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ABSTRACT  

Past support-seeking research has examined under what circumstances social support is 

most effective. Optimal matching theory posits that a match between type and amount of 

support provided yields the best support outcomes. One hundred and twenty 

undergraduate students completed an intake survey about their potential support network 

and 12 daily surveys regarding their support-seeking behaviors. The present study seeks 

to replicate the effect of goal matching in experienced support outcomes as well as 

ascertain if matching between support goals and expectations of potential support 

providers (PSPs) occurs in supporter selection. I hypothesized that (a) individuals will be 

more likely to experience positive outcomes when the support they receive is consistent 

with the support they desire; (b) individuals will be more likely to seek support from 

PSPs that they expect to be able to fulfill their support goals and (c) this will especially 

occur when individuals are experiencing higher-severity issues and for individuals 

reporting higher levels of attachment avoidance. The results provided strong evidence for 

goal matching in support outcomes, moderate evidence for goal matching in supporter 

selection, and little evidence for moderators of goal matching in supporter selection. The 

implications of these findings are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Previous social support research has largely focused on the support provider as 

the primary actor in support interactions that is responsible for its success or failure 

(Bolger, Zuckerman, & Kessler, 2000; Collins & Feeney, 2000; Gleason, Iida, Shrout, & 

Bolger, 2008; Cutrona, 1990; Siewert, Antoniw, Kubiak, & Weber, 2011). In Barbee and 

Cunningham’s Sensitive Interaction Systems Theory (SIST; 1995), they constructed a 

model conceptualizing support interaction processes from beginning to end in an effort to 

describe the relationship between support-seeking, support-receiving, and how these both 

link to support episode outcomes (see Figure 1). One way to conceptualize the links 

between these relationships is by way of matching, and the present study seeks to do just 

that. A match between support desired and support provided could influence the seeker’s 

experience of support episode outcomes (see H1 in Figure 1) and a match between 

support desired and expectations of the support that may be provided by one’s potential 

support providers (PSPs) may influence who one chooses to seek support from (see H2 in 

Figure 1). Although it is included in the model, SIST has never made any specific 

predictions about how individuals choose who to seek support from. These choices are 

referred to as supporter selection decisions and have been largely understudied in the 

social support literature. Thus, it is essential to investigate how support seekers navigate 

these decisions and what the outcomes of these support-seeking episodes are in order to 

more holistically understand dyadic social support processes.  
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Figure 1: Sensitive Interaction Systems Theory (SIST) 

 

Social Support 

Social support broadly refers to the specific supportive actions offered by support 

providers during times of need (Gurung, Sarason, & Sarason, 1997). Converging 

evidence suggests that there are three to four types of social support: instrumental, 

informational, emotional and companionship (Cohen & Syme, 1985; Thoits, 1985; 
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Uchino, 2004). Instrumental support is the provision of any tangible assistance or 

provision of material goods (e.g., money, transportation, etc.). Informational support is 

the provision of information, advice, or expertise. Emotional support is the provision of 

verbal and nonverbal communication of caring and concern (e.g., comfort, empathy, etc.). 

Companionship support is the provision of quality time engaging in pleasurable and/or 

leisure activities.  

The aforementioned support types seem like they should always elicit positive 

outcomes when provided to individuals in need of support; however, this is not always 

the case. Not all supportive actions are equal in their ability to meet the needs of the 

person in seeking support. Sometimes, the actual receipt of social support can result in 

neutral or negative outcomes such as decreased mood (Bolger, Zuckerman, & Kessler, 

2000), increased emotional distress (Burleson, Holmstrom, & Gilstrap, 2005), decreased 

marital satisfaction and decreased reappraisal of a stressor (High & Steuber, 2014). 

Further, explicitly visible support provision can cause recipients to feel incompetent or 

indebted to the support provider, especially if they have not had a chance to provide 

reciprocal support (Gleason et al., 2008).  

Goal Matching for Support Outcomes 

Optimal matching theory of social support provides one explanation for the 

puzzling finding that support provision does not always yield positive outcomes. The 

theory postulates that the best outcomes of social support are thought to result when the 

support one receives matches one’s support goals (Cutrona, 1990). A mismatch of 

support has been termed a “support gap” by communication researchers. As Xu and 

Burleson (2001) said, “perceptions of inadequate support may not stem directly from 
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what one actually receives, but rather from the discrepancy between what one wants and 

what one sees oneself getting” (p. 540). For example, an individual receiving advice 

(informational support) – regardless of the objective advice quality – may not experience 

the benefits of this support if what he or she really wanted was comfort or validation 

(emotional support). Like some other researchers of this literature, I avoid using the term 

“optimal matching” as it suggests complete optimization of support desired and support 

received which is not truly reflected in the evidence supporting the theory. Instead, I will 

use the term “goal matching” to refer to this phenomenon. 

There is quite a lot of empirical support for goal matching in support outcomes 

across various scientific disciplines (Brock & Lawrence, 2009; Matsunaga, 2011; Siewert 

et al., 2011; Thrasher & Campbell, 2004; Turner, Grube, & Meyers, 2001). In one 

illustration of matching, Horowitz and colleagues (2001) asked randomly-assigned 

participants to disclose a problem that concerned either not knowing what to do (an 

informational problem) or an issue that concerned feeling badly about something (an 

emotional problem) to an unacquainted participant. Then, the unacquainted participant 

was randomly assigned to respond with either informational support or emotional 

support. The results showed that participants who received support that did not match the 

problem induced by experimenters were less satisfied with the interaction and 

experienced an increase in negative mood compared to those who received matching 

support. 

Cutrona and colleagues (2007) investigated whether matching support preferences 

and support provision had implications on relational outcomes. Participants who 

requested and received emotional support from their spouse when discussing a chronic 
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problem reported their partner to be more understanding, caring, and validating relative to 

those who requested emotional support but instead received advice or information about 

how to cope with the stressor (informational support).  

Additionally, Matsunaga examined the effects of a discrepancy between desired 

and received support in a retrospective study of victims of bullying (2011). The results 

showed that for the specific issue of dealing with bullying, a mismatch of support was 

associated with less positive reappraisal of the negative events while a match of 

emotional and esteem support was associated with more positive reappraisal and 

behavioral and psychological post-bullying adjustment.  

In yet another example of goal matching in support outcomes researchers showed 

that receiving matched support can be examined using physiological correlates, as well. 

In a study of dating partners, participants who reported preferring emotional support after 

receiving negative feedback experienced a greater rate of physiological stress recovery 

when their partners provided greater levels of emotional support (Priem & Solomon, 

2015). Thus, there is evidence to support the benefits of matching support goals with 

support provided as well as the deficits of the receipt of unmatched support in social 

support episode. 

Despite the bountiful evidence for goal matching in support outcomes, there 

remains an empirical gap in this literature. These previous studies focused almost 

exclusively on support interactions between the participant and one or two support 

providers; were largely cross-sectional in design and thereby sacrificed the number of 

support interactions that could be examined; and limited the support matching and 

mismatching to one or two types of social support. These limitations do not allow us to 
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see a full picture of individuals’ social support experiences. The present study serves as a 

test of goal matching in support outcomes using a broader, more comprehensive scope of 

support interactions in which multiple PSPs were sought across multiple days for 

multiple issues of varying severity. 

• Hypothesis 1: Participants will be more likely to experience better support 

episode outcomes (e.g., emotion change, issue resolution) when the support 

provided to them during the support episode matches participants’ support goals. 

Goal Matching in Supporter Selection 

The literature provides substantial evidence to show both the benefits of matching 

support goals with support provision and the negative effects of experiencing a support 

mismatch. However, this goal matching paradigm has never been extended further into 

supporter selection processes. Support seekers are not passive recipients of support and 

have to make two crucial choices to begin the process of receiving social support: (a) 

whether or not to seek social support at all, and (b) who to seek support from. Because 

the provision of social support can have differential outcomes for the support recipient 

depending on a match between support provided and support desired, choosing who to 

seek support from when coping with a stressor is a highly consequential decision. If an 

individual wants to receive effective social support, it would be in his or her best interest 

to increase the likelihood that their support goals are met during the episode of support-

seeking. One way of doing this could be for the individual to seek support from a PSP 

that they expect will provide the greatest chance of fulfilling his or her support goals in a 

specific instance. The present study seeks to ascertain whether individuals actively seek a 

match between desired and received support by way of supporter selection. 
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The goal pursuit literature has shown that individuals use the people in their lives 

as means to fulfilling various goals (Fitzsimons & Finkel, 2010; Seeley & Gardner, 

2006). In Fitzsimons and Shah’s studies (2008), participants pursuing active academic-

achievement or fitness goals differentially valued significant others in their lives to the 

extent to which these people aided in goal progress. Participants showed a substantial 

preference (in feelings of closeness and relationship importance) for individuals 

instrumental to goal pursuit and showed more global negativity toward non-instrumental 

individuals. Further, participants who increased preferences for goal-instrumental friends 

when primed with an academic-achievement goal actually reported more academic 

success. This provides evidence that individuals do evaluate others with respect to their 

salient goal instrumentality and often experience goal fulfilment benefits when doing so. 

Additionally, Cheung and colleagues (2015) identified the existence of the 

strategic utilization of relationships for optimal emotion regulation. In this study, 

participants named discrete relationships with individuals in their lives that they used as 

means to regulate specific emotions. Moreover, dispersing emotion regulation needs 

across multiple relationships was associated with higher well-being. This principle could 

also apply to social support episodes as well. It is known that individuals utilize the 

people in their lives as means to cope with issues by way of social support. Similar to 

classifying relationships by specific emotion regulation instrumentality, perhaps 

individuals also classify these relationships by dividing potential support needs across 

various PSPs in their networks. For example, one could consider a couple PSPs as the 

best at providing emotional support while a couple others as the best at providing 
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instrumental support (and so on) and as such, have a diverse array of PSPs to choose 

from when dealing with a specific issue. 

In fact, the sociology literature provides evidence that at least some individuals 

show agency and careful thought in their supporter selection decisions. In a study of 

participants experiencing their first contact with the mental health treatment system, the 

activation of their network of supporters was examined (Perry & Pescosolido, 2015). 

Individuals seemed to respond to their illness by evaluating their support goals and 

identifying the people in their network that were most likely to provide support to match 

their needs. Specifically, participants tended to seek support from members of their core 

support network as well as individuals with prior mental health experiences. Furthermore, 

participants who engaged in this selective activation of supporters during illness response 

experienced more positive outcomes, such as better functioning, social satisfaction, and 

quality of life compared to participants who sought support imprudently. It is important 

to note that experiencing a mental health episode is likely one of the more high severity 

issues one may experience, so supportive interactions during this time may be dissimilar 

than when dealing with other issues. This offers evidence that motivated supporter 

selection influenced by a match between one’s needs and one’s supporters expected 

abilities is something that individuals really seem to engage in and doing so is arguably 

beneficial to the support recipient.  

The studies reviewed above provide indirect evidence that individuals tend to 

evaluate and utilize people in their lives depending on various aspects of goal or 

preference instrumentality. However, there is no direct evidence to suggest that 

individuals engage in goal matching specifically in supporter selection processes (rather 
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than in studies of support provision). Do individuals purposefully seek support from PSPs 

that they expect to be instrumental in fulfilling their support goals? Additionally, little is 

known about whether goal matching in supporter selection occurs across all or most of 

our support-seeking interactions with our wide potential support network when dealing 

with the full breadth of everyday issues. 

If goal matching in supporter selection is a real effect, it will have the best chance 

of being found when examining PSP characteristic variables most explicitly similar to an 

individuals’ support goals. People enter supportive interactions with a multifaceted and 

nuanced set of expectations for the type and amount of social support they wish to 

receive (Cutrona et al., 2007; Gardner & Cutrona, 2004). These expectancies could 

extend to all of the PSPs in their social support network and their anticipated willingness 

and ability to provide the type and amount of support desired. Further, individuals may 

recognize the PSPs in their network that have the highest expectancy value for the 

specific salient support goals in that moment (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000), and in doing so 

could identify PSPs that are most likely to provide support that matches participants’ 

desires in that instance. The expectancy value attached to the PSPs for a specific issue 

would include expectations of willingness and ability to provide the support desired. The 

PSP characteristics that are focused on in this paper are the seeker’s expectations of the 

overall support value of each PSP for each type of support. This PSP Expected Support 

Value variable is a composite variable of the seeker’s expectations of the willingness and 

quality of the PSP to provide the four different types of support (emotional, 

informational, instrumental, and companionship).  
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• Hypothesis 2: Participants will be more likely to seek support from PSPs to 

the extent to which they expect that PSP to be willing and able to provide 

support that “matches” their support goals for the interaction. 

Even though the hypothesized goal matching in supporter selection seems to flow 

directly from the established effect of goal matching in support outcomes, there are some 

schools of thought with reason to contest it. Both matching in support outcomes and 

supporter selection assumes that individuals have specific support goals when dealing 

with an issue for which they wish to seek support. However, there is research to suggest 

that people do not always know what they truly desire. In one attraction study, 

participants rated the various attributes they perceived as desirable in a potential partner, 

but these did not predict the attributes that inspired actual desire at a speed-dating event 

(Eastwick & Finkel, 2008). Similarly to individuals who do not realize what really 

attracts them in potential partners, perhaps support seekers are unable to pinpoint what 

kind of support they need when faced with a stressor. If this is the case, then individuals 

could not possibly make effective supporter selection decisions in line with their support 

goals. Furthermore, even if individuals do hold specific support goals for the issues they 

experience, maybe they are not effective at making supporter selection decisions in 

alignment with these goals. Kahneman and Tversky (1975) famously posited that 

individuals tend to prefer using mental shortcuts and simple rules (heuristics) to make 

decisions, and these sometimes result in cognitive biases or bad choices. Maybe 

individuals use heuristics in supporter selection decisions and merely seek support from 

whomever is most easily accessible to them instead of engaging in goal-directed selection 
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decisions and any incidence of goal matching in supporter selection may occur by 

happenstance. 

Potential Moderators of Goal Matching in Supporter Selection 

 Some types of people may engage in goal matching in supporter selection more 

than others and some instances of support seeking may lend themselves to goal matching 

in supporter selection more than others. It is worth considering in what types of situations 

and in what types of individuals would receiving effective support be of utmost 

importance. Perhaps, there will be a greater incidence of support goal-directed selection 

when receiving effective support is more important and there will be less reason to 

engage in motivated selection when receiving effective support is less important. In order 

to test this idea, I will be examining potential moderators to the goal matching in 

supporter selection effect. 

For instance, individuals tend to seek support from more PSPs when experiencing 

a high-severity issue (Armstrong & Kammrath, 2014). This may suggest that people 

require more support in order to deal with more serious issues. In order to meet these 

elevated support needs, these individuals may place a greater importance on receiving 

effective support due to the higher stakes of the issue and thus, will engage in goal-

directed supporter selection when choosing who to seek support from. 

Perhaps, individuals who do not seek support often would be particularly 

vulnerable to the negative effects of experiencing a support gap. Previous research posits 

that attachment avoidance is associated with autonomy and independence as well as less 

total support seeking (Mikulincer, Florian, & Weller, 1993; Simpson, Rholes, & 

Nelligan, 1992; Vogel & Wei, 2005). One study suggests that although individuals high 
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in avoidant attachment seek support less often, they seek just as deeply during a support 

seeking episode (Armstrong & Kammrath, 2014). Thus, when avoidantly-attached 

individuals decide to forego the potential risk to their personal autonomy by seeking 

support from others, they may be particularly damaged by receiving support inconsistent 

with their desires. In order to decrease the likelihood that this will happen, they may 

place an emphasis on choosing a PSP that they expect to provide support that matches 

their support goals.  

• Hypothesis 3: The goal matching in supporter selection effect will be stronger 

among individuals who report higher levels of attachment avoidance and 

when individuals are experiencing higher severity issues. 

Research Question 1 

The perspective of supporter selection conceptualized in the present study is 

characterized by focusing on matching features of an individuals’ support goals with 

expectations of the relative expected support value of PSPs when engaging in supporter 

selection decisions. However, there exists another body of literature, albeit small, that 

endorses a perspective of supporter selection that focused the relationship between the 

support seeker and PSP as grounds for selection.  

The aforementioned relationship is known as “tie strength” in the social networks 

literature (Granovetter, 1973) and has almost always been studied as a predictor of 

support-exchanges, often focusing on those in potential support networks from which 

support was received (inferring supporter selection). This perspective considers 

interpersonal closeness and frequency of interaction/accessibility as the main predictors 

of supporter selection (Aral & Van Alystyne, 2011; Kammrath, Armstrong, Francis, & 
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McNab, 2017; Small, 2013; Tortoriello, Reagans, & McEvily, 2012; Wellman & 

Wortley, 1990). An interesting research question would be to examine the relative effect 

of the hypothesized goal matching compared to the previously-established predictors of 

supporter selection: PSP Closeness and PSP Frequency of Interaction. 

• Research Question 1: What is the relative effect size of goal matching in 

supporter selection vs. PSP Closeness and PSP Frequency? 

Current Research 

 A previous investigation of this research question found evidence to support goal 

matching in support outcomes but did not find strong evidence to support goal matching 

in supporter selection (Francis, 2016). The lack of evidence for goal matching in 

supporter selection could have resulted from several features of the study design. The 

previous study used a recall paradigm to examine the support-seeking behaviors of 95 

adult participants who were dealing with a single, high-severity issue. Because this study 

collected data for only one of the participants’ most severe recent issues, it may not have 

provided a comprehensive picture of how individuals really seek support for issues of 

varying severity on an everyday basis. The study was also underpowered and used a 

relatively small amount of data per participant, so it was unlikely to find goal matching in 

supporter selection even if this effect truly does exist. 

The present study seeks to examine the same and further research questions using 

a higher-powered and more comprehensive methodological design. The dataset analyzed 

here is from a longitudinal daily diary study of support seeking. This ensures that the 

support-seeking experiences participants reported are broad in scope and time in order to 

capture a more complete picture of general support-seeking behaviors. Additionally, 
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collecting data across multiple days for issues of varying severity provides a more 

holistic picture of everyday support-seeking processes.  

The Present Study 

 The present study seeks to investigate matching in social interaction outcomes 

and social support selection. To examine how a seeker’s support goals and expectations 

of PSP willingness and ability to provide the four different types of support influence the 

seeker’s supporter selection decisions, I conducted a longitudinal daily diary study that 

tracked 120 undergraduate participants’ support seeking behaviors and support goals over 

a 12-day period (Francis & Kammrath, 2016). The dataset also includes information 

regarding the makeup and features of the members in the participants’ potential support 

network.  

From this study, I answered questions about whether a match between 

participants’ support goals and the support they were provided predicted outcomes 

related to the support episode, including emotion change, issue resolution, regret of 

seeking support, and relationship change with the PSP. I also determined a whether a 

match between participants’ support goals and relevant PSP features predicted whether 

that PSP was selected for social support. I also examined potential moderators (i.e., issue 

severity and attachment avoidance) to the effect of goal matching in supporter selection. 

Lastly, the present study places its results in the context of other empirically-derived 

supporter selection predictors to determine their relative strength compared to each other. 
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METHODS 

Participants 

Participants were 131 (76 male, Mage = 19.01 years) undergraduate introductory 

psychology students recruited for a 2-week longitudinal research study via the Sona 

participant pool. The study comprised of a lab intake session and survey and online daily 

surveys completed each day for the 12 days following the intake session. Participants 

were compensated with up to 4 credits total toward their research requirement for their 

participation (1 credit for the completion of the intake survey and 0.25 credits for the 

completion of each online daily survey). Participants completed, on average, 9.75 daily 

surveys each. 

Eleven participants’ data were excluded from analyses because (a) they completed 

the intake survey but did not complete any daily surveys or (b) they did not meaningfully 

complete any daily surveys, meaning they reported only unintelligible issues – coded by 

research assistants – or clicked through the survey without answering any questions. 

Thus, the final sample used for analyses were 120 (68 male, Mage = 18.98 years) 

undergraduate introductory psychology students.  

Intake Session 

 Participants began the study by completing an intake survey session led by an 

experimenter in a standard college classroom. Typically, around 20 participants were 

present for each intake session. Participants were told that they were going to be 

participating in a support-seeking study. The experimenter explained to participants the 

directions for completion of the intake session and subsequent daily surveys as well as 

the mechanics of research credit compensation. 
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Personality measures. Participants were given the following scales to measure 

their personality traits, beliefs, and attitudes: adapted Brief COPE (Carver, 1997), a short 

attachment measure (PAM; Berry, Wearden, Barrowclough, & Liversidge, 2006), the 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), and the Ten-Item Personality Inventory 

(Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). The PAM is a 16-item measure used to measure 

global adult attachment style (compared to an attachment style for a specific 

relationship). It is broken down into two 8-item subscales, one measuring attachment 

anxiety and the other measuring attachment avoidance. Participants were asked to rate on 

4-point Likert scale (1 = “not at all like me” to 4 = “very much like me”) items such as “I 

find it difficult to accept help from other people when I have problems or difficulties” 

(attachment avoidance) and “I worry a lot about my relationships with other people” 

(attachment anxiety). The attachment avoidance subscale had an alpha of .79 and the 

attachment anxiety subscale had an alpha of .77. The rest of the measures were not used 

in the analyses explored in this paper. Please see Appendices A-D for more information 

about these measures. 

Support network generator: Participants were asked to list 15 potential support 

providers (PSPs) in their lives from whom they have sought support from recently. 

Support seeking was described as “any behavior in which you are seeking help or support 

from another person” and a table of common types of support was provided with 

descriptions and examples of each. The table included emotional support (comfort, 

reassurance, sympathy, encouragement), informational support (information, advice, 

expertise), instrumental support (tangible assistance, doing favors, providing material 
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goods), and social distraction support (doing activities together in order to take your mind 

off of things). 

Participants were instructed not to include spiritual deities (such as God) or pets 

as supporters. They were shown another table of common types of support providers such 

as peers (romantic partners, close friends, casual acquaintances, classmates), family 

(parents, siblings, extended family members), living space (roommates, neighbors), 

advisor (professors, TAs, tutors, RAs, counselors, doctors, spiritual advisors), work (co-

workers, bosses), and organizations (Greek, sports, clubs, church, etc.). Participants were 

asked to list PSPs by initials and a “moniker” chosen by the participant (e.g., J.K., “my 

mom”). See Appendix E for more information about the support network generator. 

PSP variables. After this list was collected, participants were asked a series of 

questions about each PSP. First, participants were asked the gender of the PSP, how long 

they have known the PSP, and the role the PSP played in their life (e.g., romantic partner, 

friend, family member, etc.). Participants were asked to rate on 7-point Likert scales how 

close they were to the PSP (1 = “not at all” to 7 = “extremely”) and how frequently they 

interacted with the PSP (1 = “once a month or less” to 7 = “at least once a day). The 

aforementioned variables will hereafter be referred to as PSP Closeness and PSP 

Frequency, respectively. 

Participants rated their PSP on how willing they would expect their PSP to be to 

offer the four types of support (emotional, information, instrumental, and social 

distraction) on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “very reluctant” to 7 = “very willing”). 

Participants then rather their PSP on what quality support they would expect their PSP to 

provide among the four support types (emotional, information, instrumental, and social 
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distraction) on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “very poor” to 7 = “excellent”). For the sake of 

brevity and because there are no meaningful psychological differences between PSP 

Expected Willingness and PPS Expected Quality in relation to the study rationale, I 

created a composite variable of the two for each type of support to use as the PSP feature 

analyzed during the examination of Hypotheses 2 and 3. The correlation coefficient of 

PSP Expected Willingness and PSP Expected Quality by support type ranged from r = 

.69 and r = .81. This composite variable will now be referred to as PSP Expected Support 

Value. A few more questions about each PSP were asked as well – please see Appendix F 

to view these questions. 

Daily Surveys 

 Beginning the day after the intake session, participants were asked to complete a 

daily diary survey each evening for 12 days. Participants were instructed to fill out one 

survey per day between the hours of 4pm and 3am, enforced by the knowledge that no 

credit would be granted for surveys completed outside of that time frame. Participants 

who completed fewer than 12 daily surveys in the time allotted were allowed to continue 

for up to an additional 5 days until they had either completed a total of 12 surveys or time 

had run out. Each daily survey included questions about participants’ global daily 

psychological states, the issues they experienced each day, and their support-seeking 

behaviors for those issues.  

 Global daily variables. Each daily survey began with measures of daily mood, 

daily feelings issue resolution, and daily feelings of attachment insecurity and basic 

psychological needs satisfaction. See Appendix G for these questions. 
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Daily issue variables. Participants were then asked to list two issues for which 

they had sought support that day. For each issue, participants were asked to provide 

further information. First, they entered in either hours or minutes for how long ago the 

issue arose. Next, participants were asked to rate on 7-point Likert scales the extent to 

which the issue initially made them feel good (1 = “not at all good” to 7 = “very good”) 

and bad (1 = “not at all bad” to 7 = “very bad”). They then rated the severity of the issue 

on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “not at all severe” to 7 = “extremely severe.”) A few more 

questions about the issue were asked as well – please see Appendix H to view these 

questions. As participants participated in the study for up to 12 days, each participant 

provided information on up to 24 issues total over the course of the study.  

Daily support-seeking variables. Participants were next shown the list of 15 

PSPs that they had provided during the intake session and asked to indicate which PSPs 

they had sought support from for each issue. Multiple PSPs could be selected and a 16th 

option for “other PSP” was provided in case the participants had sought support from 

someone not on their original list for a specific issue on a particular day. Each PSP 

selected represented a separate support-seeking episode for that issue (up to four episodes 

per issue).  

For each PSP selected, participants answered questions regarding the experience 

of seeking support from that PSP during that specific episode of support-seeking. 

Participants provided ratings of the degree to which they held goals for the four different 

types of support (Support Goals) before they sought support from the selected PSP. They 

indicated to what extent they were feeling the following ways before reaching out to the 

PSP for support using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “extremely disagree” to 7 = “extremely 
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agree”), with each statement encapsulating four different support goals: “I was feeling 

like I wanted to do something to get the problem solved” (instrumental goal); “I was 

feeling like I wanted to feel comforted or reassured” (emotional goal); “I was feeling like 

I wanted to get information or expertise” (informational goal); “I was feeling like I 

wanted to take my mind off of things” (companionship goal). Furthermore, participants 

rated whether the PSP they selected had some specific knowledge, skills, or resources 

relevant to this particular issue (1 = “not true at all” to 7 = “very much true”). This item 

will be hereafter referred to as PSP Expertise. 

Then, participants provided information about the extent to which they received 

the four types of support (instrumental, informational, emotional, companionship) from 

the selected PSP during the support episode (Support Provided). Participants were asked 

to rate on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “not at all” to 7 = “very much”) the extent to which 

the support provider did the following things during the support episode: “do something 

to help you get the problem solved” (instrumental support); “comfort or reassure you” 

(emotional support); “give you information or expertise” (informational support); and 

“help you take your mind off of things” (companionship support).  

Participants also were asked questions about some of the consequences of the 

support episode with that PSP. They rated the extent to which the support episode 

contributed to Emotion Change on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “I felt worse” to 7 = “I felt 

better), to what extent the support episode aided in Issue Resolution on a 7-point Likert 

scale (1 = “not at all” to 7 = “very much”), to what extent the participant felt Regret 

Seeking Support about seeking support from that PSP on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “no 

regrets” to 7 = “extreme regret) and how the support episode contributed to a Change in 
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Relationship with PSP on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “bad for relationship” to 7 = “good 

for relationship”). Additional items about the support episode were also asked and can be 

seen in Appendix I.  

Hypothetical support-seeking variables. In order to ensure that all daily surveys 

remained about the same length for each participant regardless of how many PSPs were 

sought for a given issue, participants were asked about hypothetical support episodes, as 

well. If the participant did not seek support from four PSPs for a given issue, hypothetical 

support episodes (with randomly-generated non-selected PSPs) were created so the total 

number of actual and hypothetical support episodes was four. For example, if a 

participant sought support from PSP 1 and PSP 3, then the survey would randomly 

choose two other PSPs (let’s say PSP 5 and PSP 10) from the non-selected PSPs to 

consider in hypothetical scenarios. That participant would be asked the aforementioned 

questions about their experience seeking support from PSP 1 and PSP3 and would then 

be asked to “imagine an alternate reality in which you DID seek [PSP 5/PSP 10] for 

support for this issue. What do you think would have happened if you had sought and 

reached this person for support?” The questions asked in the hypothetical scenarios were 

identical to the questions elaborated on above with additional language to infer 

hypothetical situations. For instance, instead of asking “Overall, how effective was the 

support provided by this person for this issue?” participants would be asked “Overall, 

how effective would the support provided by this person have been for this issue?” 
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RESULTS 

Data Structure 

In this study, data collected exists at various levels: participant, PSP, day, issue, 

episode, and selection-decision level. The PSP-level is cross-classified with the day, 

issue, and episode levels of the data set. Please see Figure 1 for an example of the data 

matrix and see Figure 2 (or Appendix J) for a visual display of the multi-level structure of 

the data along with variables of interest collected at each level of the data. 

Each participant in the study provided support-seeking data for 3-12 days for two 

issues per day. For each issue, participants entered into a certain number of support-

seeking episodes (about two per issue) in which they held support goals prior to seeking, 

made a decision about who to seek support from, experienced the support-seeking 

episode with the PSP they chose as well as the resulting outcomes. From this, the lowest 

level of the data is the selection-decision level and the variable of interest measured at 

this level is participants’ 0/1 selection decisions (did the participant seek a particular PSP 

for a given support-seeking episode).  

At the support-seeking episode level of the data, the major variables of interest are 

participants’ Support Goals before the support episode (for the four types of support) as 

well as the support episode outcomes (Support Provided, Emotion Change, Issue 

Resolution, Relationship Change with PSP, and Regret Support-Seeking). At the issue 

level, the variable germane to our analyses is Issue Severity. At the day level, the variable 

of interest is the ordinal variable capturing “day in the study.”
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Figure 2. Data matrix. For each day in the study, participants have up to 128 lines of data, 16 lines for each support-seeking episode 

(up to 4) per issue, with two issues reported on per day. Each set of 16 lines indicate the participant’s selection decision (0/1) for each 

of the 15 PSPs plus an optional 16th PSP per episode of support-seeking. When there is a 1 in the “PSP Selection Decision” column, 

there are also ratings for the support episodes’ variables (including Support Goals, Support Provided by PSP, and support episode 

outcomes). Additionally, the data set contained PSP ratings, issue ratings, and day ratings. 

Participant ID 
Participant 

Variables 
Day 

Day 

Variables 
Issue 

Issue 

Variables 

Support 

Episode 

Support 

Episode 

Variables 

PSP ID 
PSP Selection 

Decision 

PSP 

Variables 

1 5 1  3 1 3 1  1 1 0/1 5 

1 5 1  3 1 3 1  1 2  6 

1 5 1  3 1 3 1  1 3  4 

1 5 1  3 1 3 1  1 
↓               

16 
 5 

1 5 1  3 1 3 2  5 1 0/1 5 

1 5 1  3 1 3 2  5 2  6 

1 5 1  3 1 3 2  5 3  4 

1 5 1  3 1 3 
↓               

4 
 5 

↓               

16 
 5 

1 5 1  3 2 6 1  4 1 0/1 5 

1 5 1  3 2 6 1  4 2  6 

1 5 1  3 2 6 1  4 3  4 

1 5 1  3 2 6 1  4 
↓               

16 
 5 

1 5 1  3 2 6 2  2 1 0/1 5 

1 5 1  3 2 6 2  2 2  6 

1 5 1  3 2 6 2  2 3  4 

1 5 1  3 2 6 
↓               

4 
 2 

↓               

16 
 5 

↓                        

120   

↓               

12               
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• PSP expected support 

value (4 types) 

At the PSP level, variables relevant to our analyses include PSP features of Expected 

Support Value for the four different kinds of support. At the participant level of the data, 

the variable of interest is Attachment Avoidance.  

The selection-decision level is nested within participant by time and by supporter. 

When looking at the right side of Figure 2, there is a nesting of selection decision within 

participant, within day, within issue, and within episode. When looking at the left side of 

Figure 2, the selection-decision level is nested within participant and within PSP. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Visual representation of data structure. Each level of data has variables listed 

next to it collected at that level of data. 
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episode 
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during episode (4 types) 

• Support episode outcomes 
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Analytic Plan 

As described in Pinheiro and Bates (2000), model comparisons were run to 

determine which grouping variables were significant in this dataset and should be 

included as random intercepts. These comparisons revealed that the grouping variables 

participant and PSP both added significantly to the model. However, issue, and day 

intercepts were not found to add significantly to the model that already contained 

intercepts for participants and PSPs and so were not included. An episode-level random 

intercept was not necessary, since participants could only seek one PSP per episode of 

support seeking, so there would be no variability in the frequency of 0s and 1s for 

selection-decision for each episode of support-seeking.  

Models were estimated in the statistical program R using the ‘lme4’ package 

(Bates, Maechler, Bolker, & Steven, 2014) which is able to handle cross-classified data 

structures. Prior to analysis, all continuous predictor variables (e.g., Expectations of PSP 

Support Value, Episode Support Goals) were participant-centered and standardized 

across support-seeking episodes except for Avoidant Attachment, which was grand-mean 

centered and standardized. Additionally, all sets of models were run separately for the 

four types of support (instrumental, informational, emotional, and companionship) and in 

a combined model with all predictors entered simultaneously to ascertain the unique 

effect of each type of support over and above the other types. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics of all variables of interest can be seen in Table 1 and 

Appendix K. Of particular note is that the PSP Expected Support Values do not seem to 

correlate with each other in the expected way. Typically, instrumental and informational 
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support is considered “problem-focused support” while emotional and companionship 

support is considered “emotion-focused support” and are usually correlated with each 

other along that pattern. However, PSP Expected Instrumental Support Value is more 

highly correlated with PSP Expected Companionship Support Value than either of them 

are to their “problem-focused” and “emotion-focused” counterparts. The same pattern 

exists between PSP Expected Emotional Support Value and PSP Expected Informational 

Support Value.  

 

Table 1. 

Means and standard deviations of variables of interest 

 
 Variable of Interest              M SDbetween MSDwithin  
  

      Avoidant Attachment (1-4) 2.15  0.71 — 

        Issue Severity (1 – 7) 4.20 1.44 1.08 

  Intake Ratings of PSP Support Value (1-7) 

 Instrumental 5.32 1.56 1.43 

 Informational 5.38 1.40 1.13 

 Emotional 5.39 1.42 1.20 

 Companionship 5.04 1.92 1.75 

  Episode Support Goals (1-7) 

 Instrumental 5.20 1.53 1.06 

 Informational 4.98 1.62 1.14 

 Emotional 5.23 1.52 1.07 

 Companionship 4.87 1.67 1.19 

  Support Provided by PSP (1-7) 

 Instrumental 4.90 1.73 1.32 

 Informational 4.95 1.70 1.29 

 Emotional 5.14 1.57 1.23 

 Companionship 4.85 1.74 1.30 

  Support Episode Outcomes (1-7) 

 Emotion Change 5.56 1.10 .93 

 Issue Resolution 4.95 1.51 1.19 

        Regret Seeking Support 1.91 1.58 1.12 

                   Change in Relationship w/PSP 5.32 1.28 .99 
 

Note: Avoidant Attachment is from the participant-level of the dataset; Issue Severity is from the 

issue-level; Intake Ratings of PSP Support Value are from the PSP level; and Episode Support 

Goals, Support Provided by PSP, and Support Episode Outcomes are from the episode-level. In 

addition to the raw means (M), standard deviation between participants (SDbetween) as well as the 

mean standard deviation within participants (MSDwithin) for each variable were also calculated. 
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Hypothesis 1: Goal Matching in Support Outcomes 

I hypothesized that a match between support goals and support provided by PSP 

for the four support types would yield better support episode outcomes. In order to assess 

this, I ran linear multilevel models in which the support episode outcome variables 

(Emotion Change, Issue Resolution, Regret Seeking Support, and Change in Relationship 

with PSP) were regressed on Support Goals and Support Provided by PSP as well as the 

interaction between the two. All analyses controlled for Issue Severity, Participant 

Gender, PSP Gender, ordinal Day in Study, and Relationship Length with PSP.  

The coefficient of the interaction term was interpreted as the strength of the 

“match” between Support Goals and Support Provided such that positive values suggest 

the match positively predicted that support episode outcome and negative values suggest 

the match negatively predicted that support episode outcome. Thus, I hypothesize that 

there will be 32 significant interaction terms (four types of types of support matching by 

four outcomes by both separate and combined models). For example, I expect that 

receiving emotional support will make participants feel better when they report wanting 

emotional support. For significant interactions (representing matching), simple slopes 

analyses were conducted. The coefficients for the main effects of participant support 

goals, support provided, and the interaction of the two predicting support episode 

outcomes can be seen in Table 2 and the simple effects analyses can be seen in Table 3. 

As shown in Tables 2 and 3, there does seem to be support for Hypothesis 1. Out 

of our 32 predicted interactions, 22 of the interaction terms were statistically significant 

and two of them were marginally significant. An informational, emotional, and 

companionship match all predicted feeling better, feeling like the issue was more 
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resolved, feeling less regret about seeking support, and feeling better about their 

relationship with their PSP. In a few instances, this pattern did not emerge: an 

informational match did not predict Issue Resolution in the combined model and 

companionship support did not predict Change in Relationship with PSP in the combined 

model. An instrumental match seemed to be the weakest predictor of support episode 

outcomes where it only significantly predicted less feelings of regret about seeking 

support and marginally predicted a positive change in the relationship with PSP. 

However, neither of these effects remained when entered simultaneously with all other 

predictors. 

Taken together, these results indicate that there does seem to be moderately strong 

evidence for the effect of goal matching on support episode outcomes. However, it seems 

that Support Provided almost always significantly predicts the outcomes in the expected 

direction, but the simple slopes analyses (see Table 3) revealed that this relationship gets 

even stronger to the extent to which one endorses the compatible Support Goal. 

Interestingly, there is no evidence that this patterns is reversed such that receiving less 

support than is desired does not seem to predict negative support episode outcomes. 

Hypothesis 2: Goal Matching in Supporter Selection 

Another research question was whether a match between participants’ support 

goals and their expectations of their PSPs’ willingness and ability to provide the four 

types of support would predict supporter selection. In order to assess this, I ran logistic 

multilevel models in which individual supporter selection decisions (0/1) were regressed 

on the main effects and interaction between Support Goals and PSP Expected Support 
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Table 2. 

Matching support goals and support provided by PSP predicting support episode outcomes. 

    Change in Relationship 

 Emotion Change Issue Resolution Regret of Seeking PSP with PSP 

 

 Separate Combined Separate Combined Separate Combined Separate Combined 

 

Instrumental 

 Instrumental Goal .12*** -.02 .10*** .10*** -.04 -.04 .12*** .12*** 

 Instrumental Support .46*** .30*** .86*** .66*** -.07+ -.04 .34*** .19*** 

 Instrumental Goal* Support .03 .01 .03 .05 -.14** -.05 .04+ .01 

Informational 

 Informational Goal .05* -.02 .02 -.069 -.04 -.02 -.01 -.09* 

 Instrumental Support .46*** .13*** .75*** .33*** -.03 -.07* .39*** .12** 

 Informational Goal* Support .12*** .04+ .10*** .03 -.12*** -.07* .12*** .06* 

Emotional 

 Emotional Goal .04+ .06* -.05 .02 -.03 -.01 .06+ .04 

 Emotional Support .48*** .27*** .46*** .10* -.10** -.09** .47*** .29*** 

 Emotional Goal* Support .15*** .08*** .06* .06* -.12*** -.06* .12*** .07* 

Companionship 

 Companionship Goal -.03 -.05+ -.12** -.07+ .01 .03 .05 .04 

 Companionship Support .36*** .11*** .39*** .06+ -.06+ -.02 .37*** .16*** 

 Companion Goal* Support .15*** .05* .18*** .09** -.13*** -.08* .10** .02 

 

 

***p < .001     ** p < .01     *p < .05     +p < .10 

Note:  Values represent the unstandardized coefficients from linear multilevel models predicting the support-seeking episode outcomes from 

participants’ support goals, support provided by PSP, and the interaction of the two.  The models labeled “Separate” were run with each 

of outcomes’ predictors individually by support type while the models labeled “Combined” were run with all predictors simultaneously.
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Table 3. 

 

Simple effects of support provided by PSP on support-seeking episode outcomes at low and high 

support goals. 

 

 Instrumental Informational Emotional Companionship 

Emotion Change     

   Low Support Goal .43*** .34*** .33*** .22*** 

   High Support Goal .49*** .57*** .62*** .51*** 

Issue Resolution 

   Low Support Goal .83*** .66*** .41*** .21*** 

   High Support Goal .89*** .85*** .52*** .57*** 

Regret Seeking PSP     

   Low Support Goal .09* .07+ .03 .07+ 

   High Support Goal -.14** -.21*** -.23*** -.20*** 

PSP Relationship Change 

   Low Support Goal .30*** .27*** .35*** .27*** 

   High Support Goal .37*** .51*** .59*** .47*** 

 

***p < .001  **p < .01  *p < .05  +p < .10 

 

Note: Values represent the coefficients for the simple effects of Support Provided by PSP per 

support-seeking episode on the four support episode outcomes at both low and high levels of 

experienced Support Goals. The italicized coefficients signify that the Support Goal/Support 

Provided matching interaction was nonsignificant. 

 

 

 

Value (for the four types of support). All analyses controlled for Issue Severity, 

Participant Gender, PSP Gender, ordinal Day in Study, and Relationship Length with 

PSP. 

The coefficient of the interaction term was interpreted as the strength of the 

“match” between Support Goals and PSP Expected Support Value such that positive 

values suggest the match positively predicted PSP selection negative values suggest the 
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match negatively predicted PSP selection. Thus, I predict that there will be 8 significant 

interaction terms (four types of support in both separate and combined models). For 

example, I expect that someone that wants emotional support will be more likely to seek 

support from a PSP in their network that they expect to provide them with emotional 

support. Furthermore, simple slopes analyses were conducted for significant interactions 

(representing goal matching). The coefficients for the main effects of Support Goals, PSP 

Expected Support Value, and the interaction of the two predicting supporter selection can 

be seen in Table 4 and the simple slopes analyses can be seen in Table 5. 

As shown in Tables 4 and 5, there does seem to be some support for Hypothesis 2. 

Out of our eight predicted interactions, five of the interaction terms were statistically 

significant and 1 of them was marginally significant. An instrumental, emotional, and 

companionship match all predicted supporter selection in both the individual and 

combined models; however; a companionship match was only marginally significant in 

the combined model. Informational goal matching did not seem to predict supporter 

selection, but did negatively predict supporter selection in the combined model. This is 

perhaps due to presence of many multi-collinear interaction terms in the same model.  

Taken together, these results indicate that individuals do seem to engage in goal 

matching during supporter selection for all support types other than informational 

support. The simple slope analyses in Table 5 reveal that in general, Expectations of PSP 

Support Value nearly always significantly predicts supporter selection, but this 

relationship gets even stronger to the extent to which one endorses the compatible 

Support Goal.  
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Table 4. 

 

Matching expectations of PSP Support Value and support goals predicting supporter selection. 

 

 Separate  Combined  

Instrumental 

   Instrumental Support Value -.04 -.04   

   Instrumental Support Value .45*** .05   

   Instrumental Goal*Value .11* .09* 

Informational 

   Informational Support Value .003 .05 

   Informational Support Value .44*** .18*** 

   Informational Goal*Value -.02 -.07+ 

Emotional 

   Emotional Goal .01 .01 

   Emotional Support Value .46*** .20*** 

   Emotional Goal*Value .16*** .14*** 

Companionship 

   Companionship Goal .002 .01 

   Companionship Support Value .52*** .40*** 

   Companionship Goal*Value .08* .05+ 

 

***p < .001  **p < .01  *p < .05  +p < .10 

 

Note: Values represent the unstandardized coefficients form logistic multilevel models predicting 

PSP selection from participants’ support goals, expectations of PSP support value, and the 

interaction of the two. The models labeled “Separate” were run with each for of support’s 

predictors individually while the models labeled “Combined” were run with all predictors 

simultaneously. 

 

 

Hypothesis 3: Potential Moderators of Goal Matching in Supporter Selection 

Another research question of interest was whether there were any characteristics 

of the person or the issue that moderated the effect of goal matching in supporter 

selection. In order to assess this, I ran the same models described above in Hypothesis 2 
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Table 5. 

 

Simple effects of PSP expected support value on supporter selection at low and high support 

goals. 

 

    Instrumental Informational Emotional Companionship  

 

Low Support Goal .34*** .45*** .30*** .46*** 

High Support Goal .56*** .42*** .61*** .62*** 

 

***p < .001 

 

Note: Values represent the unstandardized coefficients for the simple effects of PSP Expected 

Support Value on supporter selection at both low and high levels of experienced Support Goals. 

The italicized coefficients signify that the Support Goal//PSP Expected Support Value matching 

interaction was nonsignificant. 

 

 

 

with the addition of two moderators tested separately (Issue Severity and Attachment 

Avoidance). 

 

The coefficient of the interaction term was interpreted as the strength of the 

moderation of goal matching in supporter selection such that positive values suggest the 

moderator positively predicted the use of goal matching in supporter selection and 

negative values suggest the moderator negatively predicted the use of goal matching in 

supporter selection. The coefficients for the main effects of Support Goals, PSP Expected 

Support Values, and the moderator variable (Issue Severity or Attachment Avoidance), 

and the two-way and three-way interactions of the three predicting supporter selection 

can be seen in Table 6 (Issue Severity) and Table 7 (Attachment Avoidance) below. For 

significant three-way interactions, simple slopes analyses were conducted.  

As shown in Tables 6 and 7, there was little evidence for Hypothesis 3. 

Attachment avoidance did not moderate the effect of goal matching on supporter  
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Table 6. 

Issue Severity as moderator of matching expectations of PSP support quality and support goals predicting 

supporter selection. 

 

 Separate  Combined 

Instrumental 

   Issue Severity -.004 -.01 

   Instrumental Goal -.04 -.04 

   Instrumental Support Value .44*** .05 

   Goal*Severity -.01 .001 

   Goal*Value .10** .09* 

   Severity*Value .08* .06 

   Severity*Goal*Value .02 -.02 

Informational 

   Issue Severity -.001 -.01 

   Informational Goal .003 .01 

   Informational Support Value .41*** .14*** 

   Goal*Severity -.01 .003 

   Goal*Value -.005 -.07* 

   Severity*Value .06+ .04 

   Severity*Goal*Value .02 .02 

Emotional 

   Issue Severity -.01 -.01 

   Emotional Goal .01 .003 

   Emotional Support Value .41*** .16*** 

   Goal*Severity -.02 -.02 

   Goal*Value .16** .14*** 

   Severity*Value .07+ .03 

   Severity*Goal*Value .08* .07* 

Companionship 

   Issue Severity .01 .01 

   Companionship Goal -.04 -.04 

   Companionship Support Value .43*** .05 

   Goal*Severity .004 .01 

   Goal*Value .11** .09* 

   Severity*Value -.01 -.03 

   Severity*Goal*Value -.03 -.03 

 

***p < .001  **p < .01  *p < .05  +p < .10 

 

Note: Values represent the coefficients form logistic multilevel models predicting PSP selection 

from participants’ support goals, expectations of PSP support value, issue severity and the two-

way and three-way interactions of these three. The models labeled “Separate” were run with each 

four types of support’s predictors individually while the model labeled “Combined” were run 

with all predictors entered simultaneously.  
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Table 7. 

 

Attachment Avoidance as moderator of matching expectations of PSP support quality and support goals 

predicting supporter selection. 

 

 Separate  Combined 

Instrumental 

   Attachment Avoidance .01 .01 

   Instrumental Goal -.04 -.04 

   Instrumental Support Value .43*** .05 

   Goal*Avoidance .004 .01 

   Goal*Value .11** .09* 

   Avoidance*Value -.01 -.03 

   Avoidance*Goal*Value -.03 -.03 

Informational 

   Attachment Avoidance .01 .01 

   Informational Goal .01 .01 

   Informational Support Value .40*** .14*** 

   Goal*Avoidance .01 .003 

   Goal*Value -.01 -.07* 

   Avoidance*Value -.02 -.02 

   Avoidance*Goal*Value .01 .01 

Emotional 

   Attachment Avoidance -.01 .01 

   Emotional Goal .01 -.002 

   Emotional Support Value .43*** .18*** 

   Goal*Avoidance -.01 -.02 

   Goal*Value .15*** .13*** 

   Avoidance*Value .04 .10* 

   Avoidance*Goal*Value -.01 -.01 

Companionship 

   Attachment Avoidance .02 .01 

   Companionship Goal .001 .01 

   Companionship Support Value .53*** .37*** 

   Goal*Avoidance .001 .003 

   Goal*Value .08* .04 

   Avoidance*Value -.04 -.04 

   Avoidance*Goal*Value .001 -.01 

 

***p < .001  **p < .01  *p < .05  +p < .10 

 

Note: Values represent the coefficients form logistic multilevel models predicting PSP selection 

from participants’ support goals, expectations of PSP support value, attachment avoidance and 

the two-way and three-way interactions of these three. The models labeled “Separate” were run 

with each four types of support’s predictors individually while the model labeled “Combined” 

were run with all predictors entered simultaneously. 
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selection for any of the support types in the separate or combined models. Issue severity 

did not moderate the effect of instrumental, informational, or companionship goal 

matching on supporter selection in any of the models. However, issue severity did 

moderate the relationship between emotional goal matching and supporter selection. At 

lower issue severity, the simple effect of the interaction (match) of Emotional Support 

Goal and PSP Expected Emotional Support Value was marginally significant, b = .082, z 

= 1.95, p = .051. At higher issue severity, the simple effect of the interaction (match) of 

Emotional Support Goal and PSP Expected Emotional Support Value grew much 

stronger, b = .238, z = 4.93, p <.001.  

Research Question 1 

Exploratory analyses were conducted to ascertain if there were non-goal matching 

predictors of supporter selection and determine the relative effect size of these predictors 

compared to that of goal matching in supporter selection. In order to assess this, I ran 

logistic multilevel models in which individual supporter selection decisions (0/1) were 

regressed on the main effects of PSP Closeness and PSP Frequency.  

Both PSP features are significant predictors of supporter selection: PSP 

Closeness, b = .54, z = 16.01, p < .001 and PSP Frequency, b = .76, z = 21.73, p < .001. 

Of particular note, PSP Frequency is a stronger predictor of supporter selection than PSP 

Closeness. Next, I added both PSP features to the significant interaction models from 

Hypothesis 2. Interestingly, for both the instrumental support goal matching, b = .09, z = 

2.29, p = .022, and emotional support goal matching models, b = .14, z = 4.20, p < .001, 

adding additional PSP features to the model did not affect the significance of the 

interaction term. However, for companionship support goal matching, the inclusion of 
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PSP features did weaken the interaction term enough to become nonsignificant, b = .06, z 

= 1.49, p = .14.  

I then examined the simple effects of PSP Expected Support Value and PSP 

Closeness and PSP Frequency at a high Support Goal to ascertain the relative effect size 

of these elements in predicting supporter selection. At a higher instrumental support goal, 

the simple effect of PSP Instrumental Support Value was significant, b = .10, z = 2.60, p 

= .010, while the simple effect of PSP Closeness was much stronger, b = .33, z = 9.10, p 

< .001, and the simple effect of PSP Frequency was the strongest, b = .74, z = 21.43, p < 

.001. A similar pattern emerged for emotional support. At a higher emotional support 

goal, the simple effect of PSP Instrumental Support Value was significant, b = .14, z = 

4.20, p <.001, while the simple effect of PSP Closeness was much stronger, b = .31, z = 

7.75, p < .001, and the simple effect of PSP Frequency was the strongest, b = .77, z = 

22.13, p < .001. 
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DISCUSSION 

In a 12-day longitudinal study of individuals’ support-seeking processes, the 

present study sought to answer some questions posited in Barbee and Cunningham’s 

Sensitive Interaction Systems Theory (SIST; 1995) in order to gain a more 

comprehensive understanding of social support processes, particularly regarding the use 

of goal matching in supporter selection and the outcomes of support episodes. I 

hypothesized that (a) individuals experience more positive outcomes when they receive 

support consistent with their support goals, (b) individuals use goal matching principles 

when choosing who to seek support from in the face of a distressing event and (c) this 

effect would be moderated by attachment avoidance and/or issue severity. Optimal 

matching theory holds that support recipients experience better outcomes to the extent to 

which the support they receive matches the type and amount of support they desire 

(Cutrona, 1990). Expanding this logic to little-studied supporter selection processes, 

individuals concerned with receiving effective support may be motivated to intentionally 

seek support from PSPs that they expect to be to provide them with support that matches 

their salient support goals in order to increase the likelihood of reaping the benefits of a 

successful support episode. 

Goal Matching in Support Outcomes 

This study provided a way in which to comprehensively test the traditional 

optimal matching finding that receiving support consistent with the one’s goals will 

produce more positive support episode outcomes. Four support episode outcomes were 

examined: emotion change, issue resolution, regret seeking support, and change in 

relationship with PSP. The results yielded quite strong evidence to support goal matching 
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in social support outcomes. When participants reported experiencing a match between 

their support goals and the support provided to them for emotional, informational, 

companionship support, they tended to also report positive emotion change. When 

participants reported experiencing a match between their support goals and the support 

provided to them for emotional, informational, and companionship support, they tended 

to also report more issue resolution. Additionally, participants reported less regret of 

seeking support and greater improvement in their relationship with the PSP when 

experiencing a match between all four support goals and support provided.  

 These data replicated the goal matching in support outcomes posited by optimal 

matching theory using a more comprehensive representation of participants’ issues and 

potential support networks. This filled a methodological gap in the optimal matching and 

support gap literature left by studies that focused on only one or two issues, one or two 

support-providers, and/or one or two types of support.  

Goal Matching in Supporter Selection 

These data also yielded moderate evidence that matching support goals with PSP 

expected support value predicted supporter selection. Four types of support goals and 

expectations of PSP expected support value were examined: instrumental, emotional, 

informational, and companionship. For instrumental, emotional, and companionship 

support goal matching, a match between expectations of PSP expected support value and 

support goal did predict supporter selection. Notably, informational support goal 

matching yielded no such effect. 

One interesting element to consider is why there is no goal matching in supporter 

selection for informational support. In a recall study testing this same hypothesis, an 
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informational match was the only significant predictor of supporter selection (Francis & 

Kammrath, 2016), but may have been the result of a Type-I error. Because informational 

support gaps (both over-provision and under-provision) have been associated with the 

most negative outcomes (McLaren & High, 2015), it seems that support seekers 

endorsing informational support goals should carefully consider who to seek support 

from. Perhaps any potential matching for informational support occurs not at the global 

PSP level, but at a more issue-specific level such that individuals desiring informational 

support will differentially seek support from PSPs that they believe to have specific 

expertise related to their issue. This explanation may not fully encompass what may be 

happening, as I would make the same case for the issue-specific importance of 

instrumental support evaluations as well.  

Potential Moderators of Goal Matching in Supporter Selection 

This study also considered a couple potential moderators of goal matching in 

supporter selection. Two moderators were examined: attachment avoidance and issue 

severity. Individuals experiencing higher severity issues and individuals reporting higher 

levels of avoidant attachment may be particularly vulnerable to support gaps and thereby 

highly prioritize receiving effective support (i.e. ,support that matches their goals). Thus, 

I hypothesized that these individuals would engage in more goal matching in supporter 

selection to ensure their specific support goals were met by their selected PSP(s). 

 These data provided little support for attachment avoidance or issue severity 

moderating goal matching in supporter selection. No goal matching in their four types of 

support were moderated by attachment. Perhaps this effect was not captured in these data 

due to the relatively low average rate of reported attachment avoidance (M = 2.15, SD = 
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0.71). Instrumental, informational, and companionship goal matching was not moderated 

by issue severity. Interestingly, emotional support goal matching was moderated by issue 

severity. This could be attributed Type-I error due to the number of models run to answer 

this research question. Another possible explanation is that the stakes are higher for 

receiving effective support only for higher severity issues in which an individual desires 

emotional support comparatively to other types of support. 

Implications 

 Past studies of supporter selection have focused on support seekers’ tendencies to 

go to PSPs of certain roles when desiring certain types of support (Dahlin, Kelly, & 

Moen, 2008; Lee, Ruan, & Lai, 2005). However, these researchers could not do more 

than speculate why individuals favored some categories of supporters over others in 

different situations. The present study is an initial investigation into what role a support 

seeker, specifically his or her own support desires and expectations of those in his or her 

potential support network, plays in supporter selection decisions. These data did 

moderately support goal matching in supporter selection, despite the relatively small 

effect size. It provides evidence that when individuals endorse a particular support goal, 

the effect of the relative expectations of their PSPs ability to provide compatible support 

on seeking support from that PSP is strengthened.  

Although the present study provides moderate evidence for goal matching in 

supporter selection, it seems that PSP expected support value seemed to be highly 

predictive of supporter selection regardless of the participant’s endorsement of any 

particular support goal. The results show that individuals differentially select PSPs who 

they expect to be able to provide them with good support, and they especially do this 
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when they have a particular kind of support in mind that they want. Perhaps, PSP 

expected support value is a function of a individuals’ level of perceived social support 

such that the more they believe they have people in their lives they can seek support 

from, the higher they will rate those in their network’s PSP expected support value.  

An additional implication of this research can be seen in answering Research 

Question 1. The present study compared a goal matching perspective of supporter 

selection with a perspective focusing on aspects the relationship between the seeker and 

the PSP (namely, closeness and frequency of interaction; Kammrath, Armstrong, Francis, 

& McNab, 2017; Small, 2013). Although goal matching in supporter selection does not 

approach the level of predictive power that closeness and frequency of interaction do, it 

suggests that individuals who have a strong preference for the kind of support they want 

consider expectations of PSP support value in conjunction with how interpersonally close 

and accessible their PSPs are when engaging in supporter selection decisions. This kind 

of “bounded rationality” (Kahneman, 2003) is likely a way in which individuals can 

maximize the likelihood of receiving support matching their desires while also weighing 

the risks of exposing one’s vulnerability at needing support in the first place.  

Limitations 

 The present study was not without its limitations. Previous matching and support 

gaps studies typically use multi-item measures of support desires and support provision. 

For the sake of brevity and meaningful participant cooperation, the support goal, support 

provided, PSP expectation questions were single items for the four types of social 

support. Although single-item measures reduce reliability, it was necessary in the scope 

of the study. This is a common pattern of methodology in other support network research 
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(Lee, Ruan, & Lai, 2005; Small, 2013; Wellman & Wortley, 1990; Zell, McGrath, & 

Vance, 2014) as it is of great importance to collect information about every member in 

participants’ support networks. In order to do so, experimenters can only ask very brief, 

focused questions about each PSP and about each episode of support-seeking (as in the 

present study).  

 Even though I attempted to limit the number of questions asked in the daily 

surveys, there was still risk for participant fatigue, especially towards the end of the 12-

day study period – a common issue across any longitudinal data collection efforts. This is 

evident in 11 participants being excluded from the final sample due to not filling out any 

daily surveys at all, or not doing so in a meaningful way (e.g. clicking through the whole 

survey without answering questions or reporting on inappropriate or unintelligible daily 

issues).  

 Although steps were taken to minimize memory biases, anytime researchers use 

recall procedures, they must question how accurate participants’ memories reflect their 

actual experiences. Participants were asked to recall a two distressing events per day for 

which they sought support and to provide information about their support goals and 

support outcomes for every episode of support seeking they reported. That level of detail 

may not be possible to achieve when looking back on actions and emotions experienced 

from that day (Levine & Safer, 2002; Thomas & Diener, 1990). Additionally, since the 

survey design had participants indicate who they sought support from for an issue before 

asking them about the support goals they endorsed prior to each support episode, I may 

have unintentionally primed participants to rate their support goal as whatever support 

they remember that PSP providing them. As I believe that individuals may experience 
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different support goals prior to seeking different PSPs for the same issue, I could not ask 

participants to endorse support goals at the issue level. However, it would be worth 

conducting a replication of the present study with support goals measured at the issue 

level.  

An additional area of concern is that these data only reflect the issues for which 

participants actually sought support. Aspects of goal matching in support outcomes and 

supporter selection may predict not only who participants choose to seek support from 

but also whether they choose to seek support at all. If the study had also allowed 

participants to report on issues for which they did not seek support (allowing some issues 

to have zero supporters), perhaps the implications of endorsing support goals and the role 

that plays in supporter selection and the downstream outcomes would become clear.  

 The study was conducted with a sample of university undergraduate students 

which may cause issues with generalization of their support seeking processes to any 

other population. Previous research suggests that university students have fundamentally 

different potential support networks as well as engage in different support-seeking 

processes than do a more representative sample of adults (Kammrath, Armstrong, 

Francis, & McNab, 2017). Both the daily issues undergraduates face and the potential 

support networks they utilize are likely dissimilar from those of a broader community 

sample. As people grow up and get more experience in seeking support, they may also 

make supporter selection decisions differently or have less of a variety of PSPs to choose 

from when engaging in these decisions compared to an undergraduate population. If 

substantial age effects exist in supporter selection decisions, they are worth investigating 

in future studies. 
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 Lastly, although moderated regression is one of the most widely-used methods to 

measure matching and agreement, it may not entirely account for the support gap 

sensitivity across the various types of support, such that over- or under-provision of 

certain types of support may have differing consequences. Similarly, perhaps matching 

support goals to PSP expected support value have similar differences across support types 

and more sensitive analyses may be necessary to capture this (Shanock et al., 2010).  

Future Directions 

An interesting avenue of future research could be investigating features of the 

support seeker that predict using goal matching in supporter selection. Although 

attachment avoidance and issue severity did not moderate this effect, perhaps there are 

other moderators to consider. What personality dimensions could be associated with more 

or less effective supporter selection decisions and the prioritization of successful support 

episode outcomes? Previous research has provided some evidence to suggest that some 

aspects of personality (e.g., extraversion) could influence the number of supporters 

sought as well as the amount of support sought when dealing with a stressor (Connor-

Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). However, no personality moderators (other than attachment 

avoidance in the present study) have been empirically investigated in the context of 

making more or less effective supporter selection decisions. Perhaps dispositional need 

for control, emotional intelligence, and/or self-regulatory mode would be valuable 

moderators to consider in future investigations of goal matching in supporter selection. 

Another thing to consider is whether support seekers have more than one goal 

operating on their supporter selection decisions. For example, even though they may have 

an informational support goal that they expect only one person to be able to provide the 
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adequate support for, they may also have competing social affiliation goals that influence 

them to seek support from someone closer to them in order to maintain that specific 

relationship at the expense of maximizing support episode outcomes. 

An additional lingering question is whether supporter selection is an entirely 

conscious process. Because Hypothesis 2 was moderately supported, I believe that 

individuals are at least somewhat conscious of their support goals and their expectations 

of potential supporters in their network of options. If supporter selection occurred at an 

unconscious level of processing, the goal matching effects would not have been found in 

this study. That being said, it also seems reasonable that this process could be 

automatized for individuals who seek social support so frequently from the same PSPs 

that decision criteria to navigate between their choices occurs below direct consciousness.  

Another worthwhile research of future study would be examining the connection 

between goal matching in supporter selection and goal matching in support outcomes. 

Although the present study suggests that individuals purposefully seek support from PSPs 

they expect to fulfill their support goals and when an individuals’ support goals are 

fulfilled by the support provided by their PSP, I cannot infer that the expectations of PSP 

support value actually result in provision of matched support. Do support goal-matched 

selection decisions actually result in the provision of “effective” support and the ensuing 

positive outcomes? The receipt of social support often results in neutral and negative 

outcomes (Bolger et al., 2000; Burleson et al., 2005; Gleason et al., 2008; High & 

Steuber, 2014), so knowing how to make social support episodes more successful could 

have a substantial effect on the seeker’s mental health and well-being.  
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Conclusion 

The results of this study provided strong evidence for goal matching in support 

outcomes and moderate evidence for goal matching in supporter selection. People do 

report better support episode outcomes when they receive support consistent with that is 

desired. They further seem to use this positive feedback loop in supporter selection such 

that they purposefully seek support from PSPs they expect to help them fulfill their 

support goals, particularly when they have a strong preference for a certain kind of 

support. However, this goal matching in supporter selection does not quite exceed the 

effects of making supporter selection decisions based on closeness and frequency of 

interaction with the PSP.  These findings suggest that examining supporter selection 

decisions and the outcomes of these support-seeking episodes may be useful in enriching 

our understanding of support episode processes and provide avenues for future research. 
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APPENDIX A: Brief COPE 

 

Please rate how much you do the following things when you experience stress in your 

life. 

 

1= Not at all 

2 = A little bit 

3 = A medium amount 

4 = A lot  

 
When I experience stress in my life... 

 

• I do things on my own to distract myself from the situation* 

• I concentrate my efforts on doing something about the situation I'm in.  

• I say to myself "this isn't real." 

• I use alcohol or other drugs to make myself feel better.  

• I get emotional support from others.* 

• I give up trying to deal with it.  

• I take action to try to make the situation better.  

• I refuse to believe that it has happened.  

• I say things to let my unpleasant feelings escape.  

• I get advice from other people* 

• I get information and expertise from other people.* 

• I use alcohol or other drugs to help me get through it.  

• I try to see it in a different light, to make it seem more positive.  

• I criticize myself.  

• I try to come up with a strategy about what to do.  

• I get comfort and understanding from someone.* 

• I give up the attempt to cope.  

• I look for something good in what is happening.  

• I make jokes about it.  

• I do something by myself to think about it less, such as watching TV, reading, 

daydreaming, and sleeping.* 

• I accept the reality of the fact that it has happened.  

• I express my negative feelings.  

• I try to find comfort in my religion or spiritual beliefs.  

• I try to get advice or help from other people about what to do.  

• I learn to live with it.  

• I think hard about what steps to take.  

• I blame myself for things that happened.  

• I pray or meditate.  

• I make fun of the situation. 

• I distract myself by spending time with other people doing activities (e.g. 

shopping, going to the movies, or going out to eat).* 
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• I do things with other people to take my mind off of the situation.* 

• I get practical help from others, such as favors or assistance.* 

• I seek tangible help from others.* 

 

**Note: The items marked with a “*” are items added by the author in order to 

incorporate the four types of social support as possible coping strategies (emotional, 

instrumental, informational, and companionship), as the original measure did not do so. 
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APPENDIX B: PAM 

 

Please rate you agreement with the following statements. 

 

1 = not at all like me 

2 

3 

4 = very much like me 

 

• I tend to get upset, anxious, or angry if other people are not there when I need 

them. 

• I prefer not to let other people know my ‘true’ thoughts and feelings. 

• I worry that key people in my life won’t be around in the future. 

• I find it easy to depend on other people for support with problems or difficult 

situations. 

• I ask other people to reassure me that they care about me. 

• I usually discuss my problems and concerns with other people. 

• If other people disapprove of something I do, I get very upset. 

• I find it difficult to accept help from other people when I have problems or 

difficulties. 

• I worry that if other people get to know me better, they won’t like me. 

• It helps to turn to other people when I’m stressed. 

• I worry a lot about my relationships with other people. 

• When I’m feeling stressed, I prefer being on my own to being in the company of 

other people. 

• I worry that if I displease other people, they won’t want to know me anymore. 

• I try to cope with stressful situations on my own. 

• I worry about having to cope with problems and difficult situations on my own. 

• I feel uncomfortable when other people want to get to know me better. 
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APPENDIX C: Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 

 

Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself. Please 

indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement. 

 

1 = Strongly Disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Agree 

4 = Strongly Agree 

 

• On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 

• At times I think I am no good at all. 

• I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 

• I am able to do things as well as most other people. 

• I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 

• I certainly feel useless at times. 

• I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. 

• I wish I could have more respect for myself. 

• All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 

• I take a positive attitude toward myself. 
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APPENDIX D: Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) 

 

Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to you. Please rate the 

extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement. You should rate the extent to 

which the pair of traits applies to you, even if one characteristic applies more strongly 

than the other. 

 

1 = Disagree strongly 

2 = Disagree moderately 

3 = Disagree a little 

4 – Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Agree a little 

6 = Agree moderately 

7 = Agree strongly 

 

I see myself as: 

• Extraverted, enthusiastic. 

• Critical, quarrelsome. 

• Dependable, self-disciplined. 

• Anxious, easily upset. 

• Open to new experiences, complex. 

• Reserved, quiet. 

• Sympathetic, warm. 

• Disorganized, careless. 

• Calm, emotionally stable. 

• Conventional, uncreative. 
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APPENDIX E: Support Network Generator 

 

This survey will ask you to think about people in your life who you go to for support. 

  

Support seeking is any behavior in which you are seeking help or support from another 

person. Your need could be something tangible, such as a ride home from work, or 

something intangible, such as advice, comfort, or “someone to listen”. 

  

  

Here are some common types of support: 

Support Type Description Examples 

Emotional 
Receiving reassurance, love, 

validation 

Talking through a 

problem, 

Getting a pep talk 

  

Informational  Receiving information or advice 

Guidance/advice, 

Directions, 

A recommendation 

  

 

Instrumental 

    

Receiving direct assistance in 

solving a problem 

Favors, 

Assistance, 

Tangible help 

Social 

Distraction 

 

 

Receiving help taking your mind 

off of things 

 

  

Going out to eat or 

drink,  

Going to a movie 

Going shopping 

  

  

Please think of 15 people in your life from whom you have sought support from 

recently, according to the definition of support-seeking above.  

 

Please do not include spiritual deities (such as God) or pets as supporters. 
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Some common types of supporters are listed in the box below. 

  

    

Domain Examples 

Peers 
Romantic partners, close friends, casual acquaintances, 

classmates 

Family Parents, siblings, extended family members 

Living Space Roommates, neighbors 

Advisor 
Professors, TAs, tutors, RAs, counselors, doctors, spiritual 

advisors 

Work Co-workers, bosses, etc. 

Organizations Greek, sports, clubs, church, etc. 

  

We are going to ask you to list at least 15 people in your life from whom you commonly 

seek support (instrumental, emotional, informational, or social distraction) from. Please 

provide initials and a "moniker" for each person. 
  

For example, you might write:  "J.K., my mother". 

  

(If you have trouble generating 15 people, please keep thinking. It is important for the 

study that you come up with at least 15 people.) 
 

1. ______________________________ 

2. ______________________________ 

3. ______________________________ 

4. ______________________________ 

5. ______________________________ 

6. ______________________________ 

7. ______________________________ 

8. ______________________________ 

9. ______________________________ 

10. ______________________________ 

11. ______________________________ 

12. ______________________________ 

13. ______________________________ 

14. ______________________________ 

15. ______________________________ 
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APPENDIX F: PSP Variables 

 

We are going to you a couple questions about your relationship with “PSP 1” 

• What is the gender of this person? 

o Male 

o Female 

• How long have you known this person 

o Enter number in box and indicate whether the number is in months or 

years. 

• Describe this person’s role in your life (free response) 

• What type of relationship do you have with this person? 

o Romantic partner 

o A best friend 

o A friend 

o Parent 

o A sibling 

o Parent-in-law 

o Sibling-in-law 

o Child 

o Co-worker 

o Neighbor 

o Community member (church, clubs, child’s school, etc.) 

o Advisor (doctor, therapist, counselor, spiritual advisor, etc.) 

o Other 

• In your opinion, how close are you to this person? 

o 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely) 

• How frequently do you interact with this person? 

o 1 = once a month or less 

o 2 = twice a month 

o 3 = three times a month 

o 4 = once a week 

o 5 = two or three times a week 

o 6 = four or five times a week 

o 7 = at least once a day 

• What has been the quality of this person’s support to you in the past overall? 

o 1 = very poor 

o 2 = poor 

o 3 = average 

o 4 = good 

o 5 = excellent 
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• How willing would expect this person to be to offer you the following types of 

support? (1 = very reluctant to 4 = neutral to 7 = very willing) 

o Emotional support (e.g. comfort, reassurance) 

o Informational support (e.g. advice, expertise) 

o Instrumental support (e.g. assistance, favors) 

o Social distraction support (e.g. going out to eat or drink, going shopping) 

• If this person did offer the following types of support, what quality would you 

expect? (1 = very poor to 4 = average to 7 = excellent) 

o Emotional support (e.g. comfort, reassurance) 

o Informational support (e.g. advice, expertise) 

o Instrumental support (e.g. assistance, favors) 

o Social distraction support (e.g. going out to eat or drink, going shopping) 

• When you seek support from someone, approximately what percentage of the 

time is it this person that you approach? 

o Slider bars from 0 to 100 percent. 

 

 

 

**Note: Participants answered these questions for all 15 PSPs listed. 
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APPENDIX G: Global Daily Psychological States 

• To what extent did you feel good today? 

o Not good to Very good (slider bar) 

• To what extent did you feel bad today? 

o Not bad to Very bad (slider bar) 

• Daily feelings of issue resolutions 

o Today, it feels like yesterday’s problems have bene largely resolved. 

▪ 1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree 

• Daily feelings of attachment insecurity and psychological needs states 

o Today, I feel that I have people in my life that care about me. 

o Today, I feel like I am free to decide for myself how to live my life. 

o Today, I feel very competent. 

o Today, I feel anxious about rejection or abandonment. 

o Today, I feel like avoiding intimacy. 

o Today, it feels like support is available to me when I need it. 

▪ 1 = Strong disagree to 7 = Strongly agree 
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APPENDIX H: Daily Issue Variables 

 

• How long ago did this issue arise? If it is an ongoing issue, identify the time today 

that it came up for you. 

o Text box for a number, radio buttons to indicate minutes or hours 

• How good and/or bad did the issue make you feel (at first)? 

o How bad did you feel? 

▪ 1 = Not bad to 7 = Very bad 

o How good did you feel? 

▪ 1 = Not good to 7 = Very good 

• How severe was this issue 

o 1 = Not at all to 7 = Extremely 

• How urgent did you feel about finding a way to reduce your negative emotions 

after the issue arose? 

o 1 = Not at all to 7 = Extremely 

• How good did the support have to be for this issue? 

o 1 = Not at all good to 7 = Extremely good 

• At the time you needed support, how many people could have helped you? 

o Only 1 person 

o A couple people 

o A few people 

o Several people 

o Many people 

o Anyone 

• Who did you seek support from for this issue? [checkboxes] 

o [PSP 1] 

o [PSP 2] 

o [PSP 3] 

o [PSP 4] 

o [PSP 5] 

o [PSP 6] 

o [PSP 7] 

o [PSP 8] 

o [PSP 9] 

o [PSP 10] 

o [PSP 11] 

o [PSP 12] 

o [PSP 13] 

o [PSP 14] 

o [PSP 15] 

o Other (If checked, textbox asking who) 
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APPENDIX I: Support Episode Variables 

 

• Rate your agreement with the following statements about your feelings right 

before you reached out to this person for support. 

o I was feeling like I wanted to do something to get the problem solved. 

o I was feeling like I wanted to feel comforted and reassured. 

o I was feeling like I wanted to get information and expertise. 

o I was feeling like I wanted to take my mind off of things. 

▪ 1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree 

• What medium of communication did you use to contact this person? 

o Text 

o Instant message 

o Email 

o Facebook 

o Phone 

o In person 

o Other 

• Was there anyone else involved or present during this interaction? 

o Yes or No 

• How easy was it to access this person for support? 

o 1 = Not at all easy to 7 = Extremely easy 

• How were you feeling right before you reached out to this person for support? 

o How bad were you feeling? 

▪ 1 = Not bad to 7 = Very bad 

o How good were you feeling? 

▪ 1 = Not good to 7 = Very good 

• How quickly were you able to reach this person for support? 

o 1 = Not at all quickly to 7 = Extremely quickly 

• How intentional were you about seeking support from this person? 

o 1 = The story just came out to 7 = I went to them specific to ask for 

support 

• Why did you seek support from this person? 

o I wanted help dealing with the issue 

o It’s part of our relationship that I talk to this person about issues like this. 

o It was a way of making conversation 

▪ 1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree 

• Did this person have any particular connection to this issue? 

o This person knew the full backstory to this issue. 

o This person had some specific knowledge, skills, or resources relevant to 

this particular issue. 

▪ 1 = Not at all true to 7 = Very much true 
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• Please think about the experience of seeking support from this person. 

o How much emotional support (e.g. comfort, reassurance) did you seek 

from this person? 

o How much informational support (e.g. advice, expertise) did you seek 

from this person? 

o How much instrumental support (e.g. favors, assistance) did you seek 

from this person? 

o How much social distraction support (e.g. doing activities together) did 

you seek from this person? 

▪ 1 = None to 7 = A lot 

• How direct were you in seeking support from this person? 

o 1 = Very indirect to 7 = Very direct 

• How comfortable did you feel talking to this person about your issue? 

o 1 = Not at all comfortable to 7 = Extremely comfortable 

• Overall, how effective was this person’s support in helping you deal with their 

issue? 

o 1 = Not at all effective to 7 = Extremely effective 

• What happened during your interaction with this person? 

o To what extent did this person do something to help you get the problem 

solved? 

o To what extent did this person comfort and reassure you? 

o To what extent did this person give you information and/or expertise? 

o To what extent did this person help you take your mind off of things? 

▪ 1 = Not at all to 7 = Very much 

• How did the experience of seeking-support from this person affect how you felt? 

o 1 = I felt worse to 7 = I felt better 

• To what extent did the support you received from this person help you resolve 

your issue? 

o 1 = Not at all to 7 = Very much 

• How do you feel that the experience of seeking support affected your relationship 

with this person?  

o 1 = Bad for relationship to 7 = Good for relationship 

• How do you feel about your decision to seek support from this person? 

o 1 = No regret to 7 = Extreme regret 



  

 
 

6
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APPENDIX J: Concentric Visual Representation of Data Structure 

 

 

Selection-Decision Level 

PSP Level 

Issue Level 

Participant Level 

Day Level 

Episode Level 
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APPENDIX K: Correlation Tables for Variables of Interest 

 

Correlation Table of PSP Expected Support Values for the Four Types of Support 

 

 1 2 3 4 

1. PSP Instrumental Value  1.00   .38** .35** .66** 

2. PSP Informational Value  .38** 1.00 .50** .41** 

3. PSP Emotional Value  .35** .50** 1.00 .38** 

4. PSP Companionship Value .66** .41** .38** 1.00 

**p < .01   

Note: The correlations above were calculated using the participant-centered variables. 

 

 

 

Correlation Table of Participant Support Goals across Episodes for the Four Types of Support 

 

 1 2 3 4 

1. PSP Instrumental Goal  1.00   .58*** .34*** .23*** 

2. PSP Informational Goal  .58*** 1.00 .47*** .35*** 

3. PSP Emotional Goal  .34*** .47*** 1.00 .58*** 

4. PSP Companionship Goal .23*** .35*** .58*** 1.00 

***p < .001 

Note: The correlations above were calculated using the participant-centered variables. 

 

 

 

 

Correlation Table of Support Provided by PSPs across Episodes for the Four Types of Support 

 

 1 2 3 4 

1. Instrumental Support Provided 1.00   .68*** .38*** .38*** 

2. Informational Support Provided .68*** 1.00 .52*** .44*** 

3. Emotional Support Provided .38*** .52*** 1.00 .62*** 

4. Companionship Support Provided .38*** .44*** .62***   1.00 

***p < .001 

Note: The correlations above were calculated using the participant-centered variables. 
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Correlation Table of Support-Seeking Episode Outcomes 

 

 1 2 3 4 

1. Emotion Change  1.00   .61*** -.21*** .63*** 

2. Issue Resolution  .61*** 1.00 -.06* .44*** 

3. Regret Seeking PSP  -.21*** -.06* 1.00 -.15*** 

4. Relationship Change with PSP .63*** .44*** -.15*** 1.00 

***p < .001 *p < .05 

Note: The correlations above were calculated using the participant-centered variables. 
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