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Abstract

Reciprocity has been used in the psychological literature as an explanatory concept
in the formation and maintenance of social networks (Wellman, Carrington, &
Hall, 1988). However, a review of the existing reciprocity literature found little
consensus on the formal theory and definition of reciprocity. Definitions of
reciprocity varied by study and used measures with inadequate psychometric
propertics. Older adults (50 years+) were participants in 49% of the studies
reviewed. All the current studies reported used a predominantly student

population.

Using exploratory factor analysis (principal components, varimax rotation) a value
based reciprocity measure with three lactors (instrumentality, sociality and
guidance) was developed. The scale comprised 132 items. There was a bias to
placing higher values on the receipt of favours. Further development of the scale
reduced the measure to 72 items. The receiving guidance factor was correlated with
family members (r=.23; n=98; p <.05); and the giving guidance factor with friends

(r=.22; n=98; p <.05).

In a further refinement of the reciprocity measure two scales (each of 15 items)
were developed, /count and Mecount (Cronbach’s alpha=.97). Both scales were
found to correlate significantly with social network size (r=.34; n=64; p <.01).
Significant correlations between the IPRI reciprocity scale (Tilden, Nelson, &
May, 1990) and both /count (r=.52; n=93; p <.01) and Mecount (r=.44; n=93;

p <.01) support the construct validity of the new reciprocity measure.

Different relationships with the index measures of social support were found as a
function of the calculation method (difference; ratio; multiplication). A distinction
between enacted and percetved reciprocity was found similar to that reported in
the social support literature (Newland & IFurnham , 1999). A cognitive schema is

proposed as a working model for future research in the area.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the concept of reciprocity

The term ‘reciprocity’ has various meanings. In order to set the context for the
thesis, the following chapter forms a preface to the detailed literature review

contained in chapter 2. It sets the scene for the studying ‘reciprocity’ within

psychology.

Reciprocity has been used as an explanatory concept for the development of
culture in the anthropological literature (e.g., Levi-Strauss, 1974; Sahlins, 1965); for
bargaining in the economic literature (e.g., Blau, 1964) and for analysing group
membership in the sociological literature (e.g., Gouldner, 1960; Gouldner, 1973).
Generally, however, the concept of reciprocity has largely been neglected in the

psychological literature.

An exception is the literature on health outcomes of older adults. However, even
i the latter literature the concept of reciprocity has been defined and measured
differently i most studies thus, precluding cross study comparisons. The varied
technical definitions have rendered reciprocity into a multifaceted and vague

concept.

The following four sections summarise reciprocity within the anthropological,
economic, sociological and psychological literatures as relevant to the present

thesis.

Reciprocity in the anthropological literature

In the anthropological literature, the concept of reciprocity is used to explain the
emergent social structures of family, neighbourhoods and culture. Even in cultures
with a low overall social organisation, where members have no obligations to laws
or leaders, reciprocal social relations preceded economic transactions. The latter
finding was demonstrated in a classic anthropological study undertaken by Evans-

Pritchard (1940) of the Nuer people in the Upper Nile.
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Sahlins (1965) reviewing the literature on reciprocal social relations and cultural

identity noted that:

“ ...the connections between material flow and social relations is
reciprocal. A specific social relation may constrain a given
movement of goods, but a specific transaction - ‘by the same token’ -
suggests a particular social relation. If friends make gifts, gifts make

friends” (ibid. p.139).

He identified three forms of reciprocity: generalised reciprocity, where assistance is
given and, if possible and necessary, returned; balanced reciprocity, direct and
cqual exchange of goods; and negative reciprocity, an attempt to get something for

nothing with impunity. The term ‘generalised reciprocity’ would best describe the

psychological concept under consideration in the present thests.

In some cultures the interrelationship between the social structure (social
relations), and {unction (the gift exchanged) can be specified precisely. Yan (1996)
in a detailed study of a small Chinese village community described “four operating
rules of gift exchange”. The rules were that a ‘good’ person always interacts in a
reciprocal way; that the size of a gift should conform to the existing hierarchical
social order; that the gift should reflect previous interactions; and that there was a
defined etiquette in the return of gifts. Renging (reciprocity) was found to be a
centrally important concept in the village system of exchange with its connotation
of social norms and moral obligations. Social participation in the village was
dependent on understanding and complying with renging, determining who was
reciprocated, when they were reciprocated and what was reciprocated. Thus, the
concept of renging has a deontological rather than a utilitarian status and again can

be encompassed within the concept of generalised reciprocity.

‘Balanced reciprocity’ and ‘negative reciprocity’ are more akin to reciprocity as

described in the economic literature.
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Reciprocity in the economic literature

In the economic literature, early attempts by social psychologists to refine the
theoretical conception of resource exchange typically used economic theories for
their analyses. However, economic theory, per se, is unlikely to provide a
comprehensive explanation of why or even how resource exchange occurs. A zero
sum game using money, such that one person gains the amount that another
person loses is easy to conceptualise. A similar zero sum game using non-monetary
psychological resources is harder to conceptualise. At least some form of putative
money/psychological resource currency exchange mechanism would be required.
As previously discussed, such an intervening process would invariably be linked to
non-cconomic factors. Empirical evidence also indicates that when predictions
based on standard economic theory are compared with those from social exchange
theory, even within a perceived economic domatn, standard cconomic theory is
poorly supported. In a study investigating wage negotiations it was hypothesised
that if only cconomic principles were operating then employers should try to offer
the lowest wages that workers would accept and that workers should maximise
their utility by working at the minimum level possible (Kirchler, Fehr, & Evans,
1996). However, co-operation was found to be at a much higher level than
predicted by economic theory, suggesting that reciprocation norms were
influencing the outcomes. Explanations based on social exchange theory assume
that additional social norms are operating and in particular that of reciprocal

exchange.
Reciprocity in the sociological literature

The concept of reciprocity within the sociological literature has developed along
two main themes. The first theme has used the “norm of reciprocity” to explain
how group norms define the individual behaviour of group members. The second
theme has focused on the exchange of goods and services that then defines group

membership.
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The first theme was proposed by Gouldner (1960 pp.171-172) :

“Specifically, I suggest that a norm of reciprocity, in its universal
form, makes two interrelated, minimal demands: (1) people should
help those who have helped them, and (2) people should not injure
those who have helped them....To suggest that the norm of
reciprocity is universal is not, of course, to assert that it is
unconditional. Unconditionality would, indeed, be at variance with
the basic character of the reciprocity norm which imposes
obligations only contingently, that is, in response to the benefits
conferred by others. Morcover, such obligations of repayment are
contingent upon the imputed value of the benefit received

........ Whether in fact there is a reciprocity norm specifically
requiring that returns lor benelits recetved be equivalent is an
empirical question... Equivalence may have at least two forms, the
sociological and psychodynamic significance of which are apt to be
quite distinct. In the first case, heteromorphic reciprocity,
equivalence may mean that the things exchanged may be concretely
different but should be equal in value, as defined by the actors in the
situation. In the second case, homeomorphic reciprocity,
equivalence may mean that exchanges should be concretely alike, or
identical in form, either with respect to the things exchanged or to

the circumstances under which they are exchanged”.

The concept of heteromorphic reciprocity is similar to that of Salins ‘generalised

reciprocity’, and homeomorphic reciprocity to that of ‘balanced reciprocity’.

Although the ‘norm of reciprocity’ continues to be used extensively in the
soctological literature as an explanatory concept (e.g., Burger, Horita, Kinoshita,
Roberts, & Vera, 1997; Uehara, 1995), the most recent formulation (Gouldner,

1973) is not empirically testable.
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Fowever, the empirical question as to whether the reciprocity norm specifically
requires that returns for benefits received be eguivalent is testable. No published
studies have been reported that evaluate this question. The effect of elapsed time
on reciprocal behaviour has been studied. Burger (et al.,1997) found that
participants offered a free soft drink from a confederate were more likely to
respond to a subsequent immediate request from the confederate to deliver a letter.
Fowever, a week later there was a significantly lower response to the request. The
finding suggests that the norm of reciprocity defines a social rule requiring
reciprocation within a given time frame, rather than an open-ended obligation to

return favours.

The second theme of reciprocity is exemplified m the work of Wellman (1988),
who 1n a major study of a whole community in Canada (the East York community
in Toronto) found that asymmetric reciprocal exchange behaviour defined
membership of social groups within the community. Reciprocal exchange created
non-random social networks of clusters and cross linkages. Finite limits were
found within these social networks with respect to the number and intensity of
ties that an individual could maintain. In the East York community an individual
maintained a median of eleven active ties. The structure and composition of these

ties resulted in marked variation in the type, extent and breadth of social support

available through them.
Reciprocity in the psychological literature

The anthropological and sociological literatures construe reciprocity as a structural
variable. Social psychology theorists consider reciprocity as resource exchange
within an implied generie structure (that is, that there is one structural form in
which exchange occurs). With respect to resource exchange, the social psychology

literature shares the implicit assumption prevalent in the economic literature, that
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social network vartables contribute little to the resource outcome between two
people. For example, Foa (1980) while demonstrating that interpersonal resource
exchange could not be explained by a money-merchandise exchange mechanism,
did not attribute any significance to the structural system in which resource
exchange occurs. Currently social exchange theories minimise or ignore the
relationship between functional and structural factors because of the difficulty in

combining the disparate conceptual frameworks of social network analysis and

individual exchange processes.

For example, static bias, inherent in social network analysis, makes it difficult to
conceive a dynamic structure varying as functional requirements change. Therefore
the effects of structural factors can be conceptualised as variance to be controlled
for rather than allowed to covary. Conversely, functional factors can be conceived
of as interchangeable and therefore as not having an influence on social network
structure. Iowever, the concept of reciprocity needs to account for the concurrent

operation of both structural and functional factors.

A further difficulty is that the concept of reciprocity has been employed in an ad
hoc and unsystematic way that prevents the cumulative incorporation of findings.
For example, when reporting the results of experimental work on reciprocity the
terms ‘network balancing’ and ‘generalised reciprocity”’ are used implying that the
construct is being measured across the total reported social network members. In

fact rescarch on reciprocity across large social networks has not yet been reported.

The concept of reciprocity has been used to account {or psychological well-being
by clinical researchers working within mental health (Meeks 8 Murrell, 1994;
Simmons, 1994); older people (Ingersoll-Dayton & Auntonucct, 1988) and learning
disability populations (Tausig, 1992). Again the range of assessment methods across
these populations makes coherent integration of the literature difficult. Given the
high face validity of reciprocity as an explanatory concept its construct validity

remains to be substantiated in literature.
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In summary, the concept of reciprocity may provide a linkage to the transactional
nature of resource exchange with social structures. Further, reciprocity may
potentially link the structural and functional aspects of psychological well-being.
However, the nature of these linkages can only be understood if reciprocity is

defined and measured in a way that allows comparative analysis .
Social support and reciprocity

One rescarch area that provides an opportunity to investigate the relationships
between functional and structural factors is that of social support. The social
support literature can be considered as an amalgam of two major research areas,
that of resource exchange and social networks. Integrating these two research areas
has always been regarded as important attainment and there have been attempts at
achieving a theorenical synihesis (e, Wellman, 1988). Tlowever, social network
rescarchers working in the area of social support continue to develop explanations
based on network structure, using concepts of power, prestige, centrality, and
network density. The term the ‘socio-social network’ has been reserved for this
arca or system-centred networks (Wilcox & Birkel, 1983). Similarly social
psychologists rescarching social support continue to use network size as a proxy
for social network variables. Measures and procedures that go beyond the
individual level other than network size are seldom used. While a focus on the
‘person-social network’ is recommended, the major research focus continues to
examine the functional nature of receiving social support and its relationship to
physical and psychological well-being. Four potential reasons can be advanced to
explain the reluctance in researching the person-social network relationship.
Firstly, correlations between network variables and measures of social support are
typically low. However, though reported correlations between network size and
social support are low, they are consistently positive (e.g., Nelson, Brent-Hall,
Squire, & Walsh-Bowers, 1992). The low correlations potentially reflect the fact
that not all relationships in the network provide positive support functions.

Increasing network size will also increase the potential for, and number of,
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conflicted relationships thereby ‘cancelling’ out some positive relations. The

attendant decrease in correlation may reflect this effect.

Secondly, social support theorists have usually considered social support as a
unidimensional construct operating at the individual level. External social
relationships are then considered to have secondary importance in the explanation
of psychological well-being. Chapter two will more extensively analyse and discuss

the multidimensional nature of social support.

Thirdly, there is a tendency to focus on the receipt of support resources. It is
broadly assumed that support is unidirectional from a provider to a recipient. The

bidirectionality of social support has been noted but not examined in detail:

“I'he wocial psychological aspeets of this phenomenon-the study of
social support as an interpersonal transaction that involves both a
provider of support and a recipient- is nearly absent” (Vinokur,

Schul, & Caplan, 1987).

Social support as transactional, and hence reciprocal, has been identified as
theoretically significant (Leavy, 1983; Sarason, Sarason, & Pierce, 1990a) but the
experimental literature separates into direct effects of social support in studies
looking at structural variables and buffering effects found in studies of functional

vartables (Cohen & Wills, 1985).

A fourth reason not investigating reciprocity is the lack of a measurement scale.
Scales that do include a measure of reciprocity often use a single item to indicate
how much support has been given and received by the person over the total
network. Assuming that the measure is reliable, the demand bias in such a direct
assessment would lead at Icast to over reporting of reciprocity levels. Further, the
use of such a measure assumes not only equivalence among all the support resources

exchanged, but also that there is no intrinsic perception that individuals view
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themselves as offering more than they receive. Consequently such a bias would

itself be evident in the self-reporting of giving more than they received, a finding

that is typical in the few studies that have looked at reciprocity.

In studies that consider the difference in support provided by kin and non-kin there
arc indications that the nature of the bias is towards perceiving that more support is
received from kin than given, and that more support is offered to non-kin than is
received. When measurement scales do use more items, different problems are
encountered. Typically reciprocity is calculated as the difference between giving and
receiving as measured by two scales containing the same items but reworded. A
major problem is that the reliabilities of the two scales operate to reduce the
reliability of the reciprocity scale (effectively the difference score).

An equation for calculating the reliability of a difference score is given by Tilden

and Stewart (1985)

pDD=  pxx 6’x + pyy 0’y - 2pxy Ox Oy

0’x +0’y - 2pxy ox oy

Where pDD = rcliability of Reciprocity difference scores
pxx = reliability of Give scores
pyy = rcliability of Receive scores
hd . -~ .
o°x = variance of Give scores
o’y = variance of Receive scores

pxy = correlation between Receive and Give scores

Inspection of equation (1) shows that if the correlation (pxy) between the two scales
from which the difference is calculated is high then the reliability of the difference
score is less than the individual scales from which it originates. Specifically the
reliability of a difference score will equal the average reliability of its component
parts only when no correlation exists between the two scales. A high correlation

would occur if the means for receiving and giving were similar, a not unlikely
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occurrence in an homogenous population and given the demand biases referred to
earlier. Moreover, the lowered reliability would also curtail correlations with any
other subsequent measure selected, e.g., locus of control scale (Levenson, 1981).
Thus, the interpretation of a difference score is problematic through occasions arisc
where using them may be relevant. It has been suggested that the presence of strong
relationships between potential components and a criterion are generally a priori

grounds for resisting the calculation of difference scores (Johns, 1981).

Further if difference scores are used then two caveats apply. First, the components
should be internally consistent multiple-item scales and not heterogeneous
collections of factorially indeterminant items; and secondly, that the reliabilities of
the difference scores should be reported and corrections for attenuation performed.
Methodologically the two scales could also be presented at different points in the
assessment 10 reduce memory effects, Little attention has been paid to the
problematic calculation of difference scores within the reciprocity literature. An
alternative method of defining reciprocity without using difference scores is to
correlate the two scales measuring giving and receiving transactions (Nelson et al.,
1992). The usc of ratio scores has also been discussed but not reported on (Hatfield,

Utne, & Traupmann, 1979).

A sccond set of measurcment problems arises from the time scale of the measure.
The measure of reciprocity is usually taken at one point in time. It is thus assumed
that the decision to act reciprocally is based on a momentary appraisal of the past

transactions with the person being considered.

One accounting mechanism, proposed by Antonucci (1990) was that of a support

l)illlk:

“people maintain an ongoing account of the amount of support or
various benefits they have given to and received form others. This

account may be kept at different levels of consciousness; that 1s,
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people may say in specific circumstances, ‘I am doing this for
someone because he or she previously did that {for me or so that he

or she will do such and such for me in the future”.

It may be that individuals who have a more global conception of their
relationships with specific others (or a generalized other such as family) will be
willing to provide for others in time of need. The assumption is that they too will
receive assistance if, and when, they are in need (Fischer, 1982). The support bank
analogy can be taken further. The currency used may in future be subject to
‘interest’ rate changes such that the required return becomes higher over time. The
need to reciprocate as soon as possible, by non-kin, may be evidence that
indebtedness not only is felt as uncomfortable but also that the cost will be higher
later. The importance of the support bank for social support theorists is that it
emphasises the dynamic nature of support provision over time. The support bank
concept can also account for the differences between cultures in reciprocal
behaviour within kin structures (Akiyama, Antonucci, & Campbell, 1990). Thus,
in the measurement of reciprocity the timescale over which reciprocity is

considered is a significant factor.

The present thests, 1s pioneering in that it is provides a theory and a measure of
reciprocity based on functional and structural measures. A significant assumption
within the thesis is that reciprocity is not defined as the actual support resources
exchanged but perceived exchange. Evidence for perceived reciprocity is given, in
part, from the observation of the low correlations between received support and
psychological well-being. The question about whether to measure existing social
relations or social relations as perceived by the actors involved also depends upon
the focus of the research, For example, in research mvestigating needle sharing
among individuals tested positive for HIV/Aids actual social network membership
is relevant. However, perceived ties may be more appropriate for studying social
influences on attitudes and other individual difference measures. These perceived

ties are sometimes called “cognitive networks”(Marsden, 1990). A cognitive model

28



for reciprocity would include a schema for balancing giving and receiving in terms
of equivalence and potentially maintaining an equilibrium within a timescale that
is dependent on the relationship. FFor example, it would be hypothesised that
immediate “repayment” would not necessarily occur between relatives and people
with longer term relationship expectations ( €.g., Ingersoll-Dayton & Talbott,

1992). A similar tinding was reported in a study with college students (Jung, 1990).

The following thesis has two main objectives. Firstly, to outline a theory of
reciprocity using a cognitive representation of behaving reciprocally; and secondly,
to provide a reliable and valid measure of reciprocity. The study of reciprocity is
important because potentially it bridges both functional and structural research

areas.
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Chapter 2 Reciprocity: a concept for integrating functional and structural

aspects of social support
Introduction to reciprocity and social support

‘The publication output on social support follows a recognised course in the
psychological literature. An initial interest in the area 1s followed by a focus on
measurement issues, development of conceptual issues, relationships to outcomes,
then application to various populations. A waning in publication output occurs as
the complexity of the area makes further progress more difficult. There then
follows a rediscovery often by association with another research area. The next
step is for a new integrative conceptual model to emerge that restarts the

publication cycle.

Evidence for such a developmental course is given by figure 2.1 that was produced
by graphing the number of published papers containing the term “social support”
in the title by year of publication. The data points are from a literature search in

the psyclit database and the social sciences citation index.

The differential decline is, in part, due to the interdisciplinary research represented
by the social science citation index, and the maturation of the area within the
psyclit database. Although reciprocity and social support have been linked since

1981, there have been few reported studies overall.
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Figure 2.2 gives representative quotations over a seven year timescale illustrating
the conceptual overlap between social support and social networks, Towever,
investigation of the structural and functional aspects of social support has been
limited by the use of research designs that correlate only network size (as a proxy
variable for social network structure) and functional measures developed primarily
on the positive receipt of support. From the absence of a consistent positive
correlation between the two constructs, it is adduced that there is no relationship

between the structural and functional aspects of social support.

“ First, ‘social support” may best be understood as a metaconstruct, referring to three subsidiary constructs:
support network resources, supportive behaviors, and subjective appraisals of support”. (Vaux, Riedel, &

Stewart, 1987 p.209)

“1 propose broad categorical classifications of the concepts commonly included under the social support

rubric. Three classes of support concepts (measures) are proposed: social nerworks, perceived social support,

and supportive behaviors™. (Cohen, 1992 p.109)

"Social support measures may be divided into three general categories: network measures, measures of
support actually received or reported to have been received, and measures of the degree of support the person

perceives to be available™, (Sarason & Sarason, 1994 p.43)

Figure 2.2 Quotations proposing a linkage between social support and social

networks

The transactional nature of reciprocity has been identified as one key mediating
variable (Antonucci & Jackson, 1990; Antonucci & Johnson, 1994). Unfortunately
the ad hoc measurement of reciprocity within the literature has led to low
aggregation and generalisability of research findings. Thus, the use of meta-analytic

methods (Rosenthal, 1991; Wolf, 1986) is premature.

A literature review of the social support literature from 1976 to the 1998 identified
35 published studies that specifically sought to measure reciprocity. The studies
included are also widely cited. The range of definitions used is given in table 2.1 by

year of publication.
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In order to indicate the comparative “value” of the study with respect to
reciproaty an index was created by summing across five study characteristics that
were cach given a weight of one for the presence of the characteristic and zero for
the absence. The study characteristics were: a definition of reciprocity that
included at least two support dimensions; a scale with more than two items per
support dimension; quoted psychometric properties; an exploratory factor
analysis; and correlation with other known support reciprocity measures. Thus, a
value of four would represent a study comparatively higher than a study with a
value of one. Using the basic index none of the published studies had a value of
five; one had a value of four; seven had a value of three; eight had a value of two;
five had a value of one and 14 (40%) had a value of zero. Table 2.2 abstracts and

arranges the findings by salient order for the present discussion.
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Table 2.1 Definitions of Reciprocity by year of study

thkionk (199%)  Index-3

“Three questions were posed about instrumental support given, for example, ‘How often did
it occur in the past year that you helped the following persons with daily chores in and around
the house, such as preparing meals, cleaning the house, transportation, small repairs or filling in
forms?” Three similar questions were asked about the instrumental support received and six
questions were asked about the emotional support given and received. An example of emotional
support given: ‘How often did it occur in the past year that you showed the following people
you cared for them?’ The choice of answers was ‘never’, ‘seldom’, ‘sometimes’, and ‘often’ and
they were scored on a scale from one to four. For each relationship a sum score of instrumental
and emotional support received and given was computed; the scores of the four scales ranged
from 3 to 12...The reciprocity vartables were constructed by subtracting the support received by
the older adult from the support given. A negative score indicated that the older adult was being
overbenefited by the network member, a score of 0 indicated that giving and receiving were

exactly equal, and a positive score indicated that the older adult overbenefited the network

member” p.64

Jung (1997) Index=3

“Rather than using the ratings of the ISSB, however, I modified it to provide a measure of
balance of support by asking participants to consider not only the frequency of receipt of each
behavior but also how often they performed each behavior for others. Participants rated each
item on a 3-point scale in terms of whether that behavior was received more than given (3), given
more than received (2), or received and given in equal frequency (1) over the past month.
Separate balance indices were constructed for the four types of support (guidance, tangible,
emotional, and informational ) found in Stokes and Wilson’s (1984) factor analysis of the ISSB

p.80".

Horwitz (1996) Index=2

“In this research patients were asked about their contributions to the family member who they
gave the most help to in the seven areas of chores, economic contributions, providing care for
others, companionship, participation in family activities, expressing affection, and giving gifts.

Possible responses of a lot (3), some (2), a little (1), and none (0) are summed to form an index of

patient social support. This index has an intra-item reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of 80" p.154
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Neufeld (1995) Index =0

“A thematic form of content analysis was used to analyse the interview data... The Ethnograph
computer program was used to assist in the process of coding and data analysis. Guiding
questions for the analysis included: Does veciprocity exist in these caregiving situations? What is
reciprocity in these situations? How is it manifested? By whom? When does it occur? With what

consequences?” p.352

Williams (1995) Index =0

“I collected the data on reciprocity from a single open-ended question and any additional field
notes thar mentioned reciprocity. Parents were specifically asked ‘Do you ever feel a need to ‘pay

back’ family or friends for their assistance?’ p.404.”

Rinatala (1994) Index =0

“Each participant was asked to name persons whom he or she deemed to be important sources of
help, support, and guidance. The participant then rank-ordered this list of persons with regard to
importance and indicated whether each of the five top-ranked supporters was either the
participant’s parent, child, spouse, sibling, other relative, friend, neighbor, fellow club or church
member, or coworker, or was a professional worker. To obtain measures of reciprocity, for each
of the five top-ranked persons, the participant was asked whether the other person helped the
participant more, the participant helped the other person more, or they helped each other
equally (i.e., reciprocal relationship). The number (maximum of five) of each of these three types

of relationships was calculated for each participant. p.19”.

Dwyer (1994) Index =0

“The primary caregiver was asked about four possible tasks (i.e., household chores, babysitting,
money gifts, keeps caregiver company) that the elder may provide in the context of the

caregiving relationship. These tasks are summed to create a reciprocity indicator that ranges from

Oto 4 p.38".
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Buunk (1993) Index =0

The measure of perceived reciprocity in both studies derived from checking one of the following
answers after considering their relationship (e.g., showing understanding, giving information,

expressing appreciation) with their superiors (and a duplicate procedure with colleagues):

1.1 am providing much more help and support to my superior than I receive in return
2. am providing more help and support than | receive in return

3. We are both providing the same amount of help and support to one another

4. My superior is providing more help and support to me than I provide in return

5. My superior is providing much more help and support to me than I provide in return

The subjects were then divided into three groups: those receiving reciprocity (score 3) those

feeling deprived (scores 1 and 2) and those feeling disadvantaged (scores 4 and 5).

Cordova (1993) Index =0

“Negative reciprocity was defined as the occurrence of aversive behavior on the part of one

partner given aversive behavior by the other p.562"

Walker (1992) Index =1

“Because it is important to represent a variety of resources in any study of resource exchange, in
this study, perceptions of the giving(receiving) of love, information, advice, and money, which
vary in the two fundamental resource properties, were assessed.

The focus of this study was on the perception of reciprocity in caregiving. Therefore, research
questions highlighted this caregiving context. Specifically, for each type of aid, mothers were
asked, “Do you feel you give your daughter (type of aid) in return for her helping you?
Responses were coded yes, no, or don’t know. Individuals who answered “no” were not asked
follow-up questions. This procedure should lead to underestimations of aid if other
nonconditional aid also was given.

For each aid type, daughters were asked, “How much (type or aid), if any, do you feel your
mother gives you in return for you helping her? Responses were a great deal, some, not much,
none. We were interested primarily in distinguishing daughters who perceived that they received
ard i cetuen for their help from thase who did not. When daughters indicared that “not much”
aid was received, they often indicated that the amount of aid received was very little or almost
none. Therefore, “not much” responses were grouped together with responses of “none” into a

“no aid” category. “A great deal” and “some™ were grouped together p.83
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Stevens (1992)  lndex =2

Reciprocity in family support questionnaire:

The following questions refer to you and your family members. Your family members are those
people 1o whom you are related either by blood or through marriage.

1. In the past six months, how often have you given your atfection (a hug, kiss, told them you
love them, or offered advice) to a family member?

1. Never or hardly ever

2. Sometimes

3. Frequently

2. In the past six months, how often have you received affection from a family member?

3. In the past six months, how often have you assisted a family member with household tasks,
babysitting, transportation, or money?

4. In the past six months, how often have you received assistance from a family member?

Scale scores of 1-2 = low reciprocity;
2.25-2.50 = moderate reciprocity ; 2.75-3.00 = high reciprocity
alpha =.70
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Nelson (1992) Index =3

Four stage process of data collection:

(1) Residents asked to name the people who were important 1o them with whom they had had

contact over the past nine months categorised as family, friends and professionals;

(2) Residents then asked to describe qualitatively how their relationships had changed over the

past few months in terms of both positive and negative changes;

(3) Residents asked 1o provide information on the nature of their contacts specifically to identify
the members on their network list who had provided the four types of supportive (emotional,
social, tangible, problem-solving) and unsupportive transactions. For each item scores were

calculated by summing the number of people named in the three network segments.

(4) Frequency of supportive and unsupportive transactions provided to and received from
networlk members. For each of the four types of support, give and received, residents asked to
rate on o five point <cale how frequently that transaction had oceurred over the past month
(1=nor at all to 5= almost every day) scored as averages across network members therefore did

not differentiate between types of network member

Kulis (1992)  Index =1

“Intergenerational patterns of assistance were assessed through five paired questions. First,
parents {illed out a chart indicating whether or not each of their adult children regularly did the
following for the parent:

(a) “listens to problems and provides advice’;

(b) ‘provides news about mutual friends and the family’;

(c) ‘helps out with household tasks, including transportation’s

(d) ‘provides financial assistance’;

(e) ‘provides companionship’. Then the parents indicated whether they, or their spouses,

regularly did each of these things for the adult child. p.487”
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van Tilburg (1991) Index =2
Four measures:

(1) total reciprocity for dichotomous scores

(2) total reciprocity for raw scores

based on the aggregate sums of the number of reciprocal relationships in any given network
(3) relationship specific

(4) support specific

In order to generate the network list (based on an exchange approach)

20 questions were asked which included the following areas: helping with household chores,

talking about personal problems, borrowing a large sum of money, taking care of children,

having coffee or drinks at home.
Only the first 10 names were recorded.

6 questions referred to emotional suppon
8 questions to instrumental support
4 questions to soctal support

2 questions (hobbies and social activities) were not reciprocally scored.

Primomo (1990) Index =0

Variation on the use of the Norbeck Social Support Questionnaire (Norbeck et al., 1981) with

the addition of one question “the extent to which each network member discussed important

problems with the respondent (reciprocity) p.155.”
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Kirschling (1990)  Index =4

Cost and Reciprocity Index (CRI)

Assessment comprises three stages:

1. Subjects identify the people who are important to them and their relationship with the
identified people;

2. Subjects identify the five most important people, the inner network;

3. Subjects respond to 38 likert type questions for each person listed in their inner network
The subscales comprise:

(a) social support (10 items) alpha =.92

(b) reciprocity (9 items) alpha = .86

(c) cost (6 items) alpha = .89

(d) conflict (13 items) alpha =.94

N= 261

items range from ‘not at all’ (0) to a ‘great deal’ (4).

An example of a reciprocity item is

‘How often do these people come to you for a boost in spirits?’

Jung (1990)  Index =2

A modified version of the SSQ (Sarason et al., 1983) using every other item of the Number Scale
and coding for botly amount of support received and also for how much support was provided
by the respondent. The SSQ(S) was not used.

13 questions were used.

Total support received was calculated as the mean number of support providers named on scale

items. Similarly total support provided was the mean number of people to whom support was

given.

Family and Friends were distinguished for the reciprocity analysis as well as total reciprocity.

A conceptual distinction was made between lenient & stringent measures of reciprocity.

Lenient reciprocity was calculated as the reciprocity over the network of individuals, that 1s,
summing over the dyadic relationships.

Stringent reciprocity was calculated by only counting the number of exchanges that involved the
same people giving and receiving that form of support to each other summed over the scale

items.
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Antonucci (1990) Index =1

SSE mcasure: “Only thote supports given to and received from children are included in our
analyses here. The perceived reciprocity for the respondents was calculated as the arithmetic
difference between the total number of supports received from children and the total number of
supports provided to children. 'The resulting vartable can thus be considered a composite
reciprocity measure for supports exchanged between parents and their children, coded as
receiving more help than is given, equality of supports given and received, and giving

more help than receiving help p.182."

"NSBA reciprocity variable constructed from two questions that determine the general
frequency of supports given to (“How often do you help your children?”) and provided by
children and immediate family (“IHow often does your family help you?”) The measure is the
arithmetic difference between the respondents’ perceived frequency of help given and received.
Coded as receiving more help than help given, equality of frequency of support given and
received, receiving less help than giving help. Equality of frequency of help given and received is

considered to be reciprocal.

Langner (1990)  Index =3

“Functional solidarity between the grandparent and the adult grandchild was determined by the
frequency with which the grandparents gave assistance and received assistance in twelve activity
categories to/from the adult grandchild with whom they had the most frequent contact. The
categories included expressive support: phoning, letter-writing, sending greetings cards,
visiting, exchanging gifts, and giving advice; and instrumental support: help with
transportation, bureaucratic red tape, personal care, shopping, meal preparation, and
houschold chores. Four response categories measured frequency: very often, fairly often,
oceastonally, or never. The research focused on pereeived rather than actual reciprocity as the

data are based on self-reports from the principal respondents p.103”

“Indicators of both expressive exchange and instrumental exchange were summarized in
expressive and instrumental exchange scores. The score was an indicator of a respondents’
perception of reciprocity in each index. In the indices, if the calculation resulted in 2 score of 100,
this indicated a reciprocal relationship between the dyad. A score > 100 indicated more
respondent support given than received, while a score of <100 indicated that respondents

received more support than they gave p.105”
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Babchuk (1989) Index =0

Self report via interview using the norm of reciprocity

No additional inlornmation given

Ingersoll-Dayton (1988)  Index =0

“An index was constructed to assess whether or not support was reciprocated. The index was
created by counting the number of people within each type of relationship (i.e., spouse, children,
and friends) from whom respondents said they received support and subtracting the number to

whom the respondents said they gave support:

Amount of Perceived Reciprocity = Number Who Received Support - Number Who Provided

Support.

If the above calculation resulted in a zero, this number indicated a reciprocal relationship, and
respondents were coded as reciprocal. A positive number showed that respondents received more
support than they gave; they were coded as receiving more. A negative number indicated that

respondents provided more support than they received; they were coded as giving more. p.S67”

Raok (1987) Index =2

“The number of positive inputs received from network members was computed by summing the
number of receiver exchange items as a 1. The number of positive inputs provided to network
members was similarly computed by summing the number of provider exchange items scored as
a 1. These measures thus assess the number of distinct social functions performed (e.g., loaning
moncey, comforting, socializing) rather than the total number of people engaged in these
functions. That 1s, a woman with a small network might engage in as many different types of
exchanges as a woman with a large network. Scores on these two measures could range from 0 to

7, because they focus on exchanges as the unit of analysis p.148."

Similarly constructed measures for (1) reciprocity in the three social exchange categories
difference scores range from

2to +2;

(2) an average number of reciprocal exchanges with friends, calculated by summing total

exchanges between friends and dividing by total number of friends;

(3) average number of reciprocal exchanges with adult children, calculated by sum of exchanges

with children divided by total number of children.
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Maton (1987) Index =2

A 7-day activity log wacmaintained by each participant which recorded marerial support

transactions that had occurred between the participant and individuals in their church.

The participant listed who had provided and who had received the material support; what item
had been provided or lent, and for how long. Services were also included with an indication of
the tinie involved. For each transaction the dollar economic value was calculated. The coding

was undertaken by trained undergraduate coders, interrater reliabilities averaged .87.

“Individuals’ scores on Providing and Receiving were obtained by summing each amount
separately over their nine logs. Since the distributions of Providing and Receiving scores had
extreme skewness and kurtosis, log-10 transformations were applied to normalize the
distributions. For each individual, then, the amount of providing and the amount of receiving
over a 9-month period converted into dollar amounts and transformed by log 10 represented the

primary measures of material support p.189”.

Eisenberger (1987)  Index =3

A questionnaire called the Reciprocation Ideology Questionnaire (RIQ) developed for the study

which had two clear factors based on beliefs that :

(a) returning greater help than previously received will result in generous repayments (creditor

ideology) alpha = .79; and

b) caution in returning help is required to avoid being taken advantage of (reciprocation
4 P

wariness) alpha =.80
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Roberto (1986) Index =3

“A madified ver<on of the Walster Glohal Measure of Participants’ Perceptions of Inputs,
Outcomes, and Equity/Inequity (Walster et al, 1978b) was used to measure respondents’
perceptions of equity in their friendships. Respondents were asked to indicate their own and
their friends’ contributions and outcomes associated with the relationship. The equity questions
were presented to the respondent in the following manner: ‘I would like you to think about
your relationship with your best friend. Taking all things into consideration (i.e., how much do
you help cach other, the kinds of things you share with each other, etc.), please answer the
following questions: (1) How would you describe your contributions (what you give) to your
relationship? (2) How would you describe your friends’ contributions to your relationship? (3)
How would you describe your outcomes (what you get) from your relationship? (4) How would
you describe your friend's outcomes from your relationship?’. Responses for each question

ranged from extremely low (1) to extremely high (8) p.243”.

Helping Component included: financial aid, transportation, shopping, running errands.
Affective Component included: help making important decisions, sharing personal problems,

displaying physical affection.

Stoller (1985) Index =2

“Two dichotomous indices were developed. The first-which measures the provision of help by
the older person to children, other relatives, and friends or neighbours-has a value of 1 if the
older person provides help in at least one of the following areas: babysitting, running errands,
household repairs, transportation, housework or yardwork, food preparation, advice on
problems with children or houschold management, and advice on financial decisions. To
tap the provision of services to the older person by children, other relatives, and friends or
neighbours, an index was ereated which has a value of 1if the older person received help from
the relevant category of helper in any of the following areas: food preparation, shopping, light
chores, heavy chores, laundry, bathing, using the toilet, dressing and grooming, transportation,
serving s a confidante, or assisting with financial management and personal business. By cross-
tabulating each index of help given to the elder by the analogous index of help provided by the
elder, a two-by-two table emerges which summarizes the patterns of exchange for each

relationship category p.337".




Griffith (1985)  Index =0

Structured interview “Now, who are thase people in your life on whom you really depend
when personal problems arise?” The sum of the number of people mentioned was the network

size.
For each person the question “Does this person depend on you in much the same way you
depend on him(her)?” yes or no response. Network reciprocity was the percent of the networlk

members that the respondent felt was mutually dependent.

Gallo (1982) Index =0

Primary network question was:
“ Please tell me the first names of the people you would most likely go to or talk to about

problems or other matters of concern or importance to you. They may be relatives or non-

relatives p.68”"

Directedness was defined as who initiates contact? Is it one way or two way?

Wentowski (1981)  Index =0

“A serics of pretested questions (such as, ‘Who are the people you do things for?" and, ‘Who are
the people who do things for you?), encouraged informants to provide their own role terms for
different kinds of helpers (typical responses were, ‘my son’, ‘my best friend’, or ‘my across the

fence neighbour’) p.602.”

Froland (1979) Index =3

Social Network Assessment Questionnaire (SNAQ) developed specifically for the study

Cohen (1978) Index =0

“Dirvectionality will refer to the direction in which aid in a dyadic relationship flows:
[ b < . L2
instrumentally,’, from ego to another, ‘reciprocally,” in equal measure between ego and another,

or ‘dependently,’ from another to cgo p.548."
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Tolsdorf (1976) Index =0

“Because there is a range of functions that could be served, it is possible that two individuals may
serve an unequal number of functions for each other. To describe this imbalance, the number of
functions the focal person serves for someone else is defined as his functional outdegree, and the
number of functions served for the focal person as his functional indegree. ...When in a dyadic
relationship ‘indegree’ does not equal ‘outdegree,’ the relationship is said to be asymmetric. 1
describe the asymmetry of the primary star by two indices: the number of asymmetric
relationships and the proportion of asymmetric relationships. The range for the number is 0 to

n, and for the proportion itis 0 to 1 p.410.”
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Table 2.2 Studies identified as using the concept of reciprocity in social support

with adult

children

Study Participants Method of Difference | Frequency reciprocity term
assessment score used | or
Dimensional
scale
Tkkinl (1998) older adults questionnaire based | yes {requency reciprocity
aged 55-89 on emotional and
instrumental Loevinger
support coefficient
=>.55
reliability
=> 75
Antonucei (1990) | older adults single question yes frequency norm of reciprocity
over 50 about 6 types of
support resource
Langner (1990) older adults questionnaire yes frequency reciprocity
over 65
Babehulk (1989) older adults structured interview | yes frequency reciprocity
over 65
Ingersoll-Dayton | middle aged specifically designed | yes frequency perceived reciprocity
(1988) and older measure
adults
aged over 50
Rook (1987) older modification of an yes frequency asymmetric patterns
widowed existing method of social exchange
women network assessment
mean age
=72.4
Gallo (1982) older adults single question yes frequency directedness
mean age =
703
Kulis (1992) older parents five paired questions | yes dimensional reciprocity
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Study Participants Method of Difference | Frequency reciprocity term
assessment score used | or
Dimensional '
scale
Roberto (1986) older adults specifically designed | yes dimensional reciprocity
mean age = measure
73.8
Neufeld (1995) women interview no qualitative reciprocity
caregivers of approach
older parents
aged 37-71
Dwyer (1994) impaired older | single question no dimensional | reciprocity
adults based on 4 chores
mean age =
79.5
Walker (1992) older mothers | questions on the no dimensional | perceptions of giving
(1) and their exchange of four and receiving
daughters (2) resources
mean age(1)=
81.1
mean
age(2)=51.8
Stevens (1992) older adults specifically designed | no frequency reciprocity
aged 60-90 questionnaire (four
questions) alpha = .70
Antonucci (1990) | older adults single question no dimensional reciprocity
aged over 65 perception
Dwyer (1990) {rail older single question no dimensional reciprocity
adults based on 6 chores
mean age = alpha = 43
77 .4
Stoller (1985) older adults Specifically defined | no index reciprocity
mean age = index
73.5
Wentowski (1981) | older adults a series of questions | no dimensional | reciprocal exchanges

mean age = 71
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Study Participants Method of Difference | Frequency reciprocity term
assessment score used | or
Dimensional
scale
van Tilburg pregnant structured interview | yes dimensional reciprocity
(1991) women mean | and self-report
age = 28.7 questionnaire
recent movers
mean age = 48
male retirees
mean age =
()O.()
Maton (1987) church aseven day activity | yes dimensional bidirectional support
congregation log completed
mean age = monthly over nine conversion of
28.2 months all activities
into dollar
values
Gnffith (1985) general single question yes dimensional | network reciprocity
population
sample
(1=361)
mean age =
41.1
Akiyama (1990) American and | structured interview | yes dimensional norm of reciprocity
Japanese
female college
students
Eisenberger (1987) [ introductory | specifically designed | no dimensional | norm of reciprocity
psychology measure
students alpha values

between .45

to .80




Study Participants Method of Difference | Frequency reciprocity term
assessment score used | or
Dimensional
scale

Jung (1990) introductory modification of an no dimensional | reciprocity
psychology existing social
students support

questionnaire
SSQ: Sarason et. al.
(1983)

Jung (1997) introductory modification of an no dimensional balance of support
psychology existing social
students support

questionnaire
ISSB: Barrera (1981)

Froland (1979) long term specifically designed | yes dimensional mutuality of
users of measure exchanges
mental health
services
age range =
31-36

Cohen (1978) former structured interview | yes frequency directionality
psychiatric
inpatients
mean age = 43

Williams (1995) parents of single question no dimensional reciprocity
children with
cancer

Rinatala (1994) persons with 5 network members | no dimensional | reciprocity

spinal cord
injury

mean age =37

ranked on 3 point

scale
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Study Participants Method of Difference | Frequency reciprocity term
assessment score used | or
Dimensional
scale
Buunk (1993) hospital (1) rating of perceived no dimensional perceived reciprocity
and railway giving and receiving
employees(2)
mean age (1) =
33
age (2) 80%
between 26-55
years
Cordova (1993) couples single question no frequency negative reciprocity
experiencing about ‘aversive
domestic behavior'
violence
DV 34.6m
34.4f
DNV 40.6m
37.34
HM 43.3m
41.6f
Primomo (1990) chronically ill | modification of an no dimensional | reciprocity
women existing social
mean age = support
413 questionnaire
Kirschling (1990) | terminally il specifically designed | no dimensional reciprocity
relatives questionnaire
mean age alpha =.82
=712
Horwitz (1996) seriously single question no dimensional

mentally ill
patients

aged 18-55

based on 7 chores

alpha =.80

52



Study Participants Method of Difference | Frequency reciprocity term
assessment score used | or
Dimensional
scale
Nelson (1992) former specilically designed | no {requency reciprocity
psychiatric questionnaire provided
inpatients alpha = .63
mean age = received =
34.4 70
Tolsdorf (1976) psychiatric structured interview | no dimensional asymmetric
inpatients and relationships
medical
patients
age not given

Inspection of table 2.2 indicates that 49% of the total number of studies were
conducted with older adults (defined as over 50 years old) as participants. In order
to maximise generalisability the reciprocity measure should be standardised on a
representative population. It is likely that reciprocity would be essentially the same
in different populations but would work at a different level. However, there are
important psychological differences between older and younger individuals’
participation in social exchanges. It has been suggested that there are inherent
biases in social exchange patterns within the transactions of older people (e.g.,
Dowd, 1975; Gouldner, 1960) . Thus, a measure of reciprocity developed in this
population would not only be age specific in content but also potentially measure
inequality as a function of age. The fact that within this sub-set of studies
reciprocity was predominantly conceptualised as the difference between two
frequency scores would also over represent inequality as a function of content
(Aging is correlated with a reduction in the frequency of social exchange of some
support resources). When reciprocity was not measured as a difference score a
dimensional scale based on the degree of reciprocal exchange of support resources

(e.g., economic contributions; companionship) between the older adult and their
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offspring was used. A similar bias of inequality as a function of content, would also
be anticipated though potentially attenuated by the fact that since dimensional
scales were employed perceived transactions were being measured . The loss of
relationships with which to engage 1 social exchange introduces another bias into

the use of an older population for developing a reciprocity measure.

Similarly, in comparison with general populations psychiatric populations both
psychotic and nonpsychotic, are characterised by fewer linkages overall, fewer
intimate relationships, greater asymmetrical and dependent relationships, and
lower scores on perceived support even within hospital settings (Cohen &
Sololovsky, 1978; Froland et al., 1979; Hammer, Makiesky-Barrow, & Gutwirth,
1978; 'l'olsdort, 1976).

Exceptionally, Neufeld & Harrison (1995) used a qualitative methodology and
employed ‘prompt’ questions to elicit statements about how the participants

conceived reciprocity in their social relationships.

Where scales were developed the content was idiosyncratic precluding
generalisation across studies. In part, the absence of a theoretical basis for
conceptualising reciprocity provides an explanation for the lack of consistent
content. Equity theory was used in one study (Roberto & Scott, 1986). In the
majority of the studies the psychometric properties of the scale (e.g., reliability

coefficients) were either not reported and or were in the low range of acceptability.

A similar picture emerges from inspection of the other 18 studies. The diverse
range of participants studied, from introductory psychology students (Akiyama et
al., 1990; Eisenberger et al., 1987; Jung, 1990) to a highly specific church
congregation (Maton, 1987), coupled with the different measurement strategies,
from a single question format (e.g., Williams, 1995), to a well developed Cost and

Reciprocity Index (Kirschling et al., 1990) allows for little coherent comparison
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about the concept of reciprocity.

With respect to measurement issues 15 (43%) of the studies used difference scores
in order to calculate reciprocity of these studies 8 used {requency scales and 7 used
dimensional scales . Frequency was used for scaling 11 (31%) of the studies. Only 7
(20%) of the studices reported any scale reliabilities. The use of frequency as a
scaling technique has problems with respect to reciprocity. The various items that
are rated may themselves vary in their frequency of occurrence. For example, an
item on moving house contents {or someone else may be an infrequent activity for
both the respondent and their focal person(s). Rating the item as having a low
frequency of occurrence with zero difference would lead to a spurious notion of
reciprocity. In contrast, rating an item on making someone a meal with high
frequency and having a meal made with low frequency would lead to a signed
difference score that reflects the directionality of the item. The bias originates from
the fact that meal preparation itself has a higher basal frequency of occurrence
than moving house contents. None of the studies quoted make adjustment for
these basal frequencies. An additional problematic factor in the use of frequency
scaling is that it is dependent on the recollection of historical events. The effect of
remembering trivial as opposed to significant items is likely to skew the frequency
distribution by constraining the alternative. For example, an item on providing
emotional support, say listening to personal problems, may have higher saliency
because at the time of recollection it was perceived as beneficial support as a
consequence of a personal crisis. The alternative capacity to reciprocate at the same
time would be reduced. Hence, the resulting difference score based on frequency
would then reflect not reciprocity but an inherent bias in the scaling. For
dimensional scaling the alternative is not constrained in the same way.

For both frequency and dimensional scaling there is the possibility of a bias to
report higher giving than receiving. The sensitivity of the frequency scale is likely
1o be higher for this form of bias compared to the sensitivity of dimensional
scaling. Ascribing similar intentionality to significant others using dimensional

scaling is likely to be an easier task rather than saying that significant others do
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more. On the basis of these biases the use of dimensional scaling is preferable to

frequency scaling.

In summary, the current review indicates the need for a theory based reciprocity
measure with adequate psychometric properties in order that research results can

be compared.

The next section considers social support theory and measurement in order to

determine what would constitute a reciprocity scale.
Social support as unidimensional and operating at an individual level

Social support was initially conceived to be a resource provided by the social
environment (Cassel, 1976). The presence or absence of relationships (e.g. marital
status; community involvement; availability of confidants) was deemed to be the
significant factor. In the absence of social support it was hypothesised that life
events were more likely to exert negative effects. The social support literature
developed using a life events model that labeled significant life events as stressors
and associated these life events with psychological distress. The popularity of the
life events model was that the tests were both short and easy to administer (e.g.,
IHolmes & Rahe, 1967) and had high face validity given that these significant life
events were commonly occurring situations (e.g., marriage, divorce, residential
moves, job changes). Given that stress as defined by the life events scales was
measured in terms of discrete, time limited events it was then plausible to state
specific cause-effect relationships. Within the life events model the concept of
social support as a moderating or mediating variable was both intuitively appealing
and a logical possibility. However, substantial correlations were also reported
between stress and social support variables themselves (e.g., Carveth & Gottlieb,
1979). Whereas in the life events literature the association between stress and social
support variables could be attributed to measurement error, in the social support

literature the correlation could more reasonably be interpreted as the
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Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) is prevalent in many of the
studies of social support with the typical finding of no significant correlations.

Hence, only significant evidence of bias or alternative measurement methods will

l)(‘ r('pnrl('(l |l('l'(‘.

Reviews of social support scales generally report scale structure, reliability and
validity data on primarily on the receipt of perceived/enacted support. Previous
reviews have not linked the specific conceptualisation of social support to the
measure developed preferring to use a generic and pragmatic approach (Bruhn &
Philips, 1984; Cleary, 1988; Cohen, 1992; Dean, Holst, Kreiner, Schoenborn, &
Watson, 1994; Depner, Wethington, & Ingersoll-Dayton, 1984; Heitzmann &
Kaplan, 1988; ouse, 1987; House & Kahn, 1985; TTouse, Umberson, & Landis,
1988; Leavy, 1983; O'Reilly, 1988; Payne & Jones, 1987; Sarason & Sarason, 1994;
Schwarzer & Leppin, 1991; Shumaker & Brownell, 1984; Tardy, 1985; Tardy, 1988;
Vaux, 1992; Winemiller, Mitchell, Sutliff, & Cline, 1993; Wortman & Dunkel-
Schetter, 1987).

Further, social support is inherently conceptualised as a positive resource and most
scales reflect this theoretical bias. While negative aspects of social support have
been highlighted (Rook & Pietromonaco, 1987) the literature has rarely measured
conflict or other negative dimensions. The current review has identified only one
scale that meets the inclusion criteria and measures negative aspects (Lin, Dean, &
Ensel, 1981). In the current review the primary theoretical conceptualisation will
be summarised for cach soctal support scale identified. Table 2.3 summarises the
social support scale authors reviewed and table 2.4 summarises the social support
dimensions. The review has attempted to identify published social support scales.
There are likely to be other social support scales that are not available in the public
domain. However, the primary purpose of the present review is not to undertake
a meta-analytic study. The absence of unpublished material in a meta-analytic study
leads to the apparent magnification of effect size because nonsignificant results are

less likely to be accepted for publication (Wolf, 1986).
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Table 2.4 Representative Taxonomies of Social Support

PINNEAU (1975) EMOTIONAL TANGIBLE APPRAISAL
WALKER et al. EMOTIONAL MATERIAL AID X INFORMATION
(1977) SERVICES
GOTTLIER (1978) FMOTIONALLY ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEM SCLVING INDIRECT

SUSTAINING ACTION BEHAVIOLR PERSONAL

REFHAVIOULRS INFLUENCE
KAFIN (1979) AL ERECT AlD AIFIRMATION
TURSCHI{19%Y) FMOTTONAL FANGIRLLE COGNITIVE SOCIAL SOCIALISING

GUIDANCE REINFORCEM
ENT

HOUSE (1981) EMOTIONAL INSTRUMENTAL APPRAISAL INFORMATION

CONCERN AlID
SCHAEFTR et al. EMOTIONAL TANGIRLE INFORMATION
(1981)
WELLMAN(1985) EMOTIONAL SMALL SERVICES COMPANIQONSHIP
PAGEL et al (1987) EMOTIONAL TANGIBLE COGNITIVE SOCIALISING SELF

GUIDANCE DISCLOSURE
WELIMAN & EMOTION FINANCIAL AID COMPANIONSHIP
WORTLEY (1970) SMALL SERVICES
LARGE SERVICES
WTEISS (1974) ATTACHMENT GUIDANCE RELIABLE REASSURANC SOCIAL OPPORTUNTTY
ALLIANCE E OF WORTIH} INTEGRATION FOR
NURTURANCE

CORR (19°7) I MO TIONA] NMELONGING INFORMATION
SARASON et ATTACHMENT
al(1983)
COHEN et al (1985) TANGIBLE APPRAISAL BELONGING SELF-ESTEEM

AUTHORS IN POLD ARE DISCUSSED FURTIIER AS REPRESENTATIVE THE THEORY BASED SCALE DEVELOPMENT
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Weiss (1974) theorised that six provisions (social functions) were necessary for
individuals to feel adequately supported and to avoid loneliness. The six provisions
were: attachment; social integration; opportunity for nurturance; reassurance of
worth; a sense of reliable alliance; and obtaining of guidance. One of the
provisions, opportunity for nurturance defined as “Opportunity for nurturance is
provided by relationships in which the adult takes responsibility for the well-being
of a child and so can develop a sense of being needed” (p.23) indicated a reciprocal
relationship. For Weiss (1974) the social support dimensions did not include
physical assistance (tangible aid) which will be found in other models (e.g.,
Caplan, 1974). Further there no evidence has been presented to argue for an overall
orthogonal structure between the six provisions. It is likely that these six

provisions are correlated though the theoretical statement remains valid.

ISSI: Interview Schedule for Social Interaction

Henderson (1981; 1980) initially utilised the concept of social provisions proposed
by (Weiss, 1974) and the concept of attachment (Bowlby, 1980) to develop an
interview based measure of social support. During the development of the scale the
“social integration” scale was divided into acquaintanceship and friendship and the
concept of help and guidance was dropped. The original aim was to have pairs of
scores for cach of the six areas, one to measure availability and the other to
measure perceived adequacy. Following a structural analysis of the data from a
cross-sectional survey the interview schedule was modified. The main findings
were that the dimensions of availability and perceived adequacy of attachment,
friendship and acquaintanceship could be distinguished empirically and reliably
measured. The availability and adequacy of “reliable alliance” and “reassurance of
worth” could be distinguished but not measured reliably nor could the dimensions

be easily separated from friendship.

Significantly, one factor identified as giving support, that is, the “opportunity for

nurturing” was not successfully incorporated into the final scale and was effectively
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climinated from further discussion. A general factor of “social integration” could
be formed by combining acquaintanceship, friendship, reassurance of worth and
reliable alliance. The dimensions of availability were distinct but the dimensions
of perceived adequacy were highly correlated with each other possibly indicating a
dominant factor of satisfaction with relationships. The scale was developed using a

general population sample of 231 people.
PRQ: Personal Resource Questionnaire

Brandt (1981) also used the concept of social provisions (Weiss, 1974) to develop
the Personal Resource Questionnaire, a two part measure that explicitly
incorporates support from different sources. However, the PRQ- part 1 is not
considered further because no reliability coefficients have been reported. Large
intercorrelations between the intimacy, social integration, worth and assistance

subscales (.58 - .62) were found indicating some overlap between the subscales.

Medium intercorrelations were found between the nurturance subscale and the
other four subscales (.26- .38). It was concluded that there were two distinct
theoretical dimensions underlying the PRQ-Part 2: opportunity for nurturance
and a combination of intimacy, social integration, worth and assistance. However,
as no factor analytic studies were reported in further examination the
disaggregation into subscales remains speculative (Weinert, 1984). The original
standardisation sample comprised 149 spouses of individuals with multiple

sclerosis.
PSR: Provisions of Social Relations

The concept of social provisions was also used by in developing the Provisions of
Social Relations (PSR Turner et al., 1983) though they again excluded the
“opportunity for nurturing others” provision. A significant finding from their

research was that in their factor analytic studies the PSR distinguished the source
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of support (family, friends) rather than the “provisions of social relations”. The

scale was developed using 200 university students.

SPS: Social Provisions Scale

In developing the Social Provisions Scale (Cutrona & Russell, 1987) the six social
provisions were divided into two broad categories of assistance related provisions
(problem solving; guidance and reliable alliance) and non-assistance related
(reassurance of worth; opportunity for nurturance; attachment and social
integration). The internal reliability of the Social Provisions Scale was obtained
using a population of 1183 students, 303 public school teachers and 306 nurses. A
confirmatory factor analysis using LISREL VI specifying a six factor oblique model
had a good fit with the data. Correlations of the item loadings on the respective
factors were statistically significant and sizeable in magnitude ranging from .39 to
.79 indicating that each item adequately represented the construct being assessed.
The inter-factor correlations ranged from .54 to .99. They also undertook a second
order factor analysis specifying six first order factors and one second order factor
was undertaken and again the model was found to provide a good fit to the data.
The second order factor loadings for the six {irst order factors are presented in

Table 2.5

Table 2.5 Second-Order Factor Loadings for the social provisions
Provision Loading

attachment 91

social integration 91

reassurance of worth .81

reliable alliance .97

guidance 99

opportunity for nurturance .62

“We therefore conclude that the Social Provisions Scale assesses both specific

components of social support in addition to the overall level of support available
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to the person” (Cutrona & Russell, 1987 p.50). Discriminant validity of the SPS
was assessed by administering it to 242 college students enrolled in introductory
psychology class who completed it with the Social Support Questionnaire (Sarason
et al., 1983); the Inventory of Socially Supportive Behaviors (Barrera et al., 1981)

The resultant correlations are presented in table 2.6

Table 2.6 SPS correlations with SSQ and ISSB

support measures correlation
satisfaction with support SSQ(s) 35
number of supportive persons SSQ(n) 40™
number of helping behaviors ISSB 35™
N=242 wp < 001

A confirmatory factor analysis was undertaken again using LISREL VI (Jéreskog &
Sérbom, 1985) which was unable to support a six factor solution but found that a
four factor model accounted for between 82-86% of the variance (Mancini &

Blieszner, 1992). Table 2.7 depicts the factor intercorrelations of the scales.

Table 2.7 Factor intercorrelations reported by Mancini and Blieszner (1992)

Intimacy Social Opportunity for Nurturance
Integration
Social Integration .94
Opportunity for
Nurturance .55 .63
Reassurance of worth .79 91 .60
N =350 all correlations significant p <.001

The above review of the scales based on the concept of social provisions suggests
that a component based theory including emotional support (attachment) and
social integration are discernible dimensions of social support. Further support for
multidimensionality is that the scales used different statements in the labelling of
the social provisions.

The source of support was most clearly seen as important in the Provisions of

Social Relations scale differentiating between family and friends.
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Another component theory of social support defined social support as a matrix
formed by an objective-subjective dimension and a tangible-psychological
dimension to form four aspects of received social support (Caplan, 1974). He

defined objective tangible support as:

“behavior directed toward providing the person with tangible
resources that are hypothesized to benefit his or her mental or
physical well-being” (p.85) and objective psychological support as :
“behavior directed toward providing the person with cognitions
(values, attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions) and toward inducing

affective states that are hypothesized to promote well-being” (p.85).

PSS-Fr: Perceived Social Support-Friends / PSS-Fa: Perceived Social Support-

Family

Caplan (1974)’s definition was used to develop the Perceived Social Support from
friends (PSS-Fr) and Perceived Social Support from family (PSS-Fa) scales to
measure perceived soctal support (Procidano & Heller, 1983). “If networks
provide support, information, and feedback (Caplan, 1974) then perceived social
support (PSS) can be defined as the extent to which an individual believes that
his/her needs for support, information, and feedback are fulfilled (Procidano &
Heller, 1983 p.2). The measures distinguish between the people who provide the
support (structural) and the functional attributes of social support. Social
desirability was positively related to PSS-Fa, r=.29, p <.005 but unrelated to PSS-
Fr. The results of a meta-analytic study led Procidano (1992) to conclude that “One
of the clearest results in this study was the distinction between family and friends
as sources of support” (p.20). The distinction between sources of support was also
reported by Turner (1983) using a different conceptualisation of social support.
No factor analytic studies have been reported for the PSS that disaggregate the
components within the measures. Scale development was undertaken on 222

university undergraduates (mean age=19).
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ISSB: Inventory of Socially Supportive Behaviors

The Inventory of Socially Supportive Behaviours (ISSB) (Barrera et al., 1981) was

developed conceptually from both Caplan(1974)’s formulation of social support:

“I'he significant others help the individual mobilize his
psychological resources and master his emotional burdens; they
share his tasks; and provide him with extra supplies of money,
materials, tools, skills, and cognitive guidance to improve his

handling of his situation” (p.5-6)

and an empirical classification of helping behaviours developed from interviews

with 40 single, low income mothers (Gottlieb, 1978).

The ISSB was explicitly designed to measure globally enacted received support. The
original scale was considered as being unidimensional and when originally reported
was not divided into subscales (Barrera et al., 1981; Sandler & Barrera, 1984).
Subsequently, Barrera and Ainlay (1983) reported a factor analytic study of the
ISSB that extracted four factors. They labelled the factors, Directive Guidance;
Nondirective Support; Positive Social Interaction and Tangible Assistance. In a
further confirmatory factor analysis Stokes & Wilson (1984) also identified four
factors but suggested alternative labels for the factors Emotional support; Tangible
assistance and material aid; Cognitive information, feedback, and clarification and
Guidance with a directive quality. Others researchers have only identified three
factors, Emotional support, Tangible assistance and Guidance (McCormick,
Siegert, & Walkey, 1987; Pretorius & Diedricks, 1993). The reason for the different
factor solutions may, in part, be with the choice of factor rotation. Evidence in
support of the latter explanation is given by examining the percentages of common
variance accounted for in the various studies. Stokes and Wilson (1983) used a

promax rotation in their factor analysis, a procedure which does not assume
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statistical independence, and accounted for 43.2% of the variance in the correlation
matrix, whereas subsequent analyses have ultimately reported on a varimax
rotation and have accounted for upto 76% of the common variance. The scale was

originally developed using 71 introductory psychology students.

Another component theory defined social support as “interpersonal transactions
that include one or more of the following: the expression of positive affect of one
person toward another; the affirmation or endorsement of another person’s

behaviors, perceptions, or expressed views; the giving of symbolic or material aid

to another” (Kahn, 1979 p.85).
NSSQ: Norbeck Social Support Questionnaire

The Norbeck Social Support Questionnaire (NSSQ) used these three components
of supportive transactions “affect, affirmation, and aid” p.265” as the basis for their
scale development. The measure was developed to assess perceived social support
available to the individual. In a further study (Norbeck, Lindsey, & Carrieri,
1983) assessed the concurrent validity the NSSQ using the Personal Resource
Questionnaire (Brandt & Weinert, 1981) and found intercorrelations between the
scales in the range .37 to .41. Norbeck (1984) reviewed the data to determine the
relationship between the subscales (affect, affirmation, aid) or as a composite score
for these functional components. When the subscale scores were entered into a
hierarchical regression with a measure of life stress the amount of variance
accounted for was 19%. When the composite score for functional support was
entered then the entire effect for functional support and life stress reduced to 1.9%.
The conclusion was that even though the subscales are highly correlated they carry
distinct information that is lost in the combination. An alternative explanation is

that the scale was unstable as a consequence of containing too few items.
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SSQ:Social Support Questionnaire

The explicit use of attachment as the basis for social support definition is found in
the development of the Social Support Questionnaire SSQ (Sarason et al., 1983).
“Social support 1s usually defined as the existence or availability of people on
whom we can rely, people who let us know that they care about, value, and love
us. Bowlby’s theory of attachment (1969, 1973, 1980) relies heavily on this

interpretation of social support” (p.127).

Social support was conceptualised as having two basic dimensions (a) the
perception of others who are available in times of need and (b) satisfaction with the
available support. Vartation i the applicability of the two dimensions was
considered as depending on the personality of the individual. In separate factor
analyses for the N and S scales each had a very strong unrotated first factor. The
first factor for the N score accounted for 82% of the common variance and for the
S score it was 72%. The was a medium correlation between the N and S scales of
.34, However, the original scales were developed on a criterion of eliminating
items that had low correlations with other items. Ience, there is an inherent bias
towards one factor underlying the scale. The validity of the scale may therefore
reflect only one aspect of social support given its conceptual base. Further
development of the SSQ has been reported (Sarason, Sarason, Hacker, & Basham,
1985) and in particular a short form of the scale containing 6 items has been
described which has acceptable psychometric properties commensurate with the 27

item scale (Sarason, Sarason, Shearin, & Pierce, 1987b).

‘T'he consistent extraction of one factor suggests that the items tap a central concept
rather than a functional component. I.G. Sarason (1987b) concluded: “that the
perception that social support is available when needed may be translated into the
idea that the perception of being loved and valued is central in the concept of social
support, and that this belief may be a counterpart in adult life to the attachment

experience in childhood described by Bowlby (1969,1980)...The items ... suggest
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that acceptance, affection, and affirmation of personal worth that Bowlby
hypothesized as being important in attachment are pertinent also to adults’ sense
of social support. While supportive others certainly provide a variety of useful
functions, conceptualizing important relationships in functional terms as providers

of ‘services’ may produce too narrow a focus for investigative work in the field of

social support” (p.507).
ISEL: Interpersonal Support Evaluation List

Cohen and McKay (1984) proposed that social support could be considered in
discrete resource terms and not as any one over-arching principle. In essence they
describe a series of potential mechanisms which culminate in social support. They
identified four arcas of support: Appraisal Supports based on cognitive model of
stressor appraisal (Lazarus, 1966); Emotional Supports leading one to believe that
he or she is loved, esteemed and valued, and/or belongs to a network of
communication and mutual obligation (Cobb, 1976) ; Self-Esteem was included on
the thesis that low self-regard would influence a person’s ability to cope with
stressful events (Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978) ; and Feelings of
Belonging “belonging itself meets needs that are necessary for a normal and healthy
life.....Some stressors that can be viewed as depriving someone of the opportunity
to fulfill belonging-related needs include bereavement, and life changes such as
divorce, retirement, and employment termination. The most effective form of
support in cases where a stressor deprives one of feelings of belonging would be

relatively intimate interpersonal relationships” (p.260-261).

Cohen, Mermelstei, Kamarck, and Hoberman (Cohen ct al., 1985) used the four
described areas to produce the Interpersonal Support Evaluation List (ISEL). The
scale was developed to measure available perceived social support. Four subscales
were originally proposed. A “Tangible” (Instrumental) sub-scale which measures
perceived availability of material support; an “Appraisal” (availability of

confidants) sub-scale which measures perceived availability of someone to talk to
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about problems; the “Self-Esteem” sub-scale which measure the perceived
availability of positive comparisons when comparing self with others; and the
“Belonging” (social companionship) sub-scale which measures the perceived
availability of having access to other people with whom to do things.

In a confirmatory factor analytic study Brookings and Bolton (1988) reported
evidence for maintaining the four subscales but also found that an alternative
model which comprised one broad second order factor also fitted the data. Sarason
et. al. (1987b) noting the large intercorrelations between the subscales suggested
that the ISEL measured one construct. However, House and Kahn (House &
Kahn, 1985) suggested that the low correlations between the “Tangible” sub-scale
and the others indicate that there are two underlying subscales. Schonfeld (1991)
in a study using a longitudinal design reported moderate correlations between the
tangible, appraisal, and belonging subscales of the ISEL. The ISEL self-esteem sub-
scale was found to measure the same construct as the Rosenberg (1965) self-esteem

scale.
IESS: Instrumental-Expressive Scales

Lin, Simeone, Ensel and Kuo (1979) proposed that social support is:
“support accessible to an individual through social ties to other individuals,

groups, and the larger community” (p.109).

The Instrumental-Expressive Scale Scales (IESS) was developed to measure the
“activities and aspects which might provide (or jeopardize) either instrumental or
expressive support to the respondent” (Lin et al,, 1981 p.78). The scale focused on
individuals in crisis and not on the provision of everyday support. A five factor
structure (using an orthogonal solution, varimax rotation) identified, (1) monetary
problems loading four items; (2) lack of companionship loading six items; (3)
demands loading four items; (4) communication problems loading five items, and
(5) no children represented by one item. The factor loadings of the items selected

for the scales were in the range .62-.87. The instrumental support scale was
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constructed from the monetary problems and demands items and the expressive
scale from the others. The utility of the 1ESS is that it appears to identify specific
arcas of social support rather than the global construct in conflicted relationships.
No other information on the IESS has been published. There are significant
reservations about the factor loading because of the ratio of items to factors.
Generally at least five marker items per factor is a minimum to avoid bloated
specifics (Comrey & Lee, 1992 p.226). The scale was developed using a general

population sample of 99 adults aged 20 and over (mean age =42 years).
Summary conclusions on the content areas of the reciprocity measure

Three scales report only correlational studies of concurrent validity in their
development (Brandt & Weinert, 1981; Norbeck et al., 1981; Procidano & Heller,
1983). For these scales a mixed picture emerges of either one factor or two factors
of social support and one scale detecting source of support rather than support
provision. Of the seven scales that reported factor analytic results in scale
development one detected source of support rather than support provision (PSR
Turner ct al.,, 1983). For the remaining six scales: five identified emotional support;
tangible support was also identifiable where it was included in the theoretical
scheme and social integration (or belonging support/companionship) was
identificd in four scales. Thus, three areas (emotional, tangible and social

integration) will be used to develop the items for the reciprocity measure.
Given the likely correlations what scales will be able to detect them?

An implicit assumption in the studies reviewed in table 2.4 is that people self-
report accurately and reliably. In studies that have measured the veridicality of self-
report, the correspondence between self-report and independent report has
typically been high (e.g. Antonucci & Israel, 1986). However, in the absence of an
established literature the present thesis will adopt a multiple determinant approach

(Ahadi & Diener, 1989) and population correlations in the order of 0.3 will be
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assumed. Consideration of the anticipated size of the correlations is necessary
because it will be used to select the scales that are likely to detect the correlations.
For comparative purposes the correlations in the social support literature between
perceived support and enacted support are in the order of 0.3 and lower (Barrera,

1986; Sandler & Barrera, 1984; Sarason et al., 1990a; Sarason, Shearin, Pierce, &
Sarason, 1987a).

However, in reporting the correlations between measures the scheme described by
Cohen (1983 p.61) will be used such that correlations are classified as small (0.10);

medium (0.30) and large (0.50) with the power criterion of 1-B = 0.80. The ability
of a scale to detect an underlying correlational relationship is dependent upon its

reliability.

The formula linking the expected observed correlation R and the expected true
correlation (Kaplan, 1994) is:
R = 0.3\[1'”1‘:3

where R is the expected observed correlation

ryy 1s the reliability of the social support questionnaire

12, 1s the reliability of the outcome measure

0.3 is the expected true correlation.

Table 2.8 was constructed using the above equation. The table is a simulation using
the criterion measures that have been reviewed. The simulation illustrates that for
perceived support three scales PSS-Fr/PSS-Fa; SSQ(IN)/SSQ(S) and the ISEL,
would produce significant (p <.05) correlations. The ISEL would potentially fail to
detect a relationship with the T.CS(T). The total ISSB, a measure of received
support, would produce significant correlations with all the criterion measures.

The simulation illustrates the significance of internal scale reliability on sensitivity

to detect correlational relationships.
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The initial content of the reciprocity measure would contain items sampling a wide
range of reciprocal activities. In order to identify items as part of a scale the
criterion measures need to be multidimensional. The criterion measures also need

to have acceptable scale reliabilities.

From the review of the literature the SSQ(IN)/SSQ(S); ISEL and the ISSB can be
seen to have these qualities. While the PSS-Fr/PSS-Fa has the required scale
reliability, factor analytic studies indicated a stronger relationship with the sources
of support (the raison d’etre of the scale) rather than with the functions of social

support, and therefore was not included.
Perceived or enacted reciprocity

In the following section the distinction between perceived and enacted support in
social support literature will be used by analogy to discuss whether the reciprocity
measure is assessing perceived or enacted reciprocity. Typically reciprocity is
assoctated with actual social exchange rather than perceived exchange. The findings
with respect to social support suggest that it is perceived social support that is
more linked to psychological well-being and distress rather than enacted social
support. Similarly it can be argued that perceived reciprocity, the belief that people
will reciprocate, is more salient than actual reciprocity based on personal
experience. The following summary of research findings while drawn from the

social support literature suggests parallels with the concept of reciprocity.

Initially theoretical accounts suggested that individual experience of social support
developed through the receipt of advice, aid and affection from interpersonal
networks (Abbey, Andrews, & Halman, 1995; Barrera, 1981; Vinokur et al., 1987).
When it was discovered that there was no clear link between social relationships
and stress buffering (e.g., House & Kahn, 1985) the concept of perceived

availability of support resources was developed. Perceived availability of social
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support buffers the effects of stress on psychological outcomes (Kessler & McLeod,
1985). A limitation of both concepts is that the contribution of support
transactions is not evaluated in response to a stressful event (Wetherington &
Kessler, 1986). To assume that the amount or quality of actual support mobilised
following exposure to stressors is directly proportional (in amount or quality) to
the stressor is questionable. In a study of the interplay between these factors only
medium correlations were found between support mobilisation and number of
potential supporters (r=.31 n=308 p <.05); support mobilisation and internal
locus of control (r=.23 n=308 p <.05); support mobilisation and positive health

seeking beliefs (r=.27 n=308 p <.05) (Eckenrode, 1983).

In contrast to perceived support, enacted support has rarely been associated with
psychological symptoms (Barrera, 1986; Dunkel-Schetter & Bennett, 1990). Even
when received support is associated with psychological symptoms the outcome is
not always in the predicted direction. For example, in a study of 64 patients
experiencing their “first cardiac event”, whose health status was measured over
three months post discharge, found that the receipt of informational support prior
to illness onset was associated with a positive increase in distress (B = .38; AR?
=.10; p <.001), whereas after the “first cardiac event” perceived availability of
informational support was associated with a decrease in distress (Helgeson, 1993).
The time phase is clearly an important factor. Perceived and enacted support may
interact when timing of support is critical, for example, prior to illness perceived
support may be significant, but enacted support may be more significant after
onset of illness (Schwarzer & Leppin, 1991). In studies where measures of both
perceived and received support are included the correlation is typically below
r=.30 (Brand, Lakey, & Berman, 1995). Similarly perceived equity rather than
actual equity has found to be related to marital adjustment (Acitelli, Douvan, &
Veroff, 1993). Additional evidence for considering perceived reciprocity comes
from another research literature. In keeping track of needs in different types of
relationships, people distinguish between communal and exchange relationships in

respect of a perceived opportunity to reciprocate (Clark, Mills, 8& Powell, 1986).
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1owever, no “currency” was suggested for measuring how people keep track of
their giving and receiving. Additional support for a perceived reciprocity measure
comes from studies that link perceived support and cognitive personality variables
to psychological distress by similar processes (Lakey & Cassady, 1990; Lakey,
Moineau, & Drew, 1992).

Thus, the model of reciprocity may ultimately be based on the belief that people
will reciprocate when the demand arises for the individual. Actual social exchange
may not be a necessary prerequisite to the development of reciprocity. The belief
that people will reciprocate transcends the vast potential range of individual
resource exchanges (e.g., loaning a car to sharing sweets) and would therefore

suggest a morc general mechanism.

Structural measures

The preceding discussion has concentrated on the functional aspects of social
support. In the following section a brief survey of structural measures will be
undertaken in order to identify criterion measures. Attempts at integrating the
structural and functional aspects of social support have been reported though the
results have been mixed (Israel, 1982). Typically links have been sought between
structure {e.g., network size; frequency and intensity of interactions) and
functions (affective support, tangible aid) of the personal (egocentric) network.
Network variables commonly reported include: network size ( the number of
direct contacts between ego and alters). Network size is usually stable over short
periods of time. There are reports of 2-day test-retest correlations of 0.88 for
number of people who provide support (Barrera, 1980); 1-week test-retest
correlations of 0.91 for family and friendship network size (Fischer, Sollie, &
Morrow, 1986); 3-4 week test-retest correlations of 0.85 using the short form
SSQ(N) (Sarason et al., 1987b) and 0.8 using a role-relation name generator (van
Groenou, van Sonderen, & Ormel, 1990). Several studies have shown that large

networks (those that contain 20 or more active ties) are generally supportive
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(Barrera, 1981; Fischer, Sollie, Sorell, & Green, 1989; Sceman & Berkman, 1988;
Wellman & Wortley, 1990) and especially for women (Sarason, Sarason, & Shearin,
1986). Other researchers have found that larger networks are also more likely to
result more interpersonal problems (Riley & Eckenrode, 1986) and have found a

curvilinear relationship between confidants and overall network satisfaction

(Stokes, 1983).

Another frequently reported structural measure is that of network density (the
proportion of people who could know each other to that of those who do not
know cach other or as the total number of relationships that exist among members
of an individual's social network as a proportion of the total possible number of
such relationships excluding the links with the individual (Mitchell, 1969). Density
is usually calculated to be i the range of 1.00 where all members of the network
have contact with each other to 0.0 where none of the members have contact with
each other. By definition density varies directly with degree and inversely with size
(Neimeijer, 1973). As a consequence of these relationships meaningful
interpretation of density requires that network size is kept constant. The density
of active and intimate networks ranges from 0.3 - 0.5, that is, fewer than half of all
potential ties among network members actually exist (Wellman et al., 1988).
Density is related to social support through the assumption that social integration
promotes mental health. Socially integrated individuals should experience less
stress and receive more support to cope with the stress that they do experience
(Thoits, 1982). The interpretation of the research evidence on density and social
support is complex. High density networks have been associated with high degrees
of perceived support but also with low satisfaction (Walker, MacBride, & Vachon,
1977). Low density networks have been positively associated with the
communication of new information and the development of new social contacts
(Granovetter, 1973). College students in low density social networks were
significantly more satisfied with emotional support received than were students in
high density social networks (Hirsch, 1979). In a subsequent study with women

aged 30+ who were returning to full-time education and recently bereaved women

78



(with husband less than 60 years old at death) a similar picture emerged (Hirsch,
1980). Denser social networks were associated with significantly less satisfaction
with socialising, emotional support and cognitive guidance. “While perhaps less a
cultural ideal, a low density, multidimensional natural support system nonetheless
emerges from this study as more adaptive (Hirsch, 1980 p.169). It is hypothesised
that in low density social networks reciprocity has a higher correlation with
perceived social support. Conversely in high density social networks reciprocity
has a lower correlation with perceived social support. These hypotheses appear at
first sight to be counterintuitive. However, in low density social networks there
are potentially more individuals with whom more than one social support resource
can be exchanged (multiplex relations). In high density social networks there are
likely to be more uniplex relations. Given that 1t is casier to reciprocate in
multiplex relationships than in uniplex relationships there s a higher correlation

with percetved social support in low density social networks.

DISCUSSION

There is widespread use of reciprocity as an explanatory concept in the social
support literature. There is, however, little consensus on the measurement of
reciprocity. From a theoretical perspective the concept of reciprocity may relate

more to the belief that people reciprocate as opposed to actual instances of

exchange.

A reciprocity measure should focus on at least two support dimensions and have
several marker items to identify the dimensions. The standardisation population
would be non-clinical. The reciprocity measure would be anticipated to link with
basic structural characteristics of social networks of network size and network
density. The measure would potentially provide a “currency” index of the various

support dimensions. Potentially it should allow for determining the equivalence
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between different functional support dimensions.
The over-arching hypothesis of the present thesis is that reciprocity correlates with

social support resources, network size and network density thus provides a

linkage between functional and structural aspects of social support.
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Chapter 3 Identifying the dimensions for the Reciprocity measure
INTRODUCTION

One principal finding in the review undertaken in Chapter 2 of the small
reciprocity literature is that there is no consistently employed or psychometrically
robust reciprocity measure. Different measures of reciprocity are also used within
the same research area. The measures have large variations in their psychometric
properties. In many of the studies the lack of an explicit underlying theory further
limits the generalisability of the results. In the absence of any specific theory
reciprocity is generally conceptualised as support exchange between two
individuals. Thus, the effects of the social network are not generally considered. In
contrast, measures of soctal support generally require the respondent to focus on
the perceptions of support across the entire social network. The Quality of
Relationships inventory is a notable exception in that it asks questions about

specific relationships (Pierce, Sarason, & Sarason, 1991).

Chapter two identified the criterion scales for the reciprocity measure on the basis
of a theoretical review of their origins and initial standardisation data. The focus of
the present chapter is to examine the dimensionality of these existing social
support scales. The first study is both a confirmatory factor analysis of these
selected existing social support scales and an examination of their inter-

relationships.

Are the facets of support received, as defined by the factor labels, found empirically
in the social support scales? 1f this is the case then the items loading onto the
factors should be identifiable with their labels. For example, an item indicating the
provision of money would be likely to have a higher salient loading on a factor
labeled financial support than on a factor labeled self-esteem. If the factor labels are
consistent with the social support scale structure then they can be used to generate

the items for a reciprocity measure. It is important to identify the factor labels
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because although reciprocity is considered as support exchange it is not assumed to
be equivalent to social support. Though there have been theoretical statements that
suggest the equivalence of reciprocity and social support (e.g., Shumaker &
Brownell, 1984) all of the support scales in the public domain continue to measure
received support. Taking an existing scale of received social support and rewording
the items assumes that received social support is equivalent to provided social
support (e.g., Jung, 1990). Evidence to suggest it is an unwarranted assumption
comes from studies showing that while perceived similarity is a strongest predictor
of marital well-being the content of that similarity is gender specific (Acitelli et al.,
1993). However, there is evidence to suggest that the facets of support received are
the same as those provided (Helgeson & Cohen, 1996). Thus, while reciprocity is a
social transaction the exchange contents need not necessarily be identical.

The simulation in chapter 2 demonstrated that three social support scales would be
able to detect a correlation of 0.3. These were the /nterpersonal Support Evaluation
List (ISEL: Cohen et al., 1985); Inventory of Socially Supportive Behaviors (ISSB:
Barrera et al., 1981); Social Support Questionnaire (SSQ: Sarason et al., 1983).
Comprehensive psychometric data is not available for the /nstrumental-Expressive
Support Scale (IESS: Lin et al., 1981) though both Tardy (1985) and Heitzmann and
Kaplan (1988) note its existence. The IESS has been included because it is one of
the few scales that does not assume social support to have universally positive
effects (Pagel, Erdly, & Becker, 1987; Rook, 1992). The IESS has a scale label for
problems with receiving support. A summary of the four scales selected is given in
table 3.1. While new scales continue to be reported (e.g., Zimet, Powell, Farley,
Werkman, & Berkoff, 1990) few comparative psychometric studies using factor
analytic and/or correlational analyses to determine scale structures are reported.
‘The lack of such studies is a consequence of rescarchers tending to develop their
own social support scale based on different theoretical interests and hence, a lack of
consensus on the meaning of social support.

The second aim of the present chapter was the examination of perceived social
support within the standardisation population. In chapter 2 the review highlighted

the range of populations had been used to study reciprocity. It was argued that
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older and clinical populations were not appropriate for the development of a
reciprocity measure. The review suggested the use of a non-clinical population that
had experienced a significant social network disruption would be appropriate.
Following such a disruption individuals engage in reciprocal behaviour in order to
re-establish their social networks (Hays & Oxley, 1986). The use of people who
had physically relocated as a consequence of job change would constitute such a
population. However, initial scale development requires a considerable number of
participants who have encountered similar experiences. It would be difficult to find
sufficient numbers of participants matched on both personal characteristics and
circumstances who were moving as a result of a change of job.

Students in their first term at university are a population who are selected both on
common personal characteristics and circumstances. There are two potential
difficalties with the wse of such a population in developing a measure of
reciprocity. The first 1s that the population is typically unrepresentative of the
general population (e.g., in terms of IQ; socioeconomic status; personality
variables). Student populations are typically used in all preliminary scale
developments. Subsequently the scales are then adjusted for use in other
populations. The second difficulty is more significant. The level of psychological
distress resulting from the transition may impair the individual’s ability to engage
in social activity. Fisher and Hood (1987) have suggested 'homesickness' defined as
a "complex cognitive-motivational-emotional state concerned with grieving for,
yearning for and being preoccupied with thoughts of home (p.426)” as one

psychologically distressing effect.

Three overlapping hypotheses have been proposed to explain homesickness. Two
contrasting hypotheses suggest that previous experience of high mobility is either
predictive of poor adaptation the Vulnerability Irypothesis: (Stokols, Schumaker, &
Martinez, 1983) or is not the /mmunization hypothesis: (Fisher, Frazer, & Murray,
1986). A third hypothesis, the Selective vulnerability hypothests: (Fisher & Hood,
1988) suggests that similar previous moves are potentially beneficial because

through them students will have acquired coping resources. A fourth the Social

83



disruption hypothesis, that focuses not on mobility but on the loss of social support
could also account for the extant findings. Relocation involves a change in the
social network of both structure and the functional quality/quantity of the
support provided (Hirsch, 1979; Laireiter & Baumann, 1992; Wellman et al., 1988).
Thus, social network disruption would be expected to lead to higher levels of
reported stress. Fisher and Hood (1988) predictably reported that both home and
non-home based groups had similar levels of difficulties with academic work (65%
and 61% respectively). However, only 24% of the home-based students self-
reported social problems as a main source of stress compared with 45% of the
students who had relocated. Given that perceived social support has been shown to
have a stronger correlation with measures of well-being as compared with enacted
social support (Pierce, Sarason, & Sarason, 1992) those students with high
perceived social support would be expected to report lower levels of homesickness.
Additional evidence for the inclusion of perceived social support in an account of
homesickness is found in a longitudinal study undertaken by Brewin, Furnham &
Howes (Brewin, Furnham, & Howes, 1989). They found that homesickness was
predicted by greater self-reported dependency on other people and by higher
estimates of the frequency of homesickness among students overall. In the study
homesickness was measured using the Dundee Relocation Inventory (Fisher, 1989).
In summary, the present chapter has two major hypotheses:

1) That the labels given to the factors in the existing scales map the identified
factor structure;
and that 2) that homesickness 1s not related to the effects of relocation in the

student population.

METIIOD

Participants

Participants were 125 first year psychology undergraduates and speech and

language students. A method for calculating the number of participants for factor
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analytic studies has been given by Baggaley (1982) the number of scale items (p)

and approximate mean correlation 1s known between the items (Q). For the
present study the maximum number of items in any scale was 40 (N).

Using an assumed mean correlation of 0.3 (Q), inspection of a table provided by
Baggaley (1982) gives a ratio N/p = 2.15. But p=40 therefore the optimum number

of participants is 86. The age range was 19-30 years. 92 were female respondents

(75 per cent). There were two completely unusable questionnaires.
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Table 3. 1 Summary of Social Support Measures

Scale author

Title

Response scale

Reliability

Validity

Cohen, Mermelstein
Kamarch, & Hoberman
(1983;1983)

Barrera (1981)

[.G. Sarason, Levine
Basham, & B.R.
Sarason (1983)

Lin, Dean & Ensel
(1981)

Interpersonal
Support
Evaluation

List

Inventory of
Socially
Supportive
Behaviors

Social
Support

Questionnaire

Instrumental
Expressive scale

4 point likert scale
“Jefinttely true..definitelyv
false”

42 items

3 point likert scale
measuring frequency
cf behaviour received
<3 items

List upto 9 people in two

parts: 1. names of individuals

who can offer support; 2. degree of
satisfaction with support

27 items

3 potnt likert scale
measuring frequency
26 items

Test-retest
4 week interval=.87
2 dav interval=.87

Test-retest =.88

Test-retest
4 week interval:

SSQ(N) =.90
$SQ(S) =.83

No data available

No correlation with
Marlowe-Crowne
Scale

Negatively correlated
with measures of
physical and
psychological
symptoms

No data available

No correlation with
Marlowe-Crowne
Scale

Negatively correlated
with measures of
psychological distress

No data available
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Instruments

The following section provides a summary of the scaling methods and item

content of the selected social support scales:

1. The Interpersonal Support Evaluation List (ISEL) consists of 40 items and
measures perceived available social support. Participants use a four point scale
labeled definitely true to definitely false. Four subscales were originally proposed.
A “Tangible” (Instrumental) sub-scale which measures perceived availability of
material support; “There is no-one I could call on if I needed to borrow a car for a
few hours”; an “Appraisal” (availability of confidants) sub-scale which measures
perceived availability of someone to talk to about problems; “There is at least one
person I know whose advice I really trust” ; a “Self-Esteem” sub-scale which measure
the perceived availability of positive comparisons when comparing self with
others; I am able to do things as well as most other people"; and a “Belonging”
(social companionship) sub-scale which measures the percetved availability of
having access to other people with whom to do things; ""When I feel lonely, there

are several people I could call and talk to".

2. The Inventory of Socially Supportive Behaviours (ISSB) consists of 40 items and
measures enacted support. Respondents rate the frequency with which each item
occurred in the preceding month using a five-point scale. Examples of included
items are "Loaned or gave you something (a physical object other than money) that
you needed" and "Gave you some information to help you understand a situation

you were mn".

3. The Social Support Questionnaire (SSQ) has 54 items divided into two parts each
with 27 items and measures perceived social support. The scale has two dimensions
1) the perception that there is a sufficient number of available others to whom one
can turn to in times of need (IN), and 2) degree of satisfaction with the available

support (S). For each question respondents list up to nine individuals in the

87



personal social network and then indicate their overall level of satisfaction with
the support received on a six-point scale. Examples of included items are "Whom
can you really count on to help you feel more relaxed when you are under pressure
or tense?" and "Whom can you really count on to support you in major decisions

you make?".

4. 'T'he Instrumental-Expressive Scale Scales (1SS comprise 26 items which
respondents rate on a four-point scale as to the frequency of problems experienced
over the past six months. Examples of included items are "Having problems
managing money "(instrumental) and " Not having someone who shows you love

and affection " (expressive).
The two other measures used were:

5. The Dundee Relocation Inventory (DRI) a measure of homesickness developed by
Fisher (1989) predominantly with student populations.The scale comprises 26
items which respondents rate on a three category rating scale. Negative items are
reversed when scoring. Low scores are indicative of homesickness. No alpha

coefficients were reported. Examples of items include "I regret having moved here"

and "I feel excited about work here".

6. The General Health Questionnaire (GHQ-60) The questionnaire is used to detect
the presence of the psychological components of ill health in community settings

(Goldberg, 1978).

Procedure

Each participant anonymously completed a pack containing four self-report
questionnaires in their first term at university. The order of questionnaire

presentation was randomised. The students participated voluntarily as part of a
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laboratory class. Group debriefing occurred at a future class.

RESULTS
The purpose of the current analysis is to compare the specified dimensional
structures as reported by the scale authors with the results obtained in the present

study. (All reported analyses were undertaken using SPSS for Windows).

The presentation format of the factor analytic results has been designed to
highlight the differences in factor loadings. Accordingly, the scale items are as
listed in the original social support measure and the factor loadings given
accordingly. In addition, for factor identification and correlational analysis the
original scale scoring is maintained. All factor analyses used principal components
analysis. Where there is an expectation of wide variation among the items as to
their communalities, the principal component solution tends towards a more
distinctive procedure (Gorsuch, 1983). The Varimax procedure is designed to
maximise the variance of the squared loadings for each column of correlation
coefficients (Comrey & Lee, 1992) thus enhancing the interpretableness of each
factor. ‘The Varimax procedure was used as the primary rotation for all the scales
reviewed. The scree test was used as the criterion for factor extraction: “Empirically
and inductively, the best rule seems to be that the upper end of the scree marks the
(k + 1) factor when the true number of the factors is k (Cattell, 1978pp.78-79;
Zwick & Velicer, 1982)”. In keeping with common usage only loadings having
values of +0.3 or greater are taken as salient (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Gorsuch, 1983)

although scale developers have suggested a more conservative value of +0.4 (e.g.,

Barrera & Ainlay, 1983) .
(1) Scale by scale factor analysis

1.ISEL A four factor solution was specified for the ISEL using a varimax rotation.
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The factor loadings for the items are presented in table 3.4. The scale statistics are
summarised in table 3.2, (An oblimin rotation failed to converge). Fig. 3.1 gives the

associated scree chart.

Inspection of fig. 3.1 suggests that there are between five to six factors that can be

extracted.

Table 3.2 Summary Scale Statistics

SCALL o value | no. of items cigenvalue | % variance
ISEL .85 40

1. Belonging 78 10 6.49 16.2
2, Self-Esteem .02 10 2.62 6.5
3. Appraisal .67 10 2.34 59
4, Tangible .57 10 1.99 5.0
1SSB .92 40

1. Guidance .86 14 10.92 27.3
2. Emotional 90 14 . 7.8
3. Tangible 74 12 2.57 6.4
SSQ(N) full scale 97 27 15.57 57.7
SSQ(N) short form 92 6 4.37 72.9
SSQ(S) full scale 95 27 12.93 47.9
SSQ(S) short form .85 6 3.53 58.9
IESS .82 26

1. Social Companionship .85 9 6.28 24.1
2. Monetary Problems 72 5 2.52 9.7
3. Family Problems .67 6 2.32 8.9
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the scale author(s), 1s also presented. Mean correlations calculated across the eight
studies were also calculated. Inspection of table 3.5 indicates that the present study
supports previous studies in reporting the presence of large correlations (mean r =
.66; range r=.58 - .78) between the Belonging and Self-esteem sub-scales. A large
correlation was found between the Belonging and Tangible subscales (mean r= .57;
range r= .22 - .81) though the range was considerable. A large correlation was also
found between the Belonging and Appraisal subscales (mean r=.66; range r= .55 -
90). A medium correlation (mean r= .45; range r=.22 - .53) between the Tangible
sub-scale and both the Self-esteem and Appraisal subscales suggests that there are two
dimensions within the ISEL. The results presented by Sarason et al., (1987a) for the
female sample (c.g., self-esteem and tangible r = .81) are strikingly dissimilar to the
other studies and cannot be entirely attributed to a sex difference when compared
with the female sample reported by Schonfeld (1991). The women differed
markedly in age and when compared to the male sample in Sarason et al., (1987a)
showed similar patterns to the other comparison studies. Thus, there may be a sex
X age interaction effect accounting for the disparity in the absence of any other
available explanation. In summary the previous statements about the
dimensionality of the ISEL as tangible and belonging (e.g., House & Kahn, 1985) are
confirmed though in the present study the low scale alpha for the tangible subscale
would also attenuate the correlations. It was not possible in subsequent factor
analyses (using various rotations ) to identify the two factors as tangible and

belonging.
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Table 3.5 Intercorrelations of ISEL subscales

Cohen et al..(1985)

Cohen et al.,(1985)

Cohen et al.,(1983)

Cohen et al.,(1985)

N=64 N=216 N=32 N=31
Mixed Mixed Mixed Female
1.Self-esteem
2.Belonging 61 .64 61 78
3.Appraisal .50 36 A48 .53 67 73 51 76
4.Tangible 46 61 40 46 59 33 70 31 76 81 A4
No s:gnificance values given for the above correlations
Sarason et al.,(1987) Sarascn et al.,(1987) Schontfeld (1991) Current Study
N=57-59 N=57-59 N=125 N=123
Female Male Female Mixed
1.Self-esteem
2.Belonging 72 70 .60 .58
3.Appraisal 90 90 .52 .66 34 .58 33 .55
4. Tangible .61 70 .81 .29* 22% 41 .60 .53 .29 32 22

All above correlations significant at p <.001, except *p <.05, two-tailed, and fn.s.
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Table 3.7 Intercorrelations of the ISSB sub-scales

Stokes & Wilson (1984) N=179

1. Emotional

2. Tangible

3. Cognitive Information
4. Guidance

Sarason et al. (1987) N=194-206

1. Emotional

2. Tangible

3. Cognitive Information
4. Guidance

Current Study* N=123
1. Emotional

2. Tangible

3. Guidance

.21
38
.30

44
62
50

48
71

.26
25

49
.60

.53

38

74

All correlations p <.001, two-tailed except for italics where no significance level given

specified

3.SSQ(N) full scale

*three factors

One factor was identifiable and all items in the principal components factor matrix

had loadings > .63. The unrotated items are presented in table 3.8 and the scale

statistics are summarised in table 3.2. The factor had an eigenvalue of 15.57 and

accounted for 57.7% of the common variance. The scree chart is given at Fig. 3.3.
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Table 3.9 Loadings of items on the unrotated Factor Matrix of the SSQ(S)

5. Whom could you really count on to help out in a crisis situation .81
12. Whom do you feel really appreciates you as a person 79
*19, Who accepts you totally, including both your worst and best points 79
9. Whom can you really count on to be dependable when you need help 77
16. Whom do you feel would help if a good friend had a car accident 77
18. Whom do you feel would help if a family member died 77
*20. Whom can you really count on to care about you regardless 76
13. Whom can you count on to give you useful suggestions 75
*23. Whom can you really count on to help you feel better 75
15. Who will comfort you when you need it by holding you in their arms 74
21. Whom can you really count on to listen ta you when you are very angry 74
*25, Whom can you count on to console you when you are very upset 74
10. Whom could you count on to help you out if you had been fired from 73
7. Who helps you feel that you have truly something positive to contribute 72
*17. Whom can you really count on to help you feel more relaxed 70
27. Whom can your really count on to help you feel better when you are irritable 70
1. With whom can you be totally yourself .69
3. Whose lives do you feel that you are an important part of .68
22. Whom can you really count on to tell you, in a thoughtful manner, you .66
26. Whom can you really count on to support you in major decisions in your life .61
24. Whom do you feel truly loves you deeply .60
8. Whom can you really count on 1o distract you from worries .58
14. Whom can you count on to listen openly and uncritically to your feelings .54
4. Whom do you feel would help you if you were married and then separated 52
6. Whom can you talk with frankly, without having to watch what you say .50
2. Whom could you really count on if a good friend insulted you .48
1. Whom can you really count on to listen to you when you need to talk A3

* jtems are those that comprise the form of the SSQ(S)

4a SSQ(S) short form

The six item scale had one factor which had an eigenvalue of 3.53 and accounted
for 58.9% of the common variance. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .85.

The correlation between the full scale SSQ(IN) and SSQ(S) was .44. The correlation
between the short form SSQ(N) and SSQ(S) was .50. Correlations between the {ull
scale and short form SSQ(N) and SSQ(S) were .95 and .94 respectively.

5. IEES
A factor analysis specifying five main factors was undertaken using a varimax
rotation. The rotated items are presented in table 3.10. The scale statistics are

summarised in table 3.2. The scree chart is given at figure 3.5. Inspection of figure

3.5
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Table 3.10 Factor Structure of the IESS ( Companionship; Monetary Problems;

Communication problems; Demands; Unnamed Factor) + items that did not load

in the original study

Scale Items Factors
1 11 111 v \Y%

1. Having problems managing money .42 -43
9. Deciding on how to spend money .59
12. Not having enough money to do the things you want 77
16. Not having enough money to get by on 75
3. Having too many responsibilities 74
4. Not having people you can depend on 72 .30
5. Too many demands on your time .54
6. Not having a satisfactory sex life 36 -.36
2. Not having a close companion 75 37
17. Dissatisfied with your marital status (single, married) 33 .53
18. Not having enough close friends J3
19. Problems with partner/ex-partner .61 43
20. Not having someone who shows you love and affection .79
21. Feeling too dependent on others .70
7. Having problems communicating with others .45 .49
13. Problems with children .68
14. Not having a satisfying job .67
24. Not having someone who understands your problems .68 .38 34
26. Conflicts with people who are close to you 71
22. Not having children/dependents .32 57
11.Having too little leisure time 49
25.Having too much time on your hands 78
10. Not having enough responsibilities .63 .38
15. Feeling too controlled by others .53
23. Problems with in-laws/relatives .45 .42
8. Not seeing enough of people you feel close to .61

A higher order factor analysis was undertaken to determine the presence of an

overarching factor (Cattell, 1978). Scale scores were constructed from unweighted

sums of the items loading on each obtained factor. An oblique rotation was

specified with four factors to be extracted. The structure matrix is presented in

table 3.11. Figure 3.6 gives the scree chart.
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Table 3.11 Structure Matrix of the higher order factor analysis

Iscl Inst-Expres Issb S$SQ
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
IBEMOT .87
IBGUIDE .89
IBTANG 76
IECHILDR .60
IELACKCO .82
IEMONEY .63
ISELAPP .62 .50
ISELBEL 81 40
ISELSE 81
ISELTANG .55 33
SSQN 82
SSQS 33 78

A clear factor structure emerges from the higher order factor analysis with the
factor 1dentification being ISEL (factor 1); Instrumental-Expressive (factor 2); ISSB
(factor 3); and the SSQ (factor 4). The overlap between the ISEL and the SSQ,
except for the Self-Esteem subscale affords evidence that the two scales are

measuring perceived social support.

Table 3.12 Summary statistics for the higher order factor analysis

Variable Eigenvalue %Varnance a values
IBEMOT 4 26.3 .89
IBGUIDE 2.30 17.7 R{0
IBTANG 1.69 13.0 74
IECHILDR 1.03 7.9 .67
IELACKCO 96 7.4 85
IEMONEY 93 7.2 72
ISFLAPP 53 4.1 .67
ISELBEL 47 37 78
ISELSE 46 36 62
ISELTANG 33 25 .57
SSQN 27 2.1 97
SSQS .02 2 95
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The correlation between ISEL and 1SSB 1s comparable (r=.29) to that reported by
Lakey and Cassady (1990). Thus, the ISSB has little overlap with the other scales
and measures enacted support. The TEES total scale has no correlation with the
ISSB (r=.07) and only a small correlation with the SSQ(S) (r=.18) which suggests
that if the IEES is measuring social support then it is more likely to be perceived
support. Inspection of the correlations of the Lack of Social Companionship subscale
also indicates that it is possibly measuring a similar construct to that of the ISEL

Self-Isteem (r=.31) and Belonging (r=.25) subscales. Inclusion of the IEES added

items relating to problems with social support.
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Table 3.13 Correlational analysis of the four scales and subscales (N =123)

a 1 la 1b 1¢ 1d 2 2a 2b 2c 3 3a 4 4a 5 5a 5b
1 ISEL 84
1a Selt-Esteem .62 75
1b Belonging .7~ .86 58
1c Appraisal 67 73 33 55
1d Tangible 37 .58 27 32 2
2 ISSB 22 30 27 .26 27 .07
2a Guidance .86 21 .20 .20 A8 .00 .89
2b Emotion 50 28 22 25 .29 .06 90 71
2¢ Tangible T4 28 25 21 .19 18 72 33 48
3SSQMN)full 97 39 18 36 32 27 2 2 2 7
3a SSQ(N) s 92 .36 18 32 .29 .26 19 15 21 13 95
4 SS(Q) full 95 39 22 34 35 21 .07 .07 .09 .03 44 A4
4aS5(Q) s 85 45 25 37 37 30 .07 .06 .05 .08 47 S0 .94
5 IEES 82 1 21 15 -.02 -.04 .07 .C8 .02 .09 12 1 .18 21
52 Companion .85 22 31 25 .c9 -.05 12 12 .10 .08 .10 .08 25 25 .82
5b Money pblm .72 .04 12 .01 -.06 -.06 .02 .06 .00 .0C .10 .09 .06 .08 54 37
5c Family pblm .67 -.04 -.02 .01 -.07 -.05 .00 .00 -.05 .09 .02 .05 .05 .09 63 .20 .09

r> 26 (p<.001) r>.20 (p<.01) r>.18 (p<.05), two-tailed
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The expectation was that there would be medium negative correlations with the
other scales indicating conflict. The absence of these negative correlations and lack
of positive correlations suggests that the item content adds little incremental

validity to the assessment of social support.
Dimensions of the Reciprocity Scale

A content analysis of the social support scales reviewed in this chapter suggests
that items indicating perceived availability of one person who expresses their
concern for the individual’s well being 1s one major discernible dimension. The
Belonging subscale (ISEL), Emotional subscale(ISSB), Companionship subscale
(1ESS), SSQ(N) and SSQ(S) had medium correlations (r=.25-.36). The item labels
with high factor loadings relate to the presence of a significant other e.g.,/ regularly
meet or talk with members of my family, No one | know would throw a party for me,
When 1 feel lonely, there are several people...(ISEL); Told you that s/he feels very close to
you, Let you know that s/be will always be around, Told you that s/he would keep
things you talk about private(ISSB); Not having someone who shows you love and
affection, Not having a close companion, Not having enough close friends (IESS);
Whom can you really count on to care about you regardless, Who helps you feel that you
have truly something positive to contribute, Whom can you count on to console you
when you are very upset (SSQ(N)); Whom could you really count on to help out in a
crisis situation, Whom do you Jeel really appreciates you as a person, Who accepts you

totally, including both your worst and best points (SSQ(S)).

A second dimension is that of tangible or instrumental support. The Tangible
subscale (ISEL), Tangible subscale (ISSB), SSQ(N) and SSQ(S) have a medium
correlation (r= .18-.27). The item labels with high factor loadings relate to the
perceived availability of practical assistance e.g., If I got stranded 10 miles out of town
someone would come to get me, There is no-one I could call on if I needed to borrow a
car, If | were sick (R), there would be almost no-one to help with my chores (R) (ISEL);

Gave you under £25, Provided you with some transportation, Gave you over £25
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(ISSB); Whom could you really count on to help out in a crisis situation, Whom can you
count on to give you uscful suggestions (SSQ(N)); Whom can you really count on to be
dependable when you need help, Whon do you feel would help if a good friend had a car
accident (SSQ(S)).

A third dimension is the perceived availability of someone to listen and provide
advice. The Appraisal subscale (ISEL), Guidance subscale (ISSB), SSQ(IN) and
SSQ(S) correlate within a range of r = .18-.35. The item labels with high factor
loadings relate to listening and being given advice e.g., No-one with whom I can
share my private worries, If a family crisis arose, few friends able to give advice, There is
really no-one who can give me objective feedback (ISEL); Told you what s/be did in a
similar situation, Gave you information on how to do something, Suggested action that
you take (ISSB); Whom can you count on to listen openly and uncritically to your
Jeelings, Whom can you talk with frankly, without having to watch what you say,

Whom can you really count on 1o listen to you when you talk (SSQ(IN) & SSQ(S)).
The effects of homesickness on the standardisation population

The internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of the Dundee Relocation Inventory
(DRI) was 0.79. Partial correlations controlling for sex were calculated in order to
investigate the relationship between the social support scales (ISEL, SSQ and ISSB)
and the DRI and GHQ. The results are presented in table 3.14.

Table 3.14 Partial correlations between the social support scales controlling for sex
DRI

GHQ -.48

ISFL 34 -30

ISSB .08 12 23

SSQ(N) 18 -.24 29 12

SSQ(S) .09 -.18 .00 .00 38
N=114 r>.16p<.05 r>.28p<.001

Table 3.14 indicates that there is a medium correlation between the DRI, GHQ
and ISEL. The GHQ correlation is in the predicted direction. Using the DRI as the

dependent variable a stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed. The

108



results are presented in table 3.15.

Table 3.15  Results of the multiple regression analysis

Source R square B test of
final model

ISEL 0.28 0.19 F=2239*%

GHQ 0.25 0.46

* b<.001

The present result suggests that for undergraduates in their first term at a
university, an explanation of homesickness needs to include perceived social
support as a factor. However, do similar considerations apply to the development
of a reciprocity measure? At present it is not known how homesickness produces a
lower quality social network. Does homesickness reduce social network
membership or do individuals with psychological disturbance maintain lower
quality social networks? Eureling-Bontekoe, Tolsma, Verschuur and Vingerhoets
(1996) reporting on homesickness in a non-clinical female population found that
personality factors were important markers of the vulnerability to develop
homesickness. The present study used a cross-sectional design and did not
distinguish between students who had experienced minimal or maximal disruption
in their social network. However, the DRT is a specific measure of homesickness
whereas the GHQ is a global measure designed to “detect psychiatric disorders
among respondents in community settings (Goldberg, 1978 p.5). Thus, if
individuals with non-clinical GHQ scores have high DRI scores, reflecting positive
adaptation, and wvice-versa , then it would suggest that a personality factor was
salient as compared to social network disruption. Table 3.16 gives the partial
correlations controlling for sex for the split population based on the criterion

cutoff score of 11 for the GHQ for the social support questionnaires.

109



Table 3.16 Partial correlations controlling for sex for split GHQ scores

CliQ <=11 ClHQ S 1
DRI

ISEL 16 A3*

ISSB .20 17 .01 .28*

SSQMN) 8 17 16 04 36t .10

$SQE) 06 30t 08 .51 05 A7 -1 16
N=57 all correlations n.s. except "p <.05 N=54

A one sample t test shows a significant difference between the two group means
(t=-4.93; n= 61; p<.001) as predicted with higher DRI scores for the non-clinical
group (mean,,,qiniea = 062.2 stdudev. = 5.3; meang;i.q =58.0 std.dev. = 6.7). Further,
individuals with GHQ scores greater than 11 show a significant correlation
between their scores on the DRI and the ISEL suggesting that personality effects
are more salient than physical relocation per se in homesickness. Given that the
variance in the DRI can be attributable to the operation of personality variables
the use of students as the standardisation population for a measure of reciprocity is

justifiable.
DISCUSSION

‘The factors assumed to underlie the social support scales account for only around
half of the total amount of common variance. For example, the ISEL scree chart
indicates that there are more factors than the four the scale authors suggest. In
order of variance accounted for the SSQ(N) is first with 57.8%; the IEES is second
with 55.8%; the SSQ(S) is third with 47.9%; the ISSB is fourth with 41.5% and the
ISEL is fifth with 33.6%. These figures can be considered as noteworthy given that
the combination of a principal components extraction procedure and a varimax
rotation maximises the amount of variance accounted in any set of variables. If the
maximum variance is represented by these figures then either the concept, the

measures of social support or both remain reasonably vague. For comparison the
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figures in table 3.17 show the total accounted variance in published studies.

Table 3.17 Variance accounted for in published studies of social support measures

Scale Study Iactor method No. of factors Rotation Vanance
I1SSB (Barrera & Ainlay, 1983) principal factor analysis 7 varimax  49.3%
1SSB (Stokes & Wilson, 1984) principal components 4 promax  43.2%
1SSB (Pretorius & Diedricks, 1993)  not stated 3 varimax 76%
SSQ(N)  (Sarason ct al., 1983) not stated 1 unrotated 82%
SSQ(S)  (Sarason ctal., 1983) not stated 1 unrotated 72%
SSQ(N)  (Pretorius & Diedricks, 1993)  not stated : 1 unrotated 74%
SSQE)  (Pretonus & Dicdnicks, 1993)  not stated 1 unrotated 72%

The SSQ is consistently regarded as having two factors which account for a high
percentage of the common variance. The ISSB has been considered to have three or
four underlying factors. In the current study a three factor solution was confirmed.
For the ISEL, in the few reported studies, a four factor solution is suggested
though detailed information about the factor analysis was not provided (Brookings

& Bolton, 1988).

The IEES is an interesting scale in that while the factors account for a high
percentage of the common variance the dimensionality of the scale is questionable.
For example, although two items clearly load onto the communication problems
subscales three of the items load separately onto the other three subscales. Further,
there are few intercorrelations with other measures of social support. However, the
current study is not primarily concerned with the social support concept. Rather
the present analysis has been undertaken to determine the dimensions that are
discernible using a theoretical perspective within the social support literature. In
summary the dimensions of emotional support and tangible support are definable.
A third dimension containing clements of information/ guidance/ appraisal can
also be identified. The soctal support scales that possess such dimensionality are the
ISSB and the ISEL. While the SSQ has very good psychometric properties as a

measure of social support it does not have the dimensional structure for assessing
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the construct validity of the reciprocity measure. Although the psychometric
properties of the ISEL subscales are variable, their validity has been shown in
several studies. Medium to large correlations between the subscales and several
measures of subjective well-being have been reported (Emmons & Colby, 1995).
For example, correlations were found between the Satisfaction with Life Scale
(Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) and ISEL, ..ar= .26 (p <.01);

ISELy o £=-32 (p<.01); ISELpse r=-18 (11.5.); ISEL o r=.55 (p <.01).
Accordingly future studies will use the ISSB and ISEL to determine the construct

validity of the reciprocity measure.

While there is no one specific theory that invokes the concept of reciprocity there
are several paradigms that have used reciprocity as an explanatory concept. For
example, in the help seeking literature reciprocity has been suggested as a
mechanism for preventing resentment on the part of the help givers or the
termination of the helping relationship (DiMatteo & Hays, 1981). In this approach
two mechanisms are suggested by which the equilibrium can be restored between
the aid giver and the receiver. Reciprocation may occur in a specific exchange or
repayment to the help giver or by generalised reciprocity in which the person
receiving the aid repays the original helper with another perceived equivalent form
of aid. An alternative approach is to consider reciprocity at a social network level
whereby the recipient of aid assists another network member rather than repaying
the original person. The above distinction 1s analogous to the general and
relationship based perceptions of social support (Pierce et al., 1991). Typically it is
argued that social support scales assume measurement of the general perception of
available support and that relationship-specific perceptions of social support have
not received a similar level of attention. Thus, a parallel explanation may exist for
reciprocity. A related issue is whether to assess the content or the type of
relationship. Social exchange occurs between individuals and therefore the
relationship between the individuals may be considered as the salient aspect in the
exchange process. However, there are difficulties with this approach because of the

variation in the content of relationships such as “friends” (Fischer, 1982). Further,
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in a study contrasting relationship types and support content the best indicator of
the latent concept of support were scales measuring emotional and instrumental
content (van Tilburg, 1990). A particular caveat is that situational aspects may
cause support content to interact with relationship type. For example, when asked
to name those who can help solve lifestyle problems, 60% of the people named are
informal helpers (e.g., family members, friends and neighbours), as compared with

10% for formal helpers (Gottlieb, 1978).

Relationship type as a source of social support may also be connected to the
support content. For older adults reliable alliance was reported as more strongly
related to well-being when provided by kin compared to reassurance of worth
which was more strongly related to well-being when provided by nonkin (Felton
& Berry, 1992). For cancer patients support was found to be partially dependent
on the source of support, with preference for emotional support being provided by
spouse and informational support by physicians and nurses (Dakof & Taylor,
1990). However, the content of the exchange has a closer association to the concept

of reciprocity than the relationship type (van Tilburg et al., 1991).

A wider theoretical framework for reciprocity, within psychology, is given by
equity theory (Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). In particular the concept of a
social balance, when a person perceives equal relative gain from a social exchange,
has utility in formulating what the outcome might be when exchange is not
balanced. In particular the “currency” that is used to translate the cost of the
content exchanged needs to be determined. A central question is whether people
have an internal metric for calculating the gains and losses within their social
exchanges. Within social exchange theory at the dyadic level the concepts of
generalised reciprocity (assistance given and if possible returned); balanced
reciprocity (direct exchange); and negative reciprocity (attempting to receive

without returning assistance) assume that people do use an internal metric.
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At the social network level the balancing concept of reciprocity (Wellman et al.,

1988) where a recipient of aid assists another network member also assumes an

internal metric.

However, prior to the adoption of a general theory the component theory of
reciprocity requires validation . Chapter 4 considers the development of a

reciprocity measure based on the three components identified as a result of the

present analysis.
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Chapter 4 - Initial development of the reciprocity scale

INTRODUCTION

The previous study showed, through confirmatory factor analysis and correlational
analysis, that the ISEL and ISSB can be considered robust, reliable and valid multi-
dimensional measures of social support. Both measures were shown to have
adequate psychometric properties. Each appeared to have three factors which were
labeled emotional support, tangible support and guidance/appraisal support. The
present study used these three factor concepts to provide the conceptual
framework for three constructed reciprocity measures and reports on their
technical qualities. The fundamental question that guided the study was ‘what
would a reciprocity measure look like?’ The concept of reciprocity has been
invoked as an explanatory variable, inter alia, within social support research
(Antonucci & Jackson, 1990); within equity theory (McClintock, Kramer, & Keil,
1984); social exchange theory (Emerson, 1976) and game theory (Komorita, Chan,
& Parks, 1993). However, the continued absence of a psychometrically valid and
sensitive scale to measure reciprocity has meant that the theoretical extensions of
reciprocity have gone beyond what current measures can account for. In the
absence of a commonly used scale, the same term ‘reciprocity’ is used to describe
different concepts, for example, both the actual and perceived exchange of support
resources. Consequently conceptual confusion exists, with the attendant low
generalisability of research findings and further weakening in the explanatory
power of the reciprocity concept. The present chapter examined whether the
methods of calculating reciprocity led to systematic variation in relationships with

social support measures and a selected group of index variables.
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Why develop a new reciprocity measure rather than modify an existing social

support measurc?

Two implicit assumptions underlie all the reviewed social support measures, that it
is received support and that all aspects of social support are psychologically
equivalent. Clearly for some specific support resources the value is known by both
the giver and the recipient, for example in giving and receiving money. The
circumstances surrounding such exchange, for example, in the loan of money, may
alter the values relative to the giver (the risk of giving) and the receiver, but
nonetheless the values are quantifiable with reference to an external reference
point. However, for nontangible social support resources, such as listening to
someone’s emotional problems, the values to the giver and the recipient are not
necessarily known. The value of money and listening to emotional problems are
unlikely to be the same for the giver and the receiver. Support for the above
distinction comes from a study by Maton (1987) in which all provided and received
goods/services between participants were converted to dollars. He found
significant differences in value between goods and services. Given the high
interrater reliability between the value coders (mean= 0.87) for goods and services
the study suggests that accurate relative value estimation is possible between goods
and services. It was a relative valuation since the standard values were imposed by
the author of the study who in turn based the values on locally available stock
catalogues and rates of pay for local workmen. Unfortunately no values were
reported for nontangible support resources. For these resources if there are
differences in the value of providing and receiving the same social support resource
then calculating reciprocity as a difference score would be misleading and be

subject to unquantifiable bias.

The frequency of providing or receiving social support resources is also likely to
interact with value. Organising a birthday party, for the recipient an a priori low
frequency event, would be expected to have a high value, though the provider

value would be variable depending on the frequency with which they organised
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birthday parties. In contrast the exchange of a common place item having a high
frequency of occurrence would be expected to have a low value. Further there may
be differences in the relative values between providing and receiving as a function
of frequency. The value between providing and receiving high frequency social
support resources may be equivalent whereas for low frequency social support
resources different values may prevail for the provider and the receiver. There may
also be an interactive effect for high frequency provision and low frequency
receipt. Existing social support measures cannot detect the differences discussed
above. Detecting differences is important in the prediction of social exchange
outcomes. Equity theory assumes that there is no difference in absolute values in
the support resources exchanged and an arithmetical correction to ensure that this
is the case has been proposed (Hatfield et al., 1979). If relative differences can be
found then the equity calculation requires revision. The provision and receipt of
social support resources is connected with emotional feelings. The value of
provided and received social support resources are likely to interact with these
associated emotional {eclings. For example, having a friend give good advice may
not be associated with a high premium by the friend but receiving it may be highly

valued and associated with a positive emotional feeling.

An interaction effect between frequency and emotional feelings on value of the
social support resource is also likely. A further potential factor in valuing the
social support resource is the cost. Ior example, giving a book that is no longer
wanted may be valued lower in ease of provision than assisting someone in moving
their furniture from house to house. A similar situation may prevail for the same
support resource such as looking after a child. A person without children might
attribute a low value to providing childcare for an evening whereas a person with
children may place a high value on childcare in order to have an evening “free”.
Secondly, the primary focus of social support scales is on the receipt (either
perceived or enacted) of resources rather than the giving of resources. Social
support resources that are given are not necessarily reciprocated equivalently in

terms of type or comparable cost, but the fact that something is exchanged is
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significant. The offer of being taken by car to collect a pension may be
reciprocated by the giving of a small home made food item (e.g. Wentowski, 1981).
A measure of reciprocity would need to be sensitive to the exchange process of
different social support resources. For example, there may be an underlying metric
which equates emotional support and tangible aid. In a recent study of
instrumental support exchanges between older adults Ikkink and van Tilburg
(1998) found no evidence that emotional support was given to compensate for
nonreciprocal instrumental support exchanges (The measure of reciprocity was a
difference score ereated from a frequency based set of twelve questions asking

about emotional and instrumental support provided and received).

In summary, existing measures of reciprocity assume that all support resources
have equivalent value and therefore are insensitive to different values between
giving and receiving. The existing reciprocity measures assume that emotional
support can be interchangeable with other types of support exchanged. A more
radical departure for the present purposes would be to question whether social
support is conceptually different from reciprocity. Pragmatically the subjective
process of subtracting giving and receiving may lead to a different conceptual
variable. There may be two processes, giving and receiving, whereas the current
literature assumes that there is one process. The linear subtraction of giving and
recetving assumes that there is one process. Thus, changing the item phrasing for
an existing soctal support scale does not provide a reciprocity measure if the scale is
still measuring one factor (e.g., Jung, 1990). Consideration of the latter possibility
has not yet been explored in the published literature. The above discussion suggests
the need for an examination of what a reciprocity measure with adequate
psychometric properties might look like. In the next section selected index
variables are identified and hypotheses developed on the basis of the expected

pattern of correlations with these variables.
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