Further, studies are being conducted to help verify a conclusion. 

The objectives in this study were met with varying degrees of success. 

The most basic objective was to describe the frequency distribution of many 

types of assistance across many types of relationships and to examine any 

differences that may be related to preferences for a communal mode of 

interaction. A vahd empirical record of many aspects of social support across 

the social network for high and low communal individuals was achieved. 

Many of the absolute differences across relationships and help types as seen 

in descriptive analysis and exploratory inferential analysis do not merit a 

fine-grain discussion, but rather must be vahdated in future studies. But, 

probable patterns wiU be discussed for future study. 
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High and low communal participants had many notable simUarities in 

the size and distribution of their social networks. For example, despite the 

presumed preference of low communal individuals for less communal 

interactions, they reported roughly equivalent total numbers of helping 

instances, instances given or received, and total network members across the 

help and relationship classffications. On the surface, the size of the network 

and the fi-equency of social support over a month period would not seem to 

suggest any differences antecedent to differential abihty to cope with 

problems through informal assistance. In addition, there were no statistical 

differences in the global weU-being and positive affect that the groups 

reported. 

One of the most interesting findings was that low communal 

participants reported greater helping involvement with famUy members than 

did high communal participants. There were no differences due to 

communahty in the total helping instances at the level of the overaU 

network, but low communal participants reported greater TI with famUy, and 

with casual and substantial assistance specfficaUy involving famUy members. 

Low communal participants also reported receiving more help from famUy 

members and more substantial assistance specfficaUy from famUy members. 

In addition, both high and low communal participants reported being over 

benefited by famUy members. Thus, the evidence in this study indicates that 
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low communal individuals who by self-report prefer quid pro quo 

relationships, engaged in more help with famUy members, received more help 

from famUy members, and were over benefited from the assistance of famUy 

members. There are many possible explanations for this difference in social 

networks, and the passive-observational nature of this study requires 

substantial inference to reach a probable conclusion. 

One possibihty is that low communal individuals and their famUies 

tend to practice a less communal type of interaction and that by having 

greater interaction with famUy members individuals are actuaUy 

demonstrating a preference for a lower degree of need-based interaction than 

would otherwise be expected in famihal interaction. That is, the inequity 

may be transient and low communal individuals may react to the over benefit 

as a specffic obhgation not yet but soon to be met. This type of exchange 

orientation seems less likely to the extent that famUy helping involves 

parents, since, in theory, the origins of communal interactions may be based 

on the innate communahty of infant-mother interaction (Clark & MiUs, 

1993). Other studies have also found effects for communal interaction by 

simply assuming that it was present in famUy and friendship relationships 

(Wilhamson et al., 1996). Despite these misgivings, substantial and casual 

assistance involving famUy members accounted for the differences and they 

do seem to be those helping types that most lend themselves to the "counting 
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of inputs." Plus, famUy relationships seem to be those most long lasting, thus 

they would aUow low communal individuals to rationalize an extended 

"repayment" of obhgation. 

Another possibihty is that the interactions of low communal 

participants with their famUy members were every bit as need-based and 

without specffic obhgation as might be expected in famihal interactions. If 

this were the case then the question remains as to how low communal 

individuals would deal with inequity. Given the defined orientation of low 

communal individuals, adverse consequences to inequity would be expected, 

but it is possible that some aspect of the quahty of the famihal relationships 

mitigate any adverse consequences resulting from inequity. Helping 

involvement with famUy members of higher power or particular status may 

be one compensatory mechanism that sustains a lack of reciprocity 

(Gouldner, 1960). It also seems that the specffic duties (Gouldner, 1960) of a 

role such as parent, uncle, or older sibUng (Searcy & Eisenberg, 1992), and 

the probable decreased simUarity between student participants and older 

working famUy members would make social comparison and self-threat less 

hkely (Fisher & Nadler, 1982). 

Fisher and Nadler (1982) described a cluster of recipient defensive 

reactions which might be expected if assistance is self-threatening. 

Defensive reactions include negative affect, negative evaluation of the donor 
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and the aid, high incidence of reciprocity out of dislike for the donor, low 

incidence of reciprocity based on obhgation, low help seeking, high refusal to 

aid, and a high degree of subsequent seff-help (Fisher & Nadler, 1982). 

Many of these reactions were not measured in this study, but several 

measures seem to have been approximated. 

WhUe low communal participants reported lower importance of help 

received from fiiends than did high communal participants, they did not 

differ fi:om high communal participants in the perceived importance of help 

received from famUy members. Thus, aid from famUy members did not 

appear to be devalued. There was also no evidence of lower help seeking 

overaU and certainly no diminished help seeking from famUy members at 

least when compared with high communal individuals. In contrast, low 

communal participants did report lower relationship satisfaction with famUy 

members, as weU as other network members when compared with high 

communal participants. 

OveraU, it seems that low communal participants may utilize famUy 

members as social resources more than high communal individuals. Despite 

no statistical evidence of a difference in relationship satisfaction between 

high and low communal individuals as a result of being over benefited, the 

absolute differences for romantic and fiiendship relationship satisfaction 

seem consistent with the lowered relationship satisfaction reported for 
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famUial relationships that are over benefited. There is a tendency for low 

communal individuals to devalue network, emotional, and emergency 

assistance that is received, and specfficaUy emotional assistance received 

from friends. Despite a lack of direct evidence of inequity in friendship 

relationships, emotional assistance is the most difficult assistance to quantify 

for the purposes of maintain reciprocity. There is also a tendency for low 

communal individuals to report lower relationship satisfaction with those 

relationships most expected to be communal. 

Despite the fairly wide range of reactions that seem to resiUt from low 

communal individuals participating in relationships which tend to operate in 

a communal fashion, low communal individuals seem to get at least some 

rehef from the effects of obhgation by interactiug with famUy members. It is 

unclear whether this difference in the social network of low communal 

individuals helps to mitigate the possible effect of felt obhgation on global 

measures of weU being and positive affect, but no differences in either of 

these measures due to communahty were observed. 

This study demonstrates the power of present generation software 

which can be used to increase the ease and range of data coUection. Using 

this technology a much greater variety of contextual information concerning 

each instance of help was coUected than was found in other studies. 

Interestingly, famUy relationships which might be expected to be the most 
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communal did show a different pattern of measures from that of other 

relationships. Unfortunately, due to low response rates, relationships which 

might be expected to be the least communal (stranger, acquaintance, etc.) 

could not be contrasted in order to observe difference in the association 

between equity, communahty, and satisfaction. Future research using a 

similar design shoiUd (a) include a greater number of participants (360) to 

contrast aU relationship types, remove order effects, and conduct inferential 

analyses across relationship t5T)e; (b) coUect demographic information, and 

(c) coUect information on the use and attitudes toward professional support 

services in order to broaden the range of helping contexts. 
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Type of Help 

Differentiating the tjrpes of help provided is perhaps one of the most 

crucial factors in an eventual creation a comprehensive theory of helping. 

Many sciences have rehed on structural or functional information to create 

meaningful classffications from which to specify and qualify theoretical 

relationships. The tremendous diversity of manifestations of helping testify 

to the importance of clarifying the sahent subjective meaning of the help. 

The concept of helping has dominated rehgion and puzzled phUosophers 

(Batson, 1991). It has invaded aU human cultures as a universal mode of 

human interaction (Fiske, 1991). Academic definitions of helping and 

domains of inquiry may vary by cultural, biological, or psychological levels of 

analysis (Krebs & MiUer, 1985). Theories may vary by a focus on motive 

(e.g., Batson, 1991), by the imphcit rules of interaction (e.g., Haffield, 

Walster, & Pihavin, 1978), by the giver/redpient relationship (e.g., Clark & 

Reis, 1988), and by the function and effectiveness of help for the recipient 

(e.g., Cutrona & RusseU, 1987). Despite the diversity in the concept and 

study of helping, help can stUl be represented and compared in a tangible 

form through behavioral examples. 

Research has defined classes of helping (e.g., McGuire, 1994; 

Smithson, Amato, & Pearce, 1983), social support (e.g., Cutrona & Suhr, 
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1992), and relationship contributions (e.g., VanYperen & Buunk, 1991). 

However, most helping studies in psychology have focused on single, 

unUateral, intentional, and exphcit helping acts provided to strangers. 

Interest in stranger assistance was stimulated by the bystander intervention 

paradigm (Latane & Darley, 1970) which has served as a prototype for about 

55 percent of aU psychology-based prosocial investigations in the 1970s 

(Krebs & MiUer, 1985). Interest in stranger helping extended into the 1980s: 

Ninety six percent of aU helping studies (22) pubhshed in 1986 and 1987 in 

two of the top social psychology journals focused on help provided to 

strangers (Amato, 1990). The bystander paradigm was created to answer the 

question "wUl help be given" not "how effective is the help" or "what kind of 

help wUl be provided?" Help in the bystander studies is clearly beneficial to 

the recipient, often serving the functions of rescuing, aiding, donating, and 

sharing (Krebs & MiUer, 1985), but the help is clearly not representative or 

inclusive of the most firequent types of support exchanged within a social 

network. A much broader spectrum of exchange seems to impact weU-being 

and satisfaction. 

Smithson et al. (1983) provided examples of helping behavior that 

serve the functions of inspiring, doting on, reinforcing, encouraging, 

coUaborating with, consohng, and defending. The researchers showed that 

these and other personal forms of help are typicaUy not represented in basic 
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social psychological research dominated by stranger assistance. Stranger 

paradigms often rely on contrived experimental methodologies which seek to 

uncover an underlying lawfulness that can explain prosocial behavior 

(Batson, 1991). However, the experimental context has created systematic 

adherence by convenience or necessity to several conventions: (a) 

participants in the studies rarely have the choice to help in more than one 

way; (b) participants have much greater power than the recipient; (c) 

participants have no efficacy in choosing the context in which to help; (d) 

participants are not given forewarning and have httie time to decide to help; 

(e) participants generaUy have httie reason to expect future interaction with 

the recipient; and (f) the context requires a spontaneous type of help (Amato, 

1985; Krebs & MUler, 1985; Lenrow, 1978). 

Addressing the bias for research on spontaneous help, Amato (1990) 

demonstrated that planned and spontaneous help have unique etiologies. 

Amato asked participants to provide examples of everyday helping behaviors 

and to classify them as spontaneous or planned. He found that 28 percent of 

help provided by students and 45 percent of help provided by non-students 

was planned, with participants providing most planned help to famUy, close 

friends, and organizations. Using multidimensional scaling, Amato found 

that participants subjectively organized planned help into assistance 

formaUy provided to organizations and assistance informaUy provided to 
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central social network members. The frequency of the seff-reported provision 

of formal planned help was positively related to the individual difference 

measures of social responsibihty, helping efficacy, and mastery. Informal 

planned helping was also related to the measures of social responsibihty and 

helping efficacy, but none of the personahty variables were related to 

firequency of spontaneous assistance. WhUe the personahty measures were 

predictive of the frequency of planned helping behavior, the variance 

explained by the variables was low compared with measures of network size 

and frequency of network interaction. When entered first into a regression 

equation, network size and interaction frequency explained 21.7 percent of 

the variance in the frequency of planned formal helping and 17.7 percent of 

planned informal helping. Thus, individual differences in forming, 

maintaining, or utilizing social networks and social support, such as network 

orientation (Barrera & Baca, 1990) or relationship orientation (Clark & 

MiUs, 1993) may improve prediction of the processes and outcomes of 

planned social network assistance. 

Recogniadng the importance of the relationship between the giver and 

receiver, McGuire (1994) asked participants to generate helping behaviors 

that they had actuaUy experienced within the relationships of same-sex best 

friend, other-sex best friend, casual acquaintance, and stranger. She then 

reduced the total number of acts to 72 behaviors by grouping behaviors 
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repeatedly mentioned and by grouping specffic behaviors into broader 

categories. In Study 2, McGuire asked new participants to assess the 72 

behaviors on 22 items related to frequency (e.g., the frequency of the 

opportunity to provide the help), the behavior itseff (e.g., cost of the help to 

the provider), the antecedents of the help (e.g., to what extent was the help 

driven by empathy), the immediate consequences (e.g., whether provision of 

help would bolster seff-esteem, or create guUt ff not provided), and the long-

term consequences of the help (e.g., the extent to which help would improve 

the relationship with the recipient). A factor analysis of the mean ratings for 

each of the 72 helping behaviors on the 22 items produced a 4-factor solution 

which represented 89 percent of the total variance explained by the 72 

behaviors. The four factors were interpreted as casual helping, substantial 

personal helping, emotional helping, and emergency helping. Ten of the 

most representative behaviors of each dimension (determined by factor 

loading) are found in Appendix C. 

McGuire's study was quite comprehensive; however, participants were 

not required to reference the help within a given relationship when they 

responded to the 22 items. Participants may not have ever provided any one 

particular type of help before, and ff they had provided it, one participant 

may have helped a friend whUe another participant helped a spouse. That is, 

the referent relationship for the assessment of any particular helping act was 
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not held constant. As a result, the assessments may contain variance due to 

relationship over and above expected variance due to helping type. For 

example, not "providing moral support" for a spouse compared with an 

acquaintance may produce different levels of empathy, guUt, or cost. Equity 

researchers have long recognized the subjectivity of inputs and outputs. 

What constitutes a cost or a benefit and its impact depends on both the 

situation and the relationship between the giver and receiver (Clark & Reis, 

1988). Further, many types of help, whUe more commonly provided by 

individuals with a certain relationship to the receiver, may nevertheless be 

provided by a wide range of helpers. 

With an emphasis on close relationships, VanYperen and Buunk 

(1991) created 24 exchange elements to represent the t5T)es of positive 

(helpful) and negative (confficting) behaviors and relationship contributions 

that might be "provided" or "tolerated" by participants involved in equal-

power interactions. The exchange elements included behaviors that were 

directly supportive and that obviously constituted specffic coping tools, such 

as "comforting to the partner," or "doing odd jobs in and around the house," 

(p. 11) whUe other elements were contributions to the relationship quahty, 

such as "sociable, pleasant to be around, strong minded, and seff-assured," or 

"physicaUy attractive" (p. 11). Although being sociable or physicaUy 
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attractive is not an act of help, it is nevertheless an enduring contribution 

that enhances relationship quahty and thereby serves as a social support. 

VanYperen and Buunk (1991) asked participants to rate how positive 

and negative each exchange element was and to what extent the element was 

characteristic of themselves and a specffic relationship partner. Thus, the 

researchers created a measure of perceived equity within a relationship from 

the occurrence of each element weighted by its importance (negative or 

positive) and summed for both the participant and the partner. Using a 

measure of communal orientation, the researchers found that the extent to 

which individuals prefer interactions with others based on need rather than 

obhgation mediates the effect of actual reciprocity on relationship 

satisfaction. That is, participants high in communal orientation showed 

increased satisfaction when over-benefited, but participants low in communal 

orientation showed decreased satisfaction. 

Determining the effect of exphcit acts of help on the perception of 

social support and on weU-being would seem to be conditional on the 

relationship in which the help was offered. Individual relationships may 

define the degree of importance that people perceive in helping acts, and 

helping acts considered intentional and voluntary by the recipient may have 

a more positive impact than those perceived as unintentional and 

involuntary (Berkowitz, 1972). Intentional help is more hkely offered 
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between friends and famUy and is more predictable by individual difference 

measures (Amato, 1990). Thus to avoid an explanation of helping efficacy 

which is based on each individual relationship , it would seem profitable to 

examine individual differences in orientation toward relationships and social 

networks. In theory, ff communal orientation is associated with systematic 

differences in the formation and utilization of supportive relationships, then 

differences might serve to, in part, satisfy Coyne and Bolger's (1990) 

chaUenge to associate the efficacy of social support with observable features 

of interpersonal relationships, as weU as social networks. The foUowing 

section reviews studies of relationship orientation. 

Resource Provision and Relationship Orientation 

Relationships between individuals may be formal or informal and 

exphcitiy or imphcitly specffied through pubhc ceremony or contract, or 

through cultural and historical context (Bheszner & Adams, 1992). Without 

exception, the provision of resources is an essential part of any relationship. 

The concept of a relationship has been broadly defined as "ongoing chains of 

mutual iiffiuence between people" where outcome interdependence influences 

the process of giving and receiving (Clark & Reis, 1988, p. 611). For 

example, I assert that by the previous definition participants of the 

bystander intervention paradigm are in a relationship, albeit a limited and 
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imposed relationship. The choice of helping entaUs a mutual 

interdependence. According to Berkowitz (1972), willingness to help 

strangers requires that the potential helper recognize a negative 

development for another person and recognize that the other is dependent 

upon him or her for assistance. Thereafter, negative consequences for the 

one in need may lead to a helper's diminished seff concept, feelings of guUt, 

and a social sanction, and even when help is successfuUy provided the helper 

may resent the imposition of responsibihty (Berkowitz, 1972). 

Relationships seem to provide a powerful guide to the type, process, 

and effect of resource provision. That individuals are often less hkely to 

provide assistance to strangers when other bystanders are present seems so 

shocking precisely because society has imphcit, although ambiguous, rules 

that govern when and how assistance should be provided. These rules seem 

to assume that a limited need-based relationship between strangers wiU be 

sahent. However, the superficial nature of the relationship between 

strangers is often superseded by other factors. Predictors of the wilhngness 

to help in the bystander paradigm have included situational variables such 

as number of bystanders, status variables such as gender, perceptual 

variables such as clarity of need, and interpersonal variables such as 

relationship between the bystanders (PUiavin & PUiavin, 1975). 
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Social exchange theories have long been used to describe human 

interactions from stranger to familial (Berkowitz, 1972), and equity theory 

has been apphed to relationships ranging from economic to intimate 

(Houhhan, Jackson, & Rogers, 1989). The norm of equity dictates that ". . . 

outcome distributions are perceived as fair when the ratio of one's own 

outcomes (e.g., pay) to inputs (e.g., effort) is equivalent to that of a 

comparison other" (Major, Bylsma, & CozzareUi, 1989, p. 487). In the 

tradition of equity theory, Jung (1990) found that reciprocity of giving and 

receiving among famUy members was a better predictor of reduced 

psychological and physical stress S5nnptoms than the total support received 

or given. Other research has also shown that perceptions of fairness are 

hnked to distributive justice preferences (Major et al., 1989), and fairness 

has been imphcated as a crucial perception in intimate relationships 

(Houlihan et al., 1989). Thus, social support gleaned through quahty 

relationships wiU have the greatest impact when relationships are perceived 

as reciprocal and fair. 

The processes of resource exchange (e.g., equity) necessary for 

perceptions of fairness are not as clear as they may seem. Adherence to the 

equity norm has been shown to vary across individuals and with the domain 

of the interaction (Clark & Reis, 1988). For example, Houhhan et al. showed 

that couples faced with decisions apphed norms of equity no more frequently 
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over time than norms of equahty, exchange, or need, yet the general 

perception of equity in the relationship was most important for relationship 

satisfaction. When couples were faced with moderate-to-difficult tasks, a 

need-based norm was more likely to be apphed, yet the use of a need-based 

norm was not a signfficant predictor of satisfaction. 

Focus on need-based norms of interaction has been stimulated in 

recent years by the work of Clark and associates. Clark and MiUs (1979) 

began a line of research on relationship orientation with the theoretical 

distinction between communal and exchange relationships. Exchange 

relationships are those in which the receipt of benefits imposes an obhgation 

to return a comparable benefit to the giver whUe communal relationships 

incorporate giving in response to need rather than obhgation. Clark and 

associates have often induced expectations and preferences for exchange or 

communal interactions through an experimental manipulation; however, 

they also beheve preference for either mode of interaction may be an 

enduring individual orientation (Clark et al., 1987). 

Berkowitz (1972) discussed the origin of an individual difference 

simUar to exchange orientation which he referred to as an entrepreneurial 

personahty, apparently developed through immersion in a money economy. 

Entrepreneurial individuals focus on reciprocity of resource provision rather 

than responsibUity for the one in need. Fiske (1991) also described a 
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comparable market pricing mode as one of four possible normative modes of 

interaction. Fiske (1991) stated that interactions of the market pricing 

variety relate aU commodities on a universal standard and that choice of 

interaction mode is usuaUy dictated by ciUture. Americans seem to favor the 

rational market pricing mode for many t5T)es of human relations (Fiske, 

1991). VanYperen and Buunk (1991) also reported that Americans were 

more exchange oriented in their intimate relationships than Dutch 

individuals, even though the cultural groups did not differ in their degree of 

communal orientation. 

Communal relationships are characterized by need-based giving where 

the understanding between the parties is that a receipt of benefit does not 

entaU any specffic obhgation of benefit or any obhgation to attend to the 

other's needs (Clark & MUls, 1993). Clark and MUls suggested that the 

origins of communal orientation stem from early caregiver/chUd relationships 

in which the communahty is one-sided need-based giving favoring the chUd. 

Clark and MUls also suggested that the norm of foUowing need-based 

interaction rules with famUy and fiiends seems evolutionarUy adaptive and 

is associated with feehngs of fulfillment and security. Communal 

relationships may also vary in strength. A highly communal relationship is 

one where an individual is willing to incur great costs, either through the 

direct result of helping or through missed opportunities to benefit. Clark and 
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MiUs clearly imphed that participants in mutual communal relationships 

wiU sacrifice for the other, but the researchers rejected the notion that 

communal partners are necessarily ultimately altruistic in motive. That is, 

individuals may foUow need-based rules of giving for selfish desires such as 

reinforcing a need to be needed. 

Since 1979, Clark and MiUs' concept of exchange and communal 

relationships have been repeatedly tested often using an experimental 

paradigm created by the authors. The experimental conditions create a 

situation in which subjects who are strangers to a confederate are induced to 

operate under communal or exchange interaction rules, regardless of 

individual differences in preference for an interaction mode. Participants are 

told that they wiU interact with an attractive opposite-sex other who is either 

described as available, new to the university, and interested in making new 

fiiends, or as married and a two-year student of the university. In an 

evaluation of the manipulation, Clark (1987) stated that the paradigm 

capitalizes on the presumed desire and freedom of subjects from a student 

population to form close relationships with attractive opposite-sex peers that 

they beheve to have the same freedom and desire. In such an instance, 

subjects have been shown to expect or prefer a communal mode of interaction 

with the peer (confederate) which is typffied by need-based giving and 

receiving. When the peer is described as being uninterested in meeting new 
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people and unavaUable, subjects have been shown to expect or prefer an 

exchange mode of interaction. 

The program of research has helped to clarify empiricaUy the 

communal/exchange distinction. Clark and MiUs (1979) initiaUy confirmed 

that their manipulation did in fact create expectations for the adherence to 

distinct communal and exchange rules of interaction. For example, foUowing 

the expected rules of giving in either communal or exchange relationships 

increased liking for the giver, whUe giving in obvious obhgation within a 

communal relationship decreased liking. In addition, a helper's later request 

for assistance in kind provided an opportunity for an exchange partner to 

reheve a felt obhgation which increased liking for the helper, but the same 

request decreased liking of the helper when a communal relationship was 

expected. Clark (1984) also found that strangers expecting a communal 

relationship are more likely to actively avoid the identffication of their own 

input into a joint task when the input is used for reward aUocation. When a 

communal relationship is expected or desired subjects have also been shown 

more likely to help when the other is sad (Clark et al., 1987) and more likely 

to keep track of the other's needs despite no anticipated opportunity to 

provide future assistance (Clark, MiUs, & PoweU, 1986). 

In addition to the experimental paradigm, Clark and associates have 

also tested the generalizabUity of some of their resiUts to on-going 
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relationships. For example, Clark (1984) found that friends do not actively 

hide their inputs, presumably because the communal nature of their 

relationship is already established. Clark also commented that the 

identffication of inputs in on-going friendships is likely for purposes of turn-

taking or when one of the friends feels under-appreciated or in need. 

Observers were also found to perceive a greater degree of friendship between 

people who give and receive non-comparable benefits, and observers were 

more likely to attribute the cause of the provision of non-comparable 

resources to the fulfillment of the receiver's need rather than the giver's 

obhgation (Clark, 1981). 

Communal orientation hinges on the concept of reciprocity and its role 

in relationships. VanYperen and Buunk (1991) calculated actual reciprocity 

by having participants in an intimate relationship respond to various 

positive and negative contributions to a relationship. Participants rated the 

importance of each contribution and the degree to which each was 

characteristic of both themselves and their partner. Products were created 

by weighting the "characteristic of participant" score or "characteristic of 

partner" score by the importance score for each element. The sum of the 

products derived from the characteristic of partner scores was a measure of 

partners' contribution to the relationship, and the sum of the products 

derived from the characteristic of participant scores was a measure of 
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participants' contributions. Differences in contributions served as an 

indicator of whether the participant was under, over, or equaUy benefited in 

the relationship; that is, whether reciprocity existed. 

Reciprocity in social networks. Actual social network reciprocity can be 

calculated in a variety of ways. Van TUburg et al. (1991) calculated four 

measures of network reciprocity including two total and two specffic 

measures. A total reciprocity dichotomous score was calculated for each 

participant by adding aU the supports (e.g., looking after home, plants, or 

pets) received by a participant and subtracting the number of supports given 

by the participant. A negative number indicated under-benefit and a positive 

number over-benefit. The dichotomous score did not take into account the 

number of relationships providing a particular support, rather a zero was 

assigned ff the support was not exchanged and a 1 ff it was exchanged. The 

researchers had 9 supports so the range of total reciprocity dichotomous score 

was -9 to 9 (e.g., -9 ff the participant has given aU 9 type of support to their 

network but has not received any support in return). This measure ignores 

the number of times help was exchanged. In contrast, a total reciprocity raw 

score was calculated by assigning a 1 to every instance of help given and 

received and subtracting the sum of the given from the sum of the received. 

TUburg et al. (1991) also calculated a relationship-specffic measure of total 

equity by assigning a 1 to aU supports exchanged within a certain 
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relationship, summing the given and the received, and subtracting the sum 

of given from the sum of received. Each relationship in the network was 

classffied as being one in which the participant was under, over, or equitably 

benefited. By counting those relationships which were defined as reciprocal 

or not total network reciprocity was measured. A support-specffic measure of 

reciprocity was also calculated in a manner analogous to relationship-specffic 

reciprocity. The total number of network members reported to have either 

given or received any particular type of support were compared. For 

example, ff 8 network members were reported to have received emotional 

support from a participant whUe only 6 were reported as giving emotional 

support to the participant then the participant was under benefited in total 

emotional network support. Each participant was categorized as being 

under, over, or equitably benefited in emotional, instrumental, or social 

support. It should be noted that only the total raw measure of equity 

provided information about the number of times any type of assistance might 

have been provided. 
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Communal Orientation Scale^ 

Please indicate the extent to which each of the foUowing statements are 

descriptive of you. Place a number from 1 to 5 on the hne next to each 

statement. 

1: Extremely Uncharacteristic —to— 5 : Extremely Characteristic 

1. It bothers me when other people neglect my needs. 

2. When making a decision, I take other people's needs and feelings into 
account. 

3. I'm not especiaUy sensitive to other people's feehngs. 

4. I don't consider myseff to be a particvUarly helpful person. 

5. I beheve people should go out of their way to be helpful. 

6. I don't especiaUy enjoy giving others aid. 

7. I expect people I know to be responsive to my needs and feehngs. 

8. I often go out of my way to help another person. 
9. I beheve that it's best not to get involved taking care of other people's 

personal needs. 
10. I'm not the sort of person who often comes to the aid of others. 

11. When I have a need, I turn to others I know for help. 

12. When people get emotionaUy upset, I tend to avoid them. 

13. People should keep their troubles to themselves. 

14. When I have a need that others ignore, I'm hurt. 

' From "Recipient's mood, relationship type, and helping," by M S. Clark, R, Ouellette, 
M. C Powell, & S. Milberg, 1987, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 53. p 
96. Copyright 1987 by the American Psychological Association, Inc. 
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Table C.l: Examples of Four Types of Assistance 

Type of Assistance Examples 

Casual 

1. Helped someone with a homework assignment or school work 
2. Lent someone a book, notes, compact disc, household item, 

and so on 
3. Given someone directions 
4. Opened or held a door for someone 
5. Given someone a snack (e.g., cookies, something to drink) 
6. Answered a short question; given someone helpful 

iifformation 
7. (whUe at the store) picked up an item for someone 
8. CaUed someone long distance 
9. Written a letter to someone 
10. Lent someone a smaU amount of money 

Substantial Personal 

11. Given advice about a situation someone is in 
12. Given someone a ride within the city 
13. Brought or sent someone flowers, a card, or smaU gift 
14. Given someone a long ride (e.g., > 20 mUes) 
15. Visited someone in another town 
16. Put someone up for the night 
17. Set up a date (romantic) for someone 
18. Cooked a meal for someone 
19. Done laundry for someone 
20. Lent a car to someone 
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Table c.l: Continued. 

Type of Assistance Examples 

Emotional 

Emergency 

21. Listened to someone talk through a problem 
22. Given moral support, been supportive of someone 
23. "Been there" for someone, provided security and loyalty 
24. Celebrated with someone 
25. Cheered someone up who was unhappy 
26. Spent time with someone, kept someone company 
27. Comforted someone 
28. Hugged someone 
29. Been understanding of someone 
30. Showed someone concern 

31. Started a car or changed a tire for someone 
32. Taught someone a skiU (e.g., a sport, game, driving, 

carpentry etc.) 
33. Taken care of someone who was sick 
34. Walked or chaperoned someone to a destination (e.g., home) 
35. Pushed a car out of a ditch 
36. Done an errand for someone who was sick 
37. Returned a waUet and money or any personal item that 

someone lost 
38. Protected someone from harassment (e.g., verbal or 

physical) 
39. Visited someone who was sick 
40. Given up a seat for someone 

Note. From "Helping behaviors in the natural environment: Dimensions and 
correlates of helping," by A. M. McGuire, 1994, Personahtv and Social 
Psychology BiUletin. 20. p. 51. Copyright 1994 by the Society of Personahty 
and Social Psychology. 
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Mental Health Inventory-52 

These next questions are about how you feel, and how things have been with 

yo^ mostly in the past month. For each question, please circle a number for 

the one answer that comes closest to the way you have been feehng. 

1. During the past month, how much of the time were you a happy person? 

AU of the time 1 

Most of the time 2 

A good bit of the time 3 

Some of the time 4 

A httle of the time 5 

None of the time 6 

2. How much of the time, during the past month, have you felt calm and 

peaceful? 

AU of the time 1 

Most of the time 2 

A good bit of the time 3 

Some of the time 4 

A httle of the time 5 

None of the time 6 

^ Note. From "Scoring manual: Adult Health status and patient satisfaction measures used 
in RAND's health insurance experiment," by Davies et al., 1988, Report #N-2190-HHS. 
Copyright 1988 by RAND Corporation. 
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3. How much of the time, during the past month, have you been a very 

nervous person? 

AU of the time 1 

Most of the time 2 

A good bit of the time 3 

Some of the time 4 

A httle of the time 5 

None of the time 6 

4. How much of the time, during the past month, have you felt down hearted 

and blue? 

AU of the time 1 

Most of the time 2 

A good bit of the time 3 

Some of the time 4 

A httle of the time 5 

None of the time 6 

5. How much of the time, during the past month, did you feel so down in the 

dumps that nothing could cheer you up? 

AU of the time 1 

Most of the time 2 

A good bit of the time 3 

Some of the time 4 

A httle of the time 5 

None of the time 6 
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This study wUl be conducted on a computer, so I'U explain your task 

and then we wiU do some examples to get you famUiar with the computer. 

First, you wiU be asked to hst everyone that you can remember helping or 

receiving help from in the last month. Now we know that you have probably 

helped or been helped by many, many people in the last month and that you 

wiU not remember aU of them. And, that's fine, we just ask that you do your 

best. Within any interaction you may have given or received help, so try 

thinking of any one with whom you have had a signfficant interaction in the 

last month. Interaction can be communication which is verbal or nonverbal. 

You may interact with others face-to-face, on the phone, by letter or e-maU, 

etc. 

WhUe we practice it is important that you only use the mouse or key 

board when I teU you to. ff you have questions about my instructions just 

ask me when you have the question. There wiU be plenty of time for you to 

select the buttons of your choosing later, so for now only press buttons when I 

instruct you. IncidentaUy, many of you may be in the habit of pressing 

<return> or <enter>, but these buttons wUl not be used. (I would hke you to 

begin by pointing the mouse at the icon "Helping Diss" and pressing the left 

mouse button twice. Once your program starts do not use the mouse or 

keyboard.) I need to come to each of your computers and begin the practice 

session. Okay, I selected practice on your program(s) so that you can have 
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time to try out the program before the study actuaUy begins. 

Both your initial screen and the current screen had rectangular areas 

caUed forms. They are caUed forms because they aUow you to respond and to 

save responses. The fist form is titled the "social network form." It is 

important that you only press the mouse button whUe the mouse is pointing 

at a form, otherwise you may activate the windows program on the computer 

which wiU move this current program to the background, ff your program 

ever goes out of view this has probably happened, so let me know and I'U 

restore it. Is anyone unclear as to the area on their screen which is 

considered a form? The current form is caUed the "Social Network" form and 

it aUows you to enter initials, names, or short identifiers for people you know 

in the smaU rectangular text box in the middle of the screen. A box that 

aUows you to type in it is caUed a text box. The blinking cursor in the text 

box is an indication that you may type, ff you do not see a blinking cursor in 

such a box you may chck the left mouse button whUe pointing at the text box 

in order to create the blinking cursor. Remember, this is only practice, but go 

ahead and type a name or initials in the text box right now or a short two-

word description ff you don't know initials. After you type a name, initials, 

etc. in the text box, point the mouse at the "add to hst" button on the left of 

your form and chck the left mouse button. You should see the button depress 

and the information in the text box placed on the hst at the right of the form. 
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The use of the mouse to point at and press buttons wiU be required 

throughout the study, so I'd hke to stop instruction at this point to see ff 

anyone has question. If you have not added a name to your hst or do not 

understand please let me know now. Okay, from now on when I say press or 

select a button or word I mean point at it with the mouse and press the left 

mouse button. 

Before you enter more names on your list, try pressing the add to hst 

button without typing anjrthing in the text box. The message box that 

appears informs you of a possible problem. Sometimes there wiU be several 

boxes that appear aU suggesting that you check for certain responses that 

you have not provided. This message box is simUar to several different boxes 

you may see through the course of the survey that prevent you from making 

errors. Please read the message boxes carefuUy and select okay to continue. 

Now you need to activate the blinking cursor, so select the text box. Now go 

ahead and enter several names on the hst and stop entering when the add to 

hst button no longer responds. Add to hst has been disabled; however the 

finish button is now clear and enabled. Please press the finish button now. 

You have now switched to a new form. The form you should see is 

caUed the "Social Network II" form. Before you select any buttons, please 

select the tide **Members List" right under the titie of the form at the upper 

left hand comer of the form. The titie members hst is actuaUy a menu, ff 
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you have selected the members hst menu, you should see the hst of names or 

initials you entered on the previous form. This hst wUl be avaUable to you at 

aU times whUe interacting with this form. Has everyone seen the hst of 

names on the members hst menu (ff not ask everyone to stop whUe I answer 

questions)? Please select the menu agam to close it. The current form asks 

you "In the past month, have you" provided the help or support in bold to 

someone. Then it asks "ff so, who was the receiver of the help or support?" 

Please select the members hst menu again and select a name on the members 

hst menu. The name should appear in the text box near the top of the form, 

ff you have done that please stop. I wiU now stop for questions. Has anyone 

not been able to choose a name from the members hst? By selecting an 

individual you are indicating that you have given the support in bold to that 

person in the last month. This is give-to part of the study because it deals 

with the types of help that you give to the people you interact with. 

The social network two form also requires that you select a response on 

each of the two 7-point scales. These responses do not require that you 

remember every detaU of the instance in which you helped, only that you're 

able to determine how planned and important the help was. In the give-to 

part, the first scale asks you to indicate how planned the help was when you 

gave it. Help that is more planned is help that is "thought about and 

anticipated for a period of time before acting." Help that is more spontaneous 

106 



is help that is "provided immediately with httle or no prior thought." The 

second scale asks you to indicated how important you beheve the help was to 

the recipient. Please make a selection on each scale by selecting your choice 

of numbers. A black dot should appear next to your choice. Now press "same 

type of help (save responses)." Has everyone done that? The responses on 

your form should have disappeared and the same type of help is listed above 

in bold. 

In the actual study you wiU be able to save as many responses as you 

wish for each type of help. For example, ff you gave three members on the 

menu the type of help hsted in bold you should select each member from the 

hst, answer the two questions, and save your responses. Also, it is okay to 

think of the same interaction to report several instances of help. For 

example, in the course of car trip with someone you may have provided many 

different kinds of support to one another. Last, the same person may have 

provided you the same help more than once, but under conditions in which 

the importance or spontaneity of the help changed. You may choose this 

member twice for the same type of help. Go ahead a practice by choosing 

members off the hst, responding to the scales and saving your responses. 

Okay, now please select the skip button. The help changed to a new type. In 

the give-to part, the skip button is the button you choose when you have not 

given a type of help at aU in the last month, or when you have not given the 
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help to anyone else on the members hst menu in the last month. Please 

continue to choose skip untU you see a message box appear on your screen. 

The message box indicates that you are now asked to think about 

yourseff as the receiver of help. Select okay and read the question at the top 

of the form. It asks, "In the past month, has someone" given the support in 

bold to you? The second question asks, "ff so, who was the giver of the help 

or support?" At this time please choose a member from the members hst. 

When the member appears in the text box you are indicating that this person 

helped or supported you in the way described in bold. As in the give-to part, 

the receive-from part of this study also asks you to respond to the instance of 

help or support on two 7-point scales. The first question asks you to indicate 

the extent to which you think the help or support was planned or 

spontaneous when it was given to you, and the second question asks how 

important the help was to you. 

Before you save the response, please choose another member from your 

hst. Notice that the new selection replaces the old. The form aUows you to 

edit any response before you select the save button. After you select the save 

button your responses can not be edited. Also, once you chose to skip the 

particular type of help you cannot return to it, so think before you select 

either of the save or skip buttons. Go ahead and select two responses and 

save them. 
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Now suppose you just remembered that a particular person gave you 

the type of help or support in bold in the last month, but you did not 

remember to hst the person earher. This form lets you add members to the 

hst. For example, type in a name in the text box that is not on your hst. 

Remember you can type in the text box by selecting it with the mouse. Now, 

select a response on each of the scales and save your responses. The message 

box that appears warns you that the member you hsted is not on the hst. 

Please select okay. Now look on the members hst. You should see the new 

member on the hst. Are there any questions? 

Press the skip button untU you see a message box, read the message and 

select okay. Do not press any other buttons or type on your key board. You 

should see a form titied administration. I wiU need to come to each of your 

computers in order to let you begin the survey. 

Things to remember: 

1. Interaction can be communication which is verbal or nonverbal. 

You may interact with others face-to-face, on the phone, by letter or 

e-maU, etc. 

2. There may be many instances of help or support offered in an 

interaction. 
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3. You are asked to make three responses about any instance of help. 

Who did you give or receive it from? How planned was it? How 

important was it? 

4. Help that is more planned is help that is "thought about and 

anticipated for a period of time before acting." Help that is more 

spontaneous is help that is "provided immediately with httie or no 

prior thought." 

5. You are able to save responses to as many instances as you wish for 

each type of help. For example, ff three members on the hst gave 

you the type of help hsted in bold you should select each member 

from the hst, for each answer the two questions, and save your 

responses. 

6. It is okay to think of the same interaction to report several 

instances of help. For example, in the course of car trip with 

someone you may have provided many different kinds of support to 

one another. 

7. The same person may have provided you the same help more than 

once, but under conditions in which the importance or spontaneity 

of the help changed. You may choose this member twice for the 

same type of help. 
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Table F.l: Signfficant Main Effect Mean Differences in Order 

Order 

Give First Give Last 

DV Classffication M SD M SD 

Total Incidents (TI) 

FamUy 33.51 23.89 45.16 27.57 

Casual/FamUy 9.31 5.74 12.53 8.02 

Substantial/FamUy 7.31 4.97 10.21 7.03 

TI Give 

TI Receive 

Substantial/Friends 10.23 8.06 6.70 5.63 

Substantial/FamUy 3.60 2.19 5.05 3.70 

Network 61.41 30.06 87.04 37.35 

Casual 15.47 7.57 23.36 12.84 

Emotional 29.22 16.48 40.61 18.09 

FamUy 18.32 15.50 29.24 17.06 

Casual/FamUy 4.78 3.01 8.19 5.16 

Substantial/FamUy 4.77 3.77 6.35 4.03 

EmotionaLT'amUy 9.00 8.22 13.34 8.39 
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Table F.l: Contmued. 

Order 

Give First Give Last 

DV Classffication M SD M SD 

TI Equity 

Network 14.55 32.14 20.04 22.60 

Casual •5.88 8.80 4.10 8.96 

Substantial •2.75 8.84 2.97 6.51 

Emotional -4.16 15.31 10.46 11.63 

Emergency 

Friends 

1.88 6.00 2.88 7.55 

-14.69 24.88 4.91 14.54 

FamUy 

Casual/Friends 

Casual/FamUy 

3.20 12.28 13.32 11.07 

-4.90 6.64 0.82 6.03 

-0.24 2.29 3.26 4.40 

Substantial/Friends -3.45 6.47 0.31 4.55 

Emotional/Friends -5.68 13.05 3.10 9.13 

Emotional/FamUy 2.03 6.76 6.82 5.67 
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Table F.l: Contmued. 

DV 

TSM Equity 

Classffication 

TSM Receive 

Casual 

Casual/FamUy 

Order 

Give First 

M SD 

8.38 3.28 

Give Last 

M SD 

11.10 5.53 

2.63 1.49 3.42 1.59 

Network 

Casual 

Substantial 

Emotional 

Emergency 

Casual/Friends 

1.86 4.20 0.44 3.81 

•2.66 4.11 0.61 3.59 

1.16 4.02 0.59 3.29 

1.33 4.92 

•0.70 2.71 

1.75 2.84 

1.51 3.84 

1.96 3.21 0.20 1.93 

Substantial/Friends -1.27 3.49 -0.18 2.42 

Emotional/Friends -1.14 3.54 0.97 1.96 

Emotional/FamUy .030 1.84 0.62 1.19 

Note. AU mean differences are signfficant at p < .05. 
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Table F.2 : Signfficant Order Effects in the Exploratory Analyses of 
Communahty 

Classffication DV MSE 

TI Order(A) Communahty(B) A x B 

FamUy 

Casual/FamUy 

Substantial/FamUy 

TI Give 

Substantial/Friends 

Substantial/Family 

TI Receive 

Network 

Casual 

Emotional 

FamUy 

Casual/FamUy 

Substantial/Family 

Emotional/FamUy 

5.73* 

5.86* 

6.59* 

Order(A) 

5.60* 

4.30* 

Order(A) 

11.16** 

10.30** 

8.32** 

10.36** 

13.37** 

4.73* 

6.25* 

3.44 

3.87 

5.18 

Communahty(B) 

0.04 

0.71 

CommunahtyCB) 

0.13 

0.27 

0.50 

2.30 

0.98 

2.59 

0.44 

1.09 

0.37 

0.06 

A x B 

0.72 

0.81 

A x B 

0.29 

0.13 

1.21 

1.58 

0.76 

0.44 

1.57 

649.96 

49.11 

36.58 

46.24 

9.63 

1212.49 

122.47 

306.59 

258.40 

19.11 

14.94 

68.65 

115 



Table F.2 : Continued. 

Classffication DV F MSE 

TI Equity Order(A) Communahty(B) AxB 

Network 

Casual 

Substantial 

Emotional 

Emergency 

Friends 

FamUy 

Casual/Friends 

Casual/FamUy 

Substantial/Friends 

Emotional/Friends 

Emotional/FamUy 

35.42** 

25.42** 

14.91** 

24.82** 

7.75** 

20.56** 

16.66** 

16.08** 

15.61** 

9.83** 

11.94** 

11.60** 

0.02 

0.34 

0.23 

0.25 

0.63 

0.11 

0.17 

0.00 

0.05 

0.01 

0.54 

0.01 

2.69 

0.33 

718.02 

80.71 

9.61**49.27 

1.30 

0.11 

1.12 

2.15 

0.04 

0.72 

5.33* 

0.51 

0.61 

178.33 

49.81 

388.29 

131.90 

40.41 

15.12 

28.37 

123.21 

37.97 

TSM Receive Order(A) Communahty(B) AxB 

Casual 6.47** 0.23 0.00 22.80 

Casual/FamUy 5.70* 0.47 0.77 2.42 
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Table F.2 : Continued. 

Classffication DV F MSE 

TSM Equity Order(A) Communahty(B) AxB 

Network 7.60** 0.25 0.27 16.03 

Casual 15.51** 0.02 1.63 14.63 

Substantial 6.06* 0.08 14.27**11.37 

Emotional 14.20** 0.08 1.91 14.76 

Emergency 7.08** 1.69 0.20 11.92 

Casual/Friends 15.81** 0.44 1.86 6.35 

Substantial/Friends 2.83 0.00 6.29* 8.10 

Emotional/Friends 13.08** 0.17 1.14 7.53 

Emotional/FamUy 6.01* 1.09 1.01 2.22 

Note: TI: Total Incidents. TNM: Total Network Members. *p <.05, two-taUed. 
**£<.01, two-taUed. 
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