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ABSTRACT

Previous research on social support has foundd$ians seek support
less than European Americans. The present resemestigates the extent to which
cultural differences in social support are encadetie culture-specific situations and
in the people within a culture. We used the metbiosituation sampling. Social
support situations of college students from bothuls and Japan were presented to
133 US college students. Each situation was foltblayea 6-question rating scale
guestionnaire. It was hypothesized that US sitnatigould have higher ratings of
personal choice than Japanese situations overdé ddipanese situations would have
higher ratings of obligation than US situationsralle Ratings of obligation and
personal choice would be more similar for Japasgsations than for US situations.
The findings were consistent with the hypothesét thie exception of requested,
emotional support in Japan, in which personal ahaias high and obligation

relatively low. In the future, this study will bepeated with Japanese college students.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

“Psyche and culture, person and context ...requich ether, and dynamically,
dialectically, and jointly make each other up” (Suer, 1990, p.1). According to cultural
psychology, people must be studied consideringntimeediate context in which they live,
because the context can affect the way an indiVigeseeives the world. That context-
influenced individual consequently influences hisier context. Social support has been
the subject of much research, but cultural diffeemnin social support have not been
extensively studied. “It seems likely that peoptant all cultures are benefited by social
support but that there may be cultural differeringsow people seek and receive social
support from their social networks” (Kim, Shermé&nTaylor, 2008, p. 522). The present
study will apply the perspective of cultural psyldgy to examine the differences in social
support in both the people and cultures of the kS Japan.

In the present study | will be investigating ditfaces in social support
situations from the US and Japan. To begin to angveequestion if social support from
these two cultures is experienced differently, Aicger college students were presented
with social support situations of college studdrasn both cultures and rated them on six
dimensions: stress, burden, obligation, personaiteh opportunity to repay, and

competence.

Concepts of the Self

Social support is common throughout much of theldvdfowever, the ways in
which it is given and received may vary widely ljtare. At least some of this difference

may lie in the context of the self, either indepamicor interdependent. Contexts in the



Western world can be classified as independentewhany Asian nations, among others,
are identified as interdependent. As described bykMs and Kitayama (1991) those with
independent selves are autonomous individuals whm aesponse to their own personal
feelings and thoughts. How an independent perssporels in social situations is seen as a
reflection of their internal attributes rather tharother people or the situation (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991, p. 226). In an independent confextsonal choice is emphasized. In
contrast, those with interdependent selves arelglastertwined with others in social
relationships. Their actions are often guided bptithey perceive others’ thoughts and
feelings to be. People with interdependent selvesrtivated to be involved in
interpersonal relationships in which they both tzesnd fulfill obligations (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991, p. 227). In this context, obligatis emphasized.

In order to maintain their relationships, peopléwvimterdependent selves must
be more “aware of others and focusing on their segésires, and goals” (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991, p. 229). There is a belief thatiding others’ goal fulfillment, one’s own
goals will also be achieved. Because reciprociguish an integral part of an
interdependent person’s relationships, the numbpeaple who fall within one’s “in-
group” may be much smaller than the number of peophsidered as close friends for
people with independent selves (Markus & Kitayar®#91, p. 229). Because of this small,
cohesive in-group present in interdependent costéxére may also be greater opportunity
to repay social support. Because people with iefgeddent selves are involved in
relationships with a greater emphasis on recipyppitoviding social support, regardless of
whether it is asked for, may be motivated by fegdiof obligation not found among the

recipients of social support with independent selve

Obligation and Personal Choice in Social Support Rivision

Cultural differences in friendship may also hel@iplain cultural differences

in social support. Adams and Plaut (2003) studieshdiship in the United States
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(independent culture) and Ghana (interdependetiredlland found that these cultures
have markedly different views of friendship. Whaldarge friend network in the US is
valued for the greater support it provides, for @ians, a large friend network also creates
more obligations to provide support. In generasthin interdependent cultures tend to
maintain smaller, closer friend groups than thosedependent cultures. As a result,
people in interdependent cultures may be more respe to their friends’ needs, but this
responsiveness may be driven by obligation, naiqel choice.

In addition to Adams and Plaut’s findings of cudtldifferences in social
support, there is other evidence for how cultucaitext might play a role in the obligation
and personal choice of support provision. Milleakt1990) examined the moral
judgments of Indian and American participants alsituiations where a person failed to
provide support. The scenarios varied by the i@latiip of the person who did not provide
support to the person in need and by the sevdrityeoneed. In general, the Indians
perceived the minor and moderate need situationsedier than the Americans did. This
may reflect a cultural propensity to provide aidheut being asked, which may suggest
that Indians (and people in interdependent culturgeneral) may be more hesitant to seek
support as it is more readily provided out of oalign. In minor need situations or distant
relationship situations, the Indians viewed prawidsupport as a personal obligation more
than Americans, further supporting the notion fiedple in interdependent cultures are
more responsive to others’ needs out of obligatirerall, Indians felt a moral obligation
when a need was unmet, regardless of the sevétite meed or the relationship with the
person in need. By contrast, Americans consideeed and role in determining their moral
obligations, indicating a greater degree of personaice in providing support (Miller et
al., 1990, p. 43).

Consistent with the findings of Adams and PlauD@Qfriendship and group
membership in interdependent cultures carries atitigs, while friendships in independent

cultures allow for more personal choice. Becaudelrs (and people in interdependent
3



cultures) are members of a group, they are obligte¢hat group and respond to its needs.
However, Americans (and people in independent meddwiew themselves as autonomous,
with their focus on the individual rather than treup, and meeting others’ needs is seen
as a matter of personal choice.

In support provision, the relationship betweengrevider and recipient
matters, such that individuals in interdependentexts generally consider their
relationship to another when determining suppavision while individuals in
independent contexts do not. Not only does theiogiship between two individuals affect
support provision, it also impacts support seeking number of studies it was found that
European Americans are willing to seek supportnadigas of their relationship to another
individual. By contrast, Asians and Asian Americans concerned with relational
consequences in support seeking (Kim et al., 2806;et al., 2008; Taylor et al., 2004).

In a series of studies in 2006, Kim, Sherman, K, &aylor investigated
cultural differences in social support seekingedated to personal relationships. In the first
study, participants were asked to describe a palt$malth issue in the past year and
answer questions about their coping. The resullis@ted that Asian Americans seek social
support less than European Americans and finduppat less effective when it is sought.
In another study by Kim et al. (2006), participantse primed with either self goals, in
group goals, out group goals, or no goals and thdlingness to seek social support as
well as their expectation of support seeking outesmere examined. European American
support seeking was unaffected by the relatioriedgrwhile Asian Americans were less
willing to seek social support when primed withgioup goals. Asian Americans also
thought the support would be less effective whemed with in group goals. These
findings of relational concern regarding Asian Aroan support seeking were replicated in
a third study.

Individuals in independent cultures can “ask fazigbsupport with little

caution because they share the cultural assumibtatnndividuals should proactively
4



pursue their well-being and that others should hhgdreedom to choose to help according
to their own volition” (Kim, Sherman, & Taylor, 280p. 519). It is expected then that in
the present study US situations will be rated agnigamuch more personal choice in
support provision than obligation, and more chdi@n Japanese situations overall. In
contrast, individuals from interdependent cultussgl to be “more cautious about bringing
personal problems to the attention of others ferghirpose of enlisting their help because
they share the cultural assumption that individsalsuld not burden their social networks
and that others share the same sense of socightibh” (Kim et al., 2008, p. 519). We
expect that support will be rated as provided dutidigation more in Japanese situations
than in US situations, but will not necessarilyeea personal choice within Japanese
situations.

Cohen and Wills (1985) found in their literatureiesv that being involved in a
social network is important to general well being does not serve specific support
functions (p. 327), while more intimate or endurmatationships buffer stressful events (p.
321). Cohen and Wills’ findings may not be suppdrdnen considering social support in
an interdependent context. The “social networkt,thman independent context is good
only for general well being, in an interdependaritext may be more intimate and
enduring and could serve to buffer stressful eventse’s life. Indeed, in a study by Kim
et al. (2006), Asian Americans reported that sagig@iport would be less effective.
However, having a “more intimate and enduring” aboetwork could also increase
support provision obligation and likewise decrease’s personal choice in providing

support.

Support Requests and Visibility in North American Sxmples

Just as support provision can be motivated by miffefactors, support receipt
can result in different outcomes. Awareness of etpeceipt can have negative effects.

Bolger et al. offered a number of possible explamatwhy this is the case. One suggestion
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is that receiving support makes “recipients awheae their distress and incompetence are
publicly visible” resulting in a negative evaluatiby others (Bolger et al., 2000, p. 959).
While receiving support may challenge one’s feainfcompetence in American support
situations, | would expect that receiving suppoalyractually produce higher ratings of
competence in Japanese situations as it may sigoifigectedness with one’s in-group.

Bolger et al. (2000) conducted a daily dairy studhere they collected
information from couples in which one was finishiagv school and preparing for the bar
examination. Bolger et al. found that invisible pag is most effective, that is, when
support has been provided but the recipient doeseport receiving any support. Shrout et
al. (2006) identified a number of potential coststipport receipt, which include
challenging the recipient’s sense of competenceaatahomy, drawing attention to the
problem, and making the recipient feel indebteth&provider (Shrout et al., 2006, p.
116).

In a series of studies, Bolger and Amarel (200v¢stigated the effects of
receiving subtle visible support for North Americsamples, such that the recipient is
aware of it happening but does not register ittggpert. They found that stress was
“significantly greater for visible than invisibleigport” (Bolger & Amarel, 2007, p. 464).
However, the participants also found visible suppmbe significantly more supportive
than invisible support. Fisher et al. (1982) fotimakt support is more helpful when it is
offered rather than when it is requested becaud®eis not require the individual in need to
admit his or her inadequacies, thereby protectiegridividual’'s feelings of competence.
Because people in interdependent contexts, suttfeakapanese, have a supportive in-
group surrounding them, having to actively seelpsupfrom these people may have
especially negative effects because they are ustmoed to having to do so. Therefore, it
is expected that requested support situationsbeillated as affording higher feelings of

stress than situations in which the support iseguested, especially those from Japan.



In North American samples, receiving support carseancreased negative
mood because it focuses on the problem, diminigieesecipient’s autonomy and creates
feelings of indebtedness (Gleason et al., 2008086). Negative mood may also deter a
person from seeking support if he or she doesmatipate being able to repay the support
(Fisher et al., 1982). These negative effects eacoointeracted when the recipient is
unaware of the support provision or they are abletiprocate by giving support to the
provider, which reestablishes some independencéeatidgs of competence (Gleason et
al., 2003). Close relationships are beneficiahat they provide an opportunity for support
reciprocation (Gleason et al., 2003). While Gleasbal. only researched American
participants, it is reasonable to assume that dine'group” in an interdependent cultural
context provides a similar opportunity for recigtgc

In North American samples, awareness of receiviragas support can lead a
person to feel indebted to their supporter or thay feel as though they have over
benefited (Bolger & Amarel, 2007). | expect ratiddburden to be especially high in
situations in which the support is requested, iiigas of culture, because it explicitly
draws attention to one’s need. The burden may pecesly high in Japanese situations
because of greater obligation between individuaks ielationship. Ratings of burden may
be moderated by the opportunity to repay the sugsothis would allow the individual to

compensate for over benefiting from the support.

Support
Although East Asians are less likely to ask fopltelan European Americans
(Kim et al, 2006), evidence suggests that they bamefit from implicit support. Implicit
support is “the emotional comfort one can obtaamfrsocial networks without disclosing
or discussing one’s problems vis-a-vis specifiesgful events” (Taylor et al., 2007, p.
832). Explicit support is “the advice, instrumerdal, or emotional comfort one can recruit

from social networks” (Taylor et al., 2007, p. 83@)their study, Taylor et al. (2007)
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exposed Asians, Asian Americans, and European Aangsito situations of explicit
support, implicit support, and a control. They fduhat Asians and Asian Americans
experienced more distress and had higher levalsrtitol in the explicit support condition
than in either the implicit support or control cdarahs. Conversely, European Americans
experienced less distress in explicit support doomas in comparison to implicit support
and control conditions. In addition, European Arognis had higher cortisol levels in the
implicit support condition and it took longer fdreir cortisol level to return to baseline
than in the explicit support and control conditions

Even when individuals receive the same type of sttphe meaning behind it
may vary by culture. For instance, in a study bhida, Kitayama, Mesquita, Reyes, and
Morling (2008), it was found that Asians value efmeal support because it reinforces the
self as interdependent while European Americansevamotional support because it
indicates worthiness and independence. Also, Aganscularly benefit from perceived
support that is not requested because it indigeegine concern for the individual by
others. In contrast, European Americans view peecksupport as indicative of social
dependency and try to protect their independenaebyely seeking support (Uchida et al.,
2008). “Social support is probably most effectivieen it takes the form that is congruent

with the relationship expectations prevalent invey culture” (Kim et al., 2008, p. 525).

Summary

Much social support research has been conductédAmiierican participants.
The findings of these studies have generally indat#hat Americans benefit most from
invisible support. Although visible support is aaity rated as more helpful, it is also more
stressful. For Americans, being aware of suppaipg produces feelings of indebtedness
and incompetence, particularly if they do not dpaite being able to reciprocate.

Past studies that compared American and Asianisagiport have found

marked cultural differences. Americans will seegmurt regardless of relationship, while
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Asians and Asian Americans are much more hesitesgé¢k social support at all, because
of the potential negative relational consequencefact, Asians benefit from perceived
support that was not requested while Americansiegatively affected by perceived
support that was not requested and may actively sggport to avoid these negative
consequences (Uchida et al., 2008). Also, Asiangfitdrom implicit support while
Americans benefit from explicit support (Tayloragt, 2007). The effects of social support
are at least partially determined by how the supisatelivered and in what context. The

present study will further explore some of the widt differences in social support.

Introduction to the Present Study

The method used in this study was situation sampértechnique that
involves two stages of data collection. In thetfgstage, social support situations were
collected from college students at the Universitipelaware in the US and Kyoto
University in Japan. Then a random sample of tk#sations were presented to a new
group of college students in the United States wisiet of questions to examine the
enduring psychological and cultural aspects ofa@tipport provided in each culture.
These questions addressed levels of stress, feaiapligation (of both the recipient and
provider of support), personal choice of the prevj@pportunity to reciprocate, and
feelings of competency of the recipient. In thisdis | analyzed data only from the second
stage of the process, and only from the US resgorstuture study will collect and
analyze data from Japanese responses.

By collecting situations pertaining to the topiciatierest, in this case support,
in both cultures and then presenting those to reatigpants also from both cultures, one
is able to examine the extent to which any diffeemnpresent are found in the culture or are
found in the psyches of individuals in those c@tur~or instance, if both American and
Japanese participants rate American situationggg@t as containing more personal

choice in support provision than Japanese situsitidren it can be inferred that at least
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some of the previously discovered difference is@ne¢ in thesituations, and therefore the
culture, themselves, not just in theople of that culture. Likewise, if Japanese respondents
rate obligation higher in both US and Japanesatsitos than American respondents, then
it can be inferred that at least some of the diffiee is present in thesyche of the people

from that culture, that they detect more obligaiio@all support situations. However, we

will not be able to look at such psyche differengesl all data are collected.

Hypotheses

Participants rated the support situations on saesc burden, opportunity to
repay, competence, stress, obligation, and perstiade. We made the following
predictions.

Japanese situations will be rated with more feslioigourden than US
situations, particularly when the support is retgees

Japanese situations will be rated as affording mpp®rtunity to repay the
support than US situations.

US situations will receive higher ratings competgmtien the support received
is requested, while Japanese situations will hagleeh ratings of competence when they
report receiving support that is not requested.

US situations of support will receive higher rasrgf stress than Japanese
situations overall, especially when the suppontasrequested.

Ratings of obligation will be higher in both Japs@@nd US situations when
the support is requested than when it is not regdeRatings of personal choice will be
higher in both Japanese and US situations whesuggort is not requested than when it is
requested. US situations will have higher ratiniggevsonal choice than Japanese
situations overall, while Japanese situations walte higher ratings of obligation than US
situations overall. Ratings of obligation and peedahoice will be more similar for

Japanese situations than for US situations.
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Chapter 2

METHOD

Overview
The method used in this study was situation samgpupport situations were
previously collected in the US and Japan. For tlesgnt study, these situations were rated
by American participants. In the future this studlf be repeated with Japanese

participants.

Situations

In the first stage, Morling and Uchida (2009) ask&@ college students from
the University of Delaware in the US and 335 calstudents from Kyoto University in
Japan to describe situations in which they recesomil support. Participants then
indicated for each situation whether the suppod reguested or not. Then undergraduate
research assistants coded the situations for gfeed/support received. Each situation was
coded for one or more of the three categories mbsr: emotional, instrumental, or
informational. As defined by Cohen and Wills (198%hotional support is knowing that
one is loved and cared fanstrumental support is receiving tangible goods or financial
resources (Cohen & Wills, 1983pformational support is receiving advice or guidance
and “help in defining, understanding, and copinthvaroblematic events” (Cohen & Wills,
1985, p. 313). Research assistants fluent in tigukage of the support situations coded the
situations then the Japanese support situations tnarslated into English by an American
graduate student fluent in Japanese.

The American and Japanese support situations Wweresampled to create the

guestionnaire for this study. The support situaivere selected randomly from the full set
11



of Japanese and US support situations. We selaptealfive situations from each cell of a
2 (situation county) x 3 (support type) x 2 (sugpeqguest) design. Situation country is
either the US or Japan. Support type is emotionfdymational, or instrumental. Support
request was whether the support was asked fortpasadentified by the author of the
situation. Refer to Table 1 for examples of eage tyf support. Ultimately, we sampled
from the set of situations four times to avoid nmgkihe questionnaire too long, resulting in
four sets of the questionnaire, each with a unaprebination of support situations.

Although we attempted to sample five situationsath type for each set, there
were not enough Japanese “emotional support” situsto do so (there were only ten total
of this kind of situation). In this case, we uséden situations, distributing them evenly
over the four sets (see Table 2). In addition fttlesample of US informational support
situations were used because there were only t#eé total. In sum, there were
approximately 10 situations of each type of supfrorh each country on each set. Five of
these were “asked for” support and five were “reieal for” support.

After creating the four sets (with about 60 sitaas on each), we created a

reverse ordered set to control for any order effaetsulting in eight sets total.
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Participants

College students from the University of Delaware= (140, 67 males, 73
females, mostly European American) participatethis study for course credit.
Participants were asked to answer six questionstaach support situation. Three
participants were eliminated from the study aftanpletion because they finished too
quickly for the task provided. Another three weliemaated after completion because
they indicated that they were raised outside thigedrStates. Another participant was
eliminated after completion due to a consistentgpatof responses. After these
exclusionsn = 133 (65 males, 68 females).

In 2010-11, we will be translating the same quest&res into Japanese
and collecting data in Japan. For this thesis llavily be discussing results from the

American sample.

Materials and Procedure

Each participant received a questionnaire withagygroximately sixty
social support situations followed by six questiofise questions addressed stress,
burden on the support provider, obligation of aatspnal choice of the support
provider, opportunity to reciprocate the suppanj aompetence. Depending on the
guestion, slightly different response scales weetlu The first situation was followed
by a long version of the questions that fully expea the rating scales. Every situation
thereafter had a shortened version of the questigwtd versions of the six questions

are in Appendix A.
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The questions were developed collaboratively, suemnthat they were
translatable into both Japanese and English. Thstigm addressing competence has

been used previously by Morling et al. (2002).
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Chapter 3

RESULTS

Analvytic Strategy

This was originally a 2 (situation country, wittsaobjects) x 2 (support
request, within subjects) x 3 (support type, withibjects) x 4 (set, between subjects)
x 2 (order, between subjects) x 2 (gender, betwebjects) design. Gender and order
variables did not interact with the dependent \deisso we collapsed across these
variables, resulting in a 2 (situation country) gsBpport request) x 3 (support type) x
4 (set) design. We analyzed each of the six depenvdeiable questions in separate

analyses. One exception was obligation versus ehaibich we analyzed together.

Burden Ratings

Main effects.

There was a main effect for situation country stinett US situationsM =
1.83) were rated higher on degree of burden thpankse situationdA= 1.72) € (1,
129) = 12.75p = 0.001). There was a main effect for support retj(eesked for or
not) such that “asked for” support situatioMs% 1.92) were rated higher on burden
than “not asked for” support situatiord € 1.62) £ (1, 129) = 161.98) < 0.001).
There was a main effect for support type suchittstitumental support created the
highest feelings of burdeiM(= 2.05), followed by emotionaM = 1.68) and then
informational M = 1.59) support types$((2, 128) = 117.33y < 0.001).
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Two-way interactions.

These main effects were qualified by two, two-watgractions. There
was an interaction between situation country amgsrtt requestR (1, 129) = 7.59p
< 0.01). “Asked for” support situations were rategher on burden than “not asked
for” support situations from both countries, bug thfference was especially large in
the US situations. There was also an interactitwdsn situation country and support
type F (2, 128) = 9.02p < 0.001) such that informational support carriedeno

feelings of burden in the US than in Japan.

Three-way interaction.

These main effects and two-way interactions werhén qualified by a
three-way interaction between situation countrppgut request, and support type (
(2, 128) = 4.49p < 0.05). Table 3 shows the means. For instrumeainizhl
informational support in both the US and Japangseat®ns, the difference in burden
between “asked for” support and “not asked for’marpis of about the same
magnitude. However, for emotional support, “askad $upport situations were rated
much higher on burden than “not asked for” suppiuiations from the US, but only
slightly higher in the Japanese situations.

We could speculate that providing emotional suppehnich requires the
provider’s presence, may require more of a persooraimitment from the provider
than either informational or instrumental suppattjch only require giving advice or
tangible assistance. Emotional support situatiortee US where the support is
requested may especially carry feelings of burdsrabse there is no “in group,” “out

group” distinction. Because Americans do not méke distinction, there is no “in

group” that can always be relied upon, thus crgatiore feelings of burden when one
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does need emotional assistance. These findingateadictory to the results of Kim
et al.’s (2006) studies which indicated that EusspAmericans do not consider
relationship when seeking support while Asian Arceans do. It will be interesting to
see how Japanese participants rate burden in siteaéions, particularly whether they

detect the same U.S. difference in burden by suppquest or not.

Table 3. Means (Standard Deviations) on Burden Ratgs by Situation Country,
Support Request, and Support Type) For significanceests, see text.

Japan United States
Emotional Instrumental Informational Emotional thusnental Informational
Asked 1.75(0.85) 2.17(0.72) 1.59(0.65) 1.93(0.82) 2.Z6LD. 1.83(0.75)
Not 1.57(0.71) 1.88(0.77) 1.35(0.65) 1.46(0.78) 1.88D. 1.60(0.74)

asked

Interactions with set.

All of the main effects and interactions found natded with sets <
0.001). (There were four sets that contained theeggpes of situation by support
request and support type from both countries, lristtuation content was different in
each set). Therefore, the main effects and interesdid not replicate perfectly across
the four different samples. In some cases (e.gp@tipequest main effect), the main
effect was simply of a different magnitude buthe same direction in all four sets. In
others (e.g. situation country by support typeradgon) unfortunately, the patterns

reversed between the sets. | will discuss thislrésther in the discussion.
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Repay Ratings

Main effects.

There was a main effect for situation country stinett US situationsM =
2.83) were rated higher in opportunity to repayntapanese situationd € 2.61) £
(1, 129) = 75.28p < 0.001). There was a main effect for support retj(eesked for or
not) such that “asked for” support situatioWs< 2.77) were rated higher in
opportunity to repay than “not asked for” suppaxations M = 2.68) £ (1, 129) =
20.98;p < 0.001). There was a main effect for support sgeh that instrumental
support situations afforded the most opportunitsefeay the supporiM = 2.93),
followed by emotionalNl = 2.80) and then informationad¥i(= 2.43) support types-(
(2,128) = 122.58p < 0.001).

Two-way interactions.

These main effects were qualified by three, two-wégractions. There
was an interaction between situation country amgert requestr (1, 129) = 114.50;
p < 0.001). In Japanese situations, “asked for” suppas rated as having a higher
opportunity to repay than “not asked for” suppbrtt the reverse was true in the US.
Also, “asked for” support received the same ratorgopportunity to repay in both US
and Japanese situations. In contrast, “not aské&ddpport in US situations was rated
as having a much higher opportunity to repay theot asked for” support in Japanese
situations. There was also an interaction betwéaaten country and support type (
(2, 128) = 45.40p < 0.001) such that informational support was raethaving a
much greater opportunity to repay in US situatithvas in Japanese situations. There
was a third interaction between support requestsapgort typeK (2, 128) = 19.26p

< 0.001). The opportunity to repay the support mash more similar for “not asked
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for” support situations than for “asked for” supipsituations. Also, “asked for”
support situations were rated as having more oppibytto repay than “not asked for”
support situations for emotional and instrument@ip®rt, but the pattern was reversed

for informational support.

Three-way interaction.

These main effects and two-way interactions weraéu qualified by a
three-way interaction between situation countrppsut request, and support type (
(2, 128) = 4.34p < 0.05). Table 4 shows the means. In the US situstthere was no
difference in opportunity to repay for emotionatlanstrumental support by support
request. However, informational support in US gitres was rated as affording a
much higher opportunity to repay when the suppad not asked for than when it was
requested. In Japanese situations, there was mpuoetanity to repay in situations
where the support was asked for than when it wasagpested. This result was
especially strong for emotional and instrumentalpsut situations. In general, US
situations were rated as having more opportunitgpay the support than Japanese
situations, except for emotional and instrumentglp®rt that was requested.

Regardless of support type, Japanese situatioosdatf more opportunity
to repay the support when it was requested thamwtiveas not, while this pattern was
more variable for US situations. It seems that dapa situations seem to carry a
promise of repayment when the support is requektgds not present in US

situations.
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Table 4. Means (Standard Deviations) on Repay Ratys by Situation Country,
Support Request, and Support Type) For significanceests, see text.

Japan United States
Emotional Instrumental Informational Emotional thosnental Informational
Asked  2.91(0.77) 3.10(0.54) 2.28(0.71) 2.85(0.69) 2.968D. 2.49(0.63)

Not 2.60(0.59) 2.71(0.62) 2.09(0.59) 2.85(0.73) 2.9:4D. 2.88(0.63)
asked

Interactions with set.

All of the main effects and interactions found natgted with sety(s <
0.001). Therefore, the main effects and interastiid not replicate perfectly across
the four different samples. In some cases (eggtsitn country main effect), the main
effect was simply of a different magnitude buthe same direction in all four sets. In
others (e.g. support request by support type ictiera) the patterns reversed between

the sets. | will discuss this result further in thecussion.

Competence Ratings

Main effects.

There was a main effect for situation country stinett US situationsM =
0.17) were rated higher in competence than Japasites¢ions i1 = 0.09) € (1, 129)
=6.27;p < 0.05). There was a main effect for support reg(aesked for or not) such
that “not asked for” support situatiord € 0.17) were rated higher in competence
than “asked for” support situationsl = 0.09) F (1, 129) = 6.81p = 0.01). There was

a main effect for support type such that emoticuglport situations had the highest
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feelings of competenc®/(= 0.20), followed by instrumentalA= 0.14) and then
informational M = 0.06) support types$-((2, 128) = 7.73p = 0.001).

Two-way interactions.

These main effects were qualified by three, two-wgractions. There
was an interaction between situation country amgbstt requestR (1, 129) = 27.53;
p < 0.001). In Japanese situations, surprisinglykédgor” support was rated higher in
feelings of competence than “not asked for” supgdmrt the reverse was true in US
situations. There was also an interaction betwégaatsn country and support type (
(2, 128) = 29.99p < 0.001). Japanese situations of emotional suppemn rated
highest in competence, followed by instrumental iswhokmational. The reverse was
reported in US situations; informational supporswated highest in competence
followed closely by instrumental support and therogonal support, which was rated
much lower. There was a third interaction betwagpsrt request and support type (
(2, 128) =11.63p < 0.001). The competence ratings (highest to lowest'asked
for” support situations were emotional, instrumérdad then informational, while for
“not asked for” support situations the ratings wiestrumental, emotional, and finally
informational support. Emotional support situatiovese rated higher in competence
when the support was requested. Conversely, institahand informational support

situations were rated higher in competence whesupgort was not requested.

Three-way interaction.

These main effects and two-way interactions werthén qualified by a
three-way interaction between situation countrppgut request, and support type (

(2, 128) = 4.13p < 0.05). Table 5 shows the means. In the US situsit“not asked
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for” support always created higher feelings of cetepce than “asked for” support.
This is surprising given the results from Bolgeakt(2000) that indicated that
invisible support is the most beneficial type opgart for Americans. In this study
American situations afforded greater feelings ahpetence when the support
received was not requested, but according to Bagal.’s findings, this should create
lower feelings of competence. The same was trdapanese situations except for
emotional support, where the pattern reverses., Agpanese situations of
informational support, regardless of support rejuae the only situations that were
rated less than “neutral” on competence. In gene@lsituations were rated higher

than Japanese situations in competence by sugpertregardless of support request.

Table 5. Means(Standard Deviations) on Competence Ratings by Sision
Country, Support Request, and Support Type) For sigificance tests,
see text.

Japan United States
Emotional Instrumental Informational Emotional thosnental Informational

Asked 0.49(1.04) 0.02(0.93) -0.13(0.91)  0.01(1.06) 0.08%) 0.10(1.01)

Not 0.11(0.95) 0.12(0.95) -0.06(0.82) 0.18(1.03) 0.381D 0.31(0.97)
asked

In contrast to Bolger’s findings | suspect requesgmotional support
may be particularly difficult in US situations. Withe focus on independence in the
United States, requesting emotional support magyaotcularly difficult because it
implies an inability or a struggle to deal with gemal or internal problems, more so

than requesting informational or instrumental suppg@onversely, Japanese situations
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may particularly carry higher feelings of compeemten emotional support is asked
for because it is a way to connect more deeply aiplerson in one’s “in group.” It is
also possible that requested support in Japanesgiens is more subtle and reflects
amae, the “assurance of another person’s good will prhpermits a certain degree of
self-indulgence” (Bester, trans., in Doi, 1973)cBease the request is more subtle, and
even culturally expected, competence would nohbeatened. Being more a part of
one’s “in-group” and more dependent on those imldigls in Japan would increase
competence, while the same type of situation argatireliance on others may

decrease feelings of competence in the United State

Interactions with set.

All of the main effects and interactions found matgted with set(s <
0.001). Therefore, the main effects and interastidid not replicate perfectly across
the four different samples. In some cases (egatsin country main effect), the main
effect was replicated in three of the four setthers (e.g. support request by support
type interaction) unfortunately, the patterns regdrbetween the sets. | will discuss

this result further in the discussion.

Stress Ratings

It is important to note that the scale for stresgged from -3 (I would feel
calm and relaxed) to +3 (I would feel very stre$sétthough the results reported do
vary, all are negative. This means that some ssilodestituations made the respondent

“less calm” but none actually created feelingstodss.
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Main effects.

There was no main effect for situation country. feh&as a main effect
for support request (asked for or not) such thskéd for” support situation$A = -
0.50) were rated higher in stress than “not askedstpport situationsy = -0.65) F
(1, 129) = 21.15p < 0.001). There was a main effect for support tgpeh that
informational support situations had the higheslifgs of stress\| = -0.41),
followed by emotionalNl = -0.54) and then instrumentdll & -0.77) support types(
(2, 128) = 34.08p < 0.001). This indicates that the instrumental supgituations

were likely the least serious situations priordoeiving support.

Two-way interactions.

These main effects were qualified by three, two-wégractions. There
was an interaction between situation country amgasr requestK (1, 129) = 9.68p
< 0.01). In both US and Japanese situations, “ak&dupport was rated less calm
than “not asked for” support. However, the diffarein stress levels between “asked
for” support and “not asked for” support was largetS situations than in Japanese
situations. There was also an interaction betwéaatg®n country and support type (
(2, 128) = 26.41p < 0.001). In Japanese situations, emotional artcLimental
support were rated the same and “more calm” thimmnmational support. In US
situations, instrumental support was rated mosh dallowed by informational
support and then emotional support. Also, US ditnatwere rated more calm than
Japanese situations in instrumental and informatismpport, but the reverse was true
for emotional support. There was a third interatbetween support request and
support typeFR (2, 128) = 8.46p < 0.001). “Not asked for” support situations were

rated more calm than “asked for” situations ofnmstental and informational support.
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For emotional support situations, there was veétig Idifference in stress ratings by
support request. In both “asked for” and “not asketisupport situations,
instrumental support was rated the most calm. &t &sked for” support situations,
emotional and informational support situationsrated equally calm, whereas
emotional support situations were more calm th&rimational situations when the

support was requested.

Three-way interaction.

These main effects and two-way interactions wernéu qualified by a
three-way interaction between situation countrppgut request, and support type (
(2,128) =10.17p < 0.001). Table 6 shows the means. “Asked for’psupin US
informational support situations was rated much t=8m than “not asked for”
support. In Japanese instrumental support situstiasked for” support was rated
much less calm than “not asked for” support. Emmaticupport that was “asked for”
was rated much less calm in US situations thaapadese situations. Likewise,
informational support that was “not asked for” wated much less calm in Japanese
situations than in US situations.

As mentioned before with the competence ratingsdifierences between
the US and Japanese situations about emotionabguppy stem from the
independent versus interdependent view of the \8&th the focus on independence in
the United States, requesting emotional supportimegyarticularly difficult because it
implies an inability or a struggle to deal with gemal or internal problems, resulting
in higher feelings of stress. Conversely, a Jagapesson may feel less stress than an
American when requesting emotional support becdusa way to connect more

deeply with a person in one’s “in group.”
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Table 6. Means (Standard Deviations) on Stress Ratys by Situation Country,
Support Request, and Support Type) (Scale from -3t+3) For
significance tests, see text.

Japan United States
Emotional Instrumental Informational Emotional thasnental Informational

Asked -0.85(1.25) -0.55(1.12)  -0.32(1.07)  -0.26(1.32) 7331.26)  -0.27(1.20)

Not -0.62(1.17) -0.92(1.04) -0.34(0.99) -0.43(1.25) 8971.12) -0.73(1.17)
asked

Interactions with set.

All of the main effects and interactions found matgted with set(s <
0.001) except for the situation country by suppequest interaction. Therefore, the
main effects and interactions did not replicatdguly across the four different
samples. In some cases (e.g. support request ffifedt) egthe main effect was
replicated in three of the four sets. In otherg.(situation country by support type
interaction) unfortunately, the patterns reversetvben the sets. | will discuss this

result further in the discussion.

Obligation versus Choice Ratings

After initial analysis of the obligation and persbohoice dimensions it
was apparent that these two variables were inwerskted, such that high ratings on

obligation typically went with low ratings on cheicSome research suggests that
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Americans especially tend to treat obligation andice as inverses of each other; we
expect Japanese respondents to treat them mogemdiently (Miller et al., 1990).
Nevertheless, we analyzed these two variablesheget a 2 (situation country) x 2
(support request) x 3 (support type) x 2 (obligatiersus choice) ANOVA.

Several main effects and one interaction were fdbatlare of little
theoretical interesSpecifically, there was a main effect for situatcmuntry such that
US situations1 = 2.31) were rated higher on both obligation aecspnal choice
than Japanese situatioMd € 2.21) £ (1, 129) = 56.63p < 0.001). There was a main
effect for support type such that instrumental supgituations were rated highest
overall in both obligation and choick®l & 2.284), followed by emotionaM = 2.279)
and then informationaM = 2.22) support types$((2, 128) = 10.51p < 0.001). These
main effects were further qualified by a three-wagraction between situation
country, support request, and support typé2, 128) = 8.31p < 0.001). The

remaining effects are of more theoretical interest.

Main effects.

There was a main effect for “obligation versus ckbisuch that acting out
of personal choica( = 3.22) was rated much higher than acting outtijation (M
=1.30) F (1, 129) = 644.66p < 0.001) across situation types.

Two-way interactions.

This main effect was qualified by three, two-watenactions. There was
an interaction between situation country and “ddilign versus choice’H (1, 129) =
44.65;p < 0.001). The difference between obligation andahwas larger in US

situations 1 = 2.03) than in Japanese situatiolts< 1.81). There was also an
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interaction between “obligation versus choice” angport request((1, 129) =
48.56;p < 0.001) such that the difference between obligatiod choice was larger for
“not asked” support situation®(= 2.06) than for “asked for” support situations €
1.98). There was a third two-way interaction betw&sbligation versus choice” and
support typeR (2, 128) = 39.24p < 0.001) such that the difference between
obligation and choice was largest for emotionalsupsituations1 = 2.12) followed

by instrumentalil = 1.91) and informationaM = 1.75) support types.

Three-way interactions.

These main effect and two-way interactions werth&rrqualified by
three, three-way interactions. The effect of mbhebtetical interest was an interaction
between “obligation versus choice,” situation coynand support requedt (1, 129)
= 28.57;p < .001). Figure 1 shows this result.

In the Japanese situations there is virtually fi@idince in obligation
versus choice by support request. Obligation dseseand personal choice increases
only very slightly when the support is not requdstersus when it is requested. In
contrast, there is a large difference in obligatrersus choice in the US situations by
support request. Obligation decreases and persboale increases substantially when
the support is not requested versus when it isasiqd (see Figure 1). In the US there
is an emphasis on the independence of the indiyidaavhen support is not
requested, there is much personal choice, anel diiligation, in providing that
support. The American ratings of the situationgaatk that they recognized less
choice in Japanese than American support provigiorerican support situations
seem to carry greater feelings of choice and ldsgdings of obligation than Japanese

support situations.
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There was another interaction between “obligatiersus choice,”
situation country, and support tyge (2, 128) = 9.68p < 0.001). Of less theoretical
interest because these was no interaction witlhi@nvas the interaction between
“obligation versus choice,” support request, angpsut type F (2, 128) = 9.24p <
0.001).

4 - Japan United States
3.5 _

3 |
25 | @ Obligation

) l Choice

O Obligation

1.5 O Choice

1 -
0.5

o il

Asked Not Asked Asked Not Asked

Support Request

Figure 1. Three-way interaction between situation country, spport request, and
“obligation versus choice.”
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Four-way interaction.

The three-way interaction between “obligation vershoice,” situation
country, and support request was modified by a-¥eay interaction (2, 128) =
8.43;p < 0.001). Figure 2 shows this result. The origiti@lee-way interaction
remained virtually the same, except in the “asketiédmotional support type.

The four-way interaction is essentially the sam#haghree-way (depicted
in Figure 1) except that there are slight diffeenby support type. Personal choice in
US situations that was “not asked for” was rateabdlg high across the support types
and had higher ratings than both US “asked forpsuiptypes and all support
situations in Japan. There is also a very lardgerdifice between obligation and choice
in the “not asked for” US situations. The differerizetween obligation and personal
choice is generally smaller in Japanese situatizas in American situations,
especially when the support is requested. The ¢xeceto this is requested emotional
support in Japanese situations. This differenedsis fairly large in American
requested emotional support situations.

There seems to be something about emotional suphadraffords the
provider more personal choice in providing the swppegardless of culture. | suspect
that emotional support requires the most of théviddal and is potentially more
difficult to “fake.” That is, one can provide ingtnental or informational support
competently, whether one really wants to or notjewamotional support might
require more genuine concern. Such concern iskeyto be perceived as
“obligatory” by Americans; they may think emotiorglpport is freely chosen no
matter what. It will be interesting to see if Jag@sa participants perceive this same

pattern.
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Figure 2. Four-way interaction between situation country, suport type, support
request, and “obligation versus choice.”

35



Interactions with set.

Some of the main effects and interactions intechati¢h set p's < 0.05).
The exceptions to this finding are the “obligati@rsus choice” and support type
main effects and the three-way interaction betwebtigation versus choice,”

situation country, and support request (Figure 1).
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Chapter 4

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this paper was to examine the eitenhich cultural
differences in social support are carried in thaagions, or settings, common to a
culture. In this study, the American college papants who rated the support
situations represented the “American psyche,” wihigesituations rated represented
both Japanese and American culture. From this reséas apparent that the
American participants did notice a cultural diffece in the social support situations
and the future half of this study will allow a loak“psyche” because it will include
Japanese participants. However, the results giriégent study suggest that some of

the differences in support are present in the ceyltoot just in the people.

Burden, Obligation, and Personal Choice

As would be expected, burden on the support provide rated higher
when the support was requested than when it wasegaest, regardless of support
type or situation country. Of more theoretical et is the finding that US situations
create more feelings of burden than Japaneseisitsaf his finding contradicts Kim,
Sherman, and Taylor’s (2008) finding that Asiand Asian Americans are more
hesitant to seek social support due to concerrefational consequences. However, to
the extent that support in the Japanese situaisgm®vided by a member of the
individual’s “in group,” lesser feelings of burdeauld be expected. The Japanese

situations in this study might have carried a greaénse of reciprocal obligation than

37



the US situations, thereby decreasing feelingsioddn (Miller et al., 1990). Also,

from a cursory review of the support situationseiéms that a larger percentage of the
US situations involve more serious problems reqgigreater support, which could
also have impacted the burden ratings. If we cofdirahe magnitude of the support

in a future study, this burden difference may du&gp or reverse, in line with Kim et
al.’s findings.

The difference between burden ratings for US apdidase situations was
especially high for emotional support that was esged, with the US situations rated
higher on burden. Emotional support may requireamdra commitment than either
instrumental or informational support, so it mayespecially burdensome to ask for
emotional assistance in the United States becaese is no “in group” on which
Americans can always rely.

For all situations, regardless of situation coundnpport type, or support
request, ratings of personal choice were highar things of obligation in providing
support. However, the difference between obligaéind personal choice was greater
in US situations than in Japanese situations, &titig more personal choice, less
obligation, or both. Similarly, the difference betwn obligation and personal choice
was greater when the support was not requestedithan it was requested, which is
to be expected.

The three-way interaction between situation coyrsimpport request, and
“obligation versus personal choice” is particuldarteresting. In Japanese situations,
in both obligation and personal choice ratingstehe very little difference whether
the support was requested or not. This meansrilkgtpganese situations, American

respondents see equivalent levels of obligatigmeosonal choice, regardless of
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support request. Similarly, the difference betwekligation and personal choice is
only slightly higher when the support is not reqadgthan when it is requested.

In US situations, obligation is much higher whea support is requested
than when it is not requested. In fact, US situetizvere rated as containing more
obligation when the support is requested than Jsggasituations. Personal choice, on
the other hand, is much higher in US situationsmthe support is not requested than
when it is requested and personal choice in theitl@tions is higher overall than in
Japanese situations. It seems that US situationgsagreater sense of choice than
Japanese situations. However, when Americans deestgupport these is more
obligation to provide it than in Japanese situajgerhaps because there is no “in
group” equivalent in the US that serves as a monstant support system. Also, the
difference between obligation and personal ch@aauch greater in US situations
when the support is not requested than when @égsested, indicating that when an
individual does not explicitly seek support, théigdttion in US situations decreases
and personal choice increases.

The four-way interaction, which adds support tyggws much the same
pattern of results except that emotional suppatt irequested in both US and
Japanese situations stands out as breaking thegrpdtt emotional support situations,
there is considerably less obligation and morequeischoice than other support
types. This may be the case because providing enatsupport requires more
personal commitment than either informational strimnmental support and is difficult
to provide without truly caring about the othergmar. This reduces the obligation of

the support provider and increases their choice.
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Opportunity to Repay

The American ratings of the support recipient’s@mynity to repay
indicate that there is an equal opportunity to yepgport that is requested in both US
and Japanese situations. However, in the US 9ngtsupport that is not requested
has a higher opportunity to repay while the revesdrie in Japanese situations. This
finding is especially strong for US situations wifarmational support. The opportunity
to reciprocate on informational support that is mofuested may be especially high in
the US situations because it allows the suppoipiet to choose when to repay the
support and in what domain. This allows the indinablto preserve both their
independence and personal choice and to selechaidan which they feel
particularly competent on which to reciprocateitifermational support. Japanese
situations had a greater opportunity to repay th8rsituations only for emotional and
instrumental support that was requested. Kim €R806) found that Asian Americans
seek support less than North Americans. Askingfport in Japan may open the
door for the support provider to request suppothefuture. Because one individual
has requested support of another, they may exipedhdividual who provided them
with support to feel more comfortable requestingpsut in the future when needed,

increasing the opportunity to repay.

Stress, Competence, and their Interplay

Of the three support types, Japanese situatiors thavhighest ratings of
competence when receiving emotional support, wh$esituations have the lowest
ratings of competence when receiving emotional sttppn Japanese situations,
requesting emotional support may provide an oppdsttio connect more

meaningfully with a person from one’s “in group,hieh in turn could result in greater
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feelings of competence. By contrast, Americanse/aidependence and may feel
inadequate if they need to ask for help, partitykmotional support because this is
usually provided for a strictly personal problenonpetence ratings were higher for
all support types in US situations when the suppad not requested. The same was
true for Japanese situations, except for emotismaport, for which competence was
higher when the support was requested and alduighest in competence overall. The
US result is particularly surprising in light of Ber et al.’s (2000) research which
found invisible support to be most beneficial. Bilsle support is support that is not
noticed but delivered. This is actually a bit diffiet from support that is not asked for
and noticed. In Bolger’s study (2000), support thas not asked for but was received
without the recipient noticing it created higheelfiegs of competence than support
that was not asked for but was received and naotloeaur study, support that was not
asked for and receipt was noticed was rated highssmpetence than support that
was asked for and noticed. It seems that askingupport may be worst of all,
perhaps because it draws even more attention te preblems or inadequacies. Not
only are other people aware of them, but the inldial must explicitly express their
needs to others.

The difference between our findings and those df@omay also stem
from a difference in methodology. In Bolger’s stuthey collected data from both the
support recipient and support provider. In our gtuek collected support data only
from the support recipient. Situations that migéwé qualified as invisible support in
Bolger’s study might not have even been registbyedur participants as support.
Because our support situations were self reporyatidrecipient only, they may not

have recalled any situations of invisible suppattich by their very nature should not
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be recalled as support. Invisible support situaiould not be remembered as
support so they would not be reported in our study.

All of the results for the stress ratings were iegameaning that none of
the situation types were rated as stressful. Ratinvey varied in feelings of calmness.
None of the situations were rated as creatingrigslof stress, but some were rated as
“less calm” than others. Consistent with Bolgeales (2000) findings support that
was requested created higher feelings of stresmitoer lower feelings of calm) than
support that was not requested. For both Japamnese @& situations, requesting
support is more stressful than not. This may bec#ise in Japan because asking for
support may be viewed as a disruption to the “ougf relationship or an indication
of two people being “out of sync,” which could deanore stress. Asians and Asian
Americans tend not to request support becauseatteegoncerned about the relational
consequences of doing so (Kim et al., 2008). Wtk telational concern in mind,
requesting support in Japanese situations mayieiparly stressful. Requesting
support in the US may imply a lack of competencemdependence which would
create feelings of stress for Americans. US sitmstiwvere rated “less calm” than
Japanese situations when emotional support wasdevparticularly when the
support was requested. In American situations,astijuy emotional support may be
interpreted as an inability to deal with one’s guvoblems, creating feelings of stress.
By contrast, we can speculate that requesting emaltsupport in a Japanese support
situation may help the individual to connect withears in his or her in-group, which
would increase feelings of calm.

When looking at competence and stress ratingstiegély support request

and situation country an interesting pattern engerg& situations were rated as both

42



higher in competence and “more calm” when the stippas not requested. Japanese
situations in which the support was not requestetwated as lower in competence
but more calm than support that was requestedSlsitliations it seems that
competence and stress ratings may hang togethkr whiapanese situations there
may be something else at work. This other fact@htibe the “in group” dynamic in
Japanese culture. If one receives support witheuesting it, it means that your
troubles are apparent to others, reducing competént also that others are aware of

your needs, reducing stress because of the conimest® with one’s in group.

Limitations

The biggest limitation in this research is the thaett virtually all of the
main results interact with set. In selecting suppituations for each of the four sets,
situation country, support request, and suppo# typre all taken into account; each
set contains a random draw of each. These interactndicate that the findings do not
replicate across the four sets of situations. Hanewere is also no reason to believe
that the sets would differ in any meaningful waytufe analyses, judged to be too
complex for the scope of this project, will usdeliént techniques for understanding
why the sets differ. Content analyses may show s@teto contain more severe
situations than others.

Another limitation of this research is that alltbé support situations were
provided by college students and were rated onlgatigge students. Although
cultural differences were found in this study, va@ only say conclusively that these
differences are found among college students.derdo generalize these findings to

the cultures at large, this study should be repleatth participants of different ages.
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Future Research

Given more time, it would be pertinent to conducther analyses on
these data. The severity of the situation as veelha relationship to the person in need
of the person who provided support may moderateetalts. | would expect that the
severity of the situation would particularly affeatings of burden and stress. The
relationship between the support provider and stppoipient might affect ratings of
obligation and personal choice, opportunity to yegampetence, and burden. That is,
these effects might be particularly strong for Jegse situations because of the “in
group” “out group” distinction made in this culture

As of now, the results of this study are somewhebinplete as only an
American sample has rated the support situationthd future, the same forms and
guestionnaires will be administered to a Japanasplke of college students to
complete this research. Without the Japanese saingelifficult to draw conclusions
about psyche versus culture contributions. For megvgcan only describe whether
Americans can detect differences between US arahésp situations, and we found

that they can. This is quite promising for the fathalf of the study.
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THE APPENDIX
Long version of questionnaire (presented on the first page)

To what extent would you feel stress in this situa Indicate the extent of your feelings of stress
the scale below. If this situation would not affgour feelings of stress, circle N/A below.

| would feel | would feel
calm and relaxed N/A very stressed

3 2 1 0 1 2 3

In this situation, would receiving this support reafou feel obligated to the support giver, burdeed
troubling another? Indicate your feelings of obliga, burden, or troubling another on the scal®el

| would feel not at all | waldeel very
much obligated, burdened, oltidaburdened,

or troubling others or troubling others
0 1 2 3 4

To what extent did the person who gave help inghigation act out of obligation (moral or legal
obligation)? And to what extent did the person wghoe help act out of personal choice?

Person giving support Person giving
support did not act out of acted very muchajut
obligation obligation
0 1 2 3 4
Person giving support Person giving
support did not act out of acted vencn
out of personal choice personalado
0 1 2 3 4

(long version continued)
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In this situation, would you feel you had an oppoity to reciprocate on the support? Or would there
not be an opportunity to reciprocate on the sufplordicate your feelings about the opportunity for
reciprocity on the scale below.

There would be no opportunity There would be certain
opportunity to reciprocate/repay to recqate/repay
0 1 2 3 4

In this situation, would receiving this support reafou feel competent or efficacious? Or would
receiving this support make you feel incompeterihefficacious? Indicate your feelings of competenc
and efficacy on the scale below. If this situatiosuld not affect your feelings of competence and
efficacy, circle “neutral” below.

| would feel incompetent/ | woutekl competent/
Inefficacious neutral effibaus
3 2 1 0 1 2 3

Short version of questionnaire (presented on subsequent pages)

In this situation:

| would feel | would feel
calm and relaxed N/A very stressed
3 2 1 0 1 2 3

| would feel not at all | waldeel very
much obligated, burdened, oltidaburdened,

or troubling others or troubling others

0 1 2 3 4
Person giving support Person giving support
did not act out of acted very much
obligation out of obligation

0 1 2 3 4
Person giving support Person giving
support did not act out of acted vencn
personal choice out of personal choice
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0 1 2 3 4

There would be no opportunity efdrwould be certain opportunity
to reciprocate/repay to reciprocate/yepa
0 1 2 3 4

| would feel incompetent/ | wodlsel competent/
Inefficacious neutral efficacious

3 2 1 0 1 2 3
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