[}

DOCUHENT RESUNE

v P ¢
- -

) . : 3
. BD 122 198 ° L. -+ c6 010 525
" AUTHOR Shapiroo E. Gary
. TITLE - Priendship, statas, and Repayment as Factors in
o . Seeking Help.
PUB DATE aag 75
WOTE - . 2Wp.s3 Paper presented at the nnnual Héeting of the
. « BAmerigan -Socioclogical Association (San Prancisco,
California, August 25*29 1975)
" EDRS PRICE HF-$0.83 HC~$7.67 Plus Postage
DESCR;éTORS , #Behavior Patterns: *Friendship: Interpersonal
* Relationship; Psycholégical sStudies; Questionnaires;
#5ocial Behavior; #Social Exchange Theory; #*Social
o * status; Speeches
IDENTIPFIERS “Help :Seeking
ABSTRACT

Three variables, derived from Blau’s {(1955) analysis

" of consultation networks among federal agents and Homans® {1961)

social exchange'anaIYSLS, .were manipulated to observe thelr effects
on help seeking. Subjects were presented with a hypothetlcal
sztuatlon ‘vhere help was needed. Subjects indicated that they vould
be more likely to seek'help from a friend than a nonfriend; more
likely to seek help when 1t could be repald than when it.could not
but only vhen asking another of higher status; and more likely ton
séek hélp from another of equal status rather than higher status but
only vhen Yepayment was not anticipated. Consistent witk Social

.%xchange theory, expected rewards and costs wvere fousnd to be related

%0 the expressed likelihood of help seeking. (Ruthor)
)

* .
1

: ﬂ:#ﬂﬁ‘?ﬂﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁ*ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂm#ﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂ3335{33ﬂ*ﬂ*ﬂ*ﬁiﬂﬂlﬁlﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂ‘?ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ‘?ﬂ

Docuaments acquir by PRIC include many informal unpublished
materials not avail ;e fr other sources. BRYC makes every.effort
to obtain the best copy available. Neverthele&s, items of marginal
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality

via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
responsible for the gquality of the original document. Reproductions

supplied by EDRS are.the best that can be made from the original.
naaaaamaaaaaaaaaanamamaaamaamaaaaaammaaamammagaaaaaamaaaaammaaﬁmaamma

% @
o] o]
@ nt
% of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available b
o] o]
o] o]
nt nt
% @




]

ED122194

v a e

FRIENDSHIE, STATUS, AND REPAYMENT AS FACTORS
IN SEEKING HELP*

E. Gary Shapiro

.‘- / i ‘
\\$\ | Department of . Sociology

* The University of Iowa

U DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCN‘ION&'NELFI\IIE
Nﬂ'flONhl.lNS'ﬂ'fU'lE QF

EDUCATION

TH1S DOGCUMENT HAS BEEN REFRO
DUCED EXaCTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
N 1HE PERSDM DR onc.AmIMloNuRlc.m.
7. ] ATING IT POINTS DF VIEW OR OPINIGNS
' $1ATED DO MDY HECESSARILY REPRE-
SEMTOFEI1E1ALM 1OMaL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION POS TON O PoLICY

|

_*I wish to e
xpress my appreciation to my colleagues Edward Lawler and David

Parton for their crigric
ical a
this paper. - ir nd constructive comments on an earlier draft of

A paper presented at th An
; e American Sociol
San Francisco, California, August 25-29,0§;§§1 ASSOC{atiOﬁ aual Heetings,
[ * .
W '




5

~ - [ S ’ }
.

FRIENDSHIP, STATUS, AND REPAYMENT AY FACTORS
. IN SEEKING HELP

* N - o

'While @ vast literature exists on factors which gffect person's
provision of aid to another, little research has focused on conditions
_undé; which a .persocon in need will seek help from ahother. This study
'manipulagéd three factors suggested by Blau's (1955) analysis of consultation
networks among agents in a federal bureaucracy and by Homans' (}961)
interpretation of these consultation networks in terms of sociai exChange
theéry. ) |

Social exchange theory views behavior as an exchange of acts which
ﬂFe more or less rewar&ing to the actoré. Theréfofe, anélyzing»behavior
aécordi g to soclal exchange theory directs attentionlto the rewards and
costs of behavior. Behavior ia explained by assuminé that actors behave in
a manner which maximizes expected.rewar&é and'minimizés expected costs.!
According to ;ocial exchange, the.likelihood of seeking help should be
. }oaiqively related to expected rewarda?an& negatively related to eﬁpectéd
costs. |

In his study of federal bureaucracy, Blau found fl‘he usual

consultation patte;ns.ﬂete for agents to régularly seek help. from one or
two agents of apporximately bhe same level of Eoﬁpeteéce as8 themselves.
Blau and Homans explaiﬁ this pattern by noting the coste iamvolved in asking
anothér for help, as well as the rewards, and how two factors, ériendqhip
and recipfocatinq of help: associated with these consultation pairs
affected the cosﬁs. in the federal agency studied, the primary reward value
of the help sought whs being able to do one®s job better, while the primary
cost af saeking help was implied infe;iority. _

* Since the consultation net rks ;hihh were established involved
friendship ties and allowed for thé reciprocation of help, the costs of

v 3 . . ‘
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" asking for help vere subétantiaily less fhan if an expert were to be asked
“fog,heip.. According %?Iﬂlau (1955:109)Ithe chst of seekiﬂg help became

prohibitive if the helper fefuseg to provide the help or was in any way

—

discouraging, therefore: ’ -

Y - To avoid such' rejection, agents.usually consulted

- ’ 1

a colleague with whom they were épéendlz, even i1f he was

. not an expert....The establishment of partnerships of

mutual consultation virtually elimfnated the danger of
¢ reject}on as vell as the status threat impliéit in askiﬁg’

for help, since the toles of questloner and consultant
; L] * L]
were intermittently reversed. (Ynderlining added for
i

emphasis.)

This study manipulates’ independently the two variables suggeéted by

b

Blau, the friendliness of the relationship between the helper and help

-seeker\hnd the ability of the help seeker to repay the help. By manipulating

a

each variable independent of the other, ‘the problem of the variables being

confounded with each qther,:as was the case for Blau, is avoided.’ Following

T

Blau, {it is hypothesized that, becausﬁ*of the reduction of perceived

rejection and status threat associated with friendship and repaymeﬁé, a
person would be 'more likely to ask for help from a friend rather thaﬁ a non-
friend and more likely to seek help when he expects to be able to repay
the helper for thé-help received than when repayment 1is not anticipated.
In addition to the two cogts oflSeeking‘help-mentioned by Blau, a \
thir¥ cost of helé seekfné has been discussed by Greenberg and Shapiro
" E19?2) iﬁ one of fhe few studies of help séeking. Consisténc with Blau,
Greenberg and Shapiro found that subjects who perceived that they could

repay the other for help received asked .for help more oftén and accepted

more help than subjects who perceived that they would be unable to repay

4
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) ¢ the other.- They explain these results by claiming that persons experience’

an-aversive .psychological state of indebtedness when they receive help

! ) ' ., ] . 1
- from another and that reﬁaﬁgent perm{ts a reduction in this.aversive *

- R -~
state, In their study, the effects of repayment were found even though
» - - .
perceptions of éTpayment did not affect the ﬁgrceived probability of
~ L
being given help if it were asked:for nor, because of the nature of

the task and the reason why helb'was needed, did the request for help

involve status loss, .
i
The third variable that was manipulaﬁed in this study. Qﬁs the formal
_ status of the potential helper vis-a-vig the ﬁelp seeker. ;In the Blaul-_
stgdy the'fact that the statuses of the agenfs were approximately equﬁi
in the federal agency may have helped to account for the pattern of
consultatiéﬁ that deveioped because it increased the costs of seeking
help. Homans observed that a person who 18 already anotﬁgr's inferior
has/less status to loselin asking for help from him tha;.a person who
begins és his equal,. » L
£t was hypothes%zed that, becaugg of the cost of status los;, §e%k1ng
help from another would be more ﬁ%&ély when the other would be of superior
formal status-phan when the other would be of similar status. Such‘a

relationship might also bg expected on the bagis of .the reward value of

the help. Moore (1968), Berger, Coh;n, and Zeldetch (1966, 1972)'and

others have found that status differences tend to produce differential

-

performance expectations even if the status has no direct relevancé to the
¢ task situation. Therefore, it might-be expected that help received
from somecne wh6 ig of higﬁer status woulg be seen as higher quality and
more valugble than help coming from someone of similar Btatus.
Thré; poténtial costs of séeking help and one potential reward factor
v : . .
of seeking help have been discussed above. Becaﬁse gsocial gxchangé theory

ERIC >
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predifits that the likeliﬁood of seeking help should be relgted to expected

[

rewards\and costs, question%aire measures of each of these four factors

were .also collected in thies study. Help seeking should be‘greater as help-
o, : |

is-perceived to be more valuable--better qualit} and conversely the less

likely help will be sought, the more it is expected to cost. to Beek help--

. - ' s
, the more likely the request for help thight be refused, the gfeéter the status

- i - ) : ¥ .

loss, and the greater the discomfort experienced when asking for help.

r - . - v

METHOD N - .

1

Eighty male and female undergraduates at tﬁe University of Iowa were : .
- administered alquestionnaire.during a normal clasgs perlod of thelr soclo-
logy -course. , They were asked to read a, description of a situation which:

- ' might face students and to imagine themselves in that situation. The

i

8 denté were then asked to answer the questions that followed in terms .

of\ how they would act and how they would feel 1f they were actually in
the sltuation. o ‘ L .

Fach of the gtudents was glven a questionnaire which contained

one of the‘eigh%EQYPothetical situatioﬁs prgduced by the 2 X 2 X 2
. - - ' v
experimental design. Subjécts were randomly assipned to experiméntal

- -

conditi;n. The three independeit variables in the 2 X 2 X 2 design were
the status of the hglper v}s-a—vis ;he help seeker (higher or equal iﬁ:
status), the friendliness of thelr relét?onship (friendly or not friendly),
and the opportﬁnit;'fajrepay the other for the hélp reéeived (repayment

or.-no repayment).
il

Each of-the elight situations begaﬁ with the following paragraph: -
.You are taking a required course in;your major

area. One week before the final exam while refiewing
* ' . . your notes you discover that ybu are unable £o~underf
ERIC - - o 6 L ‘
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. C. stand much of the material that will be on the exam.

Thefé_is only one person whom you might ask to help

L]

you-study for the .exam, Person A. N
" ?(' ’ . »
This type of situation was chosen because 1t represented a

relevant and possibly familiar situation for the aubject pophla;ion.

A‘; -
The status of the other and the friendliness of the relationship 3

were manipulated by'varying the description of Person A, as Indicated

below: ’ . .

Person A 1s a(n) (graduate/undergraduate) student ¢ ' .
P :  who 1s taking this course. During the cqurse the two v

of you (have been/have not beew) very friendly. In

fact, during the semester the fwo of you have spoken

-

with each other (almost every day/only a few times). s~

&

. In the no repayment condition, the description of the situation
term:l with the above paragraph describing Person A. Repayment was

> 4

manipulated by adding the followiﬂg to the deséription of the si%pation

in the repayment condiéion: ) , ) \\w

I; addition fo this class, Person A 1s taking ' ¢
another coursg that you afe_taking. In this otheru . ' 3
course "A" has missed quite a few 1ec£ﬁre§’and you o .
know that "A" would benefit if "“A" could get‘some
help in studying far the.exam in that course.
ﬁs ] The pfimary dependent wvariable in this study, the expréssed likelihood -

- of askiﬁg for help was measured b§ ask;ng tﬁe subjects to: \
e ' Indicate your likelihood of askin_g "A" to E
;“ﬁb Eﬁ help you study By checking "the appropriate category.
W ]

& Théy were given twenty-one categeries running in 5% sfepe-from 0%; certain

W I would not ask for help, to. 100%, certain I would ask for help.

ERIC L | 4




~hi££sf» was peasured by asking subJects to: * - . :

interest was the scale which indicated the perceptions of "A's" overall

to: . - . *

evaluation of them.' In additicn subjects were presented with a scale

. . - . . - -

. Expectations of rewards and costs assoclated with asking another for
i ’ . I T )
help were then obtained. Perceived probability of redeiving helpf a

» r £

-
. -

; Indicate 'your estimate of the likelihood that "A" would:

help you study, if you asked, by checking the appropriate"

category - . . . L [y

They were given 21 categofies running in 5% steps from 0%, certain nA'r
1- .
w0u1d not, to 100%Z, certain "A" would.

)

. The re?atd value ofrseeking help, the quality of the help, was'ﬂ o

e i

measured by asking the subjects. to:

+ Indicate your eetimaﬁe'of the- quality of "A's" help

By circling the appropriate number .below. ' .

The edbjects were. given a 21 pqiﬁt'écale runnifig from +10, very good, to

-10 very poor. o

-

.Status loss, a cost of seeking help was measured by asking subjects

. , .
Indicate your impression of How "A's" evaluation of you ,

I

s . ;
T o . . v
would change if you asked '"A" to help you:study.
The subjects were given three 21 point scales ranging from +10, much more

favorable, to 0, no change, to -10, much 1less favorablé. Of primary '

- /

measu;ing ?A'eﬁ evaleetion of your intelligence; and one measuring "A's"
evaiﬁationiof your m?qi%ation.
The final véfieble.meaeened was discomfort associlated wiFh help
seeking, é cost. Subjects were,asked_to{ |
riIndicate'hew uncomfortable you would feel asking "A" . ‘ s

to Heip you study. . 8 . ' ®
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: Sﬁbjects were givén a 3ea1e.rdhning from 6, no diacomfort, to 10, very:

uncomfortable. . ‘ .
R . : RESULTS - B
Independent variables and help_aeekingz . .

, s
© The average likelihood of asking for help indicated»by all eighty

subjecté-was 76%, no doubt reflecting the importance studﬂnts would place

on passing a required course and the obviocusness of the need for help

) iﬂ;the situation. The effects of the three independent variesbles may ¢

be seen in the analysis of variance table, Table 1.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

R ) ) ~t

As was predicted, subjects indicated that they would be more likely -

to request help from a friend than a non-friend. The mean 1ikelihood of

seeking help from "A" was 83{ fOr\subfects who had "A" described as a friend
compared to 69% for those subjects who had A" desc-rj_bed @e not friendly

The hypothesized main effects for the status of the other d4nd the ability to

-

repay for the help were not found to be significant. However, there'was a

significant Interaction, shown in Figure 1, between the status of the other

-+

and repayment. b

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

-
¥ 1

‘A test of the simple main effects indicated that when there was no

'

. anticipation of repayment, subjects indicated that help would be significantly

more likely (F = 4.02; df = 1.72; p < .051 to be sought from a gtudent of

L}
N

L . .
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equal status, an undergraduate, than from 2 student of higher status, a
graduate student. When repayment was anticipated, status did not signifi- .
cantly affect the expressed likelihood of seeking help (F < 1.00), Repayment

was not sigpificgﬂ; {F = 1.14; df = 1.76; p < .50) when the, other was of .

3
similar status, but when the other was of higher.status, subjects indicated
they would be more likely‘to seek help if regéfﬁent was anticipated
(F = 3.11; df = 1.72; p < .08)'than if it were notf
Expected rewards and costs and -help seekipng: )
Considering help seeking in social exchange terms, as do Homans and . * - xmlj
'. . -~ f - .

. »

2 . :
Blau, suggests that one should expect to find relationships between the
expected rewards and éogté of %eeking help and the expressed likelihood

of seeking help. The costs of seeking help should Be_reflected in the

degree of did@omfort associated with agying another for help and the loss
of status associated with seeking help. The perceived prfgﬁpility of

receiving help if requested should also indicate a cost of Beeking help,

uhilé Ehe reward value of the ﬁelﬁ shoulg be reflected by the eva}uation
of the(quality of the help to be received.

A within cell %?rrelatidn analysis %ndicated tﬁat the higher the
perception of the quality of hg}p, the more likely one would be to ask for
hélp (r = .41; p < .001). ,Similarly, the higher the perceived precbability
of receiving help, the more likely one would be to seek help (r = .23;

p < .05). The best %ndicator of the cost of seeking help appeared to be -
the expected amount of discomfort experienced when asking for help. &he
more:uncomfortable one expected to feel in asking for help, the lower

the egpressed likelihood ;f seeking help (r = .53, p < .001). - .

It ﬁ;s been expected that the loss of status associated with seeking -

help would be strongly related to the expressed likelihood of seeking help;

0




N

however, only two of tﬁe eighty équecte‘feppffed tbet’askin;.forlhelp
would degahi@ely effect the other's ogefall'evaluetiqé_of.theﬁu The etherW
seventy-eight éubjects reported'tﬂEt it‘would not effectethé other's
evaluation of‘them o; WDuld ‘1n fact make ehem appear more favorable to
theqothe;. This, then w0u1d indicate uhat, in this study, subjects did
eot Bee s;:king-help as dnvolving Fhe cost. of loss of statgp, but rather.

bl '-.I", ! - |
a peward, gain of status. There was a m&ﬁéinal significant rélationship .

between the expressed'likelihood of seeking help (r = .20; p < .10) and
I~ ] LN, N -

' the "éxpected effect seeking help would have on ﬁﬁe impression gne gave
. ' ;o . 4

off to others: Y " ¢ I

Friendship and the interacéioh of status and repayﬂent account for

about 12% of the ﬁ;riatiod in” the indicated likelihood of seeking help.
. - + o - .
When the perceived quality of help--an indiﬁgtor of . the reward value--and

-

~f. . .
amount of discomfort asscciated with seekﬁéé help—-an indicator of the cost

of helﬁ seeking—-are added to the regressign model the amount of explained
o 4

variatdion increases to 46%. The addition ofcperéeived ?robability of
receiving help and of sthatus loss £o’ thé regression equation increases

‘ 2

the variation explained.oﬁly slightly to 48%. ~‘.:

Indepéndent variables and ‘expected rewards and costs: ok

-

The gffects of the independent variables on e@ticiﬁeted tewards and
. . . N K . - . i L
costs associated with ‘Beeking help -can be seén in Table 2.
) . N

. TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE |

L a

From Blau, one might expect that the perceived probability of

.

receiving help should be aﬁﬁected by the friendliness of the relationship

and the ability to repay th help. SubJects who would be requesting help

e o 11
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from a friend felt they would be more likely to receive help than.subjects
- - . LY +, . = - »
-requeating-help from a non~friend (F =' .07; df =,1072; p < .01). However,. .

the’ perceived probability of receiving help’waa fiot affected by the ability

-

) to repay (F < 1) nor by the status-rebayment interaction (F =\1) _As
would be expected, the perceived probability of re%Eiving help was related

L. to thq discomfort associated with seeking help (within cell r = -.25; \

- - =

p € .05) with subjects reporting less diacomfort the higher their. perceptions

G

. " of the likelihood of receivid% help.

L4
Y

The perception of the quality of the help?was.not‘significantly affected , -
by the statuamof the helper (F 5 1.79; df = 1.72; p > .18), but the'statpa-
repayment interaction did signigicantly affect the subjects _perceptions

. of the,quality of the help (F = 6.3?; df = 1.72; ; < .02). Tpe analysia

; ‘ of' the simple main effects indicated no significant eﬁiect for the status .

of the other when there was no anticipation of repayment, but when

repayment was anticipated help -coming from a “higher status other was aeen Y,

3

to be better than help coming. from an equal statua,otﬁeﬁ (F‘= T.44; df = 1.%2;

p < ,01),. Repayment, indicating reciprocal-ﬁeed for help, did not \
significantly affect the perceptions of the guality of help coming from -
f . .

a helper of higher status, but When the other was of equq% status the qusiity'

-

of help was agcen to be lower when the o%her might need_help that the subject

] | .

,could furnish (F = 4.96; df = 1. ?2, p < 05)
The impreaﬁion one givqs off by asking anothex for help had been

expected to be affected by the ability to repay and' the gtatus of the

‘
L}

s 0 .
. : helper. Neither factor affected one's evaluation of how aaking for help
. ] -

would effect how they would be. acen by the other (F's < 1), nor waa the

., status-repayﬁent interaction significant™(¥ = 1.35; df = 1.72; p > .26). —n}

L] . ¥

~ The one factor,which“did-affect these evaluations was the friendliness

-
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of the telationship: asking a“ﬂhrsonﬁwho jou were not friendly with for

-

help was seen to result in a more favorable impression than asking for

‘help from.a friemd (F % 6. 41 df =71.72; p-< .05) :
-)‘ & ' 5
. The reported amount of discomfort associated with asking ‘another for

* -
- r

help was not significantly affected by stagus :epayment,'noy the status-

= i

repayment interadtion (F's § 1). However subjects.reported more

'discomfort when the help{ggs to be sought from a non-frgind tnﬁn a friend
v

(gﬁ; 7.83; df 3»ﬁ:§§,qp < .01); inaaddiﬁion there was a significant

(F = 7.47; df = 1.72; p < .01) friendship-repayment interaction. An,

L]

anaizsis-of the simple main effects determined that friendsgip significantly
affected the amount of discomfort assoclated with seeking help only when
' - 2 .
there was no expectation of repayment (F = 12.16; df = 1.72; p.< .001). When
1 &

one did not have the expectation of repayment, one reported more discomfort
} . N " -

L3

» LI
if a non-fwiend rather than a friendtmeggfﬁgppe asked: hoWever, when one

. . a 9 4 ]
expected to repay the help, asking a non-friend did not entail any more kK
. _ ; p .

_d%?comfort than asking a friend. Subjects also 'reported less discomfort@
’ <=
: .1f asking @ non- fricnd for help when they.could repay then if they dé .not

expect to repay the help (F = 3.995; “df = 1.72; p € .05). Repayment had

no significant affect on discomfort when'aubjects were to ask a friend for
&

’help (F = 2 07; df = 1‘p2' p > .15, M -

b, *

" DISCUSSION

»

The reaults of this study are fonaistent with the notiom that persons
are more likely 5 seek hélp from a friend than from someone with whom they

are not friendly. Subjects not only. A’dicated that bhey would be more likely
to seek help from a friend, bﬁt also felt that they would he more likely to

1

receive help from the.other 1f he were a friend rather than a non-friend.

"

Futthernore they indicated Ll

would experience less discomfort in asking

a

1

=

L
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f j// a friend for help than a non—-friend, especially if they did not anticipate ‘)

being able to reciprﬁcate. These. results are consistent with the exchange
theory explanation of the consultation patterns observed by Blau (1956).
While the effect of friendship on seeking help was as expected #nd
can be expiained by the cdsts invblved ih seeking help--the -discomfort
associated with seeking help and the expectation of'possibl} being refused

\
. helpw-the effects of the other two Independent variables, status and -

repaymeﬂt wereaneither as expected nor can they be explained by reference
only to the costs involved in seeking help. An explamnation of their
effects on help seeking must include a consideration of thé exoected rewards
as well.a; the expected'costs of seeking help. From ﬁlau (1956), Homans
1), ;ndiﬁreenberg and Shapiro (1972), it had been expected that he}p:
e + T
) . <%é§§ia more likeiy be sought yhen the other wag of. higher rather than equal
q‘.\ °status and when thé*person expet:ted to be able to repay the other for "r\l N
the help In this study neither status.nor repayment alone affec d the
e expressed likelihood of séeking heln, but together they significantly '
did ao.waubjects indicated they would be pore likely to seek help from

.
’ !

an equal gtatus other raEher than a higher status other, but only when one

L4

did not anticipate being able to- repday the other in kind, and more likely

L

to seek help yhen repayment was expéected, but only from another of higher
- a Ll

A

status. . __—

. . 1

An éxplanation of this interaction effect involves a consideration

. . & ’ 2

H
of these-two variables' effects on the expected;costs an% revards of"'

- -

[
geeking help. It had been expected that the status of the other would
v . ¥ - + N W
affect the amount of status loss associated with seeking help and also

at

" ‘the perceived quaiity of the help to be received. In this study seeking

help did net involve status loss, as to be‘discussed in more detail later,

4’ -
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and status along%gid not affect the perceptions\of the quality of thg\xJ//

help, but interacted with repayment. When repayment was anticipated

- help from an equal status other was 4een to be less ‘valuable than from

a higher status other. The perceived q lity of the help was”not affected
by status when no repayment yas expected. |

Repayment had been‘expected to affect help seeking by reducing the
discomfort associated'with seeking help. 1; tgeir study, Greenberg and

S apiro (19?1) had used this notion to predict the greater help seeking

when subjects expected to be able to repay the other. However, the
expectation of repayment not only suggests that_ene can reciprocate. the
other'e help, but also thatrthe other needs help as well. Freeze and

Cohen (1973) indicated that performance on one task 1s generalized to .

(o)

performance expectations on other tasks, even if the tasks are not

L]

related. Therefore,’the quality of help to be received from someone

1

who also needs help may be suspect. Neither equal status ndt(expected

repeyment, signifying the others need for help, alone were enough to

reduce the perceived quality of the help to be reduced but both factors

working togethdr did se. The quality of the help, the reward value, to
be received from an equal status other who also needed ﬂelp was seen to be

lower than the quality of help to be received from high status others
: . )

regardlesséii their need for help and equal statug othérs who did not

need help. *%L N
. B ,

The effect of repayment on reducing discomfort associated with help

seekiﬁg should have its greater effect when one feels uncomfortable in

L

asking for help. If one does not feel untdqfortable in the absence Of

repayment, then repayment might be expected .to have little effect.

L u

. 15 i /
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Weinstein, De Vaugn, and Wiley (1969) found that friends were less

concerned with immediately repayiné for hélp received than strangers, _
In this study'expecting to seek help from friendq\Produced less discomfogt
than from non-friends, therefore one might expect repayment-to'ﬁffect

reported discomfort pnly?ﬁpr non~-friends. ThisL:s what was found; when

help was to be sought ftgﬁ a friend, repayment d no significant effect
- . G,

on discomfort associated with help seeking. However if seeking help from
a non-friend, subjects felt they would experience less discomfort if
they expected to be able. to repay the other,

‘The qua}ity.oﬁ,tﬁe‘help to be received can be seen as .the ﬁrimary

reward of gseeking help and the-discomfort associated with help seeking

" as the primary cpst. According to Homans (1961),]profit = rewards - costs.

&

"Scores for perceived quality and discomfort were 'standardized, and a

measure of profit was created. In the regressioﬁ model, which controls

" for profit, the status repayment interactionnzgiect was reduced to

insignificance (F = 1; p]%5.3). This result ipplies that perceived

J .
profit--rewards minus costd--serves as an 1ntérvening variable between
the status-repayment 1nteﬁéct10n and the likelihood' of seeking help.

By considering the effect of repayment on percelved quality as well

as reducing discomfort assoclated with receiving help from another, the

results of the Greenberg and Shapiro (1972) study can be reconciled with

the results of this study.! In their study,'when they found a maln effect

for repayment, they used a confederate who was a stranger to the subjects.
The relationship between fhe subjects and the other could be characterized
as pon-friends. As noted before for subjects in this study, repayment

reduced discomfort when the other was a non~friend. Furthermore:ﬂin the

Greenberg and Shapiro study, the quality of hélp to be received from the

16
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otber ﬁaq'not an issue gince %11 subjedtg saw gﬁg other‘perform the task

in an identical way. In this study there was a near signifiéant (p < .10)
three;waylintéraction between status, friendship and repayment on the
likelihood, of seékingﬁhelp. In order-fo ﬂetgrmine if this interaction
céulﬁ be used.to help understand the effect of répayment, sigple main .
effects analyses were conductéd for the simple effects of repayment.
Repayment ;ignificantly affected the expressedllikelihood of se?king help
in this sﬁudy only when the other was of higher status and a non-friénd

. (F = 6.45; df = 1.72; p < 65) This condition, where the quality of
help to be receive& is not suspect and where repayment affects the discomfort
associated with sgeking help, corresponds to the situation in tL?.Greenberg
and“Shapiraostudy where a maih effect for repayment was observed;

One rither surprising finding in this study was that Ehé’aubjects

. did not believe that seekiné'help would produce status loss, in fact,
subjects felt that seeking help would actually make them appear more

y favorable. The lack of status loss may have been due to'the subjects

perceiving the request for help as a one-time request; and as Blau (1955)

_notes, asking another for advice occasionally does not involve much cost

W . in self-respect, while the more ofteq one consults anotth the more
'threaténing it becomes. However, this does not explain the fact thatrthé
. LT subjects acthal;y felt that asking for help would change the other's‘ouerall
evaluation 6f them to make‘it even more favorable (t = 10.83; df = 79;
p < .001). ' ‘ . o
One might explain this by cong;dering vhat information is given off
' to others by the act of seeking help. First, it indicates that tﬁe |
| person is unable to solve the task by himself gnd therefore may imply

some individual inadequacy. In the situafion used in the study, being

.unable to understand class notes, seeking help might be expected to be




P

. motivated (t = }0.653; df = 79; p < .001). Furthermofé. seeking help

secker (P = 4.69; df = 1.72; p < .05) than when asking a friend for help.

how the independent variables affect these Jewarda atd coats.
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related to intelligence. 'In addition to thig information, asking another

for help indicates that one is concerned with QOing wéll on the task.
Therefore, seeking help may imﬁly that a peraon\is conéerned and
motivated. In tb}a study no status loss waa’aaaéciated with ratings of
intelligence. Subjects reported that seeking help wpuld not significantly
affect the other’s eyaluation of how intelligent they were (t < 1).

However, they did feel that asking for help would make them appear more

when it was costly, when agking a non-friend for help, wds seen to lead
L . . . N
to a greater increase in the other's overall evaluation .(F = 6.41; df =

1.72; p < .0%) ahﬂ specific evaluation of the motivatiori of the help
K iy
- il

Y R
The results of this study are generally qonaistént with the sotial

exchange-approach which seeks to explain behaviof'by consldering Ebe
r

expected rewards and costs of the behavior. The expressed likelihood of
f !

aubjscta seeking help was related to their expectations of the rewards
and costs involved. Howevel, the predicted effeﬁta for the three independent
’ \ -

varia?lea generated from a social exchange perspective were only parfially
-~ .

supported. The reason for this was that the independent variahles di
not affect the expected rewards and costs associated with aeeking help

in the manner which had been predicted. This indicates that 1f one wishes
. - A .
to use a sotial exchange perspective for prediction and ekplanation, one *

4 .- .
must be'able not only to identify the relevant rewards and costs of the ¢t ;

o+ L

behavior in the situation, but also must be able to accurately specify

=
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FOOTNOTES :

-
'

1 As Abbott et al (1973) note, while behavioral Bociologists Buch

[N

as Burgess and Bushell (1963) who identify with exchange theory

. depreciate the concepts of expected rewards and costs, the central

' theorists in exchange theory, Blau (1964), Homans (1961), and Thibaut
and Kelley Y(1959), all freely uge éognitive concepts such as

-

expectations and perceptions.
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. a . Anelysie of Variance?
L . for Expressed Likelihood of Help Seeking
-\'i‘ T J .
&
?u,' r hd ) .
’53 ' . df MS .
é-\l"l’a o ] d
" Friendship A 1 3920.00 6.22%
. "Repayment B 1 151.25 <1
o Status C 1 245.00 <1
AxB 1 451.25 - [<1
£xC 1 80.00 . <1
BxC 1 2531.25 4,02%%
AxBxC 1 1901.25  3.02.
ff !
Within error 72 629.72
.2 .
é k
* ’
p < .02 ’
Er 4
p < .05 3 .
o ) R
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Analysis of Variance for

t

Tab}e 2

-

?xpected Rewards and Costs of Sgeking Helﬁ

.8

-

i [ B
Probability of Quality of ghange in+ Discomfort Associated
. Receiving Help Help Ove sdo With Seeking Help ’
 Source' df¢ s F MS F M5 - F MS F
X —
_Friendship A 1 3380.00 7.07=* 28.80 3.57 .90.45 6,41%% 90.60 7.83%
Repayment B 1 180.00 <1 3.20 2 0.11 <1 0.12 <1
Status C 1 361.25 <1 14.45 1.79 2.09 <1 1.04 <1
AxB 1 1051.25 2:20 11,25 1.39  40.33 2.8 86.39 7.47%
AxC . 1 320,00 <1 .. 12,80 1.59 0.62 <1 2.16 <1
BxC 1 500.00 1.05 51.20 6.35%% 19.07 1.3% 1.54 SR | '
AxBxC 1 61.25 <1 26.45 3.28  0.11 <A 15243 1.43
Within error 72 478.26 8.06 14.11 1) 11.57

x p<.ol1®

1

*k p < ,05
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Figure 1. Mean likelihood of seeking help ' '

by status and repayment, (For
each mean n = 20). -
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