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ABSTRACT

This dissertation is founded on the assumption that social support is a valuable
interpesonal resource that can vary in terms of its quality and efficacy for both support
providers and receiver$he goal of this study is t@btaina more comprehensive
understanding of the social support process by investigating the manner in which personal
relational and contextuajualities influence the production and reception of different
social support messages.

As a starting point, Chapter 1 defines some of the key concepts in this dissertation.
Namely, social support is introduced and reasons &ablshed for its continued study.
The remainder of this chapter discusses computstiated communication as a distinct
communication channel with implications for the study and process of social support.

Chapter 2 provides a more detailed conceptuadzatnd review of research on
social support with a concentration on verbal peisameredness. Verbal perscentered
(VPC) messages exist within a theoretical hierarchy that describes message features that
are likely to produce more or less beneficighgortive outcomeshis dissertation
concentrates on the three main levels of the VPC hierarchy: low pegatered, medium
personcentered, and highly persaentered messagésiven their pervasiveness in
published research, this chapter also exansegdifferences in the provision and
reception of social support messages.

In Chapter 3computermediated communication (CMC) is considered as a novel
channel for the enactment of comforting interactions. This chapter reviews the research
that has been odlucted related to social supportlineand makes predictions about how

social support is expected to unfahdCMC given the assumptions of several theories of



mediatednterpersonatommunication This chapter also describes a preference for online

soca | Il nteraction as an individual differenc
interpersonal CMC. Consistent with the research, theory, and variables reviewed to this

point, hypotheses specify the influence of personal, relational, and contextaales on
support providerso, receiverso6, and third
interactions.

Chapter 4 describes experimentlesigned to test the influence of several
moderating variabl es on peopiserbischagpterr cepti o
begins by describing the procedures, participants, and research design of this experiment.
This project involved randomly assigning male and female participants to dyads that
engaged in conversations about a personal stressor expetfwnwee of the participants.

One participant identified a personally distressing topic to talk about, and the other
participant was designated the support provider. Support providers were trained to provide
one of the three main levels of persmentered gpport. Participants then enacted a
conversatiorvia an online or facgéo-facechannel Research participants completed
Internetbased surveys before and after their interactions to measure a number of personal
qualities and perceptions of their converasi. Finally, this chapter summarizes the-self
reported and rated variables used to test the hypotheses proposed in Chapter 3.

The results of this study are described in Chapter 5. Results provide support for the
hyperpersonal perspective of mediatedraxtéon because participants were able to create
effective interactionsnline | also observed gender differences in message production and
reception. Men assigned to the highly persentered condition experienced the greatest

benefit from conducting #&ir supportive interactions online, such that they perceived



greater communicative efficacy producing comforting messages online thaio-face.
Incontrastapr ef erence for online social interact
perceptions ofupportive interactions.

Finally, Chapter 6 reviews the results presented in Chapter 5 and articulates the
implications of this study for theory ofverbal persoftenteredsocial support and the
continued study of social supportnmediated contextdimitations of this study and
benefits of using an experimental research design to study verbalqgergered social
support are also discussed. The chapter concludes by proposing some directions for future
researchn the study of social support across fagd¢ace and CMC communication

channels.
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CHAPTER ONE

Social support is a complex interpersonal communication phenomenon. Social
support episodes involve two or more participants whose actiogsitazal to an
interactiondés success. To begin, one perso
revealing his or her distress and requesting some form of support. A support provider must
unpack these statements and decide upon the best or mosheffieens of support
provision. In so doing, this person is charged with producing supportive messages that will
be interpreted as such by the support seeker. This task is complicated by the fact that social
support can take a variety of forms and refleceibe strategies. The support seeker must
then perceive, understand, and evaluate th
subjective evaluation that ultimately determines the success or failure of any given
supportive message. Moreover, eaale within a supportive interaction must be
competently completed to achieve success. Any error or lack of effort in any part of a
supportive conversation can derail the exchange and lead to increased negativity for both
the support provider and recipieiihe general aim of this dissertation is to clarify how
gual i ties of support providers, receivers,
experiences of social support interactions.

Consider the following interaction in which a person attemptse& support for
her daughtem-law and son who are suffering from pastumatic stress disorder.
Person 1: M son, has ptsd. [My daughter-law] is living with us, has a small baby and

he is cutting himself off from us all, she is out of her mind with

worry/frustration/desperation............



Person 2: Wedre so glad to see you. This i
support, and ideas to help you and your Marine. | am sorry that your son is having
such a difficult time.

Person 3I'm really sorry to hear about your son. | also have a baby on the way and have
been here off and on throughout my husband's marine career. It has been an
awesome source of information and place to go for support.

Person 4: | am a wife with a baby on the way. iMgband has been through two
depl oyments and have dealt with my own
There are always those who are in similar situations.

Person 5: Sending prayers her way. Deal ing
cannotbeeasyut with | ove and persistence and
through it. She may find comfort and advice from others who have gone through a
similar situation.

This interaction provides an instructive look into the issues associated with sugporti

interactions. Notably, each person in this exchange needed to work together to successfully

accomplish supportive goals. The support seeker stated her stressor in a way that she
thought was both approachable and effective. In response to this caldpfdur

different support providers attempted to produce what they thought was an appropriate or

effective message. Interestingly, there are notable differences among their contributions,

with participants variously addressing emotional concerns, steiabrk issues, self

esteem, situational similarities, or information surrounding the particular problem of post

traumatic stress disorder. Were these messages supportive in the eyes of the recipient? To

answer that question, we must consider a numbexctbrfs.



Lakey, Dr ew, and Sirl (1999) acknowl edg
objectively supportive persons or actions. What will be seen as supportive by some persons
wi || be seen as obnoxious by sdnhthereso ( p. 5
variability introduced by both ends of the social support process. People vary in their skill
as support providers, and several factors can influence the production of support messages
in a particular instance (Applegate & Delia, 1980; Bsole & Samter, 1985; Jones &
Guerrero, 2001) . On the receiverodés end, ev
messages are subject to interpretation in ways that influence evaluations of supportiveness
(Burleson, Holmstrom, & Gilstrap, 2005; Collins &dteey, 2000; Cutrona & Russell,

1990). Communication scholars need to look beyond isolated instances of message
production and reception and consider dyadic qualities when examining the success of
supportive interactions. To that end, this dissertationssaekore comprehensive
understanding of the social support process by investigating the manner in which personal
and relational qualities influence both the production and reception of different types of
social support messages.

A less obvious quality aupportive interactions is the medium for communication.

Most extant social support research examines how the process of social support unfolds in
faceto-face (FtF) settings. Yet, not all social support occurs FtF. Would the reader be
surprised to knowhiat the previously excerpted exchange actually transpired in an online
discussion board for families with soldiers in the Marine Corps? These affectionate,
comforting sentiments were provided by people who probably never met each other FtF
and may have haab prior contact with each other. With advances in computing

technology, people are frequently turning to compuatediated communication (CMC)



channels to both communicate with their-psésting social networks and to expand their
social circles. Becaesof its commonality and the assistance people gain from online
interactions, CMC is a medium for social support that merits scholarly attention.

Although the previously presented supportive interaction appears positive,
affiliative, and successful, mamyestions still remain. For example, how did the support
providers feel when creating these messages? Were they comfortable doing so? Were they
confident that their support would be effective? On the other hand, how were the messages
evaluated by the pess who requested the support? Was the interaction sensitive enough?
Were the messages effective at relieving some of the worry, frustration, and desperation
the person was feeling? Even more, how did communicating online influence this
interaction? What wald happen if the exchange occurred feméace instead? Would the
support providers be more or less comfortable or assured of their messages? Would the
support seeker evaluate the messages more or less positively if they were receited face
face?Undest andi ng peopleds experiences of soci .
the provision of support, the reception of supportive messages, and the context for social
support interaction.

The goal of this dissertateaobpmoducisg t o und
supportive messages and receiving these messages as a function of the communicated
messages, individual differences, and channels of communication. More specifically, |
examine how personal and relational qualities influence the prodactibevaluation of
personcentered support messages in both FtF and CMC contexts. Prior research has
uncovered several personal or relational qualities that influence social support in FtF

situations (see Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002; Collins & Feeney, 2afistrom,



Burleson, & Jones, 2005; Kunkel & Burleson, 1999). Yet, because analogous research has
not been conducted in CMC contexts, we know comparably little about how support
unfolds online. Hence, this dissertation builds upon extant scholarshiptapgsing

CMC technologies against traditional FtF contexts to clarify the factors that influence
support message production and reception.

This chapter previews the topics that are discussed in more detail throughout this
dissertation. To begin, the neséction defines social support and discusses important
theoretical issues and empirical regularities within research on social support. Then, |
define CMC and review its evolution from a channel that was disparaged for its inability to
transmit interperswal interactions to a venue that rivals the communicative capabilities of
FtF exchanges. | then propose instant messaging as a CMC channel that is particularly
similar to FtF interaction and, thus, comprises the CMC context of interest in this
dissertationThis chapter concludes with an examination of several features of mediated
venues that both distinguish CMC from FtF channels and shape the interactions that occur
therein.

Defining Social Support

Burl eson and MacGeor ge ( 2e0b8land nodverbal ned s
behavior produced with the intention of providing assistance to others perceived as
needing that aidé (p. 374). These behavior
processes in which people regularly engage, and a single suppotdéraction likely
involves several goals (Cutrona & Russell, 1990). For example, support includes goals
related to emotional improvement, cognitive reappraisal, provision of advice, bolstered

selfesteem, and social network enhancement (Burleson & @alisl998; Burleson &



MacGeorge, 2002; Xu & Burleson, 2001). Further adding to this complexity, people enact
various roles in the social support process. In some situations, people are predominantly
support providers, lending advice and comfort to disedthers. In other circumstances,
people are chiefly receivers of social support. People can enact a variety of different types,
mechanisms, or processes of support in any given interaction to most effectively address
these factors. Although no meanssotial support is likely to be universally effective,
working to understand the impact of potential moderating variables should increase the
efficacy of support provision.
There are many important reasons to study social support interactions. At a
pragmaic level, social support has benefits for personal health, stress levels, and well
being. Social support helps people manage physical, mental, social, and personal stressors,
which arise in a multitude of situations, thereby yielding profound physicalhpmgical,
and health benefits (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Pennebaker, 1993, 1997). Scholars have
determined that social support i mproves pe
facilitates psychological adjustment, and promoteseféfacy (Cunninghian & Barbee,
2000; Krause, Liang, & Yatomi, 1989). Similarly, sophisticated support is positively
related to longerm reports of relational satisfaction (see Burleson, 1994, for a review).
Some scholars have even asserted that effective social supporigsrble (Berkman,
1995). Thus, effective social support can
Research on social support interactions has theoretical importance, as well. On one
hand, existing theory and research offers explanationsaf@d message production. For
example, prior scholarship notes that people with higher levels of social skill often produce

the best supportive messages (Burleson, 1982; Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002). Similarly,



other researchers assert that support knayalésla cognitive variable that determines
peopl ebs support message product-icetzy, capac.i
1993). On the other hand, perceptions of support messages have also been the subject of
theory and research. This body of weHows that participants frequently report emotional
support messages as the most sensitive and effective type of support they receive in
numerous situations (Barbee, Derlega, Sherburne, & Grimshaw, 1998; Burleson &
MacGeorge, 2002; Sullivan, 1996). In attgh, the most sophisticated social support
messages are theorized to be those that satisfy a variety of support goals (Burleson &
Samter, 1985; Goldsmith & MacGeorge, 2000; Jones & Burleson, 1997). By integrating
personal, relational, and contextual vahes with the processes of message production and
interpretation, this dissertation attempts to contribute to the theory used to explain
supportive interactions.

Burleson and MacGeorge (2002) also proposed a moral warrant for studying social
support. Thes aut hors contended that social suppo
the human spirit, so by studying this behavior we better acquaint ourselves with the nature
and practice of wvirtue in everyday tifeod (
words, social support represents a fundamentally good or wholesome enterprise in which
people attempt to ease the troubles of other individuals. Despite being strangers, the
members of the online support community quoted at the outset of this chaper wer
compelled to assist a person in need without coercion or the enticement of reward. Because
many efforts at social support are initiated out of a desire to help others, scholars and the
general public alike can benefit by learning how to improve theefity or effectiveness

of these interactions.



Broadly speaking, scholarship on social support is divided by a focus on the social
support within stressful situations versus the supportive value of more mundane
interactions. Some scholars focus their regean the situational exigencies of social
support, and they highlight stressful situations as ideal for studying support (Pierce,
Sarason, & Sarason, 1996). According to these scholars, social support functions by
buffering people against the stresseraiimatic events (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Schwarzer
& Leppin, 1992). Other researchers have countered that more mundane interactions are
appropriate for investigating social support (Barnes & Duck, 1994). By examining
everyday speech and interaction, scl®tam understand the ordinary messages and
strategies that people employ to comfort others. Because casual conversations about
personal problems can be instrumental in preventing elevated distress, | borrow from both
of these perspectives and focus onrjpgesonal interactions about rlaumatic but
upsetting situations.

Research on social support can also be characterized by the research method it
employs. In some studies, participants read hypothetical situations in which one social
actor experiencedstress. Then, participants provide oparded descriptions of what they
would say to comfort that individual. The resulting data are frequently coded for their level
of effectiveness or sensitivity (e.g., Burleson & Samter, 1985; Jones, 2005; Saeuady
Burleson, 2007). In a variation on this hypothetical scenario paradigm, participants
evaluate prdormulated supportive sentiments provided by researchers. Burleson (2003)
referred to this methodology as the message perception paradigm. An altelziatilee]
the experimental paradigm, requires participants to interact with another person (often a

confederate) in an experimentally manipulated support situation (Burleson & MacGeorge,



2002). Third parties then code the conversational content produdezgsendiscussions for
its degree of supportiveness (e.g., Jones, 2004; Jones & Burleson, 2003; Jones & Guerrero,
2001). There is reason to believe that these different research methodologies yield different
conclusions about the process of social suppoffadt, Burleson and MacGeorge (2002)
suggested, fAthere is obviously a differenc
experiencing a supportive message when upset and making judgments about messages
directed at hypot het iisdissertationisexks so@xarhipe. 39 1) .
processes related to message production and reception in concert, | integrate these
paradigms in a research design that manipulates aspects of messages while allowing social
support to unfold during an interaction.

A final characteristic of research on social support that shapes the current project is
a focus on personal or contextual qualities that influence supportive interactions. For
example, numerous studies document differences in the social support skills and
preferences of males and females (Holmstrom et al., 2005; Kunkle & Burleson, 1999).
This scholarship frequently concludes that there are significant differences between the
expertise or experience that males and females bring to social support interactions. Other
researchers assert that we should contrast how social support unfolds across different
communication channels (Walther & Boyd, 2001). To this end, scholars commonly
compare FtF conversations with discussions that occur in online venues dedicated to social
support (Braithwaite, Waldron, & Finn, 1999; Robinson & Turner, 2003; Walther & Boyd,
2001). Thus, juxtaposing different features of the social support context identifies variables

that moderate the processes of support provision and reception.
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As this bref discussion illustrates, social support is a varied interpersonal process
that has been approached through numerous empirical and theoretical lenses. Each research
agenda adds a layer of complexity to the study of social support. Besides contributing to
the collection of social support knowledge, these research traditions highlight the
considerable nuance that exists in the support process. Accordingly, researchers should
attempt to combine several of these research foci to accurately capture thefrsdaral
support. Main effects rarely tell the entire story in social support scholarship. Instead,
personal, relational, or contextual factors often moderate the association between support
message production and interpretation. In the following sedtatescribe CMC as one
contextual factor with the potential to in
interactions.

Defining Computeimediated Communication

CMC refers generally to interpersonal conversation or interaction that is
transmitted by aariety of electronic channels. Prior research has highlighted several
important differences between CMC and FtF contexts; however, research about channel
differences reveals a lack of uniform main effects. For example, Ramirez and Burgoon
(2004) observed significant main effect of communication channel on impressions of
mutuality. Conversely, Walther, Loh, and Granka (2005) reported that communication
medium has no effect on the impression qualities of immediacy or affection. Adams, Roch,
and Ayman (2005¢oncluded that CMC users were less satisfied with their interactions
than were FtF participants; however, McKenna, Green, and Gleason (2002) found that
people liked their partners significantly more after online conversations than FtF chats.

Whereassome x per i ment al schol ars contended CMC
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personal, and more businessli ke, obased ask o
reports draw opposing conclusions (Kerr & Hiltz, 1982). Researchers have distinguished
p e o pCME dnkeractions as psychologically distinct from both FtF exchanges (Sundar,
2004) and humaoomputer interaction (Sundar & Nass, 2000). This prior research
indicates that communication channels influence interpersonal processes; however, it does
not provde much guidance for theorizing about compuediated social support
(CMSS). The ultimate success of CMSS is likely dependent upon a combination of
mediated features, support messages, relational characteristics, and personal qualities.
Despite its pantial as a novel, practical, and fruitful supportive environment,
theorists have not historically regarded CMC as conducive to social support. Instead, early
CMC researchers reported that heightened Internet use leads to greater loneliness, social
isolation, and depression. Online contexts were presumed to lack the sophistication needed
to sustain supportive interactions (Culnan & Markus, 1987; Kraut et al., 1998). These
scholars thought CMC was only applicable for impersonal;dagkted communication
(Hiltz, Johnson, & Turoff, 1986; Parks & Floyd, 1996). It is only in recent years that
scholars have begun to realize the interpersonal and supportive potential of mediated
contexts. Such insights have yielded a wave of theoretical and empirical schdlzaship
decries the supportive benefits of CMC. Some scholars have even documented that certain
CMC venues provide more supportive communication than comparable FtF groups
(Strauss, 1997). At the very least, online channels and their associated featares add
additional layer of complexity to the study of social support. CMC is not a universally
inhospitable medium (i.e., Parks & Floyd, 1996; Walther & Burgoon, 1992); however, it is

also not the most effective medium for every social exchange. The body©fr€darch
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is divided as to whether mediated interactions are more or less beneficial, effective, or
satisfying than FtF exchanges.

As Davison, Pennebaker, and Dickerson (
enabled by the advent of the Internet cdatgia new forum of social support that has
unknown, and | argely unstudied, potential o
potential lies in the presence of varying amounts of mediated features (e.g., Sundar, 2008).
Because of its unique combinatiohfeatures, IM is the CMC channel on which this
dissertation focuses. Its features allow IM to closely resemble FtF communication while
still being computemediated. Scholars have traditionally been hesitant to conduct
sophisticated interpersonal comnation online because they felt that CMC is inferior to
FtF. These concerns are increasingly becoming less of an issue as mediated channels, such
as IM, approximate FtF channels. Beyond that, IM might even have interpersonal benefits
that FtF channels l&cIn other words, the traditionally espoused differences between
CMC and FtF are less prominent if we examine dynamic CMC venues like IM.

IM is a strictly textbased communication medium that allows users to send and
receive messages via specialized gnagrams. IM use is steadily increasing with 42% of
Internet users, or 53 million adults, conversing via IM. More precisely, on a typical day,

12% of Internet users, representing 13 million people, log on to IM programs (Shiu &

Lenhart, 2004). People frogounger age groups are actually more likely to use IM

programs than-enail (Shiu & Lenhart, 2004). There is similar evidence that some people
employ IM as a supplement to their normal FtF conversations (Shiu & Lenhart, 2004).
Researchers have determinedth peopl eds I M networ ks are re

people regularly IMing only between one and five people (Shiu & Lenhart, 2004). Thus,
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IM is a fairly common means of CMC that encompasses a unique set of features that
people employ to accomplishein social and relational goals.

One point of similarity between IM and FtF communication is the synchronicity of
message exchanggynchronicityrefers to the degree to which message exchange is
immediate rather than delayed. Synchronous CMC environrmpentgle reakime
communication with immediate feedback that mirrors the pacing of FtF interaction. For
example, chat rooms, IM programs, and virtual communities all enable people to
synchronously communicate with others. On the other hamdileand pubc discussion
boards are environments in which time elapses between message exchange. IM and FtF
interactions have almost identical levels of synchronicity; however, a time delay is more
acceptable in IM conversation than FtF interaction. Although synolasocommunication
is more immediate, asynchronous channels aid people in developing and editing their
messages. IM and FtF channels both maintain rapid communication; therefore, they exhibit
largely equivalent levels of synchronicity relative to other Céh@nnels.

IM and FtF can also be equated by the levarainymitythey offer. Anonymity
represents the level of personal, individuating information transmitted by a given channel.
Reduced anonymity fosters detailed interpersonal impressions, but hegyatemnymity
allows people to do or say things they might not attempt in more public contexts. Public
discussion boards represent an especially anonymous mode of online communication in
which users interact with relative strangers. On the other hand| setisrking sites,
wherein users post an abundance of personal information, have low anonymity. Certain
CMC venues allow users to input personal content; however, other venues do not possess

this capability. IM could be an anonymous mode of communicdtiongver, people need
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to accept others as IM partners and commonly only IM with people they know (Shiu &
Lenhart, 2004). Hence, the familiarity and relational knowledge present in most IM
conversations reduces the anonymity experienced therein. Whereasvkrsants reduce
anonymity through prior relational knowledge and synchronous message exchange, FtF
interactants lower anonymity by employing a wide range of communicative cues. Thus, IM
and FtF conversations typically entail similar levels of anonymity.

A final dimension of CMC relevant to a focus on IM and FtF communication is the
degree to which the communication medium allpnecessual interactivityStromer
Galley (2004, p. 392) defined this thype of
two or more people communicating with each other, in which subsequent messages consist
of responses to prior messages in a contin
are often heralded as the pinnacle of processual interactivity becausedbsages are
frequently contingent upon a partneros pre
reciprocal conversation, this medium contains levels of processual interactivity that are
similar to those observed FtF. Processual interactivity canbeneficial social effects,
such as increased gregariousness and civic participation (Bucy, 2004; Shah, Cho, Eveland,
& Kwak, 2005). Conversely, extreme interactivity can be detrimental if it results in
fragmentation, individualization, selfishness, andck of shared experiences (Bucy,
2004). Whereas moderate to high levels of interactivity should benefit social support
conversations, extreme interactivity runs counter to positive support outcomes. Because
their conversations are both based on a recgmahange of information, IM and FtF

channels have similar levels of processual interactivity.
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As this review illustrates, CMC was initially characterized as a poor substitute for
FtF communication. Yet, the development of dynamic interaction toolls,asuliV, has
closed the gap between CMC and FtF. Because IM mirrors the synchronicity, level of
anonymity, and processual interactivity of FtF communication, it affords a venue for
evaluating how messages of support conveyed FtF are altered within themwdEMC.

This dissertation attempts to synthesize the two research domains previewed in this
chapter. Specifically, | examine how the process of social support unfolds across FtF and
CMC contexts. To consider both members of a supportive dyad, | doeteeon support
provision and support message reception as distinct, yet intertwined processes. Moreover, |
examine the extent to which various personal, relational, and contextual qualities influence
these processes. In particular, | propose communicaliannel as a moderating variable
with the potential to either augment or diminish the influence of certain qualities on the
social support process. The research domains of CMC and social support have remained
largely independent; combining these literatuprovides insight into improving the
provision and reception of social support messages, and also advances our understanding
of how technology shapes communication. Chapters two and three provide more detail
about the prior research that has been carduo the domains of social support and
CMC, respectively. Chapter three also advances the hypotheses that are tested within this
dissertation. In chapter four, | describe a study | propose to test the predictions derived
from my review of the literatur€Chapter five will report the results of this study, and a

final chapter will describe the findings and their implications.
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CHAPTER TWO

Enacting an effective social support interaction is a complex endeavor (see
Burleson, 2003; Burleson & MacGeorge, 2D00n one end of a supportive exchange,
support providers have numerous types, mechanisms, or strategies of support at their
disposal that could be applicable in various contexts (Barbee & Cunningham, 1995; Xu &
Burleson, 2001). Due in parttotheoptieny ai | abl e i n a support pr
producing effective support messages is not an easy task. Although many options exist,
support interactions are not unlike a carpentry job: there is often one approach or tool that
is best. The challenge for apgort provider lies in selecting the tool that will be perceived
as the most sensitive or effective option by the support receiver. Adding to this complexity,
numerous personal, relational, and contextual factors influence the way recipients of
support pragess and evaluate the messages they receive. As Burleson (2003)
acknowl edged, fnall phases of supportive 1in
paradoxes, and predicaments for both helpe

Due to the complexity inheremt social support interactions, this chapter reviews
major themes within the social support literature. To being, | discuss the ways social
support has been conceptualized through different disciplinary and theoretical lenses.
Then, | review research thaescribes different types of social support messages, identifies
distinct social support strategies, and explores how people produce and evaluate person
centered messages. Because previous research has identified important sex differences in
the social spport process, a final section examines gender as an individual difference with

the potential to influence the course of support interactions.
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Approaches to the Study of Social Support

Social support was originally theorized and investigated withifi¢tds of
sociology and psychology. Moreover, this early body of work embraced key assumptions
about social support that still guide contemporary scholarship. Early social support
researchers all agreed that stressful situations place individuals ahgehedyrisk for
psychological disorders, interpersonal stressors, and physical ailments. In addition, they
concluded it is possible to protect people from these risks through various agents of social
support, such as robust social networks or healthy ttogei Communicatioiiased social
support researchers molded these concepts to focus on interactions and types of support
messages. Their scholarship incorporated the centrality of communication, an emphasis on
interaction, and a focus on relational outesniBurleson & MacGeorge, 2002). Because
contemporary research was founded upon prior scholarship, the following sections review
these research traditions.
A Sociological Perspective on Social Support

Within sociology, social support is conceptualizeghadicipation in social
networks. Sociologists commonly operationalize social support in terms of how integrated
an individual is in a variety of personal, relational, and social groupings. Accordingly,
most sociological definitions of social supportackm| edge an i ndi vi dual ¢
differentiation, social participation, and feelings of social connection as operationalizations
of supportive relationships (Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002). For example, Stroebe and
Stroebe (1996, p. 5 8&tenttomehmtsindividudls belangtpor t as
different groups (e.g., marital status, church membership, friendship) and the actual use

they make of these group memberships. o0 Ber
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measures of social integration in their concapration of social support, including
whether a person was married, contacted extended family members, had many friends,
attended church, or participated in various formal and informal social groups. Other
researchers have employed similar indices of famfriendship, social, cultural, political,
or recreational associations in conceptualizations of social support (i.e., Caplan, 1974). In
turn, these measures of social integration are examined with respect to indices of well
being, such as depressiamdgphysiological functioning (Biegel, McCardle, & Mendelson,
1985; Uchino, Cacioppo, & Kiecelblaser, 1996). Thus, a sociological account of social
support focuses on group membership.

Researchers within the sociological tradition grapple with severatdtical
concerns surrounding the notion of social support. Notably, they are interested in whether
support enacts its positive influences via direct effects or by buffering stressful life events
(Cohen & Wills, 1985). Whereas some individuals believéassapport is helpful
regardless of stress levels, other individuals feel that support is effective because it buffers
people against the stresses of a traumatic event (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Schwarzer &
Leppin, 1992). To support the buffering view of sbeigpport, some scholars have
reported that people who are more socially integrated have increased social control, more
social resources, or greater positive affect to shield them from the consequences of stress
(Uchino et al., 1996). Additionally, soci@ists have questioned whether increases in
social integration uniformly produce supportive benefits. For example, some sociologists
have posited that the mere existence of social connections does not necessarily yield

helpful support (Antonucci, 1990) asdme supportive relationships can be quite stressful
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to maintain (Rook, 1984, 1990). Thus, sociological support research questions how social
integration enhances welkeing.

Social network integration was considered an operationalization of socialrsupp
for early social support scholars. These researchers conducted rigorous empirical
scholarship in which both large, representative samples and longitudinal data were
common. For example, Berkman and Syme (1979) observed that people who were more
socially integrated at the beginning of their study experienced lower mortality nine years
later, even after controlling for numerous potential confounds. Through studies such as
this, sociologists documented a connection between social integration atwkingl|
A Psychological Perspective on Social Support

Just as sociologists consider social support in light of their disciplinary traditions,
psychol ogistsdéd conceptualizations of soci a
cognition and perception thdbminate the psychological landscape. In fact, psychologists
have asserted that the central el ement of
available when needed or desired (Cohen & Wills, 1985). In support of this viewpoint,
Lakey and Cohe(2000) noted that people who perceive they have adequate and available
support are buffered against stress and its health consequences. Some psychologists even
theorized that stress is not actually caused by a traumatic event; rather, it results from a
negative evaluation regarding the perceived availability of support resources (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984). Thus, a psychological conceptualization of social support centers on
peopl ebs perceptions, cognitions, and appr

In accordance with this conceplization, some psychologists have questioned

where perceptions of support availability originate. Many researchers operate under the
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assumption that past instances of support serve as catalysts for future perceptions of
support availability (Kessler, 1992Yonversely, others have argued for the existence of a
stable personality trait that acts as a prerequisite for perceiving support (Lakey & Cassady,
1990; Sarason, Sarason, & Pierce, 1990). Alternatively, some researchers have suggested
that the relatiorfsp between perceived support and wding is mediated by factors, such

as appraisal processes, sedteem, or selfonceptions (Lakey & Cohen, 2000; Stroebe &
Stroebe, 1996). Whatever the nature of its effect, psychologists have worked to understand
how perceived support availability influences positive support outcomes.

Psychologists have accumulated empirical findings by focusing on support
receiversodo cognitions and perceptions. For
people who experience a stsful event and perceive high levels of assistance from their
social networks are happier and healthier than people who do not perceive comparable
support resources. Perceived support availability has also been found to explain more
variance in physical ahmental health outcomes than do competing measures of received
support (Antonucci & Israel, 1986). As Burleson and MacGeorge (2002) summarized,
Aitaken together, the findings overwhel ming
support availabilityn physi c al and ment al heal tho (pp.
A Communication Perspective on Social Support

Both sociological and psychological interpretations of social support imply that
interpersonal or social interaction contributes to social support. For example, gigeiolo
research emphasizes social networks, which are formed and maintained through
communication. Likewise, a psychological perspective suggests that perceptions of support

availability are founded in and sustained by communication. The role of commaomiati
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made explicit by communication scholars who stress the importance of message exchange
and interpersonal interaction, and who assume a relatively direct relationship between the
communication of social support and wiedling (Burleson & MacGeorge, 200

Burl eson, Al brecht, Goldsmith, and Sara
support should be studied as communication because it is ultimately conveyed through
messages directed by one individual to another in the context of a relationsisp that
created and sustained through interactiono
communication scholars study social support differs from sociological and psychological
perspectives in a number of ways, including the centrality of communic#t®emphasis
on interaction, and the focus on relational outcomes (Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002;
Cunningham & Barbee, 2000; Cutrona & Russell, 1987). As Burleson et al. (1994)
observed, investigating social support from a communication perspective involves
Astudying the messages through which peopl
interactions in which supportive messages are produced and interpreted; and studying the
relationships that are created by and contextualize the supportive interactidmshn
people engageodo (pp. Xxviii).

Communication scholars have emphasized the importance of message types and
interactional dynamics in their research. For example, some communication scientists have
developed classifications of supportive messages depgeon the functional content
conveyed therein (Xu & Burleson, 2001). Some researchers have expanded this theorizing
to assert that support receivers will experience optimal support outcomes only when the
type of support they receive matches their feslimgntext, and source of distress (Cutrona

& Russell, 1990). Communication scientists have also worked to identify the personal
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gualities or social skills that impart the ability to produce successful social support
messages (Burleson & Samter, 1985; 3aa&uerrero, 2001). In general, cognitively

complex individuals have greater ability to produce effective support than do people with
lower aptitude (Burleson, 1982; Burleson & Samter, 1985). Another domain of research
within the communication disciplineenters around understanding how various types or
styles of social support are interpreted during interactions (Burleson, Holmstrom, &
Gilstrap, 2005; Holmstrom, Burleson, & Jones, 2005). For example, some scholars seek to
determine how communicatedmessagy i nf l uence peopl ebdbs physi
2007b) or mental webeing (Jones & Burleson, 1997; Jones & Wirtz, 2006; Samter,
Whaley, Mortenson, & Burleson, 1997). Through such research endeavors, communication
scholars work to understand how coomtating comforting messages leads to favorable
perceptions and enhanced whding.

The foundations of social support scholarship were dominated by research
stemming from sociology and psychology. These research traditions initiated the
discussion linkng social support to webeing. Whereas sociologists contended that social
integration reduces stress and promotes coping abilities, psychologists countered that
perceived support availability is essential for effective social support. Communication
schohrs have adapted these concepts to explain the processes of supportive interaction and
message exchange. From a communication perspective, the dynamic support interactions
that occur between support providers and receivers build social networks, create
perceptions of support availability, and promote waing. In the following section, |
examine prominent conceptions of social support studied within the communication

discipline.
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Conceptualizations of Communicated Support

To understand a communicatibasel definition of social support, it is useful to
examine the construct in light of established research foci. Extant communication research
has examined how social support occurs through three processes. Supporters can employ
different types of supportiveens sages, attempting to match t
problems; they can enact different social support strategies during support episodes; and
they can produce pers@entered messages to comfort distressed individuals.
Communication scholars have exaed the message production and interpretation
processes within each of these research domains.
Types of Social Support Messages

The types of social support recognized in previous research range from sharing
thoughts (Hildingh, Fridlund, & Segesten, 1995225) to promoting healthy habits
(Callaghan & Morrissey, 1993). These types of social support are distinguished by their
focal content and are each functional in response to different stressors. Ideally, these
different support types should matchadir essed i ndi vi dual 6s need
indicates that there are frequent discrepancies between the types of social support that are
desired versus received (Burleson, 2003; Coyne, Wortman, & Lehman, 1988; Holmstrom
et al., 2005). Hence, some ressaars find it useful to conceptualize support satisfaction as
the discrepancy between the types of support that are desired and what is actually received
(Xu & Burleson, 2001). The following paragraphs review six types of social support that
emerge in thisesearch domain.

Emotional supporis probably the most widely studied support type, and different

theoristsdéd definitions highlight slightly
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Kohn (1996) described this type of support as any effort at agngl managing, or
suppressing an emotional reaction to an incident. Burleson and Goldsmith (1998) explicitly
recognized the centrality of care, concern, and acceptance in any conceptualization of
emotional support. Still other definitions simply highliginderstanding or empathizing
with othersd emotions (Al brecht & Adel man,
involves improving the affective experience of a distressed individual.
Whereas emotional support addresses afifl@ct;mational supporfocuses on
providing factual advice (Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002). Cobb (1976, p. 300)
conceptualized this support type as information leading a person to believe that he or she is
Afa member of a network of mutual dzedasgati o
attempts to provide people with practical facts, advice, or opinions that will help remedy
their problems. Although informational support might not directly solve a problem, its
content should enable distressed individuals to becomeidélfiert problem solvers
(Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002). Thus, informational support focuses on factual advice.
Although emotional and informational support receive the most research attention,
ot her support types merit ment)typabogyofFor ex a
social support also includesteemtangible andnetwork supportProviders of esteem
support reaffirm peopleds identities and r
and worthwhile individuals. On the other hand, tangible suppeotves lending practical,
material aid, which allows a distressed person to concentrate on more troubling aspects of
his or her |ife. Net work support expands a
either initiating social contacts or providingvel support resources (Xu & Burleson,

2001). Thus, any given social support encounter could call for a variety of support types.
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Cognitive reappraisal is another type of social support that has received significant
theoretical attention. Some scholarbeeve t hat peopl eds experie
altered by shifting their internal appraisals of the event. As such, cognitive reappraisal is
conceptualized as a process of enabling a distressed individual to express, elaborate, and
clarify his or hetthoughts and feelings related to a stressor. Burleson and Goldsmith
(1998) suggested three conditions that are required for effective reappraisal. First,
participants must be willing to enter a conversation that involves discussing stressful
matters. A Bur |l eson and Goldsmith (1998, p. 263)
to express and explore negative feelings will be enhanced if participants feel safe and
secure about doing so. o0 The second requir
focusimg on the thoughts and feelings of an upsetting experience. Accordingly, empathy
and a concern for feelings are prominent features of most effective support environments
(Burleson, 2003; Caplan & Turner, 2007). Third, support providers should facilitate
reaeppraisal through narratives. Pennebaker ¢
compelling evidence about the physical and psychological benefits of having distressed
people establish a beginning, middle, and end to their problems through personal
narratives. The process of narrative construction helps people reappraise a traumatic event
by assembling, clarifying, organizing, and working through the thoughts and feelings
associated with the stressor (Burleson & Goldsmith, 1998). Through cognitive reapprai
people are able to develop more satisfying interpretations of stressful events.

Optimal matching theory contends that social support types are interpreted most
effectively when they match the desires of a support recipient. For any given support

interaction, there could be several effective approaches but likely only one optimal support
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type. I n fact, Cutrona and Russel/l (1990,
T support combinations may help us understand better both how adfemsehts
threaten and how social support protects or enhancedveeil ng. 6 Mor e speci f
proponents of optimal matching theory contend that social support is afacelid
construct and that particular types of support are most successful in edrtations. For
example, controllable events are thought to be most effectively solved with informational
support; however, uncontrollable events necessitate emotional support (Cutrona & Russell,
1990; McRae, 1984). Receivers should be most satisfiédswigport types that match
their needs, emotions, and desires. As Bar
number of helpful behaviors that a person receives after a stressful event may not matter as
much as specific fit of the helpful behaviortothe o bl em or emoti on at
Based on the premises of optimal matching theory, scholars should expect distinct
support types to be perceived differently in certain situations or with certain receivers. For
example, participants frequently reptivat emotional support messages are the most
sensitive and effective type of support they receive (Barbee, Derlega, Sherburne, &
Grimshaw, 1998; Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002; Dakof & Taylor, 1990; Sullivan, 1996),
but this general pattern is qualified bgrgler differences surrounding emotional support.
Whereas males report experiencing more emotional support than they desire, females often
believe their interactions lack sufficient affect (Xu & Burleson, 2001). Scholars have also
confirmed that informatical support is welteceived in some circumstances (Cutrona,
Suhr, & MacFarlane, 1990; Sullivan, 1996). This is especially true when providers of
informational support possess some expertise (Dakof & Taylor, 1990) or when they exert

control over a situatiofCutrona & Suhr, 1994). Additional research has found favorable
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evaluations of tangible support in stressful situations (DuSkbktter, Blasband,
Feinstein, & Herbert, 1992). Likewise, High and Solomon (2008) observed that esteem and
network support arparticularly beneficial for students during their transition to college.
Thus, distinct types of social support are interpreted as optimally effective in specific
situations.

To review, types of social support are distinguished by the content or fottwesrof
messages. Such contdrased distinctions have provided scholars with a relatively
nuanced conceptualization of social support types. More specifically, this section identified
emotional, informational, esteem, tangible, network, and cognitive n&@appas distinct
types of social support. Importantly, scholars are realizing that messages with different
content often lead to divergent support experiences and are differentially effective in
particular situations (Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002; Burleés&@amter, 1990; Cutrona &
Russell, 1990; Hale, Tighe, & Mongeau, 1997).
Social Support Strategies

Barbee and Cunningham (1995) developed a typology to describe four different
strategies of social support that might be preferred by different individiaksreas the
aforementioned support types center on functional cobiased differences, this typology
of support strategies represents more general means of support provision that do not focus
on message form or content. Guided by extant research (ta.&RCohen, 1986), Barbee
and Cunningham (1995) developed a typology of social support strategies that reflects
approach or avoidance actions and a focus on either the problem or the emotions it
generatesSolvebehaviors, which involve approach actionsl@ problem focus, include

making suggestions, clarifying a problem, and providing solutions to a stressor. Approach
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and emotiorfocused behaviors constitugelace which involves eliciting positive
emotions and expressing interpersonal closemBsmiss support represents avoidant and
problemfocused action, such as minimizing the significance or severity of a problem.
Lastly, escapebehaviors, which are avoidant and emotfiooused actions, include
distracting the support seeker or discouraging theessmpn of negative affect.

Different support seeking behaviors are likely associated with the production of
different social support strategies. Direct support seeking involves disclosing information
about a support seekerthe®fore thesd®ehaviatsesisould be s |,
met with relatively involving approach support strategies. On the other hand, indirect
support seeking behaviors contain less information, include equivocal content, and give a
support provider fewer clues on whichitase effective support. These support seeking
behaviors should elicit avoidant support strategies (Barbee & Cunningham, 1995; Derlega,
Winstead, Oldfield, & Barbee, 2003). Consistent with this reasoning, researchers have
reported that indirect support se@ek yields dismiss and escape support strategies (Derlega
et al., 2003). Thus, the manner in which people request support influences the support
strategies they receive.

Some scholars have argued that support seekers appraise the severity and
controllability of a problem, as well as the availability, cost, and likelihood of receiving
social support, when evaluating support strategies (Derlega et al., 2003). In general, most
people find the approach behaviors of solve and solace more desirable than avoidant
behaviors (Barbee & Cunningham, 1995; Derlega et al., 2003; Yankeelov, Barbee,
Cunningham, Druen, & Berry, 1993). For example, Dakoff and Taylor (1990) reported that

cancer patients view approach strategies as the most helpful and avoidant strategies as th
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most unhelpful supportive behaviors provided by members of their social networks.
Similarly, Smith, High, and Fink (2008) observed that people prefer receiving approach
support strategies after an interpersonal influence attempt in a hypotheticahstwa@k.
Conversely, avoidance support strategies received from friends, intimate partners, or
parents exhibit a positive association with-sefforted depressive symptomology (Derlega
et al., 2003), and dismiss support strategies have been found t ppethntic
relationship dissolution (Barbee & Yankeelov, 2002, as cited in Barbee & Cunningham,
1995, p. 403). Thus, people generally interpret approach support strategies more positively
than avoidant support.
Personcentered Social Support

To achieve th most favorable support outcomes, people need messages that are
capable of simultaneously addressing several support needs. Along these lines, high
personcentered (HPC) messages are theorized to be sophisticated support messages
capable of effectively $sfying multiple goals (Applegate, 1980; Burleson, 1982). For
example, HPC messages are associated with improved functioning (Burleson &
MacGeorge, 2002), reduced anxiety (Sgodaxh & Johnson, 1998), lower physical
stress (Cohen & Wills, 1985; SmythRennebaker, 1999), and improved psychosocial
well-being (Pennebaker, 1993). Persmmtered messages are a wedlorized mechanism
of social support that retain positive associations with many indices ebwialj.

Burleson (1987, p. 305) conceptuatizgersorcenteredness as the extent to which
a message fireflects an awareness of and ad
rel ational aspects of communi cat-leveln cont ex

hierarchy to operationalize the manner iniehh messages vary in persoenteredness
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(Burleson, 1982). The pers@entered hierarchy contains three main levels, each of which
has three sulevels. The lowest main level of the hierarchy contains messages that
condemn or deny paioggheieetstions @ ehbllengigggheiby i gn
legitimacy (Burleson, 1982; MacGeorge, Gillihan, Samter, & Clark, 2003). Moderately
personc ent ered (MPC) messages implicitly reco
reframe a stressful situation, perhaps byeding their attention away from stress or
offering compensatory action. Persoentered messages that explicitly acknowledge and
el aborate another 6s f eel i ngcentereélperacilsyeAst t he
supporters progress upward throulga hierarchy to more theoretically sophisticated
messages, the likelihood of achieving positive support outcomes increases.

Research has established that certain individual differences influence the
production of persocgentered messages. A constructipisrspective contends that some
people do not regularly produce complex comforting messages because they lack the
requisite cognitive resources (Applegate & Delia, 1980). Specifically, researchers have
noted that people who lack a persmntered orientain perceive others in terms of
relatively static qualities, such as physical features, demographics, and social roles.
Conversely, people who hold persoentered beliefs envision others as having unique
intentions, feelings, and outlooks that can beaatied and discovered through
conversation (Applegate, 1980; Jones & Guerrero, 2001). Comforters with high levels of
social skill can effectively integrate multiple situational factors to create HPC messages
that nonevaluatively comfort distressed indivals (Burleson, 1982). Similarly, Burleson
and Samter (1985) posited that the el abora

inherent in HPC messages requires fAmore ad
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ot her 6s per s peiecet, intereallyorepmesertes, coorlinated \&ith other
relevant perspectives, and integrated with
104). Skills such as responsiveness, caring, sympathy, and information processing capacity
also contribute to thability to produce HPC messages (Burleson & Samter, 1985;
O6Keefe & Delia, 1982). Because high | evel
messages, scholars have noted that the ability to produce such messages increases
throughout adolescence (Hioér & Haefner, 1997). Thus, producing HPC messages

utilizes several social skills and requires advanced cognitive abilities.

A majority of the published scholarship on persentered messages focuses on
receiveros perceptionssofacdRPptmpeospdeds KM
cognitive states, inquire into the nature
understanding to help people improve their perceptions of a distressing event (Burleson &
MacGeorge, 2002). These messages are #ezbtd be sophisticated utterances because
they acknowledge the distressed person, the social situation, the communication process,
the nature of a targetdés problems, and peo
these messages help distressed l|peggun perspective on their feelings by legitimizing
and explaining their affect in relation to contextual and personal qualities (Burleson, 1982;
MacGeorge et al., 2003). Moreover, the uncritical, recdvensed content that defines
HPC messages convey greater degree of involvement with and acceptance of a
distressed person than other supportive mechanisms (Burleson, 1994; Burleson & Samter,
1985). According to the persamentered research paradigm, persentered messages at

the pinnacle of the hiarchy not only require higher levels of social skill to produce, but
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also result in more effective or satisfying perceptions of support than messages low in
personcenteredness.

Receivers of social support tend to attribute positive qualities to HPC geeséa
general, messages at the top of the pecgortered hierarchy are perceived as containing
more favorable qualities than messages at the bottom of the hierarchy (Burleson, 1982;
MacGeorge et al., 2003). Scholars have observed that HPC messagigpesitibe
associations with measures of engagement and involvement (Burleson, Delia, &
Applegate, 1992; Samter & Burleson, 1990). In addition, research indicates positive
associations between HPC messages and appropriateness, sensitivity, and quality (i.
Burleson & Samter, 1985; Jones, 2005; Jones & Burleson, 1997; Jones & Guerrero, 2001;
Samter et al., 1997). Similarly, HPC messages are positively related to perceptions of
helpfulness, comforting quality, responsiveness, care, and sympathy (Burl&amtér,

1985; Jones & Burleson, 2003; Serv&tgib & Burleson, 2007). This body of work
concludes that people interpret HPC messages as possessing a variety of favorable,
affective message qualities.

Receiving HPC messages has been linked to many inafieesll-being (Burleson
& MacGeorge, 2002). These messages frequently yield positive support outcomes because
comforters who use such messages have the skills necessary to accommodate others as
unique individuals (Applegate, 1980; Burleson & Samter, 198&) example, HPC
messages promote communicative competence, improve coping skills, lessen emotional
distress, and produce more positive affect (Jones & Burleson, 1997; Jones & Guerrero,
2001; Jones & Wirtz, 2006). Other scholars have observed that H&Sages help people

manage emotional reactions to disturbing events (Burleson & Samter, 1985; Samter,
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Burleson, & Murphy, 1987). Moreover, these messages assist distressed individuals in
accepting losses and discovering novel means of living with chall¢Bgdsson &
MacGeorge, 2002). Likewise, Jones and Guerrero (2001) concluded that HPC messages
enable people to reframe distressing events to arrive at more satisfying interpretations of
stressors. In sum, several scholars have concluded that HPC mediséigesvide variety
of positive social support outcomes.

Scholars have also documented both immediate anetéongrelational benefits
from using HPC messages. For example, support recipients like comforters more when
they provide them with HPC messag&amter et al. (1987) observed that helpers who
employ HPC messages receive more liking and are thought to be more attractive than
helpers who use less perscentered messages. HPC messages also exhibit a positive
linear association with several indiagfisperceived helper competence, including
sensitivity, engagement, normativeness, and peer acceptance (Burleson et al., 1992; Samter
& Burleson, 1990). In fact, sophisticated forms of support are positively related to long
term reports of relational saf@stion (see Burleson, 1994, for a review). On the other hand,
people experience relational consequences and view comforters, especially females, as less
competent when they provide low persmntered messages (LPC; Holmstrom et al.,
2005; Jones & Burlesg 2003). Thus, high levels of persoenteredness not only convey
more support, but they also promote relational satisfaction.

Although most research has highlighted that HPC messages are normally viewed in
a positive light, messages that are low in peisenteredness also have important
consequences. In fact, LPC messages are actually more common in social support episodes

than their HPC counterparts (Coyne, Wortman, & Lehman, 1988; Lehman & Hemphill,
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1990). Some scholars have contended that supplontefioccur when support providers

can not recognize appropriate supportive behaviors in specific circumstances (Peters
Golden, 1982). Other researchers have asserted that people know what to do and say in
support situations; however, the anxiety in sutdreions makes appropriate support

difficult to produce (Lehman, Ellard, & Wortman, 1986). In either case, LPC messages can
enhance personal stressors and contribute to the deterioration of a relationship. Thus, it is
important to consider and examine #féects of both high and low levels of person
centeredness in social support interactions.

Poor quality social support is an important communicative phenomenon because it
intensifies an already stressful situation and can lead to a variety of psychologica
relational, and physical traumas (Burl eson
quite prominent in personal relationships (Coyne et al., 1988; Lehman & Hemphill, 1990).
In fact, one of the most common complaints of people in unhappy gesra
discontented friendships is that they feel unsupported by their partners (Baxter, 1986).
Recipients of unhelpful support commonly believe the support provider was trying to be
helpful but simply did not know what to say (Sullivan, 1996). Althoughribgative
effects of social support are often unintended, they are nevertheless both tangible and
undesirable (Coyne et al., 1988; Dakoff & Taylor, 1990). As Burleson (2003) concluded,
Afseeking support does not ¢ wauppor. inédeed,thehe r e
guality of the emotional support people receive from others in their network varies widely,
ranging from the sensitive and helpful to the insensitive and aggravating, and this has

i mportant consequenceso (pp. 551).
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Burleson (2003)ru mer at ed sever al reasons behind
provide HPC support. To begin, he emphasized that the prospect of providing sensitive and
effective support to a distressed individual is a complicated and demanding endeavor. The
complexitiesnherent in a social support situation can easily overwhelm a support
provideros cognitive facilities, especial/l
thing can worsen an already stressful situation. Adding to this complexity, messages that
are perceived to be helpful by one support recipient can be viewed as unhelpful by others
(Sullivan, 1996). Social norms, threats to both positive and negative face, and self
presentational difficulties can also stymie the production of HPC messages (®oldsmi
1994). Furthermore, a reliance on insensitive or ineffective support exemplars can
perpetuate negative social support and the production of LPC messages (Burleson &
Kunkle, 1996). Because social support interactions are among the most cognitively
demamling and interpersonally difficult situations people encounter, support providers
need both experience and facility to effectively interpret the situation, their partner, and
emotions to develop HPC messages (Burleson, 2003). Otherwise, support receiledts a
with comparatively ineffective and consequential LPC messages.

Overall, this section discussed many different aspects of peestiared messages.
Specifically, this section explicated persoentered messages and described HPC
messages as affeatly-oriented statements that consider both the distressed individual and
his or her circumstances. Research on pecenmtered message production and
interpretation was highlighted. In particular, | reviewed the variety of psychological,
physical, emotioal, and relational benefits people experience after receiving HPC

messages. Although HPC messages are more effective, their LPC counterparts are
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probably more common in normal supportive discourse. Moreover, LPC messages can
exacerbate stressful situaticsrsd damage interpersonal relationships. Thus, the extent to
which communicated support exhibits high versus low pecsoteredness is an especially
important quality of social support messages.
Gender Differences in Social Support

If HPC messages araiversally appealing mechanisms of social support, as they
are theorized to be, they should be desired by all support receivers. In support of this claim,
research has shown that both younger and older people value HPC messages more than
messages that laglersoncentered qualities (Caplan & Samter, 1999). In a study of
comforting messages in the context of death, SeiSatly and Burleson (2007) also
observed no moderating effects on the preference for HPC messages due to either
closeness to the deceasedime since death. Other studies have also concluded that the
perceived effectiveness of HPC messages does not vary by demographic characteristics,
such as age (Marwit & Carusa, 1998; Sen&#yb & Burleson, 2007). Despite the general
preference for HPGupport, one individual difference that has emerged as especially
relevant to social support interactions is gender. Generally speaking, gender differences are
pervasive within empirical research on social support (i.e., Hale, Tighe, & Mongeau, 1997,
Jonesk Burleson, 2003; Kunkel & Burleson, 1999). In the paragraphs that follow, |
describe these findings as well as the theoretical explanations that have been offered to
account for the influence of gender on social support communication.

Both men and womeprefer HPC messages over other forms of social support
(Jones & Burleson, 1997). Specifically, Kunkel and Burleson (1999) observed that both

men and women rate HPC messages as more appropriate, sensitive, and effective than



37

messages with less perscenteedness. These researchers also documented that the sexes
do not differ in the goals they emphasize in comforting situations; instead, both genders
regard affective goals as more important than instrumental goals. This consistent pattern of
effects impliesvide-spread consensus concerning the utility, preference, and favorable
interpretation of HPC messages.

Although men and women both prefer HPC messages over less-perdered
support, prior research has uncovered pronounced gender differences cgrtbernin
provision of persoitentered messages. Despite the fact that males rate themselves as more
skilled supporters than women (Sarason, Sarason, Hacker, & Basham, 1985), scholars have
concluded that females are more sensitive comforters for most str@saleret al., 1997).

In fact, men are significantly less likely than females to undertake the task of support
provision when confronted with a distressed target (Burda, Vaux, & Schill, 1984).
Compared to men, women exhibit an enhanced likelihood to mrewttional support

(Trobst, Collins, & Embree, 1994), seek support (Ashton & Fuehrer, 1993), employ
numerous strategies, and produce HPC messages (Burleson, 1982; Samter, 2002). Thus,
there are betweesex differences in the provision and interpretatibpessoncentered
messages.

The gender composition of the dyad can also influence the production and
evaluation of persenentered messages. Studies have noted that men feel more at ease
with female comforters, believe females are more supportive thanmémeare, and
exhibit a proclivity to receiving emotional support from women (Holmstrom et al., 2005;
Kunkel & Burleson, 1999). Burleson et al. (2005) provided convincing evidence of

ineffective social support in maiemale dyads. As demonstrated by thasthors, men
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view situations involving a male HPC comforter as unrealistic; however, females do not
share this opinion. On the other hand, evaluations of the realism of LPC interactions do not
differ as a function of helper sex. Burleson et al. (200&) edported that males actually
dislike HPC messages when another male produces them; in these situations, HPC comfort
violates norms of gendered message use. Whereas theoasiéedted goal of solace
becomes less important, expected, and effective, p@vos of escape are enhanced in
malei male dyads. Male helpers paired with male targets have also indicated a
significantly lower likelihood of using HPC messages and a correspondingly greater
likelihood of using LPC messages. Similar differences idihked-of-use ratings were
not observed when male helpers were paired with female targets (Burleson et al., 2005).
On the other hand, females are particularly likely to experience negative outcomes with
support providers who employ low levels of persenteredness, especially if the support
provider is another female. Specifically, Holmstrom et al. (2005) reported that female
partners rated fimasculineo comforting stra
female comforters employed them than whenasaised them. Some female support
receivers even dislike female comforters when they provide LPC social support
(Hol mstrom et al ., 2005). Thus, -centeleces 6 and
messages change depending on the sex of the suppodesrovi

One explanation that has been offered to explain gender differences in the provision
of HPC messages, the skills specialization account, posits that women are more skilled
than men at providing support. The skills specialization account rests asstimaption
that differences in the societal distribution of knowledge and specialization privileges

womends support skills. Although men and w



3¢

a common culture, socializatildlewhekenhances w
discouraging the same skills in men. In other words, providing effective, nurturing,
emotional support is one area in which females receive more skill and knowledge than men
do (Kunkel & Burleson, 1999). Because of this, the skills speciaizaitcount specifies
that both men and women should prefer female support providers (Burleson & Kunkel,
1996; Kunkel & Burl eson, 1999). As Hol mstr
than just being better than men at providing emotional support, waraesxpected to be
ready and willing providers of war m, nurtu
Consistent with the skills specialization account, researchers have observed greater
support facility in females than males. For example, several scholars have found that,
compaed to men, women possess more skills relevant to HPC message production
(MacGeorge et al., 2003; Samter, 2002). Whereas men produce more messages than
expected at the bottom of the pers@mtered hierarchy, women produce more messages
than expected até¢hhigher levels of the hierarchy. These results remain consistent and
significant after statistically controlling for several relevant variables. Research has also
documented that men prefer receiving support from females than other men (Burleson et
al., 2005). Indeed, Reisman (1990) reported that men disclose more personal feelings to
female friends than they do to their male counterparts. This line of research concludes that
despite malesd best efforts, femadcials are s
support. Perhaps Kunkel and Burleson (1999) summarized this point best when they
asserted, fimen | ack the competence to perf

effectively as women (i .e. they &85 not as
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Conclusion

This chapter examined the prominent research traditions within the subject of social
support. In discussing disciplinary approaches to social support scholarship, | reviewed
work from sociology, psychology, and communication. Begignn the early 1980s,
communication scientists emphasized the messages, interactions, and relational dynamics
that occur within and result from social support exchanges. This body of work generally
addresses three main ways of conceptualizing supporty Banmunication scientists
study specific types of support messages based on message content. Other scholars
investigate social support strategies that guide people in approaching or avoiding a
stressful problem or its emotions. Research on social supparhunication has also
highlighted persortentered messages, such that HPC messages are conceptualized to be
sophisticated, affective messages and LPC messages lack sensitive and effective
supportive content. Consistent with this conception of pecsoteged messages, the
research | reviewed shows that HPC messages yield numerous benefits to both support
providers and receivers. | also discussed gender as an individual difference variable
relevant to social support interactions. Previous research hastf@mirdomen possess
more social support skills than men and that gender is related to differences in support
message interpretation

People will always look to others for support, advice, and comfort when they
experience stressful situations; howevet,ewe@ry support exchange will be effective. The
uncertainties, strong emotions, and social intricacies involved make any social support
encounter a complex interaction. Indeed, the level of pezsnteredness, the relationship

context, the genders of tsapport provider and receiver, and the communication
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environment all influence the production and interpretation of messages intended to
convey support. Contributing to a more thorough understanding of the enactment of
personcentered social support notlpmuilds extant theoretical and empirical knowledge
bases, but also evokes the real possibility of improving the support people experiences in

their lives.
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CHAPTER THREE

As noted previously, the majority of extant social support research has been
conduced in FtF settings. This chapter focuses on compugsliated communication
(CMC) as another channel in which social support occurs. A single relationship likely
spans multiple communication modalities throughout its lifetime (Walther & Parks, 2002),
creding circumstances when mediated discourse is preferred or required. Because of this,
CMC is becoming a ubiquitous channel for interpersonal communication. People conduct
interactions online that run the gamut of interpersonal processes. For example, peopl
commonly shop online, meet dating partners online, conduct business online, search for
information online, and seek or receive various forms of comfort and advice online. In fact,
a report published by the Pew Internet and American Life project noted tiiemor e peop
use email than any other online activityo
documented the prevalence of interpersonal communication online and also observed that
instant messaging and chat room use increase each year. As Ha(2@@8Yyrconcluded,
Aithe adoption rate of the I nternet has exc
technol ogies by sever al magni tudes, 0 makin
Similarly, scholars have claimed that the Internet is becoming lsle for social
communication (Hoffman, Novak, & Venkatesh, 2004). Thus, people frequently employ
CMC as a means for interpersonal communication.

The Internet is also becoming a ubiquitous channel for social support. Walther and
Parks (2002) assertedlat A The I nternet must be judged
for social support. Understanding, reassurance, and advice flow out through literally

t housands of online support groupso (p. 54
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changes twdundamental aspects of the support process: the cues/channels of
communication and the sociometric relationships of the participants. In particular, people
can seek or receive social support through traditional means of CMC that were not
designed with supptive goals in mind, such asneail or chat rooms; they can also
employ CMC venues that were specifically designed for social support, such as online
support groups. In addition, scholars have reported that the Internet makes it easier to
engage in supptve interactions with both prestablished relational partners (Kraut et al.,
1998; LaRose, Mastro, & Eastin, 2001) and relative strangers (Walther & Boyd, 2001,
Wright, 2000a). Walther and Parks (2002) t
competent koices rather than simply extending opportunities to communicate with the
same old partners in the same old wayso (p
ubiquity for social support to the fact that mediation makes it easier to communicate about
some situations. Thus, the Internet is a popular channel for enacting social support.
Although social support is regular fare in CMC, social support scholarship and
CMC research have remained largely independent to date. Bridging the gap between social
support and CMC scholarship is a worthwhile endeavor for both theoretical and empirical
reasons. Not only would researchers interested in social support expand their
understanding of how people employ technology in the support process, but scholars
interestedn CMC could also examine how technological features moderate the production
and interpretation of comforting messages. To provide a foundation for research on
computermediated social support (CMSS), this chapter examines how social support

empirically and theoretically unfolds in CMC.
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Computermediated Social Support

Perhaps because of CMC's novelty and relative infancy as a medium for social
support, the majority of CMSS literature focuses on observational findings that describe
the content of onlinsupport venues. Few CMSS studies have yet to expand theory or
examine the influence of contextual, personal, or relational variables on the production or
interpretation of social support messages. CMSS research is subsequently reviewed to
clarify what is known about online social support, and to provide insight into how
mediated contexts can moderate the processes of social support message production and
evaluation.

Scholars have noted that CMC support occurs in a variety of ways in many
different contextsCMC support occurs both synchronously through live chat programs
and asynchronously througlmaail or discussion boards (Winzelberg, 1997). Researchers
have also cataloged a wide variety of CMC support groups helping people cope with
everything from AIDS to multiple sclerosis, to alcoholism, to diabetes (Davison,
Pennebaker, & Dickerson, 2000). Another advantage of CMSS is that these venues allow
relational partners to be separated by geographical and temporal constraints that would be
difficult, if not impossible, to traverse using traditional communication channels. As such,
some scholars question nehetherCMC is a supportive environment but rathdy it
might be such an effective medium for social support (Walther & Parks, 2002).

Scholars have obsved several common types of social support in online venues.

In particular, Robinson and Turner (2003) listed emotional, esteem, tangible,
informational, and social integration as common types of CMSS. Likewise, research

conducted in electronic supporbgps concluded that people employ emotional support,
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informational support, feedback, and advice to achieve their support goals (Winzelberg,
1997). Braithwaite, Waldron, and Finn (1999) observed that emotional support messages
are the most common type ssipport conveyed online, representing 40% of all support
messages. Informational and esteem support (comprising 31.7% and 18.6% of all support
messages, respectively) are also commonly observed online. Similarly, other researchers
have documented that ov&t million users have employed the Internet as a resource for
healthrelated information (Robinson & Turner, 2003). People also experience network
support (7.1% of all messages) and tangible assistance (2.7% of all messages) online;
however, these suppdyipes are less frequent (Braithwaite et al., 1999). Although scholars
have identified the types of support people experience online, few other support
mechanisms enjoy similar research attention. For example, there are few, if any, studies
that documentite prevalence, production, or evaluation of persamered messages

online.

Prior research has indicated that CMC channels hold numerous advantages over
traditional FtF support contexts. For example, researchers tout the large number of people
using CMC sipport, its unlimited temporal availability, its lack of geographic constraints,
and its heightened anonymity as important benefits of CMSS (Turner, Grube, & Meyers,
2001; Wright, 2000a, 2000b). The sheer number of people involved in CMSS increases a
u s s abifity to find someone with a similar problem to share advice, empathy, or
resources. In particular, when people experience low levels of FtF support and cannot find
a suitable support provider, they increase their time reading and contributing tonétect
listservs (Turner et al., 2001). Whereas FtF networks contain a finite number of contacts,

CMC support venues globally connect people to millions of other users. Furthermore, each
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user brings a unique set of resources to a supportive interactiaotiébe valuable for
ot her users. Robinson and Turner (2003) <co
with similar experiences, ilinesses, or treatments as well as similar demographic
characteristics, few social opportunities offer so much fots6li ed6 (p. 233) .
Ot her research has documented sever al n
behavior in CMSS contexts. For example, Walther and Boyd (2001) highlighted
anonymity, access, interaction management, and social distance as reasons people enact
online support. More specifically, these scholars stated that anonymity allows users to
avoid embarrassment or face threats in requesting social support or describing a stressor.
People might be hesitant or feel awkward requesting support or commungestsiive
messages FtF; however, they could feel more comfort and confidence doing so in a
relatively anonymous IM exchange. Furthermore, the continuous access of online support,
where sources of support are almost always available attracts users to CWISS.
support seekers do not need to worry about lacking access to support providers. In
addition, interaction management involves both carefully designing messages for effective
selfexpression and allowing relational partners to read and respond to eseasHtpeir
convenience. Simply turning to an IM channel gives message senders a greater ability to
craft, edit, and control the support messages they send to others. Finally, social distance
assumes that people attribute more expertise to online sobacethey do to the
assistance offered by their FtF social networks. People often perceive that CMC support
providers possess competencies that normal FtF contacts lack. Because of these unique
channel norms, scholars have noted that CMSS involves an edhamel of comfort

compared to FtF exchanges (Caplan, 2003). People can exploit this comfort to seek and
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receive support in ways that might normally be uncomfortable or face threatening in FtF
interactions (Caplan & Turner, 2007). Thus, several chanmaisxmotivate people to
employ CMC as a social support venue.

Extant research also indicates that people are satisfied with their mediated support
experiences. For example, people who receive mediated informational or emotional
support have conveyed thaely are more satisfied with their CMSS than their FtF support
(Wright, 1999). Turner et al. (2001) also documented that time spent reading a support
listserv yields deeper, more satisfying relationships with the group members. Furthermore,
Wright (1999, 200b) noted that the number of hours participants converse and the number
of supportive messages they receive in CMC support groups are positively associated with
the size of their mediated support networKk
CMC network size is negatively related to perceived life stress and exhibits positive
associations with CMSS satisfaction (Wright, 2000a). More specifically, Wright (2002)
observed a negative correlation betWween ca
support and their life stress.

People also report socioemotional advantages to CMSS. For example, Sussman and
Sproull (1999) documented that people exhibit greater satisfaction, comfort, and liking of
CMC conversational partners than phone or FtF pegti@&milarly, Preese (1999)
observed that empathy is a prominent shared value between mediated support partners.
Hender son and Gilding (20t0rdgc keevcetn rreslpaotrit eerds
development through higher amounts of sidiclosure. In paitular, Bargh, McKenna,
and Fitzsimons (2002) reported that people like conversational partners better online than

FtF. The same effect occurs even when people unknowingly meet the same person in both
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communication channels (McKenna, Green, & Gleason, )20b&is, people experience
socioemotional and personal benefits by interacting in CMC.

This section reviewed empirical research findings in the domain of CMSS. |
established that online venues are capable of providing the same types of support that
peoplecommonly receive in FtF interactions. Furthermore, the norms of anonymity,
access, interaction management, and social distance are common attractions of CMSS. By
enacting support in mediated venues, people can enhance persoieing||
socioemotionaltates, and relational ties. Although this body of research does an adequate
job of cataloging CMSS, we know comparatively little about the processes of support
message production and interpretation online. As a foundation for thinking about how
CMSS occursl turn next to theories of computerediated interpersonal communication.

Interpersonal CMC Theories with Supportive Implications

Several theories have been advanced to describe interpersonal and relational
communication in CMC; however, none of thenpkitly discuss social support. To
address this lack of CMSS theory, this section reviews interpersonal theories of CMC that
offer insights into the social support process. Cues filtered out theories denote a collection
of theories that emphasize the lagknonverbal cues online and the corresponding
detriment to interpersonal interaction (Culnan & Markus, 1987). Conversely, cues filtered
in theories that contend that CMC is not inherently damaging to interpersonal or relational
processes (Walther & Park&002). Thus, the subsequent discussion of CMC theory is

divided between cues filtered out and cues filtered in theories.
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Cues Filtered Out Theories

All theories under the cues filtered out heading share a few common assumptions.
For example, they allssume that there is a etweeone correspondence between
communication cues and communication functions. In other words, channels with more
cues can accomplish more communicative goals than channels with fewer cues. Cues
filtered out theorists contend tHa¢cause CMC lacks several nonverbal cues, it is
necessarily a limited channel that is incapable of matching the communicative dexterity of
FtF contexts (Culnan & Markus, 1987; Walther & Parks, 2002). Nonverbal cues often
convey personal and emotional camttin FtF conversations; their absence in CMC
hampers peoplebs socioemotional capabiliti
assume CMC channels are more tasknted than FtF channels. Because of this, most
CMC interactions should be relativelg@anymous and impersonal.

Cues filtered out theories also imply that CMC is not a suitable environment for
social support. Instead of comforting, supportive interactions, these theories predict CMC
is more likely to produce either impersonal relationsbipgninhibited behavior rife with
obscenity, insults, and hostility. Proponents of cues filtered out research generally claim
that CMCO6s superficiality is not suitable
sensitive messages, or producing any rotieenforting behavior commonly involved in
providing effective support (Daft, Lengel, & Trevino, 1987; Rice & Case, 1983). More
specifically, CMCo6s i mpersonality would ma
(Kiesler, Siegel, & McGuire, 1984). Each theamythe cues filtered out paradigm specifies

different mechanisms through which limited nonverbal cues restrict intimate discourse and
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socially supportive communication. The following sections review social presence theory
and media richness theory as tesemplar cues filtered out theories.

Socialpresenceheoly. Theorists conceptualize social presence as the salience of
other interactants or the extent to which people perceive others as jointly involved in
conversation (Short, Williams, & Christie, 19Malther, 1992). Whereas channels high
in social presence provide a salient impression of other interactants, channels low in social
presence transmit only superficial impressions. Contexts that enable people to
communicate in redime, in shared spaceasrough a variety of media, typically yield
high levels of social presence. Conversely, channels that limit fluid interaction between
communicators yield correspondingly limited perceptions of social presence. In other
words, high presence exists when edmted interaction does not seem mediated
(Lombard & Ditton, 1997). Accordingly, FtF contexts always contain the highest levels of
social presence because these channels contain cues of copresence, physical appearance,
and vocalics that are absent online.

As perceptions of presence decline, messages become increasingly impersonal
(Ramirez & Zhang, 2007). For instance, Kiesler (1986) asserted that communicators are
unable to transmit impressions of individuality or charisma without nonverbal cues.
Similarly, low levels of presence reduce perceptions of intimacy, involvement, affection,
similarity, and trust (Walther, 1992). Nonverbal cues increase impressions of
communication partners by enhancing the warmth, immediacy, and intensity of
interpersonal inteions (Short et al., 1976); however, CMC lacks many nonverbal cues.
Because of this, online channels often yield little social presence, which promotes

impersonal messages and superficial conversations. Along these lines, early
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conceptualizations of CMGgarded the medium as information deficient (Short et al.,
1976). Similarly, Tur o-brientatich 8nd impersanglt r i but ed
di scussions to the mediumds reduced presen
CMC communicators can nevaurpass emotionally superficial or impersonal impressions
(Short et al., 1976; Turoff, 1991). Thus, cues filtered out theorists view low levels of social
presence as detrimental to warm, involving interpersonal exchanges.
Although not articulated as a sjfecassumption, social presence theory implies
that CMC is not a suitable environment for the provision of social support. Because
channels with reduced levels of presence can only yield superficial exchanges, they do not
match the sophistication and invement necessary for HPC messages. Social presence
theory implies that CMCO6s reduced presence
express the intimate personal, relational, and contextual knowledge inherent in sensitive
support messages. In contrale full array of nonverbal behaviors should make FtF an
ideal context for the production and interpretation of HPC messages. The inability to
develop affecbased impressions, personalized content, or HPC messages because of
CMCO6s r educ eckcaldseveely hampertle efficacy of CMSS.
Mediarichnesgheory. Like social presence theonmyedia richness theory is a cues
filtered out theory that highlights CMCOs
interpersonal communication. Media richeéiseory contends that channels vary in terms
of their richness, or ability to transmit multiple cue systems (Daft & Lengel, 1984, 1986).
The theory asserts that multiple cue systems, immediate feedback, message
personalization, and language variety camjgidetermine a medium'’s richness (Clarke,

1992; Datft et al., 1987; Dennis & Kinney, 1998). FtF is the richest communication channel
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because of its array of communicative cues, immediate feedback, and ability to
simultaneously transmit body language, tohgoice, natural language, and a wealth of

other nonverbal cues (Daft & Lengel, 1984). Conversely, most CMC channels are assumed
to be relatively lean media because of their reduced nonverbal cues, limited transmission
capacities, and other communicatsrertcomings (Walther, 1992). Media richness theory
asserts that CMC channels are constrained to impersonabassgel, and procedure

focused conversations because of their leanness (Daft & Lengel, 1986). Along these lines,
some scholars have asserteat tBMC channels, especially those with fewer cues and
asynchronous interaction, generate | ess em
2000). Likewise, people perceive lean media as less friendly and more depersonalizing
than richer media (Denn& Kinney, 1998; Walther, 1992, 1993). Williams (1977) even
concluded that people perceive others more like objects than individuals in lean media.
Thus, CMC is commonly considered a lean medium with limited communicative
capabilities.

Media richness theg also contends that transmitting equivocal content, such as
sophisticated messages, emotion, or abstract concepts, requires a relatively rich medium to
reach full comprehension. Rich media enable detailed description, promote immediate
feedback, and acoumodate different frames of reference that are instrumental in
transmitting equivocal information, such as social support messages. These media should
lead to quicker and more effective performance on equivocal tasks (Dennis & Kinney,
1998). In support ahis, researchers have documented that communicators prefer oral
media when they are faced with comprehension difficulties (Daft et al., 1987; Daft &

Lengel, 1984). On the other hand, lean media are the best communication channels for
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unequivocal, simplemessages or processes. Lean media are not only functional, but also
more efficient for simple tasks because they avoid transmitting unnecessary content (Daft
& Lengel, 1986; Dennis & Kinney, 1998). Lean and rich media do not differ in their
effectivenessdr unequivocal tasks; however, lean media are more efficient (Daft &
Lengel, 1984; Trevino, Lengel, & Daft, 1987). Unlike the tenets of social presence theory,
media richness theory predicts that rich media do not automatically yield the best or most
satigying interactions; rather, satisfaction depends on the match between a task and the
chosen communication medium.

Although media richness theory does not mention social support, its theoretical
propositions have implications for CMSS. Effective socialpsupis conceptualized as an
equivocal undertaking because it involves multiple goals and requires sophisticated
messages. Because media richness theory states that the most effective communication
occurs when interactants find an optimal match betweemethaichness and message
ambiguity (Daft & Lengel, 1984; Datft et al., 1987), the theory implies that people will
enact the most effective support in richer environments. By extension, lean media would
be relatively ineffective venues for social suppohisimay be especially true in the case
of HPC messages, which may require the richness of FtF channels to be effectively
communicated.

This section reviewed cues filtered out theories, as well as their implications for the
social support process. | disses social presence theory and media richness theory as
exemplars from the cues filtered out paradigm. Both of these theories posit that the lack of

nonverbal cues in CMC is detrimental to both interpersonal communication and social

support. Social preseec t heory contends that CMC6s | ack
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interpersonal information required to establish detailed, intimate impressions. Instead, the
information transmitted via CMC yields only superficial relations that are not conducive to
socid support. Similarly, media richness theory classifies CMC as a lean medium that is
ineffective for performing complex tasks. Because social support is a complicated
endeavor, this theory implies that a lean communication channel should host unsuccessful
supportive interactions. Whereas CMC might be suitable for simple pizséd
interactions, cues filtered out theories conclude that effective social support should only be
possible in richer channels.
Cues Filtered in Theories

As a counterpart to the prieusly reviewed theoretical paradigm, this section
elaborates upon cues filtered in theories of CMC. More specifically, | discuss social
information processing theory and the hyperpersonal perspective as exemplars from the
cues filtered in paradigm. The®llection of theories opposes the cues filtered out
perspective to assert that people can have intimate social relationships online. Rather than
being universally constrained by a lack of nonverbal cues, these theories argue that people
can maintain soclagoals, adapt to channel limitations, and achieve meaningful
relationships in CMC. Because of this, these theories emphasize the potential of CMC
channels for social support. The cues filtered in paradigm is both more contemporary and
more theoretically@gphisticated than the cues filtered out perspective. These theories
provide a theoretical justification for positing that CMC can yield easier and more effective
social support than FtF channels.

Social information pocessingheory. Social information prcessing (SIP; Walther,

1992) theory explicitly rejects the assump
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communication. Instead, the theory assumes that online communicators are just as

motivated as their offline counterparts to reduce uncertdmy, impressions, and

achieve a variety of relational goal s. As

communicators in any context, should desire to transact personal, rewarding, complex

relationships and that t h.6SiPtheorylalsoassoomsnuni c a

that people can substitute verbal and typographic cues for the information normally

transmitted via nonverbal cues (Walther, 1992). Online communicators exchange

individuating information by emphasizing and interpreting the conseyle, typing, and

timing of verbal messages. Through these cues, people adapt the verbal code to convey the

intimate, personal information normally communicated nonverbally (Walther, 1996).

Because they feel the same social motivations as FtF intetsc&P theory asserts that

CMC communicators adapt to online channels to achieve their interpersonal goals.
According to SIP theory, the key difference between relational information

exchanged onl i ne andantouni®fsdcialanrmatian exdhangedot  wi

but with therateo f s oci al i nformation exchangeo ( Wal

that time is a crucial component of mediated communication. The lack of nonverbal cues

in CMC does not limit the amount of information users ttansmit; however, it does slow

the rate of information transmission. If nothing else, typing messages takes more time than

simply speaking in FtF settings. Furthermore, fewer CMC codes are tasked with

transmitting the content normally found in numerousvasbal cues; therefore, a single

mediated message likely contains less information than a comparable FtF message.

Because of this, SIP theory posits that personal, intimate communication takes longer to

emerge in CMC than FtF (Walther, 1992; Walther &Ba2002). In support of this
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assertion, scholars have recognized that the early stages of mediated relationships are more
impersonal and tas@riented than their FtF counterparts (Walther, 1992, 1996). Although
FtF partners develop individuated impressiomore rapidly, Walther (1993) observed that
CMC couples eventually equal FtF partnerso
has indicated that there are no differences between CMC and FtF perceptions of
immediacy, similarity, composure, and receipyiof group members when people
anticipate lengthy interactions with a partner (Walther, 1994). Thus, CMC interactions can
be just as meaningful or intimate as FtF exchanges; relationship development just takes
longer online.

Although SIP theory does ndirectly address social support, it entails several
implications for the support process. Specifically, SIP theory implies that CMC is a
suitable context for enacting support encounters and that online communicators are able to
achieve the same supportiwvetcomes as FtF interactants. Online communicators can
adapt to channel limitations in the process of providing social support by relying more on
verbal cues. Yet, because of these limitations, support encounters are likely to take longer
to unfold in CMCthan FtF. Although CM&ased social support can be just as effective
and satisfying as FtF support, relational partners may have to devote more time to
providing support online than FtF. Overall, SIP theory implies that social support is
possible onlinealbeit only after sufficient time elapses. The predictions of SIP theory are
not specifically tested in this dissertation because many of them are subsumed by the
subsequently described hyperpersonal perspective; however, SIP theory is discussed in this

section to help contextualize the cues filtered in paradigm.
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ThehyperpersonaperspectiveThe hyperpersonal perspective completely opposes
the aforementioned cues filtered out theories to contend that online interaction is actually
superior to offline disourse. As Walther (1996) described, hyperpersonal communication
is ACMC that i s more socially desirable th
interactiono (p. 17). Hyperpersonal theory
communication cues and camnicative capability. In other words, the lack of nonverbal
cues online actually promotes enhanced relational outcomes. According to the
hyperpersonal perspective, online actors can adapt and exploit the diminished nonverbal
cues online in ways that enlentheir ability to attain interpersonal goals (Dunthler, 2006;
Walther, 1996, 2006). For example, researchers have found that fewer nonverbal cues
enable communicators to manipulate their identity, time the production of messages, and
effectively organizeheir thoughts (Dunthler, 2006). Thus, hyperpersonal theory asserts
that the lack of nonverbal cues online enhances interpersonal communication such that
many relational processes can be more effectively pursued online than FtF.

Hyperpersonal theory petaims that without visual information, message senders
have enhanced presentational abilities online. Communicators can selectively mask or edit
undesirable and uncontrollable cues while magnifying preferred attributes (Walther, 1996,
1997). AsWalther@96) asserted, fAsuch social eval ua
impeded by messy hair, lack of makeup, or normal imperfections, much less more
pronounced physical distracters or disabil
to revealonly positive information online. The verbal content that takes center stage in
CMC is easier to control and strategically manipulate than nonverbal behavior (Ekman &

Frieson, 1969). Because CMC requires people to type their responses before sending them,



58

a communicator is able to revise or abandon unfavorable messages before they are sent
(Walther, 1996, 2006). Henderson and Gilding (2004) provided empirical support of this
idea when they observed that respondents take special care to strategicallictonstr
messages in CMC. Similarly, Walther (2006) reported that people mindfully edit their
statements online, with greater editing leading to higher levels of relational immediacy and
affection. Hence, CMC allows people to disclose personal informatioththaare unable

to express in parallel FtF situations (Bargh et al., 2002). By exploiting the lack of
nonverbal cues online, the hyperpersonal perspective proposes that mediated
communi cat or s 0 e npgesegtationiamd pateel idealizationgeting e | f
exchanges more intimate than those of FtF
319).

Despite lacking many nonverbal cues, the hyperpersonal perspective contends that
mediated channels are still capable of hosting rich interactions. &opé, research has
concluded that CMC can equal or surpass FtF in terms of uncertainty reduction and
attributional confidence (Tidwell & Walther, 2002). As Walther and Parks (2002) noted,

At he channel i -énisarcing messages bl allawadurees fargeatdr

control over message construction than is available isFgR t i n g sBecays@CMC5 4 1) .
contains less information than FtF contexts, relational partners are unhindered by
extraneous information and can concentrate on relationgligriant disclosures. The

absence of many nonverbal demands and temporal commitments in CMC should also
enable communicators to redirect cognitive resources to where they are most needed or to
where they can be applied most efficaciously (Walther, 199&))189other words,

hyperpersonal theory argues that through cognitive reallocation online communicators can
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devote more resources to verbal message production than is possible FtF. Because online
communicators do not have to expend cognitive resourceswvamal aspects of nonverbal
communication, these extra resources can be reallocated to create particularly effective
verbal messages.

Anot her benefit of CMC is the buffer ef
interactions, people are insulatedorbuffed fr om t heir partners?o
seltdisclosures. This increased perceptual distance removes some of the anxiety and face
threat that plague FtF interactions, thereby enabling people to communicate in ways that
might be too uncomfortdé FtF. For example, researchers have documented that people
prefer leaner communication channels when they are concerned about their self
presentation or desire to obscure unattrac
CMSS, the buffer effectauld assist in the production of HPC messages by shielding
people from their partnersod6 reactions to t
between communicators could make is easier for some people to produce intimate,
sensitive, or personal messag

The strategic selpresentation, idealized impressions, and channel benefits
included in the hyperpersonal perspective all imply that people might actually be more
successful supporters online than FtF. Rather than limiting interaction, this peespecti
argues that the lack of nonverbals online frees people and enables them to experience
better communication than is possible FtF. For example, support providers should be able
to strategically create and edit- HPC suppo
presentation. In fact, through cognitive reallocation, support providers are able to devote

more mental resources to the production of these messages online than FtF. In addition,
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CMCO6s buffer effect Iimplies that lnethanpl e sh
FtF because they are shielded from their partners online. Support providers can
strategically exploit CMCOs buffer effect
self-conscious to communicate FtF. Overall, the hyperpersonal perspectiiesithpat
online communicators can create more intimate, sensitive, and effective support
interactions than are possible FtF.

This section reviewed extant theories of mediated interpersonal communication to
summarize their predictions and specify theiplications for CMSS. In general, cues
filtered out theories decry the lack of nonverbal cues online and speculate that CMC is
universally impersonal. Through different mechanisms, these theories assert that CMC is a
limited medium that is incapable of tsmitting detailed impressions or sustaining
effective supportive interactions. Although cues filtered in theories also recognize the lack
of nonverbal cues in CMC, they claim that these deficits do not constrain communication.
Instead, social informatiorr@cessing theory and the hyperpersonal perspective contend
that CMC yields impressions and interpersonal exchanges that are equivalent to or better
than their FtF counterparts. Thus, CMSS looks very different when viewed through the
lenses of the cues #ted out versus the cues filtered in paradigms.

Individual Differences in Preference for Online Social Interaction

I n the previous chapter on social suppo
individual difference with documented effects on social stppdith regard to CMC,
individual differences have also emerged. In particular, some scholars claim that people
can develop a preference for online social interaction (POSI) that compels them to avoid

FtF exchanges and embrace all means of CMC interadtipaople prefer to conduct their
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relational interactions online, they may not only desire more CMSS but also work harder to
provide and receive it. Thus, a preference for online social interaction is an individual
difference variable that has the potahto influence the production and interpretation of
CMSS.

Caplan (2003) theorized that POSI affects how people use the Internet to achieve
interpersonal goals. A POSI is characterized by beliefs that one is safer, more efficacious,
more confident, and nne comfortable with mediated interpersonal interactions than
traditional FtF exchanges (Caplan, 2003, 2005a, 2005b; see also Mdtahan 1999).
Founded on Davisodos (2001) research on prob
that people who suffédrom psychosocial problems often hold negative opinions of their
FtF social competence. For such individuals, the perceivegsséntational affordances
of CMC represent an attractive alternative. Mediated interaction entails anonymity,
controlled sdtpresentation, and reduced social risk (Morahtamtin & Schumacher,

2000; Wallace, 1999; Walther, 1996), all of which can benefit introverted communicators.

In fact, scholars have contended that feelings of awkwardness or fear dissipate by

removing the B aspect of communication (Kelly & Keaten, 2007). Likewise, Caplan

(2003) noted that people with POSI perceive CMC to be an easier, less risky medium for
selfpr esent ation. Wallace (1999) agreed, st at
realitytocompee with, especially for peopl e whose

Caplan (2003) argued that people with a POSI choose mediated venues to
simultaneously minimize seffresentational costs and maximize presentational ability.

Along these lines, Caplg2003, 2005a) observed that depression and loneliness were both

significant predictors of POSI. On the other hand, scholars have documented that socially
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troubled individuals display reduced shyness, nervousness, and inhibition online than FtF
(Kelly & Keaten, 2007; Stritzke, Nguyen, & Durkin, 2004). Lonely people have also been
found to exhibit more effective sgbfresentation in CMC than FtF (McKenna et al., 2002).
The increased control and reduced anxiety online have even caused some people to feel
postive affect toward mediated channels (Kelly & Keaten, 2007). Thus, POSI identifies
individuals who are comfortable, and presumably enjoy, interacting online.

People who prefer mediated channels might consider them functional alternatives
to FtF contextsdr interpersonal behavior (Caplan, 2005a). In particular, people with
higher levels of POSI could both prefer receiving and providing support in mediated
venues. Although they may lack sufficient skills or confidence to excel in FtF support
exchanges, petpwith high levels of POSI should feel more comfortable in mediated
support encounters. To the extent that these individuals want to participate in social
support interactions, but are unable to do so FtF, people with high levels of POSI could be
particularly effective CMSS partners. These individuals may very well work harder at
producing and interpreting supportive messages online than FtF. In fact, Caplan (2005b)
asserted that, APOSI may | ead an individua
behavior, when they seek comforting and companionship from members of their support
networko (p. 8).

Hypotheses

To this point in this dissertation, | have highlighted the need for further research
into the dyadic experience of social support, reviemesdarch on social support, and
examined CMC as a venue for CMSS. To guide a study of factors that affect the

production and interpretation of support messages in both FtF and CMC interactions, |
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now advance several hypotheses. A first group of hypotheseses on how extant
theories of mediated interpersonal communication draw contrasting conclusions about
CMSS. These hypotheses specify how social support differs between CMC and FtF
contexts according to the theoretical implications of cues filteredralitues filtered in
theories. Another set of hypotheses considers how gender influences social support
interactions. These hypotheses describe ho
composition of a dyad moderate the support process. A last set dfhbagps focuses on
how POSI alters peopleds use of communicat
peoplebs |l evels of POSI can influence how
in different communication channels. Throughout, | focus ondM &MC channel that
approximates FtF interaction, yet retains core aspects of CMC. Within each section,
hypot heses emphasi ze message producersodo pe
communi cated messages, and mes sndegsmandingecei ve
the experience of social support interactions.
CMC Interpersonal Theories and Social Support

Cues filtered out theories, such as social presence and media richness theories,
contend that conducting social support online should limit itsaefy. Specifically, social
presence theory contends that IM is a superficial channel that does not contain a sufficient
level of presence to yield effective support. At the very least, IM contains less presence
than FtF interactions; therefore, Ibased scial support should be perceived as inferior to
FtF support. The full array of nonverbal cues in FtF contexts makes it possible to develop
affectionate communication, personalized content, and highly peesaared (HPC)

messages. Because several ofdélmges are absent or lacking in IM, the production and
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reception of social support should suffer therein. Social presence theory implies a main
effect of communication channel, such that all levels of pecsotered messages are
better suited for FtF thaiM channels.

Rather than predicting a similar main effect of communication channel, media
richness theory argues that communicators
richness (Daft & Lengel, 1984; Daft et al., 1987). Equivocal tasks reguicd context;
simple tasks necessitate leaner contexts. Because IM is a relatively lean medium, only the
simplest and theoretically least sensitive and effective LPC messages should be
successfully conveyed therein. On the other hand, HPC messagesishoubre
successfully conveyed in a richer medium, like a FtF conversation, than a mediated
interaction. Media richness theory implies an interaction between communication channel
and level of persocoenteredness, such that the positive qualities of HE(@ss likely to
be realized in IM interactions.

SIP theory and the hyperpersonal perspective were reviewed as cues filtered in
theories. Yet, because the hyperpersonal perspective advances more specific and testable
predictions, many of which mirror tlessertions of SIP theory, it provides the theoretical
basis for the hypotheses derived from the cues filtered in theories. Specifically, the
hyperpersonal perspective directly contrasts the cues filtered out paradigm by implying
that IM is a suitable ensenment for the enactment of social support. In fact, the logic of
hyperpersonal theory suggests that it should be easier for people to produce social support
messages online than FtF. By reallocating cognitive resources that are not needed for
nonverbal ommunication, online communicators can devote more energy to support

message production and interpretation than FtF interactants. If the principles of cognitive
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reallocation are accurate, CMC communicators are expected to have more success with
HPC messagethan their FtF counterparts. Even more, because online communication
entails the buffer effect (O6Sullivan, 200
reactions to the messages they produce. Th
ability to produce sensitive or effective supportive messages. Thus, the hyperpersonal
perspective posits that people should experience more effective supportive conversations
via IM than FtF interactions.
The contrasting predictions of these theories are testeseinci competing

hypotheses. Although social presence theory and media richness theory are both cues
filtered out theories, they predict slightly different outcomes for supportive conversations.
Conversely, the hyperpersonal perspective completely oppesesedictions of social
presence theory. The following set of hypotheses provides a critical test of these competing
perspectives by specifying their distinct
their own effectiveness (H1), third partyaduations of message production (H2), and
support receiverso6 evaluations of message
effects of levelof persecn ent er edness and communication ¢
perceptions of their efficacy in me&sge production. Hla follows from social presence
theory, H1b from media richness theory, and H1c from the hyperpersonal perspective:

Hla: Support providers perceive that they produce all levels of peestared messages

more effectively in FtF intexctions than IM interactions.
H1b: There is an interaction between level of message peestaredness and

communication channel, such that (a) support providers perceive that they produce



66

HPC messages more effectively in FtF channels than IM, andgpdg providers

perceive that they produce LPC messages more effectively in IM than FtF.

H1c: Support providers perceive that they produce all levels of peesdared messages
more effectively in IM interactions than in FtF interactions.

The second Ipotheses address the effects of message peeswaredness and
communication channel on third party evaluations of messages. Again, predictions
following from social presence theory (H2a), media richness theory (H2b), and the
hyperpersonal perspective (¢)2are contrasted in the following hypotheses:

H2a: Support providers are perceived by third parties to be more supportive in FtF
interactions than in IM conversations.

H2b: There is an interaction between level of peisameredness and commurioa
channel, such that (a) third parties perceive more supportive HPC messages in FtF
interactions compared to IM conversations, and (b) third parties perceive more
supportive LPC messages in IM conversations compared to FtF interactions.

H2c: Supporproviders are by perceived by third parties to be more supportive in IM
interactions than in FtF conversations.

The third hypotheses specify associations between level of message person
centeredness and communi cat i oonsadupporive | on
messages. H3a specifies the implications of social presence theory, H3b follows from
media richness theory, and H3c documents the predictions from the hyperpersonal
perspective:

H3a: Support receivers perceive all levels of peixsamered messages to be higher

guality in FtF interactions than IM interactions.
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H3b: There is an interaction between level of persemeredness and communication
channel, such that (a) support receivers evaluate HPC messages as higher quality in
FtF corversations compared to IM interactions, and (b) support receivers evaluate
LPC messages as higher quality in IM interactions compared to FtF conversations.
H3c: Support receivers perceive all levels of persemered messages to be higher
quality in IM than FtF interactions.
The Influence of Gender
As described in chapter 2 of this dissertation, gender differences are prevalent in
social support interactions. For example, researchers have documented that although both
men and women prefer HPC messageseir LPC counterparts (Jones & Burleson, 1997,
Kunkel & Burleson, 1999), women are better at producing these messages than are men
(Burleson, 1982; Samter, 2002). In fact, women are more skilled than men in most aspects
of social support provision andception (Hale et al., 1997; Kunkel & Burleson, 1999;
Sarason, Sarason, Hacker, & Basham, 1985). These findings have led some scholars to
conclude that women possess more skill or critical abilities for evaluating social support
messages than men do (Bad.987; Holmstrom, Burleson, & Jones, 2005). In support of
this assertion, women evaluate LPC messages as lower in quality than do men (Kunkel &
Burleson, 1999). Women neither value producing these messages nor do they appreciate
receiving them (Holmstra et al., 2005; Kunkel & Burleson, 1999). Thus, | expect females
to be more competent and effective support providers and receivers than men. This means
females are expected to be competent producers and receivers of HPC messages and
relatively ineffectiveinteraction partners in relation to LPC messages. | propose the

following hypotheses to test these predictions:
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H4: There is an interaction between gender and level of pesderedness, such that
(a) women perceive they produce HPC messages nfeatietly than do men, and
(b) women perceive they produce LPC messages less effectively than do men.
H5: There is an interaction between gender and level of pemderedness, such that
(a) third party observers perceive that females produce supportive HPC
messages than do men, and (b) third party observers perceive that females produce
less supportive LPC messages than do men.
H6: There is an interaction between gender and level of peederedness, such that
(a) females evaluate HR@essages as higher quality than do men, and (b) females
evaluate LPC messages as lower quality than do men.
As previously documented, the gender composition of a dyad can also influence the
processes of support provision and reception. In general, demanen both prefer
engaging in supportive interactions with women (Burleson, Holmstrom, & Gilstrap, 2005;
Holmstrom et al., 2005; Kunkel & Burleson, 1999). In fact, nialeale dyads have been
found to yield particularly ineffective social support intéi@ts. Men view interactions
involving a male HPC helper as unrealistic, and they dislike male HPC helpers. People in
malei male dyads downplay the importance of receiving HPC messages, produce fewer
HPC messages, and communicate more LPC messagesttaagender combinations.
When paired with another male, men actually endorse avoidant support strategies that
neglect emotions (Burleson et al., 2005). In addition, dyads composed entirely of women
have been found to produce interesting results regardi@rhessages. In particular,
Hol mstrom et al. (2005) reported that f ema

especially unsupportive and ineffective. Women actually liked female LPC supporters less
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than they liked male supporters even though they convegeaticgdl messages. Whereas

men might not even criticize LPC messages, this support violates feminine behavioral
norms and challenges femal esd basic concep
Carson, Baker, Holliday, & Myers, 1995). Women are expktdde uncomfortable both

providing and receiving LPC messages from another female. Thus, the gender composition

of a supportive dyad should influence support interactions, as follows:

H7: There is an interaction between level of persemterednesand the gender
composition of a dyad, such that (a) support providers perceive that they produce
HPC messages most effectively in femiafemale dyads, moderately effectively in
femalel male dyads, and least effectively in malmale dyads, and (b) wome
perceive they are ineffective at producing LPC messages, especially for a female
receiver.

H8: There is an interaction between level of persemteredness and the gender
composition of a dyad, such that (a) third parties perceive the most supptPiC
messages in femaiefemale dyads, moderately supportive HPC messages in
femalel male dyads, and the least supportive HPC messages ifi male
dyads, and (b) third parties perceive the most supportive LPC messagesiin male
male dyads, moderdyesupportive LPC messages in femalmale dyads, and the
least supportive LPC messages in fenidiemale dyads.

H9: There is an interaction between level of persameredness and the gender
composition of a dyad, such that (a) support receivaakiaie HPC messages as
the highest quality in femalefemale dyads, as moderate quality in femalemale

dyads, and as the lowest quality in mialmale dyads, and (b) support receivers
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evaluate LPC messages as the highest quality ininabde dyads, @smoderate

quality in femaléd male dyads, and as the lowest quality in fenidEmale dyads.
The Influence of Communication Channel

Yet, communication channel could influence these patterns such that males benefit
from conducting their support interagt®in IM. Specifically, the next set of hypotheses
qualify the predictions of H8, H9, and H9, such that communication channel has a
moderating effect for males but not females. The factors that are likely to be particularly
consequential for men in thenatlitional FtF supportive interactions, such as anxiety, face
threat, and uncertainty (e.g., Burleson, 2003), may be lessened online. When they interact
via I M, men experience a buffer between th
This perceptal space should not only shield males
lend them more time to compose effective supportive messages. Men value this buffer and,
compared to women, are more likely to exploit it by IMing a partner in their same physica
space (Shiu & Lenhart, 2004). By removing some of the complications of the support
process that are especially problematic fo
enact successful supportive interactions. In this regard, it might be easierfdo
provide HPC comfort to other men in CMC, even though they are often unable to
effectively do so FtF. Whereas females can rely on their heightened support skills to
produce HPC messages, men require the benefits of mediated communication to do so.

Beyond this, | also assert that communication channel influences the evaluation of
LPC support in samsex dyads. Specifically, LPC support received from a ssere
partner will be evaluated as lower quality in CMC than FtF. Although men commonly use

LPC comforting messages with each other in FtF conversations (i.e., Eagly, 1987), these
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messages are expected to be interpreted less favorably online. In addition, prior research
has found that women exhibit particularly critical evaluations of cold comfeytréceive

from another woman, and these criticisms are also likely to be amplified in CMC. The
reason for these effects is that in FtF interactions, the negative perceptions surrounding
LPC messages can be softened té@érongghheonaeve:
someone (i.e., Dakof & Taylor, 1990; Jones, 2004, 2005). The softening of these otherwise
ineffective messages is less likely to occur in CMC contexts, which necessarily inserts a
buffer between interact aiug anlinéd dOranfunidators whan, 2
receive LPC messages experience fairly insensitive messages without the warmth or
presence of another person to boost their effects. This effect is expected to be particularly
strong in femalé female dyads that interact ordingiven research that concludes that

women are more expressive and involved nonverbal communicators than men (Briton &
Hall, 1995; Hall, 1984). Because women are expected to dislike both LPC support and
mediated contexts for comforting interactions, they likely to be especially critical of

LPC support they receive from a woman online. This critical evaluation of LPC messages
in CMC is not likely to be realized in cresex dyads because of the commonly accepted
stereotypes and sex differences surrongdiPC social support (Burleson et al., 2005;

Kunkel & Burleson, 1999). When women receive LPC support from a male online, they
may simply assume it is the normal or perhaps most effective comfort a man can produce.
Men, on the other hand, have been fotmohdicate favorable evaluations of VPC support
from female providers in a variety of situations. They are also less critical of LPC support

than are women (Burleson et al., 2005; Kunkel & Burleson, 1999); therefore, men are not



72

expected to be overly cetl of receiving LPC messages from women in mediated

interactions. Thus, | propose the following hypotheses:

H10:

H11:

H12:

There is a-3vay interaction between level of persoenteredness, gender
composition of a dyad, and communication channel, such thaiala)support
providers believe they provide HPC messages to males more effectively in IM than
FtF, (b) male support providers believe they provide HPC messages to females
more effectively in IM than FtF, and (c) females believe they produce LPC
messages tboth men and women more positively in FtF than IM interactions.
There is a-8vay interaction between level of persocenteredness, gender
composition of a dyad, and communication channel, such that (a) third party
observers perceive that malgport providers produce more supportive HPC
messages for males in IM conversations compared to FtF interactions, (b) third
party observers perceive that male support providers produce more supportive HPC
messages for females in IM conversations compargtHanteractions, and (c)

third party observers perceive that female support providers produce less
supportive LPC messages to female receivers in CMC compared to FtF.

There is a-3vay interaction between level of persoenteredness, gender
conposition of a dyad, and communication channel, such that (a) the support
receivers in malé male dyads evaluate HPC messages as higher quality in IM
conversations compared to FtF interactions, (b) the support receivers in male
male dyads evaluate LPC ssages as lower quality in IM conversations compared
to FtF interactions, (c) the support receivers in mdmale dyads evaluate HPC

messages as higher quality in IM conversations compared to FtF interactions, and
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(d) the support receivers in feméléemale dyads evaluate LPC messages as lower
quality in IM compared to FtF.
The Influence of POSI
In discussing individual differences relevant to CMC, | reviewed how POSI can
both draw people towards mediated channels and influence their communicaiem the
Because people with a strong POSI normally experience ineffective interpersonal
interactions in FtF contexts, these people are expected to devote more effort to mediated
conversations. Scholars have previously specified that online interaction eslieglags
of comfort or seHpresentational confidence in people with a strong POSI (Caplan, 2003,
2005a). Because these are people who desire support, but are often unable to achieve it
FtF, people with high levels of POSI are expected to take advawitégsr increased
confidence online and become particularly effective CMSS partners. These people should
both work harder to produce effective supportive messages and positively evaluate the
messages they receive via online interaction. These assosiatformalized in the
following set of hypotheses:
H13: There is an interaction between communication channel and POSI, such that (a)
people with a strong POSI believe they produce all levels of peeaered
messages more effectively in IM than ktkeractions, and (b) people with a lower
POSI believe they produce all levels of persentered messages more effectively
in FtF interactions than in IM.
H14: There is an interaction between communication channel and POSI, such that (a)
third partyobservers perceive that people with a strong POSI produce more

supportive perseoentered messages in IM conversations compared to FtF



74

interactions, and (b) people with a lower POSI produce more supportive person

centered messages in FtF interactions tWaoonversations.

H15: There is an interaction between communication channel and POSI, such that (a)
support receivers with a strong POSI evaluate all levels of pesuered

messages as higher quality in IM than FtF, and (b) support receiversloitkra

POSI evaluate all levels of persoantered messages as higher quality in FtF

interactions than in IM.

Conclusion

This chapter discussed how the provision of social support in online contexts is a
compl ex and mul ti f ac e bréhd mgstreftectieesarsd.effick® o pl e 6 s
means to enhance their personal ¥beling and relational satisfaction is likely to at least
occasionally lead them online. The convenience, cost, availability, and resources of CMC
compel people to increasingly condtimeir interpersonal interactions online. Yet, despite
the increasing commonality and potential benefits of CMSS, the study of online social
support remains a relatively new topic of scholarly inquiry.

A central issue motivating this chapter is a lackmderstanding of how CMC
influences peoplebs production and percept
considering the rich and varied CMC contexts conducive to social support provision, the
majority of research on mediated social support catdl@ysontent of online support
groups (e.g., Davison et al., 2000; Hildingh, Fridlund, & Segesten, 1995; Winzelberg,
1997; Wright; 2000b, 2002; Wright & Bell, 2003). Although not originally conceptualized
as an appropriate channel for the enactment of stipp@ncounters, this relatively

contemporary research has documented the ubiquity of social support online. Many of the
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common types of support that people experience FtF also exist in CMC, and people are
frequently satisfied with the support they reeeonline. In fact, some scholars have even
reported advantages that mediated channels hold over FtF conversations for interpersonal
interactions. Accordingly, | concentrated on IM as a relevant channel to compare to FtF
settings throughout this dissertatidM is similar enough to compare to FtF yet distinct
enough in important ways to demonstrate how CMC influences the production and
interpretation of perseoentered messages. The mediated traits of IM channels likely
interact with personal characteristiand relational qualities to determine the ultimate
efficacy of a support encounter.

Although there is no specific theory dedicated to mediated social support, several
interpersonal CMC theories have implications for CMSS. More specifically, this chapter
reviewed two paradigms of CMC theory. The cues filtered out theories disparage CMC as
a medium of I imited, i mpersonal communicat
of nonverbal cues necessarily and universally constrains social support and complex
interpersonal interaction in mediated contexts. Conversely, cues filtered in theories predict
that people can adapt to CMCo6s deficits an
more contemporary theories posit that people can employ mediated v@exebange
supportive messages that are equivalent to or even more sensitive and effective than the
messages they create in FtF conversations. Thus, there is theoretical discord between the
cues filtered out and the competing cues filtered in paradigmg #ke role of mediated
contexts in the social support process.

People regularly cite interpersonal functions as the primary reasons they engage in

CMC (e.g., Madden & Rainie, 2003). Besides providing a novel context for traditional
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forms of interpersaa communication, CMC venues also cause important changes in the
communication process. Whereas traditional notions of social support assume copresence
is a requirement for sensitive comfort, a contemporary conceptualization of CMSS
recognizes that suppgrtoviders can provide meaningful, sophisticated support messages
when they are separated by space or time. Even more, the anxiety, face threat, and
uncertainty that often plague supportive interactions (e.g., Burleson, 2003) may be
ameliorated online. Thichapter culminated in 15 hypotheses deduced from my integration
of research on persarentered social support messages, CMC, and relevant individual
differences stemming from the effects of gender on social support and the effects of POSI

on CMC. In thenext chapter, | describe the study | propose to test these hypotheses.
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CHAPTER FOUR

The aim of this project was to determine how personal and contextual qualities
influence the production and evaluation of persentered support messages in both FtF
and CMC contexts. Because this project focused on both social support message
production and reception, | used an interacbased research design. | wanted to look
beyond isolated perceptions of message production or reception to better understand how
these processes work together. This dissertation also employed an experimental approach
to unpack the effects of persoenteredness, gender, and communication channel. An
experimental methodology allowed me to control the variables of interest and assess the
influence in relation to other factors.

Method

In this study, two participants reported to the research laboratory at the same time.
One participant identified and discussed a personal problem that provided at least moderate
levels of personal stresBhe other participant was trained to provide either low, moderate,
or high levels of persenentered social support. After the support training, the dyads were
reunited to engage in an interaction about
interactionsvere conducted either FtF or online. Selport data was collected from both
dyad members to assess their perceptions of the interaction. In this way, the perspectives of
both the support provider and receiver were jointly considered, and the effpetsarh
centeredness, communication channel, and gender were examined.
Research Design

The design of this study was a 2 (participant sex) x 2 (experimental role) x 3 (level

of persorcentered support) x 2 (communication channel) betvseects design.hie
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three levels of persecentered support were low, moderate, and high persotered
messages. The two communication channels were FtF and CMC. The experimental roles
included support providers or support receivers. In total, there were 24 different
experimental conditions. The primary independent variables in this study were the sex of
the support providers and recipients, level of pexsateredness, communication channel,
and preference for online social interaction (POSI). The primary dependeaiileari
focused on support providersodé perceptions
assessments of communicated messages, and
of the messages they received.
Participants

The sample included 510 parpants (52.4% female) from a large eastern
university who received course research credit or extra credit for their participation. The
participants were recruited from communication classes and a research pool that
accompanies an introductory public skieg course. Volunteers for the study were
scheduled to participate in the communication research lab, with two people assigned to
each session. The participants ranged in age from 17 to 33 yeaoli0(21,SD =
1.91). The majority of the sample wakite (79.2%), but it also included people who were
Asian (13.7%), Black (5.9%), and Hispanic (3.3%).
Procedures

Upon arrival at the research lab, the participants received a general description of
the experiment and were asked to provide informed corBefure engaging in the

experimental interaction, participants were seated at computers in separate rooms to
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complete a variety of seteport measures. The pirgeraction questionnaire measured
several personal qualities, including PQ@Sée Appendix A)

Upon completion of this questionnaire, the participants were randomly assigned to
the role of either discloser or support provider. The disclosers were asked to identify a
personal problem they were comfortable talking about to obtain social suppddwed
slightly modified procedures from published research to identify appropriate
conversational topics (i.e., Verhofstadt, Buysse, & Ickes, 2007; Verhofstadt, Buysse, Ickes,
Davis, & Devoldre, 2008; Leonard & Roberts, 1998). Specifically, | askectipantits to
consider personal problems they were currently experiencing or had recently experienced.
Personal problems could have been caused by a variety of stressors, including another
person, a relationship, or a problematic situation. For examplengeath work stress,
changing a bad habit, and discussing something a person would like to change about him
or herself all constituted personal problems in this study (Verhofstadt et al., 2008). If
participants were unable to think of a personal problesgarch assistants suggested
several common problem areas that could prime participants to recognize relevant
stressors.

Participants were asked to identify up to 10 personal problems on separate index
cards(See Appendix B)After identifying these probms, they were asked to rate the
severity of each problem on alDO0 scale (Leonard & Roberts, 1998; Sillars, Roberts,
Leonard, & Dun, 2000). A problem rated 100 was said to be an extremely serious problem
that the participant could not stop thinking ab@uproblem rated a 50 was thought to be a
fairly serious issue that participants felt stressed about several times a week. Problems

rated a 1 was described as a fairly minor inconvenience that participants rarely worried
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abouti maybe one or two times ae@k. Participants were then asked to ugesar no
scale to indicate whether they were willing to talk about each personal problem with the
other research participant.

Research assistants selected the most severe problem that participants were willing
to talk about as the focus of the experimental interaction. The personal problems
participants indicated they were willing to talk about included topics such as stresses with
school or class work, relational issues, uncertainties abougpadation planshealth
problems, trouble speaking English, and personal morals, to name a few. The most
common problems selected for discussion were school stress, boyfriend or girlfriend
issues, financial concerns, worries about the inability to find employment, amenate
annoyances. The severity scores for the topics that were discussed ranged from 15 to 100
on a 100 point scalé= 78.17,SD= 18.09, Mode = 90). Twentfpur people elected to
talk about a problem that they rated as a 100. The procedures to \adiokréd for
problem selection allowed me to obtain moderately distressing problems with high face
validity about which participants felt comfortable conversing.

Meanwhile, the other member of each dyad was escorted into another room to
complete a sociaupport training session. Support providers were told that their partners
were thinking about an issue that is stressful to them. The principal investigator then
trained these participants to provide low, medium, or high levels of peesdared
comfort. Specifically, the support training session entailed describing each level ofperson
centeredness along with the qualities of the support provided therein. The principal
investigator also provided tips for the ensuing interactions and example messafies that

within the particular level of persesenteredness. After learning their specific support
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technique, support providers were told that they would have an opportunity to enact their
learned style of social support by comforting their interaction patiuméng a conversation
focusing on the partneros stressor.

Following the procedures of past research (i.e., Jones & Burleson, 2001),
participants were trained to provide one of three different levels verbal peestered
(VPC) support. Random assignmerelded equal sample sizes for each condition: low
personcentered (LPC; 33.7%), moderately persentered (MPC; 32.9%), and high
personcentered (HPC; 33.3%). Most research that manipulates the provision of VPC
support employs confederate support pilevs; therefore, the training procedures used in
this study mirror the training of confederates in published research. The studies consulted
for the manipulation of VPC messages indicated that MPC messages are the most common
level of VPC in normal comfartg interactions. Participants in prior research were told to
think of how they would normally comfort a stranger in the MPC condition and were
instructed how to adjust their behavior to yield LPC or HPC support as needed (Jones &
Burleson, 2003). The sanpeocedures were followed in this study. The levels of person
centeredness included herein correspond with the three main levels of the VPC support
hierarchy (Applegate, 1980; Burleson, 1982).

Participants in the LPC condition learned how to provideivelgtlow quality
social suppor(See Appendix C)For example, they were told to develop messages that
mi ni mi ze and invalidate the participants?©o
own personal problems. Social support in this conditionistatsof messages that
encourage the participants to forget about

to get over it.o). In addition, support opr
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use messages that ignored or minimizedthe part ner 6s feelings (e.
not the end of the worl d. |l 6m sure youol |
for feeling stressed (e.g., fAWell, this re

actions thatpedpe have (or have not) done to fix t|I
sound | i ke youdve done much to i mprove thi
distressing situation was meant to happen and that participants should move on with their
lives (e.g., nNnSometimes things happen and
about it.o). Furthermore, support provider
the conversational focus away from the support recipient and his or gmsoto center
on the support providerdos issues oOor an unr
today at Il unch. o0). Each of t heenteregpsappdrti cul a
MPC social support represents higher quality and moreisiogated support than
the previously described strateg(&ee Appendix D)Messages in this level of the person
centered hierarchy often recognize and legitimize the feelings of distressed people, but

they do not provide them with an opportunity to fes@r improve those feelings. Such

messages often come in the form of condol e
that clarify the details of the stressor a
why do you think this bothers yoos muc h? 6 ) . Sifooused pronmiptgthat cont e n

encourage partners to el aborate upon addi't
happened then?00ri astwdl temarksnt(enyg., dlt
express moderate levelsmérsoncenteredness. Support providers in this condition were
instructed to express a mild interest in or concern over their distressed partner by

paraphrasing the partnerdos plight (e.g., i
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Theywerealsoenour aged to invent a distraction to
di stressing situation (e.g., fASometi mes wh
forget about things. Why dondét you just ha
better?06). The training provided to partic
support strategies.

People who were trained to provide HPC social support learned how to provide
high quality supportive mes s(%egAppendixtE)lrar f ocu
exampl e, support providers were trained to
feel so bad for you.0). Similarly, support
partners to talk aboutethweurf éellnggsi et g
express acceptance of those emotions (e.g.
other words, the HPC support training emphasized the importance of focusing on the
normality or propriety of feeling a certain way bese of a problem. Support providers
also received training on how to reassure the individual that he or she was a good person,
despite the problem (e.g., AYou seem | i ke
again. 0). The s uipthishighestpevebol perdeeenterednessa i n e d
obtained information on how to offer alternative interpretations of emotional distress (e.g.,
AMaybe something good will come of this si
| ook on t he Ilbfthesg strategies ethghasized acceptance and understanding
on the part of the support provider and healthy elaboration of a problem for support
receivers. After receiving training on how to provide their respective level of person
centered social suppothe support providers were given several minutes to ask questions

about their assigned level of persmanteredness and to practice creating sample messages.
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Once the discloser identified a stressful problem and the support provider was
trained to cormunicate a specific level of VPC support, the dyad was reunited for a
conversation. As previously noted, this conversation focused on the most stressful personal
problem about which a discloser indicated he or she was willing to talk. Dyads were
randomly g@signed to interact either FtF or online. Again, random assignment produced
equal numbers of dyads interacting in FtF (49.8%) and CMC (50.2%) channels.

Participants in the FtF condition sat across a table from one another in the research lab.
Although ther interactions were videotaped, they were left alone in the room to create a
sense of privacy.

The dyads who conversed in the CMC condition were not physicajyesent
during their interactions. The support recipient sat in front of a computer iadhe r
where he or she performed the problem identification task. The support provider used a
computer in the room where he or she underwent the social support training. Conversations
occurred via synchronous CMC software (i.e., Google chat or Gchat) sio\dammon
instant messaging programs. The study partners were the only people in the CMC channel,
which encouraged a sense of privacy. In this interface, the partners were able to read and
reply to each otherds comme rCtsaftwanei t h | 1 ttl e
automatically kept transcripts of these conversations. Because SIP theory (Walther, 1996)
posits that relationships take longer to develop in CMC than FtF, the CMC dyads were
allowed to interact for 15 minutes, whereas the FtF dyads were litaite@minutes.

Prior to the interaction, | described the focus of the conversation to the participants.
Specifically, | explained that the convers

thoughts and feelings about a personal problem. Each dyaigge@ note card with
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prompt questions (e.g., AWhat 1 s the natur
similar problems you have had?06 AHow do yo
that their conversations would last for 10 minutes (omirtutes in the CMC condition)
and that a research assistant would notify them when time elapsed.

After the conversation, the participants interacting FtF were separated, and all
participants completed a final online survey. This survey contained itemastessed
peopl eds i mpressions of their partner and
participants were then debriefed before leaving the study. Specifically, research assistants
explained the goals of the study, as well as the style of supeostipport providers were
trained to provide. The researchers clarified that the type of support provided by the
support provider did not necessarily reflect the type of support that person would typically
communicate nor the type of support the disclegauld receive if he or she approached
another person with the same problem. All participants were allowed to ask questions until
the purpose of the research was understood.
Preference for Online Social Interaction

Prior to the interaction, an online supvassessed a variety of personal qualities
relevant to social support and interpersonal communication. ltems developed by Caplan
(2003) were employed as indicators of POSI (e.g., | prefer communicating with people
online rather than faem-face). Specifially, participants rated the extent to which they
agreed with six statements using Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree).
A CFA examining the unidi mensional i%y of t
=1.47,ns AGFI = 0.98;CFI = 0.99; RMSEA = 0.03. A composite variable was created

where higher scores indicated a stronger preference for conducting social interactions
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online (all participantsM = 1.98,SD= 0. 6 2, U = 0. 7MB851983DFport p
0. 63, Uppertréceiver8=19uSD= 0.60, U = 0.77).
PostInteraction Measures

After their conversations, all participants were asked to complete another
computetbhased survey. The items on this survey
partner and the eomunication that occurred during their interactiSapport providers
(See Appendix F) and receivers (See Appendix G) completed slightly different post
interaction surveys.

Seltpresentational confidenc&eli-presentational confidence refers to how
comfatable people feel when communicating an impression of themselves in interpersonal
interactions. | conceptualized it as a communicative state that differs between interactions.
Participants completed 10 items icaedg. , 0l
during this c¢ on-poinrlLkettsdalesr(10=)strongdy disagreef5i=v e
strongly agree) to indicate how much they agreed or disagreed with each statement. This
scale has been found to exhibit acceptable reliability and unidimensyanadifprevious
unpublished study (High, 2006). | conducted a CFA to examine the unidimensionality of
the selfpresentational confidence itened/df = 2.12,p < 0.05; AGFI = 0.97; CFI = 0.99;
RMSEA = 0.05. Because both providers and receivers were queried about their
presentational confidence during the conversations, | also conducted separate CFAs for
support fdf 0202 w05 AGFIe 0.95; CFl = 0.99; RMSEA = 0.06, and
r e c e i ’dfecr1.84,ns AGFI = 0.96; CFI = 0.99; RMSEA = 0.04; both models
exhibited acceptable fit. A composite spiesentational confidence variable was created

where higher scores indicated greater-pedsentational confidence (all participaris=
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3.59,SsD= 0. 6 2, U = 0. 9WM=3533DFp ®r. 6 7pr dJv i=d &r. 9:1 ;
receiversM=364SD= 0.67, U = 0.89).

Support provider so6 elamsitemswédre created$oangasur pr o d
support providerso6 perceived ease of suppo
producing the messages | was trained to pr
operationalization of support provessages soO6 p
they were trained to provide. Participants responded to these items ymirg bikert
scales (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree), and higher scores indicated that support
providers had an easier time producing the level of VPC theytva#ned to provide. A
CFA investigated the dimensionality of this measure, and the items displayed acceptable
mo d e | %dff=i2.83,p < 6.01; AGFI = 0.91; CFl = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.09. Hence, a
composite perceived ease of message production variable \atedcké = 3.53,SD=
0.76, U = 0.92).

Perceptions of supportqualitf.en it ems assessed particicrg
quality of the social support communicated during the conversations. A similar set of
guestions was posed to support providersamnelres er s t o measure both
perceptions of message quality (e.g., At he
his or her problemo for support providers,
about my probl emo fticipantsscompletedrthese guestians usiegr s ) .
Likert-type scales (1 = not at all; 5 = completely) where higher scores indicated greater
support quality. The answers from support providers served as a third operationalization of

their perceived communicativefiehcy. The responses from the receivers were used as an

index of received message quality. A CFA was conducted to examine the dimensionality
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of these it e m$(dfvaldsihathre pghen ttian desirdd. With this caveat in

mind, theremaining i t i ndi ces di spl &gfed23ps@pt abl e n
AGFI =0.91; CFIl = 0.98; RMSEA = 0.09. | also conducted separate CFAs to assess model
fit for bd/fhk3.7peo0lhNeR s0.85CFl =096 RMSEA =0.11,

and receiverss?/df = 5.78,p<0.01; AGFI =0.77;, CFl = 0.94; RMSEA =0.14. A

composite variable was created to reflect

support that was communicated (all participahts: 3.28,SD= 0. 8 2, u = 0.95;
providersM=3.26,SD= 0. 80, U = 0. 9=32%3Dpp 06t B84 edeFv
0.96).

Partner 6s ¢ onv eParicpanis cespanded o modgiediiteans y .
assessing conversational appropriateness f
communicéion competence scale. These items measured the degree to which people
believed the support communicated in their conversations fulfilled their expectations and
provided social rewards (e.g., fneverything
weree mpl oyed as a second assessment of suppo
quality. Participants responded to 20 items with Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree; 5 =
strongly agree) where higher scores signified more appropriate support. A CFA was
conduced to verify the unidimensionality of these items, and these items displayed
accept abl &df mo3d,md0.0f; AGF| = 092; CFl = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.05. |
al so conducted separ atf=CRP¥x0.010AGFIS0.@6port p
CFl = 0.94:; RMSEA #df81.81,p<0Dh; AGH =088 CHM 20.95;, G
RMSEA = 0.06. Both of these models displayed good model fit. | created a composite

variable that represented participantsod pe
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communicated in their conversations (all participaMs: 4.16,SD= 0. 54 , Uu = 0.9
support provideravl = 4.18,SD= 0. 4 8, U = 0. 9W=4.143DppP6Or t r ec
U = 0.95).

Perceived sensitivitylhe study participants were asked to rate tingigeity of
their partnerodés communication during the c
(i .e., fihe/ she communicated in a sensitive
measured on-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree; 5 rosgly agree); higher scores
indicated more sensitive social support. These items displayed a strong linear relationship
with one anothemr(= 0.61,p < 0.01) and were combined to create a perceived sensitivity
variable (All participantsM = 3.63,SD= 0.80; Support providersvl = 3.58,SD= 0.72;

Support receiversvl = 3.68,SD= 0.86).

Conversational realisnfive items measured how realistic participants perceived
their conversations to be (e.g., fiour conyv
these questions using Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) where higher
scores indicated more realistic comforting interactions. The realism items were examined
with a CFA to evaluate their unidimensionality, and althougletfu score is higher than
desired, the other fit | MfldfE6.@P<001AGRated a
0.94; CFl = 0.99; RMSEA = 0.10. Support providers and receivers both completed a
similar set of items to measure message realism;ftheré also conducted separate CFAs
f or pr 6dfE H8d,p<s0,01; AGFI = 0.80; CFl = 0.96; RMSEA = 0.17, and
r e c e i “dfe-®.83,p < 8.01; AGFI = 0.90; CFI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.13. The separate
models did not meet conventional model fit statsstWith this caveat noted, | created a

composite realism variable to serve as a covariate in this study (all particant3.36,
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Sb= 0. 88, U = 0. 9W=3.363DFp ®r. 92pr dJvi=d &r. $:0; s uy
M=335SD= 0.85, U = 0.89).
Rated Measures

Because several hypotheses in this study focus on third party observations of the
conversations, | employed research assistants to rate the conversational content. Six
undergraduate research assistants independently rated the percaigedfiperson
centeredness, sensitivity, and supportiveness of the comforting conversations in this study.
The raters were provided with transcripts of the CMC conversations, videos of the FtF
interactions, and a coding manual (See AppehRkito assistheir coding. | educated the
raters about the concepts and theory behind the notion of pegateredness in the social
support literature. As a group, we also discussed qualities that make social support
messages more or less sensitive and supportiveoldevers rated approximately 15% of
the total number of conversations as practice before they began weekly coding tasks. The
practice coding was intended to familiarize the observers with rating pessteredness,
sensitivity, and supportiveness andlevelop decision rules to guide their subsequent
coding decisions. The raters also met wee
clarify decision rules, and discuss any particularly difficult judgments from the previous
we ek Os as sratgaware kept blindXd the specific experimental condition they
were coding.

To explain the rating task, raters were given a description that read:

Our goal is to rate how persa@entered, sensitive, and supportive you think these

conversations are.08ial support involves communication (both verbal and

nonverbal) that is intended to make a distressed individual feel cared for by others.
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Further, social support includes verbal messages that are intended to alleviate or
lessen the emotional distressotifiers. Supportive or comforting statements can
al so agree with a personds feelings, st
resources to help a person deal with a problem; offer to do things to help; bolster a
per s o reéteem;oresupplypositv e evi dence to O6back upé@
statements or feelings. Social support may even involve disagreeing when a person
expresses negative opinions or feelings about him or herself.
Raters were also informed that supportive cues canincludeé agrge wi t h a parti
positive statements, disagreeing if a participant expresses negative feelings about him or
herself, and providing evidence of favorable traits withessed in the past. | employed items
used in prior research (i.e., Jones & Guerr2f®1) to rate the dyadic conversations in this
study. More specifically, raters employed fivep@int semantic differential scales that
were verified in published research to identify fundamental features of pegatered
social support (i.e., setfenered vs. othecentered, invalidates vs. validates, judges vs.
empathizes, disregards vs. acknowledges, and unconcerned vs. concerned). The raters also
provided their ratings on fiveFoint semantic differential scales that are unique to this
study (notat all supportive or neutral vs. extremely supportive, insensitive vs. sensitive,
ineffective vs. effective, ignores emotions vs. emeotmeused, very LPC vs. very HPC).
To calculate coding reliability, | computed the intraclass correlation coefficign)
for the 10 ratings made by the raters: mes
0.93), judging (4 = 0.92), acknowl edgment

0.92), |l evel of VPC (3 = 0.93)093)xamdpportive
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effectiveness (J = 0.92). These |} coeffici
performed all 10 ratings.

As a preliminary step, | examined the correlations among the rated items (See
Table 1). As can be seen from Table 118litems exhibited very strong, positive
correlations with each other. To assess the extent to which these items distinctly measured
level of VPC, sensitivity, and supportiveness, | conducted three separate CFAs that
evaluated three competing models. $tfigrouped each rating into the persamteredness,
sensitivity, or supportiveness category based on the content of the items. The first CFA
model contained perceived persoenmteredness, sensitivity, and supportiveness as first
order factors that predietd t he 10 a g g/dfe g2 p<00l; AGHR F 0n7l;s , G
CFI =0.97; RMSEA = 0.15; AIC = 277.77. | also tested a model in which the 10 ratings
were predicted by two firstr der factors focusing &ldf=sensi
8.34,p< 0.01; AGFI = 0.66; CFI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.17; AIC = 325.56. A final model
included a single factor of comMéfe824pug qua
0.01; AGFI = 0.67; CFI =0.97; RMSEA = 0.17; AIC = 328.53. Because none of the
modelsclearly met established criteria for model fit, | compared their respective fit
statistics. The Akaike information criterion (AIC), which is used to test competing models,
was especially informative. Lower scores on the AIC indicate better model &b ta a
c2difference test between thef&tor model and the single factor model. The difference in
c’bet ween the th’e@3fladtfor dinodelB32()c a’rd t he
288.53, df = 35) was 56.76 with 3 degrees of freedom. vidiige was significant gt <
0.0001. After inspecting t AdfandA@sedres fandt st a

t he r es UHiffeencetést, kdacieleddo employ the three factor model in the
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substantive analyses. Thus, the hypoth&sassing on observer perceptions of the
interactions were tested using composite Vv
personcenterednessV( = 4.34,SD= 1.42), sensitivity¥ = 4.08,SD= 1.55), and
supportivenessM = 4.12,SD= 1.54).
Analyss

The measures used in this dissertation were collected from support providers and
receivers who were put into a dyad to interact with one another; therefore, the data from
partners are interdependent. More specifically, this study contains mixed iddapen
variables that vary both between and within dyads. Betwgad variation is
characterized by variation in the dyad means; withyad variation is caused by variation
from person to person within each dyad (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). To address
dependence in the data due to people being nested within dyads, the substantive analyses in
this study treat the dyad as the unit of analysis.

The data in this study were analyzed using two main statistical techniques. The first
12 hypotheses were analyzesing analysis of variance (ANOVA) and the final three
hypotheses were analyzed using a linear regression model. | performed all statistical
analyses using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).

The full ANOVA model for this study is a 2€x of the support provider) x 2 (sex
of the support receiver) x 2 (communication channel) x 3 (level of pesueredness)
betweers ubj ect s model . The general dependent \
perceived effectiveness of message pradagthird party ratings of message
supportiveness, and the support receiversb?o

includes the variables needed to test the first 12 hypotheses in this study.
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H1 through H3 were evaluated by examining the effect®mmunication channel,
level of persorcenteredness, and any relevant interactions. Specifically, the test of Hla,
H2a, and H3a was provided by the main effect of communication channel on support
pr ovi d-parceived effectivéness of message pradagcthird party ratings of
message supportiveness, and support receiyv
respectively. H1b, H2b, and H3b focused on the interaction between level of-person
centeredness and communication channel predicting the same spéentidnt variables.
Hlc, H2c, and H3c was tested by the main effect of communication channel on support
providersodé, third party observerso, and su
H4 through H9 all specified interactions between gendeierel of person
centeredness; therefore, evaluations of th
support receiVver 0sentredness aaindtpehdentvariables.MWheeas s o
H4, H5, and H6 made predictions independent of a ceatienal partner, H7, H8, and H9
gualified these predictions by including the gender composition of the conversational dyad.
Hence, tests of H4 through H9 focused on the interactions among support provider sex,
support receiver sex, and level of persenteredness as predictors of the three categories
of dependent variables.
H10, H11, and H12 specifiedv8ay interactions between level of person
centeredness, the gender composition of a dyad, and communication channel. The
interactions among these variable wer e examined as predictors
perceived effectiveness of message production, third party ratings of message

supportiveness, and support receiverso6 jud
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The final set of hypotheses, H13, H14, and H15,ipted interactions between
communication channel and POSI. These hypotheses were tested with a regression model
that included a continuous POSI variable, a durwoged variable representing
communication channel (FtF = 0; CMC = 1), and a product terntépegsented the
interaction between these variables. The regression models also included variables that
were related to the dependent variables, as indicated by the ANOVAs. These regression
models were evaluated with respect to the same dependent vathalbhere analyzed for

H1T H12.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Preliminary Analyses

Before testing the hypotheses, | performed several preliminary analyses. To begin,
| examined the correlations among the continuous variables in this study (See Table 2). |
began by usig scores for all participants, which did not distinguish between support
provider and receiver roles, to understand the general associations among the variables.
This analysis revealed several significant correlations. Specificallypie=éntational
confidence, ease of message production, sensitivity, support quality, appropriateness, and
realism all exhibited positive and significant associations with each other. Of all the
possible correlations within this set of variables, only the relationship éet@ase of
message production and sensitivity was not statistically significant. POSI, on the other
hand, only exhibited a single significant negative correlation with appropriateness.

| also computed the correl ate oaisvédrsdvee
scores to assess the amount of interdepend
interaction they completed together -(See T
presentational confidence, ease of message production, support qualicpnversational
realism were al/l positively and significan
presentational confidence, support quality, appropriateness, sensitivity, and conversational
realism. Support pr ovi dsaetysvére poditieely associatedc on v e
wi t h r e c-presgntatiosabcorgidehcé and perceived conversational sensitivity, but
not with receiversod beliefs about support
the correlation between identicalriables for support providers and receivers. According

to Cohends (1988) effect size | abels, ther
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perceptions of conversational appropriateness and sensitivity. The correlations between
part ner s éelfmesentatieral cénfadence and conversational realism exhibited
medium range effects, and their association for support quality displayed a fairly strong
effect (Cohen, 1988).

| next examined how the variables relevant to the substantive analyses va
according to the dichotomous variables included in the research design: participant sex and
communication channel. First, | conducted independent samr@sts with participant sex
as the grouping variable and the relevantsegbrt variables agst variables using an
individuatlevel data set; therefore, this analysis does not distinguish between who
provided and received support (Table 4). This analysis revealed significant sex differences
for seltpresentational confidence and support qualitgn possessed higher levels of
presentational confidence during their interactions than females did. Men also thought the
support messages conveyed in this study were generally higher quality than females did.
Second, | conducted an independent santgiest to compare CMC and FtF
communication channels (See Table 5). This analysis produced only one significant effect
for communication channel, such that participants reported morprestntational
confidence FtF than in CMC.

| next appraised the manifation of verbal persenenteredness (VPC) with respect
to the evaluations provided by third party observers. | ran avayeANOVA with the
ratings of persoitenteredness, sensitivity, and supportiveness as the dependent variables
and the devel VPC vaiable as the factor. | found a significant effect for level of VPC on
the rated variables of perseenteredness; (2, 253) = 160.05 < 0.001, sensitivityf (2,

253) = 210.60p < 0.001, and supportivene$s(2, 253) = 184.37p < 0.001. Bonferroni
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post-hoc tests verified that the VPC manipulation produced significant differences among
LPC, MPC, and HPC conditions for all three dependent variables (See Table 6). In other
words, the manipulation produced noticeable differences between all three fevels o
personcenteredness for the third party observers, and those patterns aligned with the
experimental manipulation. Accordingly, the hypotheses analyzing the rated dependent
variables are evaluated using-&e8el VPC variable.

| performed a similar angdis to test whether the manipulation of VPC also
produced three distinguishable levels of persenteredness for the participants. | ran a
oneway ANOVA on the relevant dependent variables with thev@l VPC variable as the
comparison factor (See Tal8¢ In all cases, the ANOVA results displayed statistically
significant results. I n other words, peopl
on their assignment to a particular level of VPC support. Bonferroninoastests
indicated that the L@ condition was significantly different from the MPC and HPC
conditions for all variables. In contrast, the MPC and HPC conditions were not
significantly different from each other for any of the particidanel outcomes measured
in this study. These relisi suggest that the support training procedures | employed
produced two distinguishable levels of pers@mteredness for the study participants: low
personcenteredness and medium to high persemteredness. Whereas the VPC
manipulation resulted in theedistinguishable levels of VPC support for third party
observers, it only produced two perceptible levels of VPC comfort for the participants.
Thus, the MPC and HPC levels were combined to form a single VPC condlito®g9).

From this point forward, #hVPC variable included in the analyses examining support
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provider and receiver hypotheses will be described as distinguishing LPC and HPC
content. This formulation is also consistent with the wording of the hypotheses.

| also wanted to examine whetlrandom assignment was effective in distributing
levels of POSI across the manipulated factors. Specifically, | conducted a 2 (sex) x 2
(channel) x 2 (experimental role) x 3 (level of VPC) betwsaljects ANOVA to
investigate the distribution of POSI sesr(See Table 7). Although deéel VPC variable
is used in several of the substantive analyses, | employeddivel3/PC factor in this
analysis because participants were randomly assigned into three levels of VPC support
training. The main effects foespondent seX¥, (2, 485) = 1.25ns communication
channelF (1, 485) = 3.45ns experimental rolek (1, 485) = 0.09ns and level of VPC,
F (2, 485) = 1.52ns,were not statistically significant. This analysis did, however, reveal a
significant 2way interaction between experimental role and communication ch&nigl,
485) = 4.36p <0.05. An examination of the means revealed that the biggest difference in
POSI scores occurred between the support receivers in FtF PO©3186,SD=0.05) and
CMC (POSIM = 2.08,SD=0.05) channels. The support providers exhibited similar POSI
scores across both FtM E 1.99,SD=0.05) and CMCNI = 1.95,SD=0.10) channels.
From these results, |1 concluded that POSI scores were largely equivalent across
experimenthconditions.

| next evaluated the extent to which th
valid by the participants by examining their scores for conversational realism. There was a
moder ate positive correlativer d@tweranepptuip@!
realism ¢ = 0.31,p < 0.01); therefore, | considered the dyadic aggregated realism score, as

well as realism ratings reported by indivi
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realism scores to the midpoint of the realismesdaconducted onrsamplet-tests with 3
(i.e., the midpointona-poi nt scale) as the test value t
perceptions of realism, receiverso percept
variable that averaged the providedaeceiver scores into a single variable. These scores
were all significantly above the scale midpoint: providéfs=(3.36,SD= 0.92),t (252) =
6.24,p < 0.001; receiverg = 3.35,SD= 0.85),t (253) = 6.56p < 0.001; combined
realism M = 3.35,SD = 0.72),t (253) = 7.89 < 0.001. These results indicate that both
support providers and receivers perceived their interactions to be relatively realistic.

| conducted a final preliminary analysis on the realism variables to determine
whether participnt s6 reali sm scores varied by exper
(participant sex) x 2 (experimental role) x 2 (communication channel) x 3 (level of VPC)
betweers ubj ect s ANOVA model and evaluated supy
recei viegm,0 aredaldyadic realism as dependent
model, | observed a significant main effect for persenteredness; (2, 228) = 14.72p <
0.001, which was subsumed by a significant provider sex by VPC interd€t{dn228) =
4.01,p < 0.05. The same main effect and interaction were also observed for the support
receiverso rekP 20 646po0.00K providePex x VPE, (2,
229) = 3.48p < 0.05, and the combined realism variable, VP(2, 229) = 18.8,p <
0.001; provider sex x VP, (2, 229) = 2.56p < 0.01. Table 8 displays the means for the
realism variables by the provider sex and VPC interaction. In all cases, interactions in the
HPC condition were perceived as more realistic. The significéeraction reflects the
tendency for males assigned to the LPC condition to perceive such interactions as more

realistic than females assigned to the LPC condition. This finding is not surprising given
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that LPC messages are commonly thought to represestiufitee comfort (Kunkel &
Burleson, 1999), and that females exhibit particularly critical evaluations of LPC support
(Holmstrom, Burleson, & Jones, 2005).
Substantive Analyses

The majority of the substantive analyses were analyzed according to the ANOVA
models described at the conclusion of the previous chapter. Specifically, | ran three
separate sets of ANOVA models for each hypothesis focusing on variables from (a)
support providers, (b) third party observers, and (c) support receivers. Other hypotheses
were evaluated througkests, and the hypotheses involving POSI were tested using
regression models. Although the tests of the majority of the hypotheses are subsumed
within the full ANOVA model, | report them in piecemeal fashion for ease of
interpretdion.

H1la predicted that support providers believe they produce all levels of VPC
messages more effectively in FtF interactions than CMC interactions. This hypothesis was
evaluatedwith&t est t hat compared suppor tficagyr ovi der
across communication channels. There were
ratings of selpresentational confidence(252) = 0.75ns,between FtFN = 3.56,SD=
0.66) and CMCM = 3.50,SD= 0.68) channels. Similarly, there weresignificant
di fferences between providerso perceptions
(252) =-0.38,ns,between FtFN = 3.24,SD= 0.80) and CMCN! = 3.28,SD= 0.79)
channels. There was, however, a significant difference between provide per cept i or
the ease of support message producti(®52) =-2.27,p < 0.05 between FtFNI = 3.37,

SD=0.80) and CMCNI = 3.59,SD= 0.74) channels. The means run counter to the
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predictions of Hla, and reveal that support providers reportetegesese producing the
support messages they were trained to provide in CMC compared to FtF interactions. Thus,
Hla was not supported.

H1b posited an interaction between thleel VPC variable and communication
channel, such that support providers i@ HPC condition perceive they produce messages
more effectively FtF than in CMC, and support providers in the LPC condition perceive
they produce messages more effectively in CMC than FtF. This prediction was evaluated
by examining the interaction betwelewel of VPC and communication channel predicting
support providerso per ce pvayADOVA. TheeANOMAS s a g e
results for selpresentational confidencg,(1, 237) = 0.75ns, ease of message
productionF (1, 237) = 0.50ns and peteptions of support quality;, (1, 237) = 0.00ns,
were not statistically significant. H1b was not supported.

H1c predicted that support providers perceive they produce all levels of VPC
messages more effectively in CMC interactions than in FtF enagsuBtecause this
hypothesis directly opposes H1la, it was tested by thosetsasts. As previously stated,
support providers felt it was easier to produce the messages they were trained to provide in
CMC interactions than FtF conversations. Thus, Hlcsvasp por t ed f or suppo
perceptions of the ease of message production.

H2a asserted that support providers are perceived by third party observers to be
more supportive FtF than online. This prediction was evaluated with a setiests that
compared the raterso6é perceptions of the co
results of this analysis indicated a stat.i

the level of persoenteredness$,(252) =-3.67,p < 0.001, peradeed sensitivityt (252) =
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-2.65,p < 0.01, and perceived supportivenég252) =-3.06,p < 0.01 between channels.
Specifically, the raters believed the conversations exhibited a higher level of-person
centeredness in CMGA(= 4.66,SD= 1.44) than FtKM = 4.02,SD= 1.34). Similarly, the
conversations were perceived to be more sensitive omlire4.33,SD= 1.61) than FtF
(M =3.82,SD= 1.43) and more supportive onlind € 4.41,SD= 1.60) than FtFN =
3.83,SD= 1.43). These means run counteH&a, which was therefore not supported.

H2b predicted an interaction between tHe&| VPC variable and communication
channel, such that third party observers perceive more supportive messages in the HPC
condition in FtF interactions than in CMC consations and more supportive messages in
the LPC condition in CMC compared to FtF. Similar to H1b, this hypothesis was evaluated
by examining the interaction between level of VPC and communication channel in a series
of 2-way ANOVA models. This interactiowas not significant in the model predicting the
rated level of persenenteredness; (2, 229) = 1.62ns.Conversely, this interaction was
statistically significant for obB@e22)er so6 p
4.31,p < 0.05, andsupportiveness; (2, 229) = 3.72p < 0.05. An examination of the
means for both sensitivity and supportiveness (See Table 9) revealed that messages
produced by participants assigned to the HPC condition were rated as more sensitive and
supportive onlinghan FtF; this pattern is contrary to H2b. The observers tended to rate
messages produced by participants assigned to the LPC condition as more sensitive and
supportive in CMC than FtF; however, the confidence intervals surrounding these means
exhibitedssbst ant i al overl ap. Thus, H2b was part

perceptions (i.e., sensitivity and supportiveness) of conversations in the LPC condition that
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occurred in CMC and FtF channels. More generally, CMC interactions tended to be judged
as more supportive than FtF conversations, irrespective of the VPC condition.

H2c posited that support providers are perceived by third party observers to be
more supportive in CMC interactions than FtF conversations. Because this hypothesis
opposes H2ats support is taken from theaests described earlier. As previously stated in
the results of H2a, there were significant differences in the rated levels ofperson
centeredness, sensitivity, and supportiveness between FtF and CMC channels. The CMC
conwersations were perceived to be more pexstered, sensitive, and supportive than
the FtF interactions. Thus, H2c was supported.

H3a predicted that support receivers perceive VPC messages to be higher quality
FtF than in CMC interactions. This hypotleewas evaluated using a serieg-tésts that
contrasted receiverso6 ratings of conversat
These results revealed no significant diff
appropriateness$(252) = 0.73ns between FtFNl = 4.17,SD= 0.54) and CMCN] =
412,SD= 0. 65) channels. There were also no si
evaluations of support quality(252) = 0.61ns, between channels (Ftét = 3.33,SD=
0.80; CMC:M =3.26SD=0.88).Si mi | arl 'y, support receiver s{
sensitivity of the conversations differentty(252) =-0.30,ns between FtFNM = 3.66,SD
=0.76) and CMCNI = 3.69,SD= 0.95) channels. H3a was not supported.

H3b specified an interaction betweée 2level VPC variable and communication
channel, such that support receivers assigned to the HPC condition evaluate messages to be
higher quality FtF than in CMC and support receivers assigned to the LPC condition

evaluate messages to be higher qualtyjoi ne t han FtF. The ANOVA
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perceptions of conversational appropriateneg4, 237) = 0.45ns,and support quality;
(1,237)=3.43ps,wer e not statistically significant.
perceptions of corersational sensitivity indicated a significant interaction between VPC
condition and communication channél(1, 237) = 6.72p < 0.01 Inspection of the means
revealed that participants in the HPC condition tended to perceive messages to be more
sensitve in CMC M = 4.04,SD= 0.08, 95% C.I. = 3.88, 4.20) than Fi# £ 3.86,SD=

0.08, 95% C.I. = 3.70, 4.02); however, there is substantial overlap in the confidence

intervals for these means. Support receivers in the LPC condition also perceived messages

to be more sensitive FtiM(= 3.26,SD= 0.11, 95% C.I. = 3.04, 3.48) than in CMK €
2.94,SD=0.11, 95% C.I. = 2.72, 3.16), but these confidence intervals also overlapped. In
sum, H3b was not supported.

H3c asserted that support receivers evaludR messages to be higher quality
in CMC than FtF interactions. Because this hypothesis directly contrasts H3a, the results
were tested by thosesatne e st s. As reported in the resul
evaluations of conversational quality didt differ by communication channel. Thus, H3c
was not supported.

H4 specified an interaction -bweltvkGen sup
variable, such than women perceive they produce messages in the HPC condition more
effectively than men anchessages in the LPC condition less effectively than men. |
observed a significant interaction between
perceptions of sefpresentational confidenck,(1, 237) = 8.84p < 0.01, ease of message
productionF (1,237) = 7.51p < 0.01, and the quality of the support they provide(l,

237) = 16.26p < 0.001. Examination of the means (See Table 10) suggests that men and



10¢

women evaluated their ability to produce messages in the HPC condition similarly. In

addition,both males and females tended to evaluate their ability to produce messages in

the LPC condition less favorably. This difference, however, was greater for female

providers relative to mal es. I n all cases,

message in the LPC condition significantly less favorably than their production of

messages in the HPC condition. -Mesenwmtonaber , f

confidence and the quality of the support they provided in the LPC condition were

signifi cantly | ower than mendés scores on these
H5 hypothesized an interaction between support provider sex andebel ¥PC

variable, such that third party observers perceive females assigned to the HPC condition to

produce more supportive messages and females assigned to the LPC condition to produce

less supportive messages, relative to men assigned to the same conditions. This prediction

was evaluated by examining the interaction between support provider sex @nd VP

condition predicting the observersd percep

statistically significant for rated pers@enteredness; (2, 229) = 7.37p < 0.001,

sensitivity,F (2, 229) = 6.46p < 0.01, and supportivenes$s(2, 229) = 7.8, p < 0.001.

Examination of these means (See Table 11) indicates that raters observed female support

providers in the HPC condition to communicate messages that are more qarsred,

sensitive, angdupportivethan the messages produced by men inaheescondition.

Additionally, messages from females in the LPC condition were rated as less person

centered, sensitive, and supportive than the messages men communicated in the same

condition; however, the confidence intervals surrounding these meangpeerldhese

patterns are consistent with H5.
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H6 predicted an interaction -lbvelVRCeen sup
variable, such that women evaluate messages in the HPC condition to be higher quality and
messages in the LPC condition to be logeality than do men. There was no significant
interaction between receiver sex and level of VPC predicting sensifiitly,237) = 2.98,
ns however, this interaction was significa
appropriateness; (1, 237) = 5.42p < 0.05, and support qualitf, (1, 237) = 8.21p <
0.01. The means for these variables (Table 12) indicate that males and females in the HPC
condition evaluated support similarly and judged the interactions more favorably than
people in the.PC condition. On the other hand, female receivers in the LPC condition
perceived the messages to be significantly less appropriate and lower quality than men did.
Thus, H6 received some support.

H7 posited a 3vay interaction among thel@vel VPC varible, sex of the support
provider, and sex of the support receiver, such that support providers assigned to the HPC
condition perceive they produce messages most effectively in férfedeale dyads,
moderately effectively in femalemale dyads, and leastfectively in malé male dyads.

H7 also predicted that women perceive themselves to be ineffective at providing support in
the LPC condition, especially to female support receivers. The interaction between support
provider sex, receiver sex, and leveMiC was statistically significant for neither support

pr ovi d-presenbatiopad dorifidencE,(1, 237) = 0.03ns nor perceptions of support
quality, F (1, 237) = 0.07ns This interaction was statistically significant, however, for
supportprovide s 6 ease of mE@}RF)FS.64pK@0b.LAct i on,
examination of the means revealed partial support for H7 (Table 13). Specifically, female

support providers assigned to the HPC condition believed they produced messages most
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effectively for emale receivers. Rather than support providers in niadale dyads
experiencing the most difficulty producing messages in the HPC condition, male providers
in this condition unexpectedly had the most difficulty providing support for female
receivers. As redicted by H7, females trained to provide LPC support had a particularly
difficult time producing messages for female receivers. In the LPC condition, males
believed it was easier to support a female than females did. Of all the dyadic combinations,
suppat providers in femalé female dyads had the most difficulty producing messages in
the LPC condition and the easiest time producing messages in the HPC condition. Hence,
H7 was largely supported.

H8 predicted a-3vay interaction among thel8vel VPC vaiable, sex of the
support provider, and sex of the support receiver. In the HPC condition, third party
observers were expected to perceive the most supportive messages in fiemale
dyads, moderately supportive messages in feinalale dyads, and tHeast supportive
messages in malemale. H8 also predicted that raters would observe the most supportive
messages in malemale dyads, moderately supportive messages in fénmalde dyads,
and the least supportive messages in fefinédenale dyads amanparticipants assigned to
the LPC condition. The-@ay interaction among provider sex, receiver sex, and level of
VPC was not significant for any of the rated variables: pecgorteredness; (2, 229) =
1.06,ns sensitivity,F (2, 229) = 0.78ns suppativenessF (2, 229) = 0.74ns Thus, H8
was not supported.

H9 predicted a-3vay interaction among provider sex, receiver sex, and VPC
condition, such that support receivers in the HPC condition evaluate messages as the

highest quality in femalé femak dyads, as moderate quality in femalmale dyads, and



10¢

as the lowest quality in malemale dyads. Support receivers in the LPC condition were
also expected to evaluate messages as the highest quality ih melle dyads, as
moderate quality in femalemale dyads, and as the lowest quality in fermdkmale
dyads. This3vay i nteraction was not significant
conversational appropriateneBg/1, 237) = 1.77ns support qualityf (1, 237) = 0.01ns
or sensitivity,F (1, 237) = 0.68ns Thus, H9 was not supported.

H10 tests the full ANOVA model that subsumes all other models employed thus
far. Specifically, the full ANOVA model includes support provider sex, receiver sex,
communication channel, level of VPC, and all iatgions up to, and including, thevay
interaction among these variables (See Table 14 for the results of the full ANOVA model
predicting the three support provider dependent variables). H10 proposed that male support
providers assigned to the HPC coralitievaluate their efficacy at producing messages to
both other males and females more positively in CMC than FtF. This hypothesis also
asserted that women trained to provide LPC support evaluate their communicative efficacy
when comforting men and women redavorably in FtF than CMC interactions. The test
for this hypothesis came from thenay interaction among provider sex, receiver sex,
communication channel, and thée¥el VPC variable. This interaction was not significant
for suppor t ptomsohseHpesentatidnalpcenfidenek,(1, 237) = 0.10ns,
ease of message productién(l, 237) = 1.76ns,or support qualityF (1, 237) = 0.25ns
H10 was not supported.

H11 posited a similar interaction among provider sex, receiver sex, auoation
channel, and the-lg&vel VPC variable predicting third party observer perceptions of

conversational quality (See Table 15 for the results of the full ANOVA model predicting
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the three rated dependent variables). Thiga¥ interaction produced agsiificant effect
predicting rated persecenteredness; (2, 229) = 7.17p < 0.001, sensitivityF (2, 229) =
6.94,p < 0.001, and supportivenes$s(2, 229) = 7.70p < 0.001. Table 16 displays the

means for these analyses. Regarding the predictiondyfthe raters observed males in

the HPC condition to provide significantly more persemtered, sensitive, and supportive
messages to other males in CMC compared to FtF channels. The same pattern of results
was found for males who were trained to prowtRC support to females; however, the
confidence intervals surrounding these means overlapped. The rated scores for female
support pr occeritededness,engtieity, anal supportiveness also corroborated
the prediction that female support provslassigned to the LPC condition communicated
lower quality support to other females in CMC than FtF; however, the confidence intervals
surrounding these means exhibited substantial overlap. Thus, because third party observers
rated males in the HPC conaditi to provide higher quality support to both males and
females online than FtF and because raters perceived female providers in the LPC
condition to communicate lower quality support to females online than FtF, H11 received
some support.

H12 specified &@-way interaction among support provider sex, receiver sex,
communication channel, andthé 2 vel VPC variable predictin
perceptions of conversational quality (See Table 17 for the results of the full ANOVA
model predicting the thresupport receiver dependent variables). This hypothesis predicted
that both male and female support receivers in the HPC condition evaluate messages
produced by males as higher quality in CMC conversations compared to FtF interactions. |

also asserted thatipport receivers assigned to the LPC condition in both imalzle
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dyads and female female dyads evaluate messages to be lower quality in CMC than FtF.
This4way i nteraction was not statistically si
convesational appropriateneds(1, 237) = 3.56ns or support qualityf- (1, 237) = 0.01,
ns.This interaction was significant, however
sensitivity,F (1, 237) = 3.93p < 0.05. Table 18 displays the means fas thteraction.
Regarding the predictions of H12, male support receivers in the HPC condition evaluated
the support produced by males to be higher quality online than FtF; however, there was
substantial overlap in the confidence intervals surrounding gamsibetween channels.
This hypothesis also predicted that female support receivers assigned to the HPC condition
evaluate messages produced by males to be higher quality in CMC than FtF. The means
were in the expected direction, but the confidence inkeb&tween channels overlapped.
In addition, receivers in malemale dyads who interacted in the LPC condition perceived
the messages they received to be less sensitive online than FtF, but these confidence
intervals also overlapped. In support of H1)surt receivers in femalefemale dyads
assigned to the LPC condition evaluated the support they received to be particularly
insensitive in CMC compared to FtF. Thus, H12 received partial support.

The final set of hypotheses includes POSI as an indepéndriable. Because
POSI was measured as a continuous variable, these final three hypotheses were evaluated
using regression analysis. VPC condition, provider sex, and receiver sex were also
included in these regression analyses because the resulth&@iNOVA models
highlighted their relevance to the dependent variables. In total, the regression models
included support provider sex, receiver sex, communication channel, POSI, and level of

VPC. After running the full regression models, | removed suppodiver sex from the
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model s predi ct i n g-presen@tpmakconfidenceoand sdpeart gualitys e | f
because that variable was significant in neither these regression models nor the previously
reported ANOVA models. Receiver sex did contributa gignificant interaction in the
regression model predicting support provid
was retained in that model.
H13 predicted an interaction between communication channel and POSI such that
people with a strong PO8Elieve they produce messages more effectively in CMC than
FtF, and that people with a low POSI believe they produce messages more effectively FtF
than in CMC (See Table 19 for the results of the regression models predicting the three
support provider demelent variables). The interaction between communication channel
and support providersodo P®OISI avasenNnDtAGi @mo Vv |
presentational ngo,n feiadseen coef (nbe s=s adgqgotp,r oduct i
perceptions of s ung. Jlosrinteragianavasj howeve(, fubsemed by a 4
significant threeway interaction in severahstances. Specifically, | found a significant
interaction among provider sex, prop<s<der P
0.05) predi c t-presentatpralconfiddnea. Ehére veere hlso two significant
3-way interactions among pravie r s ex, provider POSI, and c«
0.73,p< 0.05) and among receiver sex, provide
1.20,p< 0.01) predicting providersod ease of m
H14 and H15 were also not supported. The redaiof this chapter is devoted to
explaining a set of findings not related to the hypotheses, but dedicated to exploring and
unpacking POSI 6s influence on the process

of these interactions, | followed guidelgproposed by Aiken and West (1991, chapter 3).



11¢

Aiken and West (1991) asserted that, in a model including main effects and interaction

terms, the simple slope for an independent variable is an estimate of its relationship with

the dependent variable whelh@her variables in the model have a value of zero.

Furthermore, they instructed how to evaluate the nature of an interaction by adjusting the
distribution of the independent variables so that the zero points are meaningful. Their
procedure allowed mewal cul ate si mple sl opes for supp
of the relevant independent variables. It also allowed me to compute standard ertors and

tests of statistical significance for the simple slopes.

Ai ken and West 6s €dlo3hshnalyss, regureddasaalmgthea p p |
provider sex, receiver sex, and communication channel variables to compute the slopes for
support providersdé POSI for the different
More specifically, | (a) created diional terms for provider sex, receiver sex, and
communication channel in which the group originally dummy coded as 0 was coded as 1
(e.g., provider sex was originally coded as O = males, 1 = females. The recoding procedure
resulted in 0 = females, 1 =ates); (b) meawentered the variables that interacted with
POSI; (c) recomputed the interaction terms with the recoded variables; (d) substituted one
or more of the recoded variables and corresponding interaction terms into the original
model;and (e)exai ned t he sl ope of support provider
corresponding main effects and interactions terms were included in the model (i.e., Step 3
for a 3way interaction).

Slopes clarifying the significant interaction among provider sex, peoWR@DSI,
and communication channel predictinggelf esent at i onal p<dBF) i denc e

are pictured in Figure 1. The sl opes for P
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=-0.01,n or f e f@4ad,ne m th¢ FEF condition. i€ MC the sl ope f ol
=-0.15n9y was al so not significant; pk@Mever, t
was positive and approaching significance. As seen in Figure 1, a strong POSI resulted in
greater selpresentational confidence for fala support providers in the CMC condition.
This pattern is consistent with the predicted role of POSI.

| also unpacked the interaction among provider sex, provider POSI, and
communication channel predicting swwpport p
0.73,p < 0.05). The lone significant slope for this interaction was a negative slope for
POSI for men in the CMC condition (See Table 20 and Figure 2). Contrary to predictions,
a strong POSI made it more difficult for men to provide support onlineedder, the
significance of the interaction suggests the slope terms are significantly different from each
other. As depicted in Figure 2, having a strong POSI appears to make it more difficult for
females to provide VPC support in FtF contexts and easi¢hém to provide VPC
comfort in CMC. As in the previous test, a strong POSI appears to benefit female support
providers in mediated channels.

The results of a receiver sex, provider POSI, and communication channel
i nteraction pr e a@fimedsagepgodyctidroby i =dpeir0. 6490 ,e a s e
uncovered further evidence of sex differences between channels (See Figure 3). Whereas
the sl ope for POSI for male recmiteer s in F
corresponding slope for female receivers was negative gnificantly different from zero
( b-0.33,p<0.01). Whereas male receivers displayed a significant negative slope for
POSI when conve0r38p<n g0 .o0n5l)i,n ef e(nballG&n9ryielded i ver s

a nonsignificant slope for POSI. These uéis reveal that a POSI makes it easier for
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support providers to comfort men and significantly more difficult to comfort women in FtF
contexts. This latter finding is in accordance with the current conceptualization of POSI
given that a strong POSI was exjed to make FtF support a difficult enterprise. Whereas
POSI acts as expected and hinders the process of providing support to women FtF, it is
also a detriment to providers comforting men online. Thus, H13 was largely unsupported.

| also observed amexpected4vay i nteraction involving
provider sex, receiver sex,andtht 2 vel VPC variable predicti:H
of message pr op&k0.85). i uapackdd this mterdctiob t0 better understand
therolePOSI@ys in influencing support providers
interactions (See Table 21). Doing so revealed two particularly interesting results.
Specifically, a strong POSI yielded a negative slope, making it more difficult for females
to provide comfd to other females in the LPC condition. In other words, a strong POSI
amplifies the unpleasant femaldéemale interaction in the LPC condition that was
identified in previous analyses. Having a POSI made it difficult for support providers in
femalei female dyads assigned to the LPC condition to communicate the level of VPC
support they were trained to provide. Although the individual slope term was not
significant, a POSI also appeared to make it increasingly difficult for males to provide
support to dier men in the LPC condition. | also observed a significant negative slope for
POSI for male support providers assigned to the HPC condition who interacted with
female receivers. This is more evidence that a POSI intensifies troublesome support
interactiors. Overall, a strong POSI made it increasingly difficult for females in the LPC

condition and males in the HPC condition to comfort female receivers. Although POSI
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does not operate in the predicted manner, it does appear to exert a modest effect on the
production of VPC comforting messages.

H14 posited an interaction between comm
POSI, such that third party observers perceive people with higher POSI scores to produce
more supportive persecentered messages in CM@nwersations compared to FtF
interactions. Conversely, raters were expected to observe support providers with lower
levels of selreported POSI to produce more supportive persanered messages FtF
than in CMC. Because this hypothesis is investigatéld avBlevel VPC variable, |
created two dummgoded variables to account for the VPC factor. The first duooaed
variable contrasts LPC with more persmntered support; the second dummy code
compares HPC to less perscentered support (See Table B2 the results of the
regression models predicting the three rated dependent variables). The interaction between
support providersdé6 POSI and communicati on
personc ent er ednenss, (sben=si@6iMy7,,t or( Buppdrtivenes
ns). Thus, H14 was not supported.

The predicted interaction between provider POSI and communication channel was
subsumed by several significant@y interactions predicting the rated dependent
variables; thereford, e mpl oyed Ai ken and Westds proced
Specifically, | observed two significant@ay interactions among support provider POSI,
communication channel, and VPC predicting the rated level of pemteredness
( Dummy co05&p<l:0.605; Dummy px<®.0%. THe pattonoE 0. 58,
slopes (See Table 23) indicated that raters evaluated support less positively when

participants who had a strong POSI were assigned to the HPC condition and asked to
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produce messages inFAnteractions. For mediated interactions, observers unexpectedly
rated support providers with a POSI to produce messages with a particularly high level of
personcenteredness in the LPC condition. In addition, they also perceived that support
providers wih a strong POSI who were assigned to the MPC condition produced messages
with a particularly low degree of persoenteredness online. As Figure 4 makes clear, a
POSI resulted in higher quality comforting messages from providers assigned to the LPC
andHEE conditions in CMC than FtF channel s.
the rated perseoenteredness of messages in the MPC condition more prominently in
mediated interactions. This analysis demonstrated that POSI has the ability to improve the
production of VPC messages in CMC; however, this effect was most clearly observed in
the LPC condition.

| also unpacked an unanticipated interaction among provider POSI, communication
channel, and a dummy code forVe® =p®.@805) predicting rat
conversational sensitivity (See Table 24). As pictured in Figure 5, POSI appears to have a
greater positive slope for communicating support in the LPC condition online than FtF.
Whereas POSI had a pidge association with providing messages in the MPC condition in
FtF interactions, the corresponding sl ope
for producing messages in the HPC condition during FtF interactions was negative;
however, the slopef doing so online was positive. Participants with a strong POSI were
rated to produce more sensitive messages in the LPC and HPC conditions when they
conversed online than FtF.

Another significant interaction that subsumed the predicted POSI by

communicat on channel i nteraction also included



11€

054p< 0.05) on ratersdé perceptions of suppo
for POSI were statistically significant (See Table 25), three slopes approached
significance For FtF interactions, the slope for producing messages in the HPC condition
was negative and approaching significance. For CMC interactions, the slope for producing
messages in the LPC condition was positive and the slope for producing messages in the
MPC condition was negative. Both slopes approached statistical significance. Despite the
slopes being nosignificant, the significant interaction suggests that the slopes are
significantly different from one another. As Figure 6 clarifies, POSI resultadjreater
positive slope for producing messages in the LPC condition online than FtF. Although the
graphed I ine for POSIO6s effect on providin
interactions is relatively flat, POSI has a negative effect when produ@sgages in the
MPC condition online. In addition, POSI exerts a negative effect when producing
messages in the HPC condition during FtF interactions, but it exhibits a positive effect
when producing these messages online. Thus, for online interacticd§| @é&creases the
rated supportiveness of messages in the MPC condition, but it enhances the rated
supportiveness of messages in the LPC and HPC conditions. These results confirm my
prediction that a POSI benefits people during mediated comforting intersct

Although it does not include communication channel, | explored a signifieant 3
way interaction among support providerso P
predicting raterso6 percept(ibeO®8p<0fd5).conver sa
Unpacking this interaction (See Table 26) revealed that possessing a strong POSI resulted
in a significant, positive slope for males providing support in the LPC condition. As Figure

7 displays, POSI also exerts a negative effecherrated supportiveness of messages
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produced by females in the LPC condition. POSI also contributes to a negative effect for
both males and females providing support in the MPC condition. POSI also has a fairly
small positive slope for men and a negasilape for females in the HPC condition. This
analysis found that POSI is most beneficial for males providing support in the LPC
condition.

To better understand the influence of POSI on the social support process, | found
and unpacked two significantiay interactions involving POSI. | first unpacked an
interaction between provider POSI and tHe&I| VPC variable predicting the rated level
of personc e nt er e d n epx9.05). Blthcagh®ond df the individual slope terms
for POSI were statistically i gni fi cant, the positivepsl ope
< 0.10) and the negativeO0lBpbole)bdtor t he MPC
approached statistical significan®69, The s
ngwas notstatistcal |y significant. Figure 8 also d
exerted its most beneficial effect on the rated pecsmteredness for people
communicating support in the LPC condition. Beyond this, | found another negative slope
for POSI in theVIPC condition. Although a POSI may benefit the LPC support process, it
is a detriment to MPC comfort.

| also unpacked significant interaction between provider POSI and provider sex
predicting the rated | ev825paeafOcOByer POBI 08
f or mal e %9 wabnotstatBticdlybsignificant, but its slope for women was
negatvead approached st at0i0pk0.10)aAs pistured m Fijurec an c e
9, females were rated to produce less sensitive VPC messages to the extent they had a

strong POSI. Men, on the other hand, benefited slightly from having a strong POSI.
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Ovemal | , a support providerds POSI exerted a
perceived by raters and frequently did not function in accordance with the hypothesized
predictions.

H15 predicted an interaction between communication channel and support
receiverso POSI (See Table 27 for the resu
receiver dependent variables), such that receivers with high POSI scores evaluate all levels
of persorcentered messages as higher quality in CMC than FtF, andeamesceith lower
POSI scores evaluate all levels of persentered messages as higher quality FtF than in
CMC. The interaction between support recei
not statistically signifi Ccanvdrsatiom@lr suppor:t
appopri atenenss, (HSuppdr tl3qaal ory sems+nH0d v3 5y (
Furthermore, there were no significanthigper der i nteracti ons t o wh
and communicati on c¢ han n-eported levels of ®Sbdisplayed. Re c
no significant associations with their perceptions of conversational quality; therefore, H15
was not supported.

Although H15 was not supported, | unpacked a significant interaction among
receiverso POSI , -leveeMPE vaviearb | see xp,r eadnidc ttihneg 2r e c
perceptions of conversational appropriaterfe§s-1.83,p < 0.01). I did this to help
understand the influence of receiverso6 POS
Unpacking this interaction revealed that POSI produced a significant negative slope for
mal e recei vers i n-0.36Jp<0.00)PThe corcespadndingislope for( b =
females in the LPC condi hs. Altmougivteslopedor si gni

mal es in the HPC conditi on-0.06bang,theslopefart at i st
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females was negative and sigh i ¢ a-0.24, p 0.05)x As pictured in Figure 10,

possessing a strong POSI was beneficial for females receiving messages in the LPC
condition but was detri mental to malesd ev
results was reversed in the @eondition. Specifically, having a strong POSI was
negatively associated with femalesd evalua
condition. This analysis suggests that receivers of VPC messages benefit from a POSI only

when they are female and recemessages in the LPC condition. Overall, POSI had little

influence on receiverso evaluations of sup
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CHAPTER SIX
This dissertation was motivated by a desire to contribute to the discussion

surrounding a prominent question within socigbgort scholarship. That question being,

AWhat feddtconsthe best or highest quality

This is an important inquiry given research that concludes certain types, styles, or
mechanisms of providing social suppare more sophisticated and, therefore, elicit better
outcomes than other means of comfort. As
of support do a better job than alternatives of instantiating theoretical principles that
characterize helpfus ensi ti ve, and effective support
research reports indicate that emotional support is often thought to be a sophisticated and
high quality form of comfort (Jones & Burleson, 1997; Xu & Burleson, 2001). The

reported bendk of sensitive emotional support range from enhanced physical health
(Berkman, Glass, Brissette, & Seeman, 2000), to relational satisfaction (Baxter, 1986;
Wan, Jaccard, & Ramey, 1996), and mentalweihg (Albrecht & Adelman, 1987;

Albrecht, Burleson& Goldsmith, 1994). Accordingly, scholars have dedicated themselves
to identifying the factors that influence the provision and reception of sensitive and
effective ways of implementing feelingentered support.

Emotional support has been found to yiptsitive outcomes to the extent that it
contains verbal persezenteredness (VPC). As such, one answer to the previously posed
guestion is that good quality social support is highly pecsamered. A wealth of research
concludes that highly persarenterd (HPC) messages routinely convey the highest
quality support (i.e., Burleson, 2003; Burleson & Samter, 1985; Jones & Burleson, 1997;

Kunkel & Burleson, 1999); however, scholars have found that the effects of VPC

B
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messages, especially when combined withtexdnal variables, are not straigforward

and direct but are often quite complex. Finding a satisfying answer to the question posed at

the outset of this chapter becomes even more complicated when researchers realize that

what counts as the best suppaties according to the subjective beliefs of support

providers, receivers, and even third party observers. Along these lines, Burleson (2009)

contended that the influence of VPC messages is often moderated by four categories of

factors: features of the regage, the source of the message, the interaction context, and the

receiver of the message. Mor eover, Burl eso

perhaps most) of these factors operate in concert with each atberbining, qualifying,

and moderatn g e ac h o tihherehy makingithe ltaskefrexpkining their

collective effects seem gargantuano (p. 27

seeking to ascertain the influence of personal, relational, and contextual factors on the

evduation of VPC messages from support providers, receivers, and third party observers.
This chapter concludes this dissertation by reviewing the results and discussing

their implications. Specifically, | describe ways in which the results of this stedpaie

with and extend the literature on VPC social support. In addition, | discuss this

experiment 6s cont r i b u-4medatedssocialsuppon.éltheughu dy o f

social support is not a common context for research on CMC, the results tddlyis s

highlight the influence of mediated channels on the enactment of support and the ability of

communication channels to moderate the support process. After discussing the

implications of these results, | turn to the limitations of this study. This ehephcludes

by surveying some potential directions for future research.
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Support and Refutation of the Hypotheses

The first set of hypotheses compared predictions derived from social presence
theory, media richness theory, and the hyperpersonal pavepedhin the context of
supportive interactions occurring in fateface (FtF) and computenediated
communication (CMC) channels. Social presence theory assumes that CMC universally
and necessarily lacks the immediacy required to enact sensitivercdmfmntrast, media
richness theory claims it is important to match task complexity to channel richness, thereby
suggesting that low persarentered (LPC) messages could be effectively communicated
even in lean online channels. Finally, the hyperpelsoodel asserts that support
providers and receivers should actually prefer mediated contexts because the lack of
nonverbal cues and resulting ability to control-getsentation should facilitate the
support process. These competing theoretical predgti@re examined against three
different categories of outcome variables. Specifically, their predictions were tested against
support providerso perceptions of message
of conversational supportiveness,and pport recei versod6 assessme

Although none of these theories received unanimous support in this study, the
hyperpersonal model obtained the most validation. The hyperpersonal perspective suggests
that users can exploit the lack afnverbal cues online to present themselves in ways that
would be difficult, if not impossible, to do in FtF interactions. In support of this, support
providers believed it was easier to produce messages in all three VPC message conditions
online than FtFRaters also indicated that the CMC comforting conversations entailed a
higher level of perseuoenteredness, supportiveness, and sensitivity than the FtF

interactions. None of the theories received support from the perspective of the support
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receiver.Indter wor ds, receiverso perceptions of
communication channel. Media richness theory also received some support because third
party observers rated messages in the LPC condition to be more sensitive and supportive
online than FtF. Notably, social presence theory received no empirical support in this
study. Overall, the supportive conversations in this study appeared to exhibit the strongest
parallels with the predictions of the hyperpersonal perspective.

H41 H12 focused on interactions among support provider sex, receiver sex, level
of VPC, and communication channel predicti
observersd perceptions of the comforting i
support providersx and VPC condition predicting pro
conversational perceptions. As predicted by H4, women in the LPC condition were critical
of producing the messages they were asked to provide, such that their judgments of self
presentae i onal confidence and support quality w
expected women in the HPC condition to indicate that they produced supportive messages
more effectively than men; however, males and females assigned to the HPC condition
evalwated their message production ability quite similarly. This finding is consistent with
prior research, which found that men are perhaps overly confident in their comforting
abilities (Sarason, Sarason, Hacker, & Basham, 1985).

Raters also observed discamgies among the VPC conditions in support of H5.
The raters perceived women in HPC conditions to produce messages that were more
personcentered, sensitive, and supportive and women in LPC conditions to produce
messages that were less persentered, sesitive, and supportive than men assigned to

the same conditions. Interestingly, the results from the support providers displayed the
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greatest sex differences in perceptions of LPC message production (with women indicating
less efficacy in the LPC conditidhan men); however, the observers found the greatest
gender differences in the HPC condition (with women being better than men). In other
words, females are particularly critical of their ability to provide messages in LPC
conditions and underestimate ithgerformance when assigned to communicate HPC
support. Men assigned to the HPC condition, on the other hand, appear overly confident in
their message production ability.

H6 also revealed that female support receivers evaluate messages in LPC
conditions & less appropriate and lower quality than men do. Contrary to predictions, there
were no sex differences in support receive
condition. Although Jones and Burleson (1997) documented that women more strongly
discriminatebetween HPC and LPC messages than men do, | observed the greatest sex
differences in the LPC condition. All participants assigned to the HPC condition perceived
the messages they received to be high quality; however, females were critical of comfort in
the LPC condition. This finding parallels past research that documents that females are
particularly critical of LPC messages and certainly more critical than men are (Holmstrom,
Burleson, & Jones, 2005; Kunkel & Burleson, 1999).

The next subset of hypotlessexamined the interactions among support provider
sex, receiver sex, and level of VPC predicting perceptions of supportive interactions.
Although the results for third party observers and receivers revealed no significant effects,
there was a significamtnt er acti on predicting support pr
production in support of H7. Of all dyadic combinations, female providers paired with

female receivers had the easiest time producing messages in the HPC condition and the
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most difficult time prodaing messages in the LPC condition. These results echo the
cautions of research on cold comfort: although females are particularly skilled at providing
HPC support, they value neither providing nor receiving LPC support with another woman
(Holmstrom et al.2005). Tests of H7 also showed that men indicated reduced
communicative competence when asked to provide HPC support to a female. Prior
research has reported that males credit females with possessing large amounts of support
expertise and often seek atfale when in need of comfort (Kunkel & Burleson, 1999).
Because of this, the stakes are high with more pressure on men when asked to provide
HPC support to women. Men seek safety, such as less threatening communication
channels, when required to be disoleswith a female in normal interactions (Schouten,
Valkenburg, & Peter, 2007). When support providers are outside their traditional comfort
zones (i.e., men assigned to provide HPC support and women assigned to communicate
LPC messages), female receivars particularly troublesome targets. The sex of the
receiver and level of VPC interact to influence the ease of message production for both
male and female support providers. Although these results provided support for H7, neither
third party observers mgupport receivers reported significant differences in their
perceptions of supportive interactions based on the interaction between VPC condition and
the gender composition of a dyad.

The ANOVA models testing HIOH12 included communication channdbrag

with provider sex, receiver sex, and level of VPC. No significant interactions were found
for the model focusing on providersd conve
assessing the raters6 and suppboimeractorecei ver

effects. In support of H11, third party observers perceived men who were assigned to the
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HPC condition to provide more persoantered, sensitive, and supportive messages to
both male and female receivers in CMC than FtF interactions. Afsastent with
predictions, raters perceived women assigned to the LPC condition to communicate less
personcentered, sensitive, and supportive messages to other females in CMC than FtF. In
the eyes of third party observers, CMC appears to provide a ¢outetale support
providers assigned to the HPC condition, enabling them to communicate comfort in ways
they are often unable to accomplish FtF. Conversely, females in the LPC condition were
hindered in CMC and actually did worse providing messages tofethates online than
FtF.

The model for support receiverso6 I mpres
a similar pattern of findings. In support of H12, both male and female receivers assigned to
the HPC condition evaluated the messages they ert&iom males to be more sensitive
in CMC than FtF. In addition, both male and female receivers in the LPC condition
evaluated support from sarsex partners to be less sensitive in CMC than FtF, with
females being particularly critical in this regard. @le CMC appears to facilitate the
support process for men tasked with providing HPC comfort; however, messages in the
LPC condition appear particularly lacking online, especially in fein&enale dyads.

The final set of hypotheses explored the inflee of parti ci pantso

impressions of supportive interactions. Although the hypothesized effects of POSI were

not observed, POSI did contribute to inter
receiverso i mpr essi o.ispecifecdlly, Idonnmd minteractiong 1 nt er
among provider POSI, provider sex, receive

ease of message production. Examining the slopes of this interaction revealed that a strong
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POSI makes is increasingly difficdtir men to produce supportive messages for women in
HPC conditions and for women to comfort other women in LPC conditions. In other
words, a strong POSI exacerbates the troublesome support pairings identified in H7. These
results suggest that POSI may asta proxy for social skill or competence in comforting
interactions. Prior research (Caplan, 2003, 2005a) has documented that people with a
stronger POSI often hold negative opinions of their FtF social competencies. This lack of
skill may be magnified imlifficult comforting contexts, such as when support providers are
asked to communicate messages they are uncomfortable using.

The results for providersodo perceptions
validation of the theory behind POSI when consiagfemale providers, but not male
providers. For instance, | found that female support providers reported heightened self
presentational confidence in CMC, but not FtF interactions. Similarly, whereas having a
POSI decreased f e malmessayge productoreipRtH inberastions, 8 e a s
POSI made VPC message production easier for them in CMC. Conversely, a strong POSI
decreased male support providerso percept.i
conversational sensitivity in mediated interacsioh is unclear why a POSI hindered male
providersd comforting interactions in CMC
means that people prefer interacting online. Overall, a POSI appears most beneficial for
female support providers in mediatecenatctions.

POSI also contributed to sever al i nter a
perceptions of the supportive conversations. Consistent with the theory underlying POSI,
raters indicated that support providers with a strong POSI who were assighedHPC

condition produced particularly low persoantered messages FtF. In other words, a POSI
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made it difficult to accomplish comforting goals in FtF interactions. Third party observers
also documented that providers assigned to the LPC and HP@i@mn@roduced
messages with a greater degree of pecsoteredness, sensitivity, and supportiveness
online than FtF. In contrast, several analyses revealed that a POSI is detrimental for
support providers tasked with communicating MPC messages omlities kcondition,
support providerso6 POSI consistently displ
clear that POSI at least partially operates in the hypothesized manner, and its influence was
moderated by the VPC condition. Whereas support gessiwho were tasked with
communicating LPC and HPC support benefitted from a POSI in online interactions,
support providers assigned to the MPC condition were hindered by their POSI in CMC.
Future research will have to unpack the negative relationshwebetPOSI and MPC
support in CMC channels.

Re c ei v gapatéd POSI exerted a comparatively small influence on their
i mpressions of comforting interactions. I n
single 3way interaction along with receivensand the Aevel VPC variable predicting
conversational appropriateness. This inter
perceptions of appropriateness when receiving messages in the LPC condition and
decreased their reported appropriatenessenttHPC condi t i on. POSI al
evaluations of appropriateness in the LPC condition. Thus, a POSI only benefited female
receivers in the LPC condition. It decreased evaluations of appropriateness for males

assigned to the LPC condition and féesan the HPC condition.
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Implications for a Theory of Verbal Persoantered Social Support

This section extends the aforementioned results to more general theorizing about
VPC messages. | begin by discussing the prevalence of different levels of pR&tsu
Although theorists and many support receivers hail the benefits of HPC support, these
messages are difficult to produce and may be infrequently encountered in comforting
interactions. In addition, | offer a motivational account for gender diffesesincgocial
support. Whereas some prior research claims men lack the skills needed to produce and
adequately appreciate HPC messages, | assert that a differential motivation between the
sexes provides a better explanation. | conclude this section by siddressearch that
posits support is most beneficial when it is provided invisibly. Invisible support often
contradicts the tenets of HPC message production; however, its success in published
reports cannot be denied.
HPC Supports Not Omnipresent

Theorizing about the effects of VPC support messages contends that support
providers should always strive to employ HPC messages because they universally yield the
best supportive outcomes. In accordance with this, past research has reported that HPC
messages sellt in the highest quality support with the greatest perceptions of provider
competence, regardless of the stressor for which they are provided (Jones, 2004; Jones &
Burleson, 2003). Yet, simply claiming that HPC support is best glosses over many nuances
in the experience of VPC support. Doing so also ignores the fact that HPC messages are
not routinely encountered. MPC and LPC support are easier to produce and more common
than their HPC counterparts. Some research actually found that people employ snessage

that are not HPC even when they possess the skill needed to produce more effective
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comfort (Lehman, Ellard, & Wortman, 1986). In fact, men and women are equally likely to
provide LPC support (Holmstrom et al., 2005), and people consider MPC messages to b
the most expected level of VPC comfort (Jones & Burleson, 2003). Clearly, HPC messages
are not omnipresent.

Peopl edbs preferences for and experience
of VPC messages are influenced by their sex. Specifi@apypvider's sex influences
whether he or she is most confident providing LPC, MPC, or HPC support in a given
encounter. As the results of this study demonstrate, females are uncomfortable providing
support in LPC conditions. Whereas third party obsemagexl women to produce higher
guality messages in the HPC condition than men did, women were rated to be less
effective than men when asked to provide LPC support. In addition, providers exhibit
varying perceptions of their message production ability ddéipgron the level of VPC and
sex of the receiver. This finding was il 1luwu
ability to provide support in the HPC and LPC conditions to other women. Men also
displayed particularly critical evaluations of their ise@ge production ability when asked
to provide HPC support to women. HPC support may not be the best or most desired
option for men when they are faced with comforting a woman. Differences in message
production ability resided in both the perceptions opsupproviders and third party
observers. Thus, a support providerods sex
levels of VPC support.

Sex is also relevant to support receivers. Women assigned to the LPC condition
exhibited particularly critidaevaluations of the support they received, and these criticisms

were more pronounced when the messages were provided by another woman. Men, on the
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other hand, indicated more tempered evaluations of the messages they received in both the
HPC and LPC condtns. Furthermore, support receivers reported more favorable
evaluations of the support provided by men in the HPC condition when they interacted
online, rather than FtF. In other words, other factors besides the main effect for person
centeredness contrted to receivers' impressions of VPC messages. Although these
differences exist within a larger pattern of preference for messages in the HPC condition,
these results confirm that sex is an important variable to consider in VPC research. Simply
suggestinghat HPC messages are best forgets that HPC messages are not all that common
and ignores the perspective of the support provider. Theory and research on VPC social
support could gain a greater understanding of everyday supportive interactions by
temperingtheir focus on the efficacy of HPC messages and emphasizing the commonality
of LPC and MPC support in addition to the personal qualities that moderate impressions of
all levels of VPC messages.
A Motivational Account for Gender Differences in Social Supp

The skills specialization account is perhaps the most widely accepted explanation
of gender differences in social support. This perspective claims that women have greater
ability in the realm of social support because they receive a greater shateiokesd y 0 s
knowledge and skills related to comforting. Whereas the ability for sensitive and effective
comfort is nurtured in women, the same skills are downplayed in men (Burleson &
Kunkel, 1996; Kunkel & Burleson, 1999). Notably, the skill specializatimoact does
not fully explain the pattern of results found in this dissertation. For one thing, men and
women indicated no significant differences in their ease of producing messages in the HPC

condition, and women actually had a more difficult time proulyionessages in certain
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(i.e., LPC) conditions. Although raters observed differences in the quality of the comfort
produced by men and women assigned to the HPC condition, the interactants did not report
differences in communicative efficacy based on teex and level of VPC. Furthermore,
preliminary analyses also failed to reveal sex differences in the ease of message
production.

A more detailed explanation of these sex differences can be found by borrowing
from theoretical models of message processspgcifically, dualprocess models of
support message processing assert that VPC messages are maximally effective when
receivers possess both the abiityd motivation to thoroughly process messages (Bodie &
Burleson, 2008; Burleson, 2009). Extrapolatiram this model, | expect that support
providers also generate maximally effective messages when they possess both the ability
andmotivation to sensitively comfort a distressed partner. In fact, ability and motivation
may be more crucial to message praaucthan message processing. People receive
comforting messages in times of need when they are motivated to process them; however,
support providers presumably lack a similar exigency.

Al t hough womenés socializati osteskilgtpi cal |
be effective support providers, research also notes that woagexperiencenore
pressurghan men to behave in a nurturing fashion (Taylor, 2002) and to talk about their
own and othersd emotions (Dunrdomtdthi® 9) . Mor
aspect of the feminine gender role to the extent that they are emotionally invested in the
role and desire to be seen as feminine. Warm, nurturing comfort also corresponds with
many of the personal and professional roles for which women asgiomtemporary

society (Holmstrom et al., 2005; Wood, 1994). For example, sensitive discussions,
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nurturance, and the mutual provision of emotional support are valued skills among women

and fundamental features of female friendships (Johnson, 1996; MgeGEeng, &

Butler, 2003). Conversely, women who are unwilling or unable to provide sensitive

emotional support place themselves at risk for social isolation and rejection (Barbee et al.,
1993; Holmstrom et al., 2005). Holmstrom et al. (2005) even sfatéddlpo men ar e mor €
l' i kely to view 6unfeminined behavior by a
dunmasculined behavior by a man, especiall
providing emotional support )rorwWomentol55) . St
provide LPC support than is it for men to provide HPC comfort.

These factors should heighten femal esbo
comfort. Whether they are motivated by gender roles, societal expectations, or standards of
friendship, women are likely to be more compelled than men to provide HPC comfort.

This motivation to excel in comforting situations, in conjunction with their supportive skill
sets, is likely why females are commonly more sensitive and effective comforters than
men. Moreover, these forces were likely at play in this experiment. When paired with a
distressed stranger, the female participants were presumably motivated to comfort their
partners. Not doing so would violate a number of feminine behavioral normsanidsl
practices. This may be why messages in the LPC condition, especially in feimalale

dyads, were so problematic. Men, on the other hand, likely did not experience the same
motivation because they do not feel the same set of societal and edl&droes

compelling them to be effective support providers. Accordingly, men were not as critical
as women of being asked to provide LPC comfort. This study suggests that skill does not

fully explain the association between sex and comforting quality;anémvomen had an
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equally easy time producing the messages they were asked to provide, even messages in
the HPC condition (cf. MacGeorge, Gillihan, Samter, & Clark, 2003). Instead, differential
motivation between the sexes is a likely explanation for émelgr differences reported
here and in the body of work on social support.

The tendency for women to provide HPC support, and avoid LPC supastrt,
expected to be most prominent in femiakemale dyads. In this study, female support
providers assignei the HPC condition had the easiest time communicating support to
other females. Receivers in feméleemale dyads assigned to the HPC condition also
recorded some of the highest scores for support quality. This pattern of results parallels the
additivity hypothesis of the heuristgystematic model (HSM) of social information
processing (Todorov, Chaiken, & Henderson, 2002), which has previously been applied to
social support outcomése., Bodie et al., in presspecifically, the HSM states that,
i wdm the judgmental implications of heuristic cues and arguments are consistent,
heuristic and systematic processing can have independent and additive effects on
persuasiono (Todorov et al., 2002, p. 199)
and femé&e 1 female dyads are both positive. The positive implications of this relationship
augment the impact of messages in the HPC condition. In fact, the fefeatale dyads
assigned to the HPC condition are the only grouping where the additivity effect is
predicted because the judgmental implications for MPC messages are ambiguous and those
for LPC messages are negative (Bodie et al., in press). Additionally, females often
represent the most attractive sources of social support (Kunkel & Burleson, 1949y, so

interaction involving a male is not a candidate for the additivity effect. When applied to
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this study, the additivity hypothesis suggests that the positive effects of HPC messages are
amplified in femald female dyads.
Invisible Support

Some scholarsuggest that social support achieves optimal results when it is
communicated invisibly. When receivers are aware they are being supported, they may feel
indebted, incompetent, or incapable of solving problems on their own (Bolger, Kessler, &
Zuckerman, 200; Howland & Simpson, 2010). Rather than incurring these costs, scholars
have suggested that support yields better outcomes when it is provided invisibly. There are
two ways through which support can be invisible: (a) when recipients are unaware of
havingreceived support, and (b) when providers communicate support subtly or skillfully.
Features of invisible support include deemphasizing the roles of provider and receiver,
deflecting attention away from thepporecei ve
under the radar to avoid feelings of indebtedness (Howland & Simpson, 2010). Howland
and Simpson (2010) observed the largest declines in anger and anxiety and the greatest
increases in sekfficacy when support was provided without the receivergoawmare of
it.

In this study, as well as many others, third party observers and support receivers
evaluated messages in the HPC condition as the most appropriate, sensitive, and high
quality. Yet, HPC messages presumably do not satisfy the requiremantsiiie
support. Rat her , HPC messages directly ack
and emotions. Several components of HPC messages violate the tenets of invisible support.
Whereas invisible support deemphasizes the roles of provider angere¢d?C

comforters often actively structure or lead supportive interactions. Invisible support is
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under the raddr support in disguise; however, HPC comfort advocates involvement and
fairly lengthy messages. Invisible support is not immediately recadjbizeeceivers, but
HPC support is difficult to miss. Furthermore, providers use themselves or third parties as
examples when communicating invisible support, but HPC comforters are instructed to
avoid talking about t heimaylewenefioa toommgar so6 p
the elements of invisible and HPC support to synthesize an optimal style of comfort. This
support would stild]l |l egi ti mize and el abora
would do so without creating an atmosphereraefiby indebtedness and the roles of
provider and receiver. Such research may find that turning down the intensity and
involvement of HPC comfort, so receivers are less aware of its occurrence, improves their
evaluations of an already effective mechanisrsupport.
Implications for the Study of Comput&tediated Social Support

Recent years have seen a proliferation of websites featuring venues for social
support, so much that some theorists have labeled the transition a cetesinegplution
in healthare (Ferguson, 1997). People flock to the Internet for social support because this
medium fulfills their needs to be heard and to have others comfort them (Bjornsdottir,
1999). Young people are especially likely to embrace mediated venues for suppad seeki
(Fukkink, 2010). Besides receiving support, users are often willing to provide support to
both friends and strangers online, and emotional support is among the most common types
of support communicated therein (Bjornsdottir, 1999; Braithwaite, Wal&r&imn,
1999). In fact, VPC messages are a common form of emotional support in mediated venues

(Fukkink, 2010).
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This study expands research on compuatediated social support by evaluating the
communication of VPC messages online. Although participarttss study indicated they
experienced higher levels of selfesentational confidence FtF than in CMC, | observed
no differences between channels in the-sgbrted ease with which participants produced
comforting messages. There were also no differemt the quality, appropriateness, or
sensitivity of the comforting interactions based solely on channel differences. Moreover, |
found advantages for both message processing and reception in CMC compared to FtF
contexts.

This section extends these finds to the realm of computerediated social
support. In so doing, | describe Waltheros
of supportive interactions. The results of this study not only inform research on mediated
social support but also cae employed to clarify the conditions under which
hyperpersonal effects are |likely to occur.
nonverbals in relation to social support. Despite lacking the nonverbal immediacy of FtF
interactions, | suggeshat CMC is able to effectively transmit VPC messages to achieve
successful supportive outcomes.

Hyperpersonal Social Support

Although traditional theories of mediated interpersonal communication (i.e., social
presence theory, media richness theory) charnae CMC as a channel that is incapable of
hosting rich, interpersonal communication, this study suggests that CMC is a viable
channel for social support. The results of this study suggest that people adapted to the lack
of nonverbals in CMC environmerasid achieved outcomes that were, in some cases,

superior to FtF contexts. In particular, men assigned to the HPC condition were rated to
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provide more persenentered, sensitive, and supportive messages online than FtF.
Similarly, support receivers evaleatthe messages they received from men in the HPC
condition to be more sensitive online than FtF. Perhaps whereas men struggle to
communicate HPC support FtF, they are freed to be more expressive and sensitive in
mediated channels. Stated differently, ne@perienced hyperpersonal outcomes.

The hyperpersonal perspective has been criticized in recent years because it fails to
acknowledge user qualities that influence CMC and its outcomes (Schouten et al., 2007).
This study identifies sex as an importantso@al quality that contributes to hyperpersonal
outcomes in supportive contexts. Men benefited from online interaction and experienced
hyperpersonal benefits. Women, on the other hand, faired worse online. Third party
observers and support receivers abkeéh viewed LPC messages from women to be lower
guality online than FtF. The outcomes experienced by women providing LPC messages are
reminiscent of Walther, Slovacek, and Tidw
people experience more negative paed outcomes in CMC than FtF. Perhaps because of
their successes FtF, women may not desire to support people online, may devalue CMC as
a medium for social support, and may not exert sufficient effort to online supportive
interactions. Any of these fac®could contribute to a lack of success in CMC support.
Further, this is not the only study where people who are normally successful FtF achieve
poorer outcomes online (i.e., High & Caplan, 2009; Walther et al., 2001). Thus, CMC only
produces hyperpersorsipportive outcomes for certain people in certain situations, and
participant sex seems to be one personal quality that moderates hyperpersonal outcomes.

Other scholars have critiqued the hyperpersonal perspective because it does not

specify when or howyperpersonal effects occur (High & Caplan, 2009). In the original
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presentation of the hyperpersonal per spect
which specific processes are necessary or sufficient for the hyperpersonal effect to be
obtained ( p . 17). CMC c han omortanityorexpleit de user s w
technological features for communicative gains, but users and scholars alike do not know
exactly when these benefits will be accrued. After observing that highly socially anxious
peopleobtained the greatest benefits from online social interaction, High and Caplan
(2009) argued that users may require sufficient motivation to engage in hyperpersonal
communication. In other words, people experience hyperpersonal benefits only when they
aremotivated to achieve them. The same logic extends to this experiment. Men typically
have a difficult time providing sensitive support to other men in FtF contexts; however,
they were able to produce higher quality messages in the HPC condition by megag th
conversations online. Menodos relative | ack
have instilled a strong motivation in them to be successful online. Women, on the other
hand, presumably lacked this motivation and failed to achieve hyperpessioc@ines.
They may simply prefer to conduct their comforting interactions FtF where they
traditionally have success. This study provides support for a motivation to engage in
hyperpersonal communication as an important contributing condition to the exgeoie
hyperpersonal outcomes.
Lack of Nonverbal Cues

The magnitude of the persaentered effect in predicting supportive outcomes has
been established here (i.e., the variable representing VPC condition exerted the strongest
effect in all analyses) arelsewhere; however, several nonverbal behaviors that are

instrumental to communicating support FtF are conspicuously missing online. Some
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scholars describe nonverbal immediacy, which encompasses behaviors such as smiling,
eye gaze, and direct body oriefat as crucial to the provision of sensitive comfort
(Jones, 2004; Jones & Burleson, 2003, Jones & Guerrero, 2001). As such, nonverbal
immediacy is akin to providing persaenteredness through nonverbal cues. Research
contends that nonverbal immediacyprotes positive comforting outcomes by conveying
positive affect and liking; stimulating physiological arousal that leads to feelings of
warmth, care, and love; and encouraging psychological connection and interpersonal
intimacy (Jones, 2004). Although nerdte levels of nonverbal immediacy are most
common in normal social interactions, nonverbal immediacy exhibits a positive correlation
with comforting quality and evaluations of helper competence (Jones & Burleson, 2003).
In fact, perceptions of conversatial engagement may be more strongly influenced by
nonverbal immediacy than by the communicated level of perenteredness (Jones &
Burl eson, 2003). This finding is noteworth
thereo for s o msicabyeomfortingfDaleofds Taykr, 1990}. Yet, the
results of this study suggest that people are able to successfully communicate VPC support
online, even without a bevy of cues signaling nonverbal immediacy.

Like many aspects of social support, theegender differences associated with
nonverbal immediacy, such that women are not only more nonverbally immediate than
men but also more likely to benefit from nonverbal communication (Menzel & Carrell,
1999). The lack of nonverbal behaviors online mayfuher contri bute to v
success with messages in the LPC condition. Of all the combinations between gender
composition of the dyad and communication channel, support receivers from female

female dyads assigned to the LPC condition reporietbtlest evaluations of
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conversational sensitivity. If women are truly used to and motivated to receive sensitive
comfort, the relatively insensitive messages in the LPC condition combined with the lack
of nonverbals in CMC elicits particularly negativengersational impressions from
women. Receiving insensitive messages is unsettling for female receivers, and this effect
becomes amplified when doing so in channels that lack nonverbal cues.

Perhaps more important than the lack of nonverbals online isibers perceive
the remaining mediated features and what they do with them. Internet users vary in their
beliefs about the relevance of CMC attributes (Peter & Valkenburg, 2006; Tsai, 2004), and
these beliefs have important implications for communicatiteanes (Rubin, 2002).
With this in mind, the Internét attributei perception model argues that the effect of any
CMC attribute is due to userso6 perceptions
et al., 2007). For example, this model podiat & lack of nonverbal cues only effects
peopl ebdbs online communication to the exten
It i s peopleds perceptions of CMC attribut
mediated outcomes. Along tleeknes, Schouten et al. (2007) reported that adolescents
who perceive CMCO0s | ack of-presentatorasbal cues
particularly relevant are less inhibited online and more likely tedsstiose personal
information. In the currentstly, male support providers had more success online than
FtF. The Internet attributei per cepti on model suggests that
attributes as especially relevant to their interactions; therefore, they achieved more positive
outcomes online thaftF. This assertion parallels the hyperpersonal explanation of the sex

differences observed in this study. If men are motivated to achieve success in CMC
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supportive interactions and to experience hyperpersonal outcomes, they should be
particularly attentre to online cues and willing to use them to their fullest potential.

Research on gender differences in CMC provides a rationale for supposing that
men are more attentive to online attributes than are women. Scholars have suggested that a
history of gendr inequality has made women reluctant to embrace CMC as widely as men
have (Turkle, 1988). Theorists assert that masculine values were institutionalized in the
technology during its creation, thereby creating a strong association between masculinity
and QMC (Gill & Grint, 1995; Wajcman, 1991). Slightly more men than women use the
Internet regularly; however, this gap widens when more intensive or frequent Internet use
is considered, and it shows no signs of narrowing (Bimber, 2000; Weiser, 2000). Men also
feel more positive about and interested in using the Internet than women do (Ford &
Miller, 1996; Qureshi & Hoppel, 1995). The jobs held by men are even more likely than
womendos professions to promote Interponet us
use the Internet for downloading, shopping, searching for romance, and obtaining
information more frequently than women do (Teo & Lim, 2000; Weiser, 2000). As Weiser
(2000) concluded, fAln comparison to women,
conf ortable with it, and their reasons for
men are more oriented towards the Internet than women are, they may be more apt to
identify and appreciate mediated attributes. Men, in turn, may also be more ldely th
women to exploit these relevant attributes to achieve successful mediated supportive
conversations.

Due to the lack of nonverbals in CMC, support providers in the online condition

may have had to rely more heavily on verbal components of suppothtismwho
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interacted FtF. In fact, theorists have claimed that CMC communicators often adapt to
mediated communication by putting more effort into the verbal aspects of their
communication (Walther, 1992, 1996). Walther (1996) proposed the notion ofieegnit
reallocation to describe the ability of online communicators to devote increased thought
and effort to their written communication because they do not have to monitor their
nonverbal behaviors. The results of this study suggest that men did a letesljocating
their cognitive resources to produce effective comfort online than women did. Perhaps the
aforementioned gender differences in mediated communication made men more confident
in CMC settings and provided them with a greater ability to reat#otheir mental energy
to produce effective VPC messages. Cognitive reallocation thus provides an explanation
for the increased efficacy of male support providers in CMC compared to FtF channels.
Limitations

This study is not without its limitations, g&aps the most prominent among them
being the support training procedures. Although the raters were able to identify three
distinct levels of persenenteredness in the conversations, thersplbrts of the study
participants did not distinguish betweeiPMC and HPC messages. This
were adapted from the VPC definitions and training procedures reported in prior research,
but perhaps the training used herein described MPC messages as too high quality to
meaningfully distinguish among all thresvels of VPC. That being said, MPC messages
are often evaluated similarly to HPC messages in published research. For example,
Holmstrom et al. (2005) employed LPC messadks @.54) that were distinct from the
higher levels; however, their MP®I1(= 3.17)and HPC M = 3.47) messages were quite

similar. Study 2 in Burleson (2008) used LPC messdges 2.40) that appear to be
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outliers from the MPCNl = 3.67) and HPCM = 3.85) messages. Researchers have also
reported variation in the strength and consistesfdhe linear effect of VPC messages

(Bodie et al., in press; Jones & Burleson, 1997). Because of this, the operationalization of
VPC messages could be advanced by determining the number of levels that truly exists
within the VPC hierarchy and then rafig training procedures to ensure that the
appropriate levels can be distinguished in research practice.

Any experimerdbased study invites artificiality into the research design. Clearly,
people do not often arrive at unfamiliar places only to be askedgage in comforting
conversations with complete strangers. These tékegranted aspects of experimental
research limit the external validity and generalizability of any conclusions drawn from the
results. Nevertheless, | considered an experimengpabaph to be the best research design
for capturing perceptions of both message production and reception in -smauaalistic
setting. Without an experimental design, | would have been unable to train the support
providers to instantiate certain levelsVPC and ensure an equal representation of all
levels of the VPC hierarchy. The random assignment inherent in experimental designs also
ensured that personal characteristics and biases were equally distributed among the
experimental conditions. Furtherneg this research design allowed me to avoid
hypothetical scenarios and instead focus on problems about which support receivers were
actually concerned.

Another lTimitation of this study involyv
perceptionsof PC messages in fizero historyo dyads.
herein may not apply to more advanced phases of relationship development. It is also

debatable how frequently people provide support to or receive comfort from a stranger.
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Despite this) believe that strangers were necessary to obtain realistic impressions of
received support. Individuals develop expectations about the support commonly received
from different relational partners, such a
neeledo (Pierce, Sarason, & Sarason, 1991).
provide a level of VPC that was markedly different from his or her normal comforting
style, the receiver could become coonfused
research has established that support provided by close relational partners is often
evaluated more favorably than messages from distant acquaintances (Clark, Pierce, Finn,
Hsu, Toosley, & Williams, 1998; Pierce et al., 1991). Hence, the effect sides an
significance |l evels reported herein could
of VPC comfort.

The nature of the sample also limits the generalizability of the conclusions drawn
from this research. This sample consisted entirely of coiagents for whom the
distinction between FtF and CMC communication channels may be smaller than the
population at large. In fact, college students are the heaviest Internet users (Hoffman,
Novak, & Venkatesh, 2004). Other research has reported thatgopegple may use IM
more often than-enail and that they employ IM as a supplement to their normal FtF
conversations (Shiu & Lenhart, 2004). Their use and familiarity with mediated channels
may allow younger people to conduct an array of intimate ortsengiterpersonal
conversations online with relative ease. In contrast, older people may perceive a greater
difference between CMC and FtF channels and experience more difficulty when asked to

conduct interpersonal interactions online. Evidence of arbaged digital divide is still
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apparent despite more and more older people logging on (Lenhart, 2000). Thus, caution
should be exercised when generalizing these results to different age cohorts.
Benefits of the Research Design

Although the experimental search design employed in this dissertation has its
flaws, it also advances research methodology for studying VPC social support. The
research design employed herein involved the production and evaluation of supportive
messages in live interactions. Wher@aessage perception studies only capture
parti ci pant s éformuatet, wdténicanfiodingonessageas e response to
hypothetical stressors, this study had support providers generate messages when faced with
a distressed partner. | also obtdrevaluations of spontaneously produced comforting
messages in response to support receiverssalglfted stressors. As Burleson and
MacGeorge (2002) suggested, fAThere is obvi
between actually experiencing a safdpre message when upset and making judgments
about messages directed at hypothetical ot
scholars to assess what actually was said to comfort a distressed person, rather than what
support receivers think vatd comfort them if they were upset. Moreover, live interaction
increases the salience of moderating variables, including sex of the support provider, sex of
the receiver, and communication channel, (Holmstrom et al., 2005). Scholars can create
elaborate senarios to describe the presence of certain variables; however, even the most
carefully-crafted and descriptive accounts likely do not match the realism and intensity of
encountering variables in live interactions.

There are substantial bodies of litewra that investigate the influence of certain

vari ables on support providersdé VPC produc
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comforting messages; however, these research foci remain largely separate. In other words,
support provider and receiver \avles are usually examined in separate studies. The

majority of the published message perception studies ignore characteristics of the support
provider (Jones & Burleson, 2003), and the research that does involve live interaction is
often confederatbasel, thereby nullifying the perspective of the support provider. This
experiment advances the study of VPC messages by examining provider and receiver
perceptions of the same interaction. The use of third party observers also allowed me to
obtain a neutralgrspective on the quality of the supportive interactions. Obtaining

multiple perspectives of the same interaction proved valuable given that different sources
provided different conversational perceptions.

Another benefit from this research designigthal assessed partici
perceptions of several distinct outcome variables. An abundance of published VPC
research has receivers evaluate messages on several dimensions, then scholars form
general indices of comforting quality by averaging several canaby distinguishable
measures (i.e., Bodie et al., in press; Jones, 2004; Jones & Burleson, 1997, 2003; Jones &
Guerrero, 2001; Lemieux & Tighe, 2004; Samter, Burleson, & Murphy, 1987). These
studies combine items such as appropriateness, effectiveegss]ness, and sensitivity
into composite measures that lose the nuance and richness of the individual variables.
Indeed, scholars have confirmed that these items often represent distinct judgments of
emotional support messages (Goldsmith & McDermo®,7185 cited in Jones & Burleson,
1997). Research methodologies that measure distinct variables provide a more nuanced
description of the comforting process. Although some of the dependent variables were

intercorrelated in this study, | retained distinctMaa bl es t o obtain part.i



15C

assessments of several conceptually distinct outcome variables. Along these lines,
participants assigned to the HPC condition rated messages produced by males as more
sensitive in CMC than FtF; however, their insions of appropriateness and support
quality did not vary by channel. Thus, there is value in employing conceptually distinct
and properly measured outcome variables.

Directions for Future Research

Scholars should continue to examine the influenadiftédrent communication
channels on the support process. Mediated communication channels not only resulted in
rated improvements to the support messages produced by men assigned to the HPC
condition but also created better support experiences for receNtsugh Burleson,

Hol mstrom, and Gilstrap (2005) reported th
guys, 0 specifically HPC messages, this stu
men can indeed be sensitive to other men, they justtmaghire a mediated channel to do

so. Nevertheless, this study represents a first attempt to understand the influence of CMC
channels on the process of VPC social support. Future research should extend this thinking
and expand to other mediated technasgsuch as text messaging and asynchrorous e

mail or discussion boards.

Scholars have called for efforts to increase the usage of HPC messages by males
(Burleson et al., 2005). This experiment suggests that CMC allows men to achieve more
success providg HPC messages; however, more research could focus on increasing the
prevalence of HPC support by men. Along these lines, this study provides empirical
evidence that men possess the skills needed to provide HPC support; they may simply lack

the motivatiorto do so. Because of this, scholars could develop interventions that attempt
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to motivate men to be more sensitive purveyors of emotional support. Doing so would
benefit male support providers, their partners, and their interpersonal relationships.

Anothe potential direction for future research involves considering the overall,
gestalt nature of supportive exchanges. The support providers in this study were trained to
communicate one level of persoanteredness and were asked to stick with that
throughot their conversations. In reality, supportive interactions likely entail several
levels of persoftenteredness that occur at varying points throughout an interaction.
Support providers may begin with LPC support, then transition to HPC messages when
they have more time to contemplate their partner and his or her stressor. The study of VPC
could benefit by combining multiple levels of VPC support and situating them in various
places along the timeline of a supportive conversation. It would be interestingetss the
individual and combined influence of LPC, MPC, and HPC messages at different points in
a comforting conversation.

Scholars could also consider reconceptualizing the nature of LPC social support.
Although LPC support clearly belongs at the bwittof the VPC hierarchy, it is
guestionable whether LPC messages even qualify as social support. Despite their
classification as a means of comfort, igno
have not rectified a ppokhem, | akédl gl domnoy
peoplebs | ay conceptions of social support
support to devise a level of persoenteredness that is still below MPC messages but is
not mean and does not belittle a distressddiinv i dual . Per haps trite
sorry, 0o AOh no, 6 and fAthat stinkso could e

generic messages that do not consider unique aspects of the situation or the distressed
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person, thereby truly capturing thetion oflow personcenterednesshould be
emphasized in the development of LPC, yet still supportive, social support.

Despite more than 25 years of research on VPC messages, this field is still
brimming with interesting theoretical and empirical reseapaestions. Some scholars are
working to consider moderators of the comforting process (i.e., Bodie et al., in press;
Burleson, 2009), others are concentrating on the relational intricacies of support provision
(i.e., Burleson et al., 2005; Holmstrom &t 2005), and this study points to the value of
focusing on the channels of VPC comfort. As evident in this manuscript, all of these
avenues are worthwhile research foci. The diverse lenses through which the VPC process
is examined all contribute to a neonuanced understanding of the support process. A
continued appreciation of the processes and moderators through which support providers
produce and receivers process VPC messages is likely to result in a better understanding of
the personal, contextuahd relational features that are needed to optimally assuage
peopl ebs emotions and all ow them to cogni't
issues (see Burleson & Goldsmith, 1998). In returning to the question posed at the outset of
this chapter, tis study provides an answer that is both satisfying and disheartening at the
same time. There is no single feature or quality that automatically produces effective social
support in all situations. Rather, the best or highest quality support likely |dtetg ok
for different people, with different roles in supportive interactions, in different contexts.
Through research that appreciates the intricacy of these interactions and the influence of
moderating variables, scholars will arrive at a more inforometerstanding of the
particular combination of characteristics that truly yields the best or highest quality VPC

social support.
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Appendix A
Pre-interaction Questionnaire

Wedd | i ke twveybpaskngyou afaw gsest®ns so we can link your answers to this
survey with your other answers.
1. Please enter the FIRST TWO letters of your LAST NAME.
2. On what number date were you born? For example, if you were bornon Sune #7n t &r A 1 7
3. Pl ease enter the FIRST TWO | etters of your
4. What is your genderPlease mark one: ___ Male

_____ Female

______Transgender

_____ Other (please specify)

5. What was your age on your last birthday? years

6. What is your ethnicityPlease mark all that apply:

___ Black or African American __ Asian

__ White or Caucasian ___ Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander
______Hispanic or Latino ______Native American or Alaska Native

_____ Other

7.Computer Usage

About how many Six A | 2or3years| 4years| 5 6 or I d
years have you months | year ago years| more know
been an Internet | orless | ago years
user?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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| ddqNever|Every | Every | 1-2 3-5 | About | Several
know few few | daysa| days | once | times a
months| weeks | week a aday| day
week

About how

often do you

go online?

About how

often do you

engage in

online

interactions
with people
you dot
know (e.g., on
discussion
boards, chat

rooms)?

About how
often do you
go use Instat
Messaging
software (IM,

AlM)?




8. Gender schematicity/Sex Role Inventory

How well do the following terms apply to how you see yourself?

182

Not at all A great deal
1 Masculine 1 2 3 5
2 Feminine 1 2 3 5
9. | think that most people tygally see me as . . .
Extremely Extremely
feminine masculine
1 2 3 4 5

Below, you will find listed a number of personality characteristics. We would like you to use

those characteristics to describe yourself, that is, we would like you to indicatey a scale

from 1 to 7, how true of you each of these characteristics is.

Never or | Usually not| Sometimes but| Occasionally| Often | Usually | Always or
almost true infrequently true true true true almost
never always
true true
1 2 3 4 5 7
1 | Defend my own 1 2 3 4 6 7
bdiefs
2 | Affectionate 1 2 3 4 6 7
3 | Conscientious 1 2 3 4 6 7
4 | Independent 1 2 3 4 6 7
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5 | Sympathetic 7
6 | Moody 7
7 | Assertive 7
8 | Sensitive to 7
needs of others
9 | Reliable 7
10| Strong 7
personality
11 | Understanding 7
12 | Jealous 7
13| Forceful 7
14 | Compassionate 7
15 | Truthful 7
16 | Have leadershig 7
abilities
17 | Eager to soothe 7
hurt feelings
18 | Secretive 7
19 | Willing to take 7
risks
20 | Warm 7
21 | Adaptable 7
22 | Dominant 7
23 | Tender 7
24 | Conceited 7
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25 | Willing to take 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
a stand

26 | Love children 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27 | Tactful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
28 | Aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29 | Gentle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30 | Conventional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. POSI

Next, we would like to obtain some information about how you use the Internet and other
technology. Please answer the following questions to best of your ability.

Please mark the number that best indicates your level of agreement with each of the following

statements.
1 2 3 4 5
STRONGLY STRONGLY
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
AGREE DISAGREE

| prefar communicating with other people online rather than-fa

to-face.

| feel like | have more control over conversations online than

in faceto-face conversations.

Meeting and talking with people is better when done online th

in faceto-face situations.

I am willing to give up some of my fage-face relationships to

have more time for my online relationships.
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My relationships online are more important to me than many

my faceto-face relationships.

6 | am happier being online than | am offline. 112|345

11. Social Support strategies
Everyone has problems that they need to deal with or times when they need to be cheered up.
The following statements describe things that other peopEometimes do when we have a

problem or feel badly. We would like to know how much you want somebody to do these

behaviors when you have a problem or feel badl
the statement, choose @ enudnbefr thnteears d alee .A nloft
someone to react in the way described by a st a

end of the scale.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very much
1 | Ask me questions about the details of my problem. 1|12 |3 |4|65
2 | Give me insight into my problem. 112 |3 |41|5
3 | Give me suggestions about how to solve my problem. 112 |3 |4]|65
4 | Offer time, effort, or money to help solve my problem. 112 |3|4]|5

5 | Try to understand my point of view about problems thatlhave 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5

6 | Showme affection, such as hugging me, when | am upset. 112|345

7 | Tell me how he or she cares about me when | am upset. 112 |3 |4|5

Listen attentively and show sympathy and understanding whe

am upset.
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Offer to do something with me, like g for a walk or taking mg

out, when | am upset.

10 | Compliment or reassure me that | can handle things when | a

upset.
11 | Hint or suggest that | control my feelings when | am upset. 112 |3 |4|5
12 | Tell me that there is nothing | can dbout my problems. 112 |3|4]|5
13 | Make light of my feelings when | am upset. 112 |3 |4|5
14 | Tell me that my problems are not serious. 112 |3 |4|5

15|Remind me of other peoplebds| 1|2 |3]|4]|5

16 | Change the topic when | bringy umy problems. 112|345
17 | Ignore me when | am upset or mention that | am upset. 112 |3 |4|65
18 | Criticize the way | handle my problems. 112 |3 |4|5
19 | Express his/her irritation with me when | am upset. 112 |3 |4]|5

20 | Encourage me to do something, like opettdrunk or watching

TV, to escape the way | am feeling.

12. Social support preferences/support orientation
When people experience stress, they tend to seek help from a variety of people including
friends, family members, dating partners, or pouses. We are interested in learning what you
desire from those people. We want to know what is important and what kind of things you

desire when you are experiencing stress.

1 2 3 4 5

Dondét D Desire Desire Desire Regularly Desire a

at All Rarely Occasionally Great Deal




Giving you advice about what to do

Analyzing a situation with you and telling you about availabl

choices and options

Giving you reasons why you should or should not do sometf

Teachingyohow t o do something vy

Providing detailed information about the situation or about s

needed to deal with the situation

Telling you that he/she loves you and feels close to you

Promising tokeep problems you discuss in confidence

Providing you with hope or confidence

Expressing sorrow or regret for your situation or distress

10

Offering attentive comments when you speak

11

Expressing esteem agspect for a competency or personal

quality of yours

12

Telling you that you are still a good person even when you

a problem

13

Expressing agreement with your perspective on various

situations

14

Telling you that a lobf people enjoy being with you

15

Assuring you that you are a worthwhile person

16

Offering to provide you with access to new companions

17

Connecting you with people whom you may turn to for help

18

Connectingyou with people whom you can confide in

19

Reminding you of the availability of companions who share

similar interests or experiences with you
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20 | Helping you find the people who can assist you with things | 1 2 31415
21 | Offering to lend you something (including money) 1 2 31415
22 | Taking care of your domestic chores when you are feeling il 1 2 31415
23 | Doing laundry or cooking for you 1 2 31415
24 | Expressing willingness to help you when you are in need of| 1 2 31415
25 | Offering to help you do something that needs to be done 1 2 31415
13. Social Anxiety
Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
disagree and disagree agree
some
1 | I feel relaxed even in unfamiliar 1 2 3 4 5
social situations.
2 | Itry to avoid situations whh 1 2 3 4 5
force me to be very sociable.
3 | ltis easy for me to relax when | 1 2 3 4 5
am with strangers.
4 | I have no particular desire to 1 2 3 4 5
avoid people.
5 | I often find social occasions 1 2 3 4 5
upsetting.
6 | lusually feel calm and 1 2 3 4 5
comfortable at social occasions.
7 | lam usually at ease when talkir| 1 2 3 4 5
to someone of the opposite sex
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I try to avoid talking to people

unless | know them well.

If the chance comes to meet ne|

people, | often take it.

10

| often feel nervous or tense in
casual get togethers in which

both sexes are present.

11

I am usually nervous with peopl

unless | know them well.

12

| usually feel relaxed when | am

with a group of people.

13

| often want to get away from

people.

14

| usually feel uncomfortable
when | am in a group of people

donot know.

15

| usually feel relaxed when |

meet someone for the first time.

16

Being introduced to people

makes me tensed nervous.

17

Even though a room is full of

strangers, | may enter it anyway

18

I would avoid walking up and

joining a large group of people.

19

When my superiors want to talk
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with me, | talk willingly.

20

| often feel on edge when | am

with a group of people.

21

I tend to withdraw from people.

22

| donot mi nd t

parties or social gatherings.

23

| am seldom at ease in a large

group of people.

24

| sometimes take the
responsibility for introducing

people to each other.

25

| try to avoid formal social

occasions.

26

| usually go to whatever social

engagement | have.

27

| find it easy to relax with other

people.

28

| often think up excuses in ord:

to avoid social engagemeni
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Appendix B

Problem Identification Task
You have been assigned to be the discloser in
start the conversation, we need toniify a problem or stressor for you to talk about during your
interaction. Qur job right now is to think ab
experiencing, or recently experienced, and identify one of those to talk about. Specificatlg, ple
think of personal problems that youbre current
experienced. Personal problems can be caused by a variety of stressors, including another person,
a relationship, or a problematic situation. For example, dgalith work stress, problems in your
soci al l'ife or living situation, changing a ba
change about yourself all constitute personal problems. Basically, think of things that are annoying,

upsetting, obothering you right now.

Please write a separate problem down on each of these index cards. Try to think of up to 10
problems. You dondét have to be specific when vy
so that you recognize the situationthaty 6 r e r ef erring t o.
Possible problem topics:

1 Relational partners

I Financial issues

1 Parent problems

I Roommate issues

1 Relative (siblings, grandparent problems)

1 Class/grade stressors

1 Loss of someone important

1 Changing a bad habit or quality about yourself
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1 Petproblems
After you think of up to 10 problems, please rate the severity of each bri@0lscale. 1
represents problems that youbre not very conce
There are no right or wrong answers in rating these @natl Only you know how much a certain
problem is bothering you.
Next, please write fiyeso or finodo on each card
this problem with the other person who came to
willing to talk about this problem. No means you are not willing to do so.
Select the problem that has the highest severity rating that people are willing to talk about with the

other person. Note: do not allow the participants to talk about anythirgallier anything overly

serious, harmful, or severe problem.
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Appendix C
LPC Support Training
Youdbve been selected to be the support provide
you how to provide a style of social support that focusesbmni mi zi ng a partner 6s
the next several mi nut es, |l 6m going to talk ab
support and provide you with example messages.
going to have a chance to pliaetand try out these comforting techniques during a conversation
with the other person who came to this research session.
Qualities of the support youdbdbre going to provi
T Use messages that minimize the other person
M Ignorethepesonds feelings
1 Change the focus of the conversation to your own problems or a similar situation that
happened to you in the past
9 Encourage your partner to forget about his/her feelings
9 Put the blame on the partner for their stress/the situation
1 Claim the guation was meant to happen and that the person should just move on with
his/her life
T Divert the conversationdés focus to an irrel
today at lunch)
T Challenge the actions thathepablerpl e have (or
Tips
9 Provide short responses
1 Bevague
T Dondét el aborate on your responses

1 Avoid eye contact
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Emphasize that, in the end, the person needs to take responsibility for the problem
Use standard fAibox mixod6 comforting messages

Dondét e mphaistiyz eoft htehes epvreabl em or the person

Example messages:

=

I think you really just need to get over it

Itdés not the end of the worl d. I 6m sure you
Well, this really is your problem to figure out

Someti mes things imawepan doabontd. Justforgetakdwit n ot h

I donét think you should be upset with anyc
it your best effort.

Shake it off. Shit happens

Well, it doesndét seem | i ke vyoudivhaveybo?ne much

Showcase turning attention to yourself: WATH
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Appendix D
MPC Support Training
Youdbve been selected to be the support provide
you how to provideatsy | e of soci al support that provides
going to |l earn how to recognize and soothe a p
to acknowledge the persond6s probl ernmvovingd emot i o
For the next sever al mi nut es, |l 6m going to tal
support and provide you with example messages.
going to have a chance to practice and try out tbesgorting techniques during a conversation

with the other person who came to this research session.

Qualities of the support youbre going to provi
A Recognize or |l egitimize the personéds feelin
A Use condolences
A Ask questionsa clarify the details of the stressor
A Comment on the situation to make your partner elaborate with additional detailed
A Express acknowledgment or understanding of what the other person is saying
A Express a interest in or concern over the situation or yartmer, while you keep yourself

calm and detached.
A ASmooth overo negative feelings

A Divert the personbds attenti on

A Try to reduce peopleds emotional di stress
Tips
f Try to avoid brief messages, but dondt wuse

1 Recognt e peopleds emotions but dondét go over b



19¢

1 Try not to smother your partner
1 Show that you understand what the other person is saying
1 Try not to let people dwell on their negative feelings
f Try to get your partneros mind off of his
1 Try to avad advising people on how to cope with their emotions
Example messages:

A 16m sorry to hear that

A Well, why do you think this bothers you so much?

A What happened then?

A ltoéos too bad that happened

A Wow, that sounds pretty bad

A 1é6m sorry this heappeynoeudd |tlo ayl owa;y sh ohvaevwwe anot

right
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Appendix E

HPC Support Training
Youdbve been selected to be the support provide
you how to provide a very sophisticated style of social suppatirovides a high level of
invol vement. Your goal wild!l be to acknowl edge
allow your partner to understand those feelings in a larger context. For the next several minutes,
Il 6m going to t alrtlsomadneusing thig atylesof supportara provie you with
example messages. When wedre finished with the
practice and try out these comforting technigues during a conversation with the other person who
came to his research session.
Qualities of the support youbre going to provi

A Use messages that encourage people to focus on their emotions

A Express empathy

A Encourage your partner to talk about his or her feelings

A Accept your partnero6s emotions

A Reassure your parer that he or she seems like a good person, despite the problem he or

she is having

A Try to provide alternative explanation or another way to look at a distressing situation

A Explain your partneros feelings in a broade

Tips

1 Be sure you elaborat®ur responses so that you are clear about your meaning and have
included a lot of detail.

I Maintain eye contact

T Show that youbre |istening

9 Ask questions



T
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Make sure your partner continues to focus on the positive aspects of him or herself
Try to make the péner feel better about him or herself

Let your partner know that itds OK to
Appear accepting and understanding

Allow your partner to elaborate on his or her feelings in a positive manner

Offer strategies to cope with negatigmotions or the problem

Example messages:

A

> > > >

>\

| totally understand. | feel so bad for you

Hey, how are you feeling right now?

I dondét bl ame you for feeling that wa
Youdre a smart person and | &d&m sure th

Maybe something good will come tifis situation in the long run

You did everything you could, considering the circumstances, and | know how much it

hurt when you couldndt control the si
results.
| completely understand why you would feelé s e emot i ons. | 6d

be f €
y
i s won
tuati c
f eel

| am really sorry. You must be just crushed. It seems like this really means a lot to you

You might try talking to someone to s

maybe something good can come oluthis if you stick with it a bit longer

ee

f
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Appendix F

Postinteraction Surveyor Support Provider

There are four sections to this survey that <co

your perceptions of the conversation you just had with;yo par t ner . First, wedd
you view the relationship you established with
felt during the conversation. Third, weodod |i ke

just want to learm little bit about your perceptions of the conversation, in general.
First, wedd |ike to ask a few questions so we
answers.
1. Please enter the FIRST TWO letters of your LAST NAME.
2. On what numér date were you born? For example, if you were bornonJihe 12 nt er A 17 . «
3. Please enter the FIRST TWO |l etters of your
4. Did you know (or have you met) your partner at any time BEFORE patrticipating in this study?
__ Yes, | knew my partner prior to this study
______No, I did not know my partner prior to this study
______lamnot sure if | knew or met my partner prior to this study.
5. During your interaction, were you the discloser or the support provider?
____ Discloser

Support provider
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6. Liking/Attraction
Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements as they

apply to the person you just had the conversation with.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree sore | Agree | Strongly
Disagree and disagreg Agree
some
1 | I think he (she) could 1 2 3 4 5
be a friend of mine
2 | It would be difficult to 1 2 3 4 5
meet and talk with him
(her)
3 |He (she) || 1 2 3 4 5
fit into my circle of
friends
4 | We could never 1 2 3 4 5
establi® a personal
friendship with each
other
5 | I would like to have a 1 2 3 4 5
friendly chat with him
(her)




7. Perceived homophily
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On the scale below, please indicate your feelings about your partner who you just had the

conversation with. Chase the number that best represents your feelings.

My partner. . .
Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
Disagree and disagreg Agree
some

1 | Thinks like me 1 2 3 4 5

2 | Behaves like me 1 2 3 4 5

3 | Is similar to me 1 2 3 4 5

4 | Is like me 1 2 3 4 5

5 | Has things in common 1 2 3 4 5

with me

This next section is going to ask you several questions about your experience during the

interaction.

8. Selfpresentational confidence

Please answer the following questions thinking of the conversatiojugtocompleted and how

well you were able to present yourself to your partner.

to think positively of

me

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
disagree and disagreg Agree
some
1 | I could get my partner 1 2 3 4 5




| was viewed in a
positive lightby my

partner

| could get my partner

to think highly of me

| was able to make a

good impression

My partner enjoyed

talking with me

| could take a risk

during the conversatiof

| confidently expressed

myself

| could speak my mind

I confidently disclosed

personal information

10

| could confidently talk
about my personal

gualities

20z
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9. Ease of message production
Think of what you said andhowyu f el t whil e you were talking t
a bit about how easy or difficult it was to produce the messages you were trained to provide. Use

the following scale to answer the following questions.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree ®me | Agree | Strongly
disagree and disagreg agree
some
1 | I had no problem 1 2 3 4 5
producing the message
| was trained to provide
2 | It was easy think of 1 2 3 4 5
things to say
3 | This conversation was 1 2 3 4 5
easy
4 | Our interaction was nof 1 2 3 4 5
difficult at all
5 | This was a relatively 1 2 3 4 5
simple conversation
6 | | experienced a lot of 1 2 3 4 5
difficulty
communicating suppor
to my partner as
instructed
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7 | I had a tough time 1 2 3 4 5
producing the
supportive messages |

was trained to provide

8 | Creating the supportive 1 2 3 4 5
messages | was traine(

to provide was difficult

9 | lalways stuck to the 1 2 3 4 5
kind of messages | wa

trained to provide

10 | My contributions to the 1 2 3 4 5
conversation frequently
differed from the

messages | was trainel

to provde

10. Interaction involvement
These are others questions about how you felt during the conversation you just completed. Please

select the options that best describes how you felt.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
Disagree and disagreeq Agree

some




| was keenly aware of
how my partner
perceived me during

our conversation

My mind wandered an(
| often missed parts of

what was going on

I wasndt s
say. I coul
find the appropriate

lines

| was very observant of
my partner |

while | was speaking

During our

conversation, | listened
carefully to my partner
and obtained as much

information as | could

I wasnbt s
rol e wa sure
how | was expected to

relate to my partner

| pretended to listen,

when in fact | was

20¢



thinking of something

else

| felt like | know what
needed to be said (like
accepting a complimen
or asking a question),

but | hesitated tdo so

Sometimes during the
conversati |
what my partner really
meant or intended by

certain comments

10

| carefully observed
how my partner was
responding to me

during our conversatiof

11

| often felt withdrawn
or distant during our

conversation

12

I wasndt s
partner 6s
(e.g., a compliment or
reassurance, etc.) until
it was too late to

respond appropriately

20¢
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| felt confident during
our conversation. | was
sure of whato say and

do.

14

| was preoccupied
during our conversatior
and didnot
complete attention to

my partner

15

| felt sort of

Aunpl ugged |/
conversation. | was
uncertain of my role,
my partner |
and what was

happeing

16

In our conversation, |
did not accurately
percei ve m)j
intentions or

motivations
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| was very perceptive t
the meaning of my
partnerés |
relation to myself and

the situation

18

Often during our
conversat.i |
think of what to say. |
just didnoij

enough.

19

| felt like my partner
was really present in

the interaction

20

| felt as though my
conversation was

involving

21

| thought about my

pat ner 6s t o

22

| paid attention to what

was being said

19-22= social presence

20¢
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11. Selfperceived quality of support
Thinking of the interaction you just had with your partner, please use the following scale to

indicate low you feel about that conversation

Agree some
Strongly Strongly
Disagree| and disagreq Agree
disagree agree
some
I think that the
1 | conversation was high 1 2 3 4 5
quality
The conversation was
2 1 2 3 4 5

good

| felt as though |

supported my partner

That was an excellent

supportive conversatiol

The conversation
5 | probably made my 1 2 3 4 5

partner feel better

The conversation mads

6 | my partner feel 1 2 3 4 5
supported
My partner probably

7 |[doesndt f e 1 2 3 4 5

after thatinteraction
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That interaction made

my partner feel worse

The interaction helped
9 | with the problem my 1 2 3 4 5

partner was having

The conversation

helped my partner feel
10 1 2 3 4 5
better about his or her

problem

Now we §al tolswitkheyour attention to the partner you had in the conversation. Please
answer the questions in this next section of the survey, which will focus on your perceptions
of your partner.

12. Appropriateness

Complete the following items about your corsagional partner and what he/she said during your

interaction. Use the following scale and choose the best number to indicate your feelings.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
disagree and disagreeq agree

some

1 My partner said
several thingshat
seemed out of place ir

the conversation

2 He/she was a smooth

conversationalist




Everything he/she sai(

was appropriate

Occasionally, his/her
statements made me

feel uncomfortable

His/her conversation
was very suitableot

the situation

Some of the things
he/she said were

awkward

His/her

communication was

very proper

He/she said some
things that should not

have been said

| was embarrassed at
times by his/her

remarks

10

Some of his/br
remarks were

inappropriate

211
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| was comfortable
throughout the
conversation with

his/her remarks

12

Some of the things
he/she said were in

bad taste

13

None of his/her
remarks were

embarrassing to me

14

He/she said some
thingsthat were
simply the incorrect

thing to say

15

He/she did not violate
any of my
expectations in the

conversation

16

Thewayhe/she said
some of his/her
remarks was

unsuitable

212



17 | The things he/she
spoke about were all
in good taste asaf as
l dm concer

18 | Some of his/her
remarks were simply
improper

19 | He/she interrupted me
in the conversation

20 | At least one of his/her
remarks was rude

21s | He/she communicated
in a sensitive manner

22s | He/she seemed
sengive

23c | He/she is a good
listener

24c | Helshe is easy to talk
to

25c|He/ she did
the conversation very
well

26¢ | He/she is a likeable

person

215
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He/she generally says
the right thing at the

right time

28c

He/sle is sensitive to
othersodé ne

moment

S = sensitivity items

C = communicative competence items

13.

The following items describe how people communicate in various situations. Choose the number

Perceptions

of

a partner 6s

anxi

from the folbwing scale that best describes how you belj@wg partnerfelt during the

conversation you just completed.

ety

self-confident while

talking

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
Disagree and disagreg Agree
some
1 My partner seemed 1 2 3 4 5
tense and nervous
2 My partner semed 1 2 3 4 5

214



While talking, my
partner seemed afraid
of making an

embarrassing or silly

slip of the tongue

My partner seemed
worried about what |

thought of him/her

My seemed calm
when he/she was

talking

My partner seemed
unable to think clearly

when he/she spoke

He/she seemed poise
and in control while

he/she was talking

My partner
became confused ano
jumbled when he/she

was speaking

My partner seemed
relaxed when he/she

was talking

21¢
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14. Immediacy/Involvement
Below is a series of statements about your perceptions of your conversation and your partner. For
each one, please choose a number from 1 to 5, depending on thetalegrieh you agree or

disagree with the statement.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
disagree and disagreg agree
some
1 He/she was intensely 1 2 3 4 5
involved in our
conversation
2 He/she found the 1 2 3 4 5
conversation
stimulating
3 He/she acted bored by 1 2 3 4 5
our conversation
4 He/she showed 1 2 3 4 5
enthusiasm while
talking to me
5 He/she seemed 1 2 3 4 5
involved in the
conversation
6 He/she was distracteo 1 2 3 4 5
during our interaction




7 He/she appeared 1 2 3 4 5
attentive to the

conversation

8 He/she seemed 1 2 3 4 5
interested in talking to

me

9 He/she seemed 1 2 3 4 5

indifferent to our

conversation

1-4 = immediacy; 8 = involvement

Ok, just one more section to go. This time, please think of your general percepmtis or
impressions of the conversation you just had. This last set of items is about how you view the
interaction you just completed.

15. Interaction realism

Please use the following scale to indicate how realistic or believable you found the interactions

with your partner.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
disagree and disagreeq agree
some
Our conversation was 1 2 3 4 5
realistic
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2 Our interaction was 1 2 3 4 5
similar t o

had with people

3 Our interaction does 1 2 3 4 5

not seem tyjgcal to me

4 Our conversation felt 1 2 3 4 5
natural
5 That interaction did 1 2 3 4 5

not seem realistic

16. Media Richness

Lastly, please use the following scale to indicate your perceptions of the conversation you just

completed.
Strongl | Disagree | Neither Agree | Strongly
Disagree agree nor Agree
disagree
1 Our conversation 1 2 3 4 5
allowed my partner
and me to give and
receive timely
feedback
2 We were able to tailor 1 2 3 4 5
our interaction to our
own personal
requirements




Our intgaction
allowed my partner
and me to
communicate in a
variety of different
cues (such as
emotional tone,

attitude, or formality)

We were able to use
rich and varied
language in our

conversation

21¢
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Appendix G

Postinteraction Surveyor Support Receiver
There are four sections to this survey that <co
your perceptions of the conversation you just
you view the relationship you estalie d wi t h your partner. Second,
think of your partner and the things he or she
during the conversation. Finally, we just want to learn a little bit about your perceptiors of th
conversation, in general.
First, wedd |Iike to ask a few questions so we
answers.
1. Please enter the FIRST TWO letters of your LAST NAME.

2. On what number date were you born? For examplepifyere bornonJune®7 enter A 17 .

3. Please enter the FIRST TWO | etters of your

4. Did you know (or have you met) your partner at any time BEFORE patrticipating in this study?
Yes, | knew my partner prior tag study
No, | did not know my partner prior to this study

| am not sure if | knew or met my partner prior to this study.

5. During your interaction, were you the discloser or the support provider?
Discloser

Support provider
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221

On the scale below, please indicate your feelings about your partner who you just had the

conversation with. Choose the number that best represents your feelings.

My partner. . .
Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
Disagree and disagee Agree
some

1 | Thinks like me 1 2 3 4 5

2 | Behaves like me 1 2 3 4 5

3 | Is similar to me 1 2 3 4 5

4 | Is like me 1 2 3 4 5

5 | Has things in common 1 2 3 4 5

with me

7. Liking/Attraction

Please indicate the degree to which you agreésagree with the following statements as they

apply to the person you just had the conversation with.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agre | Strongly
Disagree and disagree e Agree
some
1 | Ithink he (she) could be 1 2 3 4 5
a friend of mine
It would be dificult to 1 2 3 4 5

meet and talk with him

(her)
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3 |He (she) ju 1 2 3 4 5
fit into my circle of

friends

4 | We could never 1 2 3 4 5
establish a personal
friendship with each

other

5 | I would like to have a 1 2 3 4 5
friendly chat with him

(her)

This second set of questions will ask you what you think of your partner and the things he or

she said during the interaction. The following questions will focus on your impressions of

your partner and his or her contributions to the conversation.

8. Appropriateness

Complete the following items about your conversational partner and what he/she said during your

conversation. Use the following scale and choose the best number to indicate your feelings.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
disagree and disagreeg agree

some

1 My partner said severa
things that seemed out
of place in the

conversation




He/she was a smooth

conversationalist

Everything he/she said

was appropriate

Occasionally, his/her
statements made me

feel unomfortable

His/her conversation
was very suitable to the

situation

Some of the things
he/she said were

awkward

His/her communication

was very proper

He/she said some
things that should not

have been said

| was emlarrassed at
times by his/her

remarks

10

Some of his/her
remarks were

inappropriate

228
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| was comfortable
throughout the
conversation with

his/her remarks

12

Some of the things
he/she said were in ba

taste

13

None of his/her
remarls were

embarrassing to me

14

He/she said some
things that were simply
the incorrect thing to

say

15

He/she did not violate
any of my expectations

in the conversation

16

Thewayhe/she said
some of his/her remark

was unsuitable

17

The things he/she spok
about were all in good
taste as f

concerned

224



18 | Some of his/her
remarks were simply
improper

19 | He/she interrupted me
in the conversation

20 | At least one of his/her
remarks was rude

21s | He/she commnicated
in a sensitive manner

22s | He/she seemed
sensitive

23c | Helshe is a good
listener

24c | Helshe is easy to talk t

25c|He/ she did
the conversation very
well

26c¢ | He/she is a likeable
person

27c | Helshe genailly says
the right thing at the
right time

28c | He/she is sensitive to

othersodé ne

moment

22t
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S = sensitivity items

C = communicative competence items

9. Support quality

Thinking of the interaction you just had with your partner, pleasethe following scale to

indicate how you feel about that conversation

Agree some
Strongly Strongly
Disagree| and disagreq Agree
disagree agree
some
I think that the
1 conversation was high 1 2 3 4 5
quality
The conversation was
2 1 2 3 4 5
good
3 | felt supported 1 2 3 4 5

That was an excellent

supportive conversatio

The conversation mads

me feel better

The conversation mads

me feel supported

| donot f e

after that interaction

That irteraction made

me feel worse




The interaction helped

9 with the problem | was 1 2 3 4 5
having
The conversation
10 | helped me feel better 1 2 3 4 5
about my problem
10. Perceptions of a partnerds anxi ety

The following items describe how peogl@mmunicate in various situations. Choose the number

from the following scale that best describes how you believe partnerfelt during the

conversation you just completed.

worried about whl

thought of him/her

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
Disagree and disagree Agree
some
1 My partner seemed teng 1 2 3 4 5
and nervous
2 My partner seemed self 1 2 3 4 5
confident while talking
3 While talking, my 1 2 3 4 5
partner seemed afraid @
making an embarrassin
or silly slip of the tongue
4 My partner seemed 1 2 3 4 5




My seemed calm when

he/she was talking

My partner seemed
unable to think clearly

when he/she spoke

He/she seemed poised
and in control while

he/she was talking

My partner
became confused and
jumbled when he/she

was speaking

My partner seemed
relaxed when he/she wg

talking

22¢
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11. Immediacy/Involvement
Below is a series of statements about your perceptions of your conversation and yourfartne
each one, please choose a number from 1 to 5, depending on the degree to which you agree or

disagree with the statement.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree| Strongly
disagree and disagreeg agree
some

1 He/she was intensely 1 2 3 4 5
involved in our
converstion

2 He/she found the 1 2 3 4 5
conversation stimulating

3 He/she acted bored by 1 2 3 4 5
our conversation

4 He/she showed 1 2 3 4 5
enthusiasm while talking
to me

5 He/she seemed involve| 1 2 3 4 5
in the conversation

6 He/she was disacted 1 2 3 4 5
during our interaction

7 He/she appeared 1 2 3 4 5
attentive to our
conversation




8 He/she seemed 2 3 4 5
interested in talking to
me
9 He/she seemed 2 3 4 5
indifferent to our
conversation
1-4 = immediacy; 8 = involvement
Forthi s next section, wedd I|li ke you to
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shift

conversation. The next set of questions will focus on your thoughts and feelings about the

conversation.

12. Selfpresentational confidence

Please answer the following egtions thinking of the conversation you just completed and how

well you were able to present yourself to your partner.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
disagree and disagreeg Agree
some
1 | Icould get my partner to 2 3 4 5
think positively of me
2 | I was viewed in a positive 2 3 4 5
light by my partner
3 | I could get my partner to 2 3 4 5
think highly of me
4 | | was able to make a goc 2 3 4 5
impression

y ou
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5 | My partner enjoyed 1 2 3 4 5

talking with me

6 | I could take a risk during 1 2 3 4 5
theconversation

7 | I confidently expressed 1 2 3 4 5
myself

8 | I could speak my mind 1 2 3 4 5

9 | I confidently disclosed 1 2 3 4 5

personal information

10 | I could confidently talk 1 2 3 4 5
about my personal

gualities

13. Interaction involvemen
These are other questions about how you felt during the conversation you just completed. Please

select the options that best describes how you felt.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly

disagree and disagree Agree
some
1 | I was keenly aware of 1 2 3 4 5

how my partner perceive
me during our

conversation




My mind wandered and |
often missed parts of

what was going on

| wasnot su
| coul dnot

the appropriate lines

| was very observant of
mypartner 6s

while | was speaking

During our conversation,
| listened carefully to my
partner and obtained as
much information as |

could

I wasnbét su
role was. I
how | was expected to

relate to my paner

| pretended to listen,
when in fact | was
thinking of something

else
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| felt like | know what
needed to be said (like
accepting a compliment
or asking a question), bu

| hesitated to do so

Sometimes during the
conver sation
what my partner really
meant or intended by

certain comments

10

| carefully observed how
my partner was
responding to me during

our conversation

11

| often felt withdrawn or
distant during our

conversation

12

I wasndét su
partner 6s n
(e.g., a compliment or
reassurance, etc.) until it
was too late to respond

appropriately

23¢
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| felt confident during our
conversation. | was sure

of what to say and do.

14

| was preocuapied during
our conversation and
didnét pay

attention to my partner

15

I felt sort
during the conversation.
was uncertain of my role
my partnerao

what was happening

16

In our conversation, lid
not accurately perceive
my partnerd

motivations

17

| was very perceptive to
the meaning of my

partnerdés b
relation to myself and the

situation

234
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18 | Often during our 1 2 3 4 5
conversatio
think of what to ay. | just
di dnodot reac

enough.

19 | I felt like my partner was 1 2 3 4 5
really present in the

interaction

20 | | felt as though my 1 2 3 4 5
conversation was

involving

21 | I thought about my 1 2 3 4 5

partneroés t

22 | | paidattention to what 1 2 3 4 5

was being said

1922 = social presence

Ok, just one more section to go. This time, please think of your general perceptions or
impressions of the conversation you just had. This last set of items is about how you view the

interaction you just completed.
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14. Interaction realism
Please use the following scale to indicate how realistic or believable you found the interactions

with your partner.

Strongly | Disagree | Agree some | Agree | Strongly
disagree and disagree¢ agree
some
1 | Our conversation was 1 2 3 4 5
realistic
2 | Our interaction was 1 2 3 4 5
similar to
with people
3 | Our interaction does no 1 2 3 4 5
seem typical to me
4 | Our conversation felt 1 2 3 4 5
natural
5 | That interaction did not 1 2 3 4 5
seem reatitic




15. Media Richness
Lastly, please use the following scale to indicate your perceptions of the conversation you just

completed.

Strongly | Disagree | Neither Agree | Strongly
Disagree agree nor Agree

disagree

1 | Our conversation 1 2 3 4 5
allowedmy partner and
me to give and receive

timely feedback

2 | We were able to tailor 1 2 3 4 5
our interaction to our
own personal

requirements

3 | Our interaction allowed 1 2 3 4 5
my partner and me to
communicate in a
variety of different cues
(such as emotital tone,

attitude, or formality)

4 | We were able to use ric 1 2 3 4 5
and varied language in

our conversation
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Appendix H
DissertationObservational Dat&RatingManual
Verbalpersort e nt eredness (VPC) = t he saxawaendssofamd whi c h
adaptation to the affective, subjective, and r
3 main levels:
1 Lowpersocent ered (LPC) messages condemn or der
includes ignoring emotions and a problem aallgnging their legitimacy.
0 LPC messages should be rateid2 (maybe 3) on the scales below
f Mediumpersoct ent ered (MPC) messages acknowl edge
to elaborate on or better understand their feelings. MPC comfort also incltrdesimg a
stressor, often by trying to divert peopl eé
0 MPC messages should be rated3on the scales below
91 High persorcentered (HPC) messages explicitly acknowledge, elaborate, or explore
othersdé feelings. The snethaeremoticangaada ploldempy pe o p |
helping people gain perspective on how these things fit in a larger context.

o HPC messages should be ratédw(maybe 5) on the scales below

LPC MPC HPC

Change convo to focus on | Acknowledge/pardprase Focuses on emotions

provider 6s o0 w|problem&emotions

Blame the person Propose an explanation that | Empathetic & accepting wher

doesnot bl ame | emotions are discussed

Claim the situation was mear| Suggest a diversion to get the | Reassure person that he/she
to happen per s on 6 gheprobled | agood person; bolster self

esteem
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Ignore feelings Only moderately involving; the| Explain feelings in a broader
support provider is still calm & | context in a sensitive manner
detached

iltdés not orde/dl 6m sorry to |Al totally wun

|l 6m sure youob|feeling ____.0bad for you. o

AnShake it off|lAltds too bad |[AYou seem | ik

iSometi mes thiAiwWhy dondét youperson. Hopef
thereébs nothifland _ 0 happen again.

about it.o i Ma yXocaused the problem,| il compl et el y
not you. o0 you feel that

exact same wa

Webre goi ng t o sagesbreseveral fagoess. VPC me s

T Who t leenterédore Whereas LPC messages are oftencagifered, HPC messages
are totally centered on the other person. MPC messages are mixed. Support providers
tal king about their own pmoneibawvernmnsensitiveand PC s urg
effective manner (maybe to let the person know others have gone through the same thing
and were ok). If this is done effectively, then it may be more HPC comfort.

9 Validation. This concerns whether people confirm or substantidteh e r s & pr ob |l e ms
emotions. LPC messages ighore peoplebds prot
theybébre not a big deal HPC messages make i
important and worthy of discussion.

9 Judging. This dimension focuses omWw a support provider makes a receiver feel for

feeling a certain way. LPC messages judge another person, challenge the legitimacy of

emotions, or make people feel dumb for feeling a certain way. HPC messages let people
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know it és nor madelacenainway MAC messages déhtion emotions
but dondét provide any sort of judgment.

1 Acknowledgement.Similar to validation. This dimension concerns the degree to which
support providers admit that peopassédBG pr obl
messages highlight peopleds problems/ emoti o
encourage people to ignore their problems/emotions and consider them to be minor issues.
MPC messages slightly recognize putofbl ems/ en
them.

1 Concern.This dimension notes how concerned, worried, or bothered a support provider is
over a receiver. LPC messages are not overly concerned about other people, their
problems, or their emotions. LPC messages may even shift the convetdationdo a
support providero6s own probl ems. MPC mes s ag
they dondét allow other people to elaborate
messages are totally focused on the other person. They show a greatdeaéon for
other people and their problems.

9 Emotions. This variable concerns the emotional content of the conversations. LPC
messages ignore, or rarely focus on emotions. MPC messages should at least paraphrase
emotions, but t he yHP® meséates aftenddcus oncemotidngand don g s .
S0 in a sensitive manner.

T VPC.I just want to know what | evel of VPC yo
are. 1 = very LPC messages or bad support. 7 = very high quality and effective HPC
support.

Our goalis to rate how persecentered, sensitive, and supportive you think these

conversations are. Social support involves communication (both verbal and nonverbal) that is

intended to make a distressed individual feel cared for by others. Further, social swghpades
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verbal messages that are intended to alleviate or lessen the emotional distress of others. Supportive
or comforting statements can also agree with a
information or resources to help a persealdvith a problem; offer to do things to help; bolster a

per sorbs esee;f or supply positive evidence to Ot
feelings. Social support may even involve disagreeing when a person expresses negative opinions

or feelings about him or herself.

Use the following scales to make these judgments.

Self-centered 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Othercentered
Invalidates 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Validates
Judges 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Empathizes
Disregards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Acknowledges
Unconcerned 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Concerned
Ignores emotions | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Emotionfocused
Very LPC 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very HPC

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extremely
supportive or supportive
neutral

Insensitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sensitive
Ineffective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Effective
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Table 1

Correlations among Variables Rated by Third Party Observers

Variable V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 V9 V10

V1: Self/Other Centeréd  ---

V2: Validatind’ 0.91%*

V3: Judging 0.90* 0.98** -

V4: Acknowledging 0.91** 0.99*  0.98*  ---

V5: Concernel 0.92** 0.98*  0.97**  0.98* -

V6: Emotionfocused 0.92 0.97*  0.96**  0.97** @8 -

V7: VPG 0.94* 0.98*  0.97*  0.98*  0.99**  0.98** ---

V8: Supportivé 0.93  0.97** 0.97* 0.98*  0.98** 0.97** 0.99** ---

VO: Sensitiv8 0.91  0.98* 0.98* 0.98* 098  0.98* 0.98** 0.98** --

V10: Effectivé 0.92  0.96* 0.95* 0.96**  0.97**  0.96* 0.97** 0.98*  0.97* --

Note.TheN = 254 dyads. The itd party observers were unable to rate one dyad due to a malfunction in taping a FtF dyad.
2Denotes a code predicted by the persenteredness fact§iDenotes a code predicted by the sensitivity fatenotes a
code predicted by the supportivenéssor.

*p < 0.05. *p<0.01
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Table 2

Correlations amongpelfreport Variables

Variable V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7

V1: Seltpresentational confidence ---

V2: Ease of message production 0.54**  ---

V3: Sensitivity 0.30** 0.09
V4: Support quality 0.69** 0.62** 0.38** ---

V5: Appropriateness 0.40** 0.23* 0.56** 0.44** ---

V6: POSI -0.05 -0.10 -0.01 0.01 -0.12* ---

V7: Realism 0.59** 0.57** 0.27** 0.70* 0.40* -0.01 ---

Note. N= 510, except for ease of message productibn 255), which was measured only for support providers.

* p<0.01
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Correlations between Support Providers and Receivers
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Variable R: SPC R: Easé R: Support Quality R: Appropriateness R: Sensitivity R: Realism
P: SPC 0.31** N/A 0.43** 0.26** 0.29** 0.38**

P: Ease 0.12* N/A 0.26** 0.17** 0.20** 0.21**

P: Support Quality ~ 0.35** N/A 0.45** 0.32** 0.35* 0.39**

P: Appropriateness  0.16** N/A 0.10 0.17** 0.21** 0.07

P: Sensitivity 0.08 N/A 0.01 0.11 0.12* 0.05

P: Realism 0.27** N/A 0.31** 0.18** 0.20** 0.31**

Note.P indicates support provider variables. R indicates support receiver variables. SP@resgeifational confidence

4Support receivers were not asked about thericgptions of the ease of message produdiemanged from 25 254.

*p < 0.05. *p<0.01
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Table 4

t-tests Comparing Variables for Males and Females

Variable Males Females t
POSI M 2.02 1.93 1.60
SD 0.73 0.84
N 242 267
Self-presentational confidence M 3.66 3.52 2.43*
SD 0.60 0.64
N 240 266
Ease of message production M 3.57 3.48 0.88
SD 0.64 0.68
N 122 131
Support quality M 3.36 3.21 2.09*
SD 0.83 0.88
N 131 266
Appropriateness M 4.20 4.13 1.62
SD 0.95 0.98
N 240 266
Sensitivity M 3.65 3.61 0.47
SD 0.85 0.92
N 240 266
Realism M 3.35 3.35 0.01

SD 0.86 0.90
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N 240 266

Note.Ease of message produstiwas measured for support providers only. All variables
were measured onfoint Likerttype scales.

*p < 0.05.



Table 5

t-tests Comparing Variables for Communication Channel

Variable FtF CMC t
POSI M 1.92 2.03 -1.87
SD 0.62 0.61
N 254 256
Self-presentational confidence M  3.65 3.52 2.28*
SD 0.59 0.65
N 252 255
Ease of message production M  3.44 3.61 -1.88
SD 0.77 0.74
N 126 127
Support quality M 3.29 3.27 0.18
SD 0.80 0.84
N 252 256
Appropriateness M 419 4.13 1.33
SD 0.53 0.56
N 252 255
Sensitivity M 361 3.65 -0.45
SD 0.75 0.84
N 252 255
Realism M 3.38 3.33 0.75
SD 0.87 0.89
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N 252 255

Note.Ease of message production was measured for support providers only. All variables
were measured onfoint Likerttype scales.

*p < 0.05.
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Table 6

Conversational Perceptions Depending on Level of VPC

Variable F LPCvs. MPC LPCvs. HPC MPC vs. HPC
Rated VPC 160.05*** -1.94%** -2.47%* -0.53***
Rated Sensitivity 210.60***  -2.12%** -2.87** -0.53***
Rated Supportiveness 184.37*** -2.06*** -2.80%** -0.74***
pSupport Quality 37.19**  -0.70%** -0.87*** -0.17

pSPC 34.69*** -0.59*** -0.70%** -0.12

pEase 13.55%** -0.42%** -0.57%** -0.15
rAppropriataess 27.50***  -0.51*** -0.55%** -0.04
rSupport Quality 16.98*** -0.45%*** -0.69*** -0.24
rSensitivity 34.80*** -0.81*** -0.88*** -0.07

Note.The lowercase p indicates vasies for support providers, and the lowercase r
indicates variables for suppofptesemtagian@di ver s.
confidence. pEase = Support providersod per
for all F-tests = (2, 253)Values for the cells comparing levels of VPC are mean

differences.

*p<0.05.**p<0.01. **p<0.001
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Table 7

POSI Scores by Participant Sex, Communication Channel, Experimental Rolel.awel ¥ PC Condition

Low VPC FtE CMC

Supoort Providers Support Receivers Support Providers Support Receivers

Males 2.12 (0.59) 2.10 (0.74) 2.04 (0.56) 2.31 (0.62)
Females 1.85 (0.66) 1.79 (0.57) 2.02 (0.67) 1.90 (0.54)
Medium VPC FtF CMC

Support Providers Support Receivers Support Providers Support Receivers

Males 2.02 (0.58) 1.61 (0.50) 2.09 (0.59) 2.04 (0.72)
Females 1.97 (0.59) 1.78 (0.52) 1.79 (0.55) 1.97 (0.49)
High VPC FtF CMC

Support Providers Support Receivers Support Providers Support Receivers

Males 2.12 (0.87) 1.88 (0.60) 1.89 (0.57) 2.00 (0.57)

Females 1.87 (0.55) 2.00 (0.54) 2.05 (0.80) 2.22 (0.9)

Note. Table entries are means. Parenthetical values are standard deviatioNs.r@etied from 1924.
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Table 8

Realism Scores by Provider Sex ande¥el VPC Condition

Support ProvidetPRC6 Real MBOn HPC

Mal e Provi de B.204293,3.47) 3.41(3.14, 3.69) 3.57 (3.29, 3.84)

Femal e Provi 88246 297 3.61(3.34,3.88) 3.71 (3.46, 3.96)

Support Recnei vdPG 0 Real MBC HPC
Male Providers 3.32(3.07,3.58) 3.40 (3.15, 3.66) 3.54 (3.28, 3.8Q)
Female Providers 2.81(2.57,3.068) 3.33(3.07, 3.58) 3.68(3.44, 3.92)
Dyadic Realism LPC MPC HPC
Male Providers 3.26 (3.06, 3.4%)  3.41(3.20, 3.623) 3.55(3.34, 3.76)
Female Providers 2.76 (2.572.96)  3.46 (3.26, 3.67) 3.70 (3.50, 3.89)

Note.The scores in each cell are means for realism. Parenthetical values are 95%
confidence intervals surrounding those means. Within each row, cells with different

subscripts differ gp < 0.05.
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H2b: Ratersodo Perceptions of

Condition Interaction
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SuppLeweltViPCQr e by

Rated Sensitivity LPC

MPC

HPC

FtF 2.38 (2.12, 2.64)

CMC 2.45(2.19,2.723)

4.23 (3.96, 4.49)

4.87 (4.605.14),

4.85 (4.58, 5.12)

5.68 (5.41, 5.94)

Rated Supportiveness  LPC

MPC

HPC

FtF 2.43 (2.16, 2.7Q)

CMC 2.59 (2.32, 2.86)

4.19 (3.92, 4.47)

4.95 (4.68, 5.22)

4.85 (4.57, 5.12)

5.70 (5.43, 5.97)

Note.The scores in each cell are meanseRthetical values are 95% confidence intervals

surrounding those means. Within each row, cells with different subscripts differ at

0.05.

Cc
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Table 10
H4: Support Pr ovCotheunisabiorERieacybyeapProvidemSsx anef2

Level VPCCondition Interaction

Self-presentational Confidence LPC HPC

Male Providers __ 3.33 (3.15, 3.5%)  3.75 (3.62, 3.89)

Female Providers 2.89(2.72,3.04) 3.76 (3.63, 3.88)

Ease of Message Production LPC HPC

Male Proviers 3.32 (3.10, 3.55) 3.54 (3.38, 3.74)

Female Providers 2.98 (2.76, 3.2Q) 3.74 (3.58, 3.90Q)

Support Quality LPC HPC

Male Providers 3.10(2.89, 3.3Q) 3.51(3.37, 3.66)

Female Providers 2.40 (2.20, 2.6Q) 3.55 (3.40, 3.69)

Note.The scores in each cell are means. Parenthetical values are 95% confidence intervals
surrounding those means. Within each row, cells with different subscripts differ at

0.05.
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Table 11
HS5: Ratersdo Perceptions of GanmdalevelsVvBC i on al

Condition Interaction

Rated Level of VPC LPC MPC HPC

Male Providers  3.10 (2.83, 3.36)4.65 (4.39, 4.92) 5.05 (4.78, 5.33)

Female Providers 2.67 (2.41, 2.92%.99 (4.72,5.2%) 5.58 (5.33, B3)

Rated Sensitivity LPC MPC HPC

Male Providers  2.58 (2.32, 2.8%).35 (4.08, 4.6})  4.98 (4.70, 5.26)

Female Providers 2.25 (1.99, 2.54)75 (4.49, 5.02)  5.55 (5.29, 5.8Q)

Rated Supportiveness LPC MPC HPC

Male Providers  2.71 (2.44, 2.96%.35 (4.07, 4.62)  4.98 (4.69, 5.26)

Female Providers 2.31 (2.04, 2.5A.80 (4.52,5.0¢) 5.57 (5.31, 5.83)

Note.The scores in each cell are means. Parenthetical values ar@abdemce intervals
surrounding those means. Within each row, cells with different subscripts differ at

0.05.
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Table 12

H6: Support Receiversod6 Perceptions eof Conyv

Level VPC Condition Interaction

Conversatioal Appropriateness LPC HPC

Male Receivers 3.96 (3.80,4.12) 4.33(4.21, 4.4%)

Female Receivers 3.61 (3.45,3.73) 4.31(4.20, 4.42)

Support Quality LPC HPC

Male Receivers 3.18 (2.44,2.9Q) 3.44 (3.26, 3.61)

Femak Receivers 2.67 (2.19, 2.6Q) 3.52(3.36, 3.68)

Note.The scores in each cell are means. Parenthetical values are 95% confidence intervals
surrounding those means. Within each row, cells with different subscripts differ at

0.05.
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Table 13
H7: SupporPr ovi der s0 Perceptions of Ease of Mes

Receiver Sex, artiLevel VPC Condition Interaction

Ease of Message Production LPC HPC

Male Provider/Male Receiver  3.09 (2.76, 3.42) 3.61 (3.37, 3.85)
Female Provider/Male Receiver  3.07 (2.76, 3.37) 3.74 (3.51, 3.9%)
Male Provider/Female Receiver  3.53 (3.23, 3.83) 3.49 (3.27, 3.70)

Female Provider/Female Receiver 2.88 (2.57, 3.20)  3.75 (3.54, 3.96)

Note.The values in each cell are means for su
Parenthetical values are 95% confidence intervals surrounding those means. Within each

row, cells with different subscripts differ p& 0.05.



Table 14
ANOVAResults or Support Providerso6 Dependent
SPC Ease Support Quality
Intercept 7827.86***  4841.81*** 4713.37***
rSex 6.51** 0.13 2.17
pSex 8.50** 0.52 14,125
Channel 1.45 5.98* 0.14
VPC 69.23*** 26.43*** 73.10%**
rSex*pSex 0.07 1.60 0.60
rSex*Channel 0.01 1.09 0.08
pSex*Channel 0.44 1.32 0.12
rSex*pSex*Channel 0.75 0.01 0.78
rSex*VPC 1.82 0.91 0.19
pSex*VPC 8.84** 7.51** 16.26***
rSex*pSex*VPC 0.03 3.67* 0.07
Channel*VPC 0.75 0.50 0.00
rSex*Channel*VPC 0.01 1.13 0.30
pSex*Channel*VPC 3.07 0.09 0.43
rSex*pSex*Channel*VPC 0.10 1.76 0.25

Note.Values ard- statistics. The lowercase p indicates variables for support providers, and

the lowercase r indicates variabli®r support receiverSPC represents sgifesentational

confidence.

*p<0.05.*p<0.01. **p<0.001.

Var



25¢

Table 15
ANOVA Resul ts or Third Party Observerso
Level of VPC Sensitivity Supportiveness
Intercept 6419.04***  5514.68*** 5349.90***
rSex 0.35 0.01 0.01
pSex 1.82 3.68* 3.56"
Channel 36.10*** 22.19%** 27.74***
VPC 190.55*** 245.76*** 219.59%**
rSex*pSex 0.09 0.02 0.06
rSex*Channel 2.94 2.68" 2.78"
pSex*Channel 0.06 0.45 0.29
rSex*pSex*Channel 1.68 3.76* 3.50*
rSex*VPC 0.28 0.60 0.52
pSex*VPC 7.37** 6.46** 7.76%**
rSex*pSex*VPC 1.06 0.78 0.74
Channel*VPC 1.62 4.31** 3.72*
rSex*Channel*VPC 0.80 0.28 0.74
pSex*Channel*VPC 1.53 1.74 1.50
rSex*pSex*Channel*VPC 7.17%%* 6.94*** 7.70%**

Note.Values ard- statistics. The lowercase p indicates variables for support providers, and

the lowercase r indicates variables for support receivers.

* p< 0.05. *p<0.01. **p<0.001*<0.10.
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Table 16

H11: Third Party Observerso Perceptions of Conversational

Channel, and 3.evel VPC Condition Interaction

Rated Level of VPC

Channel: Male Providers Female Providers

Male Receivers Female Receivers Male Receivers Female Receivers

LPC 2.87(2.33,3.40) 2.86(2.36,3.37) 2.28(1.77,2.79) 2.74 (2.23, 3.25)
MPC 4.90 (4.34,5.46) 3.91(3.40,4.42) 4.19(3.66, 43)  4.83(4.33,5.34)
HPC 4.09 (3.50, 4.69) 4.93 (4.40,5.47) 5.39(4.90,5.88) 5.17 (4.68, 5.65)

Channel: CMC Male Providers Female Providers

Male Receivers Female Receivers Male Receivers Female Receivers

LPC 3.27(2.71,3.83) 3.33(2.90,3.87) 3.09(2.60,3.58) 2.56 (2.03, 3.09)
MPC 4.83(4.27,5.40) 4.97 (4.48,5.45) 5.70(5.14,6.27) 5.22 (4.73, 5.70)

HPC 5.93(5.36,6.49) 5.26(4.75,5.77) 5.92(5.38,6.45) 5.86 (5.38, 6.35)
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Rated Sensitivity

Channel: FtF Male Provides

Female Providers

Male Receivers Female Receivers

Male Receivers Female Receivers

LPC 2.48(1.94,3.02) 2.47 (1.96, 2.99)
MPC 4.56(3.99,5.13) 3.69 (3.18, 4.21)

HPC 4.06 (3.46,4.67) 4.78 (4.24,5.32)

Channel: CMC Male Providers

Male Receivers Female Receivers

1.98 (1.46,2.49)  2.58 (2.06, 3.09)
4.00 (3.46, 4.54)  4.65 (4.14, 5.17)
5.30 (4.80, 5.79)  5.25 (4.76, 5.75)

Female Providers

Male Receivers Female Receivers

LPC 2.47 (1.90,3.04) 2.91 (2.42, 3.41)
MPC 4.50 (3.90,5.07) 4.63 (4.14, 5.12)

HPC 5.81(5.24,6.38) 5.28 (4.76, 5.79)

2.57 (2.07,3.06)  1.87 (1.33, 2.41)
5.48 (4.91, 6.05)  4.87 (4.38, 5.37)

5.74 (5.20, 6.28)  5.89 (5.40, 6.39)
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Rated Supportiveness

Channel: FtF Male Providers

Male Receivers

Female Providers

Female Receivers

Male Receivers Female Receivers

LPC 2.58 (2.03, 3.14)
MPC 4.59 (4.01, 5.17)
HPC 3.96 (3.34, 4.58)  4.87 (4.32, %3)

Channel: CMC Male Providers

Male Receivers

2.56 (2.03, 3.09)

3.55 (3.02, 4.08)

Female Receivers

2.03 (1.50,2.56)  2.54 (2.01, 3.06)

3.94 (3.39, 4.49)  4.69 (4.16, 5.22)
5.26 (4.76,5.77)  5.29 (4.79, 5.80)

Female Providers

Male Receivers Female Receivers

LPC 2.72(2.13, 3.30)
MPC 4.48 (3.90, 5.07)

HPC 5.82 (5.24, 6.41)

2.99 (2.49, 3.50)
4.77 (4.26, 5.27)

5.26 (4.73, 5.79)

2.63 (2.12,3.13)  2.04 (1.49, 59)

5.59 (5.01, 6.17)  4.97 (4.46, 5.47)

5.81 (5.26, 6.37)  5.92 (5.41, 6.42)

Note.The scores in each cell are means. Parenthetical values are 95% confidence intervalsrgythmsedmneans.
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Table 17
ANOVA Results for Support Receiversa~o
Appropriateness  Support Quality Sensitivity
Intercept 13100.30*** 3792.00*** 5247.12***
rSex 6.75** 4.10* 2.20
pSex 0.12 1.56 0.18
Channel 1.39 1.87 0.51
VPC 57.21%** 28.40*** 75.82%**
rSex*pSex 1.50 0.20 2.74
rSex*Channel 0.01 0.00 0.26
pSex*Channel 0.02 0.04 0.98
rSex*pSex*Channel 6.37** 1.14 12.83***
rSex*VPC 5.42* 8.21** 2.98"
pSex*VPC 2.92 6.80** 8.42**
rSex*pSex*VPC 1.77 0.01 0.68
Channel*VPC 0.45 3.43" 6.72**
rSex*Channel*VPC 0.30 0.00 0.14
pSex*Channel*VPC 0.01 2.08 2.53
rSex*pSex*Channel*VPC 3.58' 0.01 3.92*

Depen

Note.Values ard- statistics. The lowercase p indicates &hales for support providers, and

the lowercase r indicates variables for support receivers.

* p< 0.05. *p<0.01l. *p<0.0012<0.10.
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Table 18

H12: Support Receiverso Perceptions of ConyvencaietChaonelal Sen

and 2Level VPC Condition Interaction

Low VPC FtF CMC

Male Providers Female Providers Male Providers Female Providers

Male Receivers  3.60 (3.15, 4.06)  3.23(2.79,3.66) 3.00 (2.52,3.48) 3.21(2.79, 3.62)

Female Receers  3.00 (2.57,3.43) 3.23(2.79,3.66) 3.46 (3.04,3.87) 2.10(1.65, 2.56)

High VPC FtF CMC

Male Providers Female Providers Male Providers Female Providers

Male Receivers  3.75(3.41,4.09) 3.86 (3.54,4.17) 3.81(3.47,4.15) 4.34 (4.014.67)

Female Receivers 3.79 (3.47,4.10) 4.04 (3.74,4.34) 3.98(3.68,4.28) 4.04 (3.75, 4.34)

Note.The scores in each cell are means. Parenthetical values are 95% confidence intervals surrounding those means.
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The Regression

264

oClonvedsatprmaldPerteptiBns onto iIReceiversSéx,

Provider Sex, Communi cati on -levdl\&4PC Varihble
Self-presentational Ease of Support
Confidence Message Production Quality
Step 1 R 0.23*** 0.12%** 0.24%**
rSex b 0.02
pSex b -0.11* 0.01 -0.14*
Channel D -0.05 0.14* 0.02
pPOSI b -0.02 -0.10" -0.01
VPC b 0.46*** 0.30*** 0.47***
Step 2 Bep 0.05** 0.05 0.06**
rSex b 0.23
pSex b -0.56** -0.54* -0.65**
Channel b -0.40" 0.08 -0.16
pPOSI b 0.01 -0.22 -0.02
VPC b 0.57** 0.23 0.45*
rSex*pSex b -0.09
pSex*VPC b 0.30** 0.34** 0.43**
pSex*Channel 084 0.13 0.06
pSex*pPOSI b 0.18 0.30 0.20
rSex*VPC b - -0.10
rSex*Channel -b -0.12

Provi
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rSex*pPOSI b -- -0.03
Channel *VPC ®.10 -0.08 0.01
pPOSI *VPC b -0.38 -0.02 -0.23
pPOSI *Channel02b 0.11 0.14
Step 3 Rop 0.03** 0.06" 0.01
rSex b 1.13*
pSex b 0.14 0.35 -0.40
Channel b 0.61 1.28** 0.43
pPOSI b 0.33" 0.28 0.10
VPC b 1.16%+ 0.62 0.57
rSex*pe x b -0.37
pSex*VPC b  -0.14 -0.22 0.51
pSex*Channel -0F9 -0.52 -0.60"
pSex*pPOSI b-0.39 -0.50 -0.01
rSex*VPC b -0.47
rSex*Channel -b -1.32**
rSex*pPOSI b -- -0.80
Chamnel *VPC b -072 -0.16 -0.34
pPOSI *VPC b -0.88* -0.23 -0.31
pPOSI * Channe .68 -1.15* -0.42

pSex*r Sex* Channel b 0.01
pSex*r Sex*pP0OSI b -0.03

pSex*pPOSI *VPEL b 0.35 -0.18
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pSex*Channel*pPSI b 0.68* 0.73* 0.58"
rSex*Channel*VP®M 0.16
rSex*pPOSI*VPCbhb 0.01
rSex*pPOSI*Channdb 1.20**
pPOSI*Channel*VP® 0.62* 0.01 0.27
pSex*rSex*VPCh 0.41*
pSex*Channel*VP®M 0.36* -0.08 0.14

Note.Values are standardiz&etas. Model steps 4 and 5 were not significant for any
outcome variable and there were no hypothesized interactions at these steps; therefore,
results for these steps are not reported. Receives &xcluded in the analyses for self
presentational confidence and support quality because it pbdigréficant main effects

or interaction effects in neither the ANOVA analyses nor the regression analyses. The
lowercase p indicates variables for suppoaviders, and the lowercase r indicates
variables for support receivers.

* p<0.05. *p<0.01. **p<0.001*< 0.10.



Table 20

The Sl opes for t he Regrssagedioductionorite rPorvoi vdi edresros

POSI byProvider Sexand Commuication Channel

FtF CMC
Male -0.04 -0.29*
Female -0.20 0.05

NoteVal ues are standardized Betas represent.i
receiverso POSI

* p<0.05. **p<0.01.<0.10.
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Table 21
The Slopes for the Regressidno Pr o v i d e rssage PRodust®n ontd Pravieerd

POSIby Receiver Sex, Provid&ex, and the-Revel VPCConditionVariable

LPC HPC
Male provider Female provider Male providerFemale provider
Male receiver -0.31 0.03 -0.04 -0.08

Female receiver 0.04 -0.39" -0.29* 0.03

NoteVal ues are standardized Betas represent.i

receiverso POSI

* < 0.05. *p<0.01.2< 0.10.
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Tabe 22
The Regression of Third Party Observerso C

Provider Sex, @mmunication Channel, Provid®OS| and the devel VPC Condition

Variable

Variable Level of VPC Sensitivity Supportiveness

Step 1R* 0.61%+* 0.66*+* 0.63*+*
rSex b -0.02 0.01 0.01
pSex b 0.05 0.08" 0.06
Channel b 0.22%** 0.16*** 0.19***
pPOSI b -0.03 -0.02 -0.02
VPC Dummyib 0.64*** 0.65*** -0.63***
VPC Dummy2 b 0.18*** -0.23*** 0.23***

Step 2 Bep 0.05* 0.04** 0.04**
rSex b -0.08 -0.03 -0.03
pSex b 0.31* 0.37** 0.33*
Channel b 0.27" 0.24' 0.28*
pPOSI b -0.11 -0.03 -0.08
VPC Dummyib -0.86*** -0.74*** -0.75%**
VPC Dummy2 b 0.06 0.11 0.08
rSex*pSex b 0.05 0.03 0.04
pSex VPC Dummy1l b -0.18** -0.17** -0.19**
pSex*VPC Dummy2 b 0.05 0.04 0.04

pSex*Channel b -0.03 -0.05 -0.05
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pSex*pPOSI b -0.23" -0.25* -0.21
rSex*VPC Dummyl b 0.02 0.04 0.02
rSex*VPC Dummyz2 b 0.03 0.06 0.06
rSex*Channel b -0.11 -0.10 -0.11
rSex*ppPOSI b 0.10 0.04 0.05
Channel *VPC Dummy 1-008 -0.13" -0.14*
Channel *VPC Dummy2 0863 0.05 0.02
pPOSI *VPC Dummyl b 041 0.26" 0.34*
pPOSI*VPC Dummyd 0.06 0.03 0.07
pPOSI*Channeb 0.07 0.06 0.06
Step 3 R 0.03 0.02 0.02
rSex b -0.44 -0.37 -0.37
pSex b -0.27 -0.07 -0.22
Channel b 0.50 0.29 0.35
pPOSI b -0.09 -0.03 -0.10
VPCDummy 1l b -1.01** -1.01** -1.05**
VPC Dummy2 b 0.20 0.23 0.15
rSex*pSex b 0.42 0.28 0.27
pSex*VPC Dummyl b 040 0.37 0.40
pSex*VPC Dummy2 b 044 0.29 0.42
pSex*Channel b 0.16 0.23 0.25
pSex*pPOSI b 0.20 0.01 0.18

rSex*VPC Dummyl b 0.26 0.28 0.28
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rSex*VPC Dummy2 b 0.09 0.13 0.15
rSex*Channel b 0.19 0.25 0.25
rSex*pPOSI b 0.28 0.22 0.21
Channel *VPC Dummy 1 -067 -0.34 -0.39
Channel *VPC Dummy2 .37 -0.28 -0.34
pPOSI *VPC Dummy1l1l b 042 0.41 0.52
pPOSI*VPC Dummyd -0.29 -0.23 -0.16
pPOSI*Channeb -0.35 -0.18 -0.20
pSex*rSex*Channeb -0.13 -0.19* -0.19"
pSex*rex*pPOSIb -0.18 -0.03 -0.03
pSex*pPOSI*VPC Dummyb -0.47 -0.40 -0.48*
pSex*pPOSI*VPC Dummy»d -0.22 -0.10 -0.25
pSex*Channel*pPO3 -0.02 -0.05 -0.09
rSex*Channel*VPC Dummyb -0.08 -0.05 -0.06
rSex*Channel*VPC Dummy#B -0.11 -0.06 -0.10
rSex*pPOSI*VPC Dummyb -0.10 -0.12 -0.14
rSex*pPOSI*VPC Dummyd 0.15 0.04 0.07
rSex*pPOSI*Channdb -0.12 -0.17 -0.15
pPOSI*Channel*VPC Dummyfh 0.57* 0.33 0.37
pPOSI*Chamel*VPC Dummy2b 0.58* 0.48* 0.54*
pSex*rSex*VPC Dummyb -0.11 -0.11 -0.10
pSex*rSex*VPC Dummyd -0.15 -0.09 -0.11

pSex*Channel*VPC Dummyh -0.06 -0.09 -0.08



pSex*Channel*VPC Dummy#

Step 4 Rp
rSex
pSex

Chan

n

pPOSI

VPC
VPC
rSex
pSex
pSex

pSe

x

pSe

x

r Sex

r Se

x

r Sex

r Sex

Chan

Chan

b

b

el b

b

Dummy1l b

Dummy2 b

*

*

n

n

pSex b

VPC Dummy1l b
VPC Dummy2 b
Channel D
pPOSI D

VPC Dummy1l b
VPC Dummy2 b
Channel D
pPOSI D
el * VPC Dummyl

el * VPC Dummy 2

pPOSI *VPC Dummy1l D

pPOSI*VPC Dummyd

pPOSI*Channeb

pSex*rSex*Channeb

-0.11
0.03*
-0.30
-0.11
0.17
0.08
0.64
0.60
0.41
0.04
0.07
0.75
-0.17
-0.17
-0.16
0.72
-0.08
-0@8
-0f2
-0.06
-0.97"
-0.21

-1.05**

-0.13
0.02*
-0.37
-0.20
-0.12
0.01
-0.78"
0.33
0.53
0.22
0.28
0.98*
0.03
-0.11
0.11
0.71
0.09
-0.36
0.01
0.12
-0.54
0.10

-1.08**
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-0.11
0.03*
-0.37
-0.31
-0.11
-0.03
-0.76"
0.29
0.54
0.22
0.38
1.05*
0.12
-0.12
0.14
0.81
0.05
-0.35
-0.04
0.16
-0.53

0.08

-1.18**



pSex*rSex*pPOSb
pSex*pPOSI*VPC Dummyb
pSex*pPOSI*VPC Dummy®
pSex*Channel*pPOSH
rSex*Channel*VPC Dummy#b
rSex*Channel*VPC DummyB
rSex*pPOSI*VPC Dummyb
rSex*pPOSI*VPC Dummyd
rSex*pPOSI*Channéeb
pPGSI*Channel*VPC Dummyb
pPOSI*Channel*VPC DummyBg
pSex*rSex*VPC Dummyb
pSex*rSex*VPC Dummyd
pSex*Channel*VPC Dummyh
pSex*Chamel*VPC Dummy2b
pSex*rSex*Channel* VPC Dummyfi
pSex*rSex*Channel* VPC Dummyf2
pSex*rSex*pPOSI*VPC Dummyh
pSex*rSex*pPOSI*VPC DummyB
pSex*rSex*pPOSI*Channel
pSex*pPOSI*Channel*VPC Dummyf
pSex*pPOSI*Channel*VPC Dummy 2

rSex*pPOSI*Channel*VPC Dummy

0.13

0.00

0.50

-0.33

-0.10

-0.37

0.44

0.77

-0.37

0.65

0.78

0.28

0.03

-0.21

-0.40

0.13

0.60***

-0.53

-0.68

0.60

0.02

-0.16

-0.11

-0.10
-0.22
0.16
-0.64
0.13
-0.30
0.32
0.34
-0.44
0.40
0.47
0.14
-0.16
-0.28
-0.57
0.04
0.52%+
-0.29
-0.32
0.69"
0.16
0.09

-0.24

27¢

-0.04

-0.21

0.09

-0.65

0.03

-0.40

0.36

0.41

-0.46

0.43

0.55

0.17

-0.19

-0.32

-0.57

0.13

0.58***

-0.39
-0.36
0.7
0.14
0.05

-0.22
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rSex*pPOSI*Channel*VPC DummyR  -0.20 -0.16 -0.15

Note.Values are standardized Betas. Model step 5 was not significant for any outcome
variable and there were no hypothesized interactions at this step; therefore, results for this
step are not reported. VPC Dummy1l represents a dummy coded variablenthestso

LPC and more VPC support. VPC Dummy2 represents a dummy coded variable that
contrasts HPC and less VPC support. The lowercase p indicates variables for support
providers, and the lowercase r indicates variables for support receivers.

* p<0.05. * p< 0.01. **p<0.001*< 0.10.
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Table 23
The Slopes for the Regression of Rated Pe@ennt er edness onbyo Pr ovi

Communication Channalind the 3Level VPCConditionVariable

FtF CMC
LPC 0.05 0.25**
MPC 0.02 -0.24*
HPC -0.19* 0.02

NoteVal ues are standardized Betas represent.i
receiversodo POSI

* p<0.05. *p<0.01.2< 0.10.
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Table 24
The Sl opes for the Regression of Ratbhgd Con

Comnunication Channel and thel3evel VPCConditionVariable

FtF CMC
LPC 0.08 0.16"
MPC 0.03 -0.15
HPC -0.14 0.07

NoteVal ues are standardized Betas represent.i
receiverso POSI

* < 0.05. *p<0.01.2< 0.10.



Table 25
The Sl opes for the Regression of Rated Con

POSI by Communication Channel and thee¥el VPC Variable

FtkE CMC
LPC 0.09 0.18"
MPC 0.01 -0.2¢"
HPC -0.18" 0.07

Note.Valuesarestndar di zed Betas representing the
receiverso POSI

* < 0.05. *p<0.01.2< 0.10.
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Table 26
The Sl opes for the Regression of Rated Con

POSI by Pr ovi dlevdd/BCCBralikon\éamadle t he 3

Male Female
LPC 0.29** -0.04
MPC -0.13 -0.06
HPC 0.02 -0.11

NoteVal ues are standardized Betas represent.i
receiverso POSI

* < 0.05. *p<0.01.2< 0.10.
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Table 27
TheRegessi on of Support Receiversod Conversat

Provider Sex, Communi cati on -leRdt\&PCQordition Re c e i

Variable

Variable Appropriateness  Support Quality Sensitivity

Step 1 R 0.21%** 0.11%* 0.22%**
rSex b -0.11* -0.06 -0.05
pSex b 0.02 -0.02 0.03
Channel D -0.03 -0.05 0.02
r POSI b -0.13* 0.05 -0.02
VPC b 0.42%** 0.33*** 0.46***

Step 2 Bep 0.04 0.09** 0.07*
rSex b -0.35 -0.39 -0.03
pSex b 0.15 0.04 0.12
Channel b -0.18 -0.57* -0.29
r POSI b -0.13 -0.09 0.16
VPC b 0.16 -0.42* 0.4¢"
rSex*pSex b -0.09 0.04 -0.15
pSex*VPC b 0.15 0.27* 0.33**
pSex* Channel -002 0.06 -0.02
pSex*r POSI b -0.20 -0.32 -0.26
rSex*VPC b 0.32** 0.34** 0.15

rSex*Channeb -0.02 0.02 -0.06
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rSex*rPOSIb 0.10 0.05 0.02
Channel*VPCh 0.08 0.2 0.31%*
rPOSI*VPCh -0.05 0.33 -0.38"
rPOSI*Channeb 0.13 0.35 0.16
Step 3 Rop 0.05" 0.04 0.05
rSex b -1.06%* -0.74 -0.40
pSex b 0.38 0.04 0.69
Channel b 0.15 -0.74 -0.59
rPOSI b -0.14 -0.22 0.14
VPC b 0.09 -0.44 0.37
rSex*pSex b -030 0.54 -0.18
pSex*VPC b  -025 -0.34 -0.49
pSex*Channel 0.28 0.32 0.01
pSex*r POSI b-042 -0.20 -0.78"
rSex*VPC b 1.26% 0.76" 0.52
rSex*Channeb -0.05 -0.21 0.35
rSex*rPOSIb 1.05* 0.40 0.38
Channel*VPCb -0.46 0.14 0.40
rPOSI*VPCh 0.12 0.50 -0.20
rPOSI*Channeb -0.38 0.63 0.36
pSex*rSex*Channeb -0.20 -0.21 -0.41**
pSex*rSex*rPOSh -0.06 -0.45 0.06

pSex*rPOSI*VPCH 0.22 0.38 0.49
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pSex*Channel*rPOShH -0.03 -0.40 0.07
rSex*Channel*VPM 0.08 0.05 -0.02
rSex*rPOSI*VPCb -1.33** -0.50 -0.55
rSex*rPOSI*Channeb 0.09 0.36 -0.12
rPOSI*Channel*VPM 0.58 -0.18 -0.23
pSex*rSexVPC b 0.41* 0.04 0.26
pSex*Channel*VP®M -0.04 0.33 0.26

Note.Values are standardized Betas. Model steps 4 and 5 were not significant for any
outcome variable and there were no hypothesized interactions at these steps; therefore,
resultsfor these steps are not reported. The lowercase p indicates variables for support
providers, and the lowercase r indicates variables for support receivers.

* p<0.05. *p<0.01. **p<0.001 < 0.10.
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Figure 1
Il nteraction amomayv iPdervs deR@DI ,Sexnd PCommuni c

Predicti ng -PresentatiodabQorsfidencs e | f
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Figure 2
Interaction among Provider 8ex, Provides BOSI, and Communication Channel
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Figure 3
Interaction among Receiv@rBex, Provides BOSI, and Communication Channel
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Figure 4

285

Interaction among Provider BOSI, Communication Channel, and thiegel VPC

ConditionVariable Predcting Rated Level of Persabenteredness

Rated person-centeredness
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Interaction among Provider BOSI, Communication Channel, and thiegel VPC

ConditionVariable Predicting Rated Conversational Sensitivity

Rated conversational sensitivity
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Figure 6
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Interaction among Provider BOSI, Commuation Channel, and the-l@vel VPC

ConditionVariable Predicting Rated Conversational Supportiveness

Rated conversational supportiveness
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Interaction among Provider 8ex,Providers BOSI,and the 3evel VPCCondition

Variable Predicting Rated Conversational Supportasn

Rated conversational supportiveness
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Figure 8
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Interaction among Provider BOSI and the Bevel VPCConditionVariable Predicting

RatedConversationaPersonrCenteredness

Rated person-centeredness
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Figure 9
Interaction among Provider BOSI and Provides 8ex Predicting Rated Conversational

Sensitiity
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Figure 10
Interaction among Receiv@rBOSI, Receiver 8ex, and the-vel VPCCondition

Variable Predicting Receiverso6 Perceptions
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