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SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 2 

Abstract 

 From whom do people seek what type of support? Although people regularly seek 

support from close and distant others, little work has systematically investigated when and why 

people approach different people in their support network for different types of support. The 

present research introduces a novel distinction of social support and explores its relationship to 

the scope or range of support providers people would consider asking for support. Based on a 

recent extension of construal level theory (Trope et al., 2020), five experiments tested the 

bidirectional relation between levels of support and scope – the latter assessed by the social 

distance of potential support providers. Experiment 1 demonstrated that people can categorize 

supportive behaviors into low-level support (i.e., addressing the effect of a problem) and high-

level support (i.e., addressing the cause of a problem). Experiments 2 and 4 showed that being 

prompted to seek low-level (vs. high-level) support oriented people toward support providers 

who are socially proximal (vs. distal). In Experiment 3, thinking about interacting with a socially 

proximal (vs. distal) support provider led to a greater focus on receiving low-level (vs. high-

level) support. Testing the implication of the link between levels of support and scope, 

Experiment 5 demonstrated that support recipients reported they would feel more gratitude when 

they imagined receiving low-level (vs. high-level) support from socially proximal (vs. distal) 

support providers. Broader implications for social support, interpersonal relationships, and 

construal level theory research are discussed.  

 

Keywords: social support, scope, construal level theory, gratitude, social network, social distance  
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From Whom Do People Seek What Type of Support? A Regulatory Scope Perspective 

Whom do people turn to for support in times of need? The conventional wisdom is that 

people turn to their closest others for social support—a view also echoed in empirical research. 

For example, attachment theory proposes that people turn to their attachment figures (e.g., 

parents, romantic partners) who can act as safe havens during stressful times (Ainsworth, 1991; 

Bowlby, 1982; Collins & Feeney, 2000; Cutrona & Russell, 2017). Social network research, 

grounded in sociology, posits that people typically seek support from their strong ties 

(Krackhardt, 1992; Levin & Cross, 2004; McPherson et al., 2006; Wellman, 1979). However, 

people also regularly receive support from more distant others (e.g., colleagues, acquaintances). 

Studies examining people’s daily support seeking behaviors show that not only do people seek 

support from a diverse array of individuals, but a substantial portion of their “core discussion 

network” includes support providers who are not particularly close or intimate (e.g., co-workers, 

spiritual leaders, or doctors; Small, 2013; Small et al., 2015; Small & Sukhu, 2016). For 

example, an observational study tracking graduate students’ support seeking over a year revealed 

that students often confided in people other than their romantic partner or academic advisors; at 

times, they were reluctant to confide in their closest others (Small, 2017). These findings are 

consistent with earlier findings that strong ties (e.g., friends, siblings) make up only about half of 

all supportive relationships (Wellman & Wortley, 1990). Thus, a considerable portion of a 

person’s support network may include distant others. 

That people seek support from both close and distant others raises two key questions: 1) 

what kind of support do people expect from support providers who are close versus distant, and 

2) what makes people consider approaching their close (vs. distant) others for support? To our 

knowledge, there is little systematic theoretical work that addresses these questions. This is 
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surprising given decades of evidence showing that having a support network composed of 

diverse relationships promotes mental and physical health (Berkman et al., 2000; Cohen & 

Janicki-Deverts, 2009; Seeman, 1996; Thoits, 2011). Because a network of diverse (vs. 

homogeneous) support providers may be more capable of helping people deal with different 

needs in life (Cheung et al., 2015; Cohen & Janicki-Deverts, 2009; Granovetter, 1973), 

understanding and identifying the mechanisms that enable people to mobilize this kind of 

network is crucial. To this end, the present research draws on construal level theory (Liberman & 

Trope, 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2010) and its more recent regulatory scope extension (Trope et 

al., 2020), to shed light on the support seeking processes that involve psychologically proximal 

and distal others, as well as the implications of receiving different types of support from them. 

From Whom Do People Seek What Type of Support?  

To date, most social support research has focused on examining the source (e.g., “Who 

do people turn to for support?”) or type of support (e.g., “Do people seek emotional vs. 

instrumental support?”) as separate questions, rather than exploring the combination of the two. 

For instance, two major research traditions—attachment theory and social network research—

predict that people would turn to their attachment figures or strong ties for support (e.g., Bowlby, 

1982; Collins & Feeney, 2000; Krackhardt, 1992; Wellman, 1979). However, these seminal 

perspectives do not make explicit predictions about the types of support people would seek 

(Kammrath et al., 2020). Moreover, because these approaches tend to study support transactions 

in close relationships, they offer little insight into the support interactions with more distant 

others (e.g., non-attachment figures, weak ties). 

On the other hand, the social support and coping literatures have primarily concentrated 

on how the types of support received or the contexts in which support transactions occur 
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influence support outcomes. For example, people can seek emotional support (i.e., comfort and 

reassurance), instrumental support (i.e., tangible assistance), informational support (i.e., advice 

and information), or other types of support to address their needs (Cohen et al., 2000; Cutrona, 

1990; Uchino, 2004). Other work has focused on the role of support providers in facilitating 

coping; for example, whether the provider gives invisible, indirect support (Bolger et al., 2000; 

Bolger & Amarel, 2007; Howland & Simpson, 2010), autonomy support (Deci et al., 2006; Deci 

& Ryan, 1987; Weinstein et al., 2016), or support that facilitates emotion regulation (Lee et al., 

2020; Marroquin, 2011; Zaki & Williams, 2013). Major theoretical models in this tradition 

examine whether social support facilitates coping when a stressor is absent versus present (i.e., 

main effect vs. stress-buffering hypothesis; see Cohen & Wills, 1985; Feeney & Collins, 2015; 

Lakey & Orehek, 2011) or whether the support provided matches recipients’ needs (Cavallo et 

al., 2016; Cohen & McKay, 1984; Cutrona, 1990; Cutrona et al., 2007; Cutrona & Russell, 1990; 

Lee et al., 2021; Rini et al., 2006; Zee et al., 2020). As such, the primary focus of the above 

research is not on from whom people seek support, but rather the contexts in which the support 

transaction occurs and its outcomes. Finally, although the coping literature distinguishes 

problem-focused vs. emotion-focused coping (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), these coping 

strategies are often discussed in the context of intrapersonal rather than interpersonal resources 

(see Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004, p. 758). 

Complementing these perspectives is a growing body of work that suggests whom people 

approach for support may be closely tied to their needs in the moment. For instance, people turn 

to different individuals for different emotional needs (e.g.., turn to best friends to cheer up, turn 

to their mother to calm down; Cheung et al., 2015). When choosing whom to approach for 

support, people also consider whether the potential support provider has the skills and expertise 
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to fulfill their needs (Small & Sukhu, 2016; Perry & Pescosolido, 2010). Moreover, Fitzsimons 

and Shah (2008) found that instrumental (vs. non-instrumental) others – those who can facilitate 

the attainment of a personal goal – are brought to mind more easily and approached more 

quickly, suggesting a tie between personal goals and support providers. These findings are 

consistent with an emerging perspective that people’s support network is dynamic (vs. static) and 

may change as a function of their needs (Lee et al., 2020; Shea & Fitzsimons, 2016; Small et al., 

2015). Thus, the goals and needs of the support seeker may influence whom they go to for 

support. 

Scope as an Extension of Construal Level Theory 

That people turn to both close and distant others for support indicates that social distance 

– the removal of another person from the self – may play a key role in social support processes. 

Construal level theory proposes that social distance is an instance of psychological distance – the 

removal of an event from direct experience (Liberman & Trope, 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2003, 

2010). Events that are psychologically distal versus proximal present distinct epistemic and 

regulatory challenges. To address distal events, people must deal with variability – the more 

distal events are, the more ways those events can differ from current experience. Any response to 

distal events must be robust to the spectrum of possible ways that those events may manifest. By 

contrast, to orient to near events, people must tailor their thoughts, feelings, and behavior to 

idiosyncratic and contextual specifics. This allows them to become more sensitive and 

responsive to local contingencies.  

In a recent extension of construal level theory, Trope and colleagues (2020) suggested 

that people address these challenges of psychological distance vs. proximity by expanding and 

contracting scope—the range of possibilities that people account for in thoughts, feelings, and 
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behavior. As scope expands, people orient to an increasingly broader range of concerns across 

time, places, people, and counterfactual alternatives. As scope contracts, people focus on an 

increasingly narrower set of concerns more relevant to the here-and-now. Note that scope refers 

to the diversity and variance – rather than the number – of elements considered. Macintosh, Fuji, 

and Honeycrisp apples are all fruit, as are Macintosh, Tomatoes, and Eggplants. Although the 

number of elements in these two sets is held constant, the diversity of the latter is greater than the 

former – and thus more expansive in scope. Moreover, whereas psychological distance refers to 

the relationship between a person and an event (or an object), scope refers to a psychological 

feature of the individual – the span of possibilities that one considers. Thus, while psychological 

distance and scope may be distinct constructs, scope nevertheless modulates with distance: one 

expands (vs. contracts) scope to address concerns that are psychologically distal (vs. proximal). 

There are distinct trade-offs in expanding vs. contracting scope. Although expanding 

one’s scope allows one to consider remote events and entities, it detracts from the ability to 

respond to and exploit local opportunities. While contracting one’s scope enhances allows one to 

navigate and capitalize on local contexts, this fine-tuning leaves people unable to respond 

flexibly to changing and/or novel circumstances. Thus, people must balance these trade-offs by 

finding ways to modulate scope adaptively. 

Trope and colleagues (2020) propose that people have evolved and developed several 

mental and social tools that support the expansion vs. contraction of scope. Traditionally, 

construal level theory highlights construal level as a mental tool with which to address the 

challenges of psychological distance. High-level construal is a representational process that 

focuses on the essential and invariant features that are unlikely to change across different 

manifestations of an event. This focus on invariants represents a sensible response to the 
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challenge of variability posed by distal events. By contrast, low-level construal is a 

representational process that focuses on the idiosyncratic specifics that distinguish one event 

from others like it. This focus on contextual detail allows people to tailor their responses to 

unique proximal events. Thus, while thinking of a beach vacation abstractly as “enjoying time in 

the sun” expands scope and allows one to make appropriate plans when the event is in the distant 

future, thinking of the same vacation as concretely as “setting up on this spot vs. that spot on the 

beach” contracts scope and allows one to exploit opportunities in the here-and-now. 

Decades of research corroborate the proposition that high-level vs. low-level construal 

are mental tools that facilitate expanding vs. contracting scope. When presented with distal vs. 

proximal events or objects, people tend to engage in high-level vs. low-level construal, 

respectively. For example, people construe more distal future activities (e.g., studying) in high-

level terms (e.g., “doing well in school”) rather than in low-level terms (e.g., “reading a 

textbook;” Liberman & Trope, 1998). Similarly, when describing the behavior of a socially distal 

vs. proximal person, people use words that are high-level (e.g., the person is preventing tooth 

decay) more than low-level (e.g., the person is moving a brush around one’s mouth; Liviatan et 

al., 2008; also see Smith & Trope, 2006). Importantly, emerging research suggests that engaging 

in different levels of construal also expands vs. contracts scope. For example, comparing 

themselves to others on high-level (vs. low-level) dimensions led people to increase their interest 

in comparing to distal (vs. proximal) others (Yudkin et al., 2020). When learning about high-

level (vs. low-level) information, people considered a more socially distal (vs. proximal) teacher 

(Kalkstein et al., 2016). These findings corroborate the notion that high-level vs. low-level 

construal helps people expand vs. contract regulatory scope.   

Levels of Social Support 
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Critically, Trope and colleagues (2020) have proposed that the notion of level can be 

applied beyond mental construals and characterize other tools that people use to modulate scope. 

High-level tools treat distinct entities as functionally equivalent and interchangeable – enabling a 

unified response to variability that supports expanding scope. By contrast, low-level tools 

distinguish entities that might otherwise be viewed as substitutable – enabling the specification 

that supports contracting scope. Thus, whereas federal governments as social systems treat each 

locality as equal and substitutable constituents, local governments are designed to respond to the 

unique needs of a given region (i.e., offering non-substitutable services). Governments may thus 

represent social tools for modulating scope: whereas working within a federal government 

should help expand scope, working within a local government should help contract scope. 

Similarly, as higher vs. lower levels of management require thinking of members of an 

organization more vs. less interchangeable, the former may allow one to expand scope and 

facilitate thinking about the goals of the organization across time and places, the latter may allow 

one to contract scope and focus on specific tasks that need to be completed in the here-and-now. 

In the present paper, we extend these ideas to propose that the notion of level applies to 

the needs that people have, which then influences the types of support people seek. Here, we 

introduce a novel distinction between high-level and low-level support. High-level support aims 

to address the primary, central, and core needs that people have (i.e., high-level needs). Low-

level support, by contrast, aims to address secondary, incidental, and context-specific needs (i.e., 

low-level needs). Whereas high-level support treats various stress experiences as interchangeable 

and substitutable instances, low-level support addresses the unique circumstances of each 

individual stress experience. Thus, social support may serve as a social tool for modulating 
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scope: the need for high-level vs. low-level support prompts expansion vs. contraction of scope, 

respectively. 

High-level and Low-level Support Addressing the Cause and Effect of a Problem 

Rather than approaching the stress experience as containing a single problem that needs 

to be addressed, the present research adopts a perspective that stress experiences have distinct 

components—the stressor and the stress effect—that evoke distinct needs. For example, imagine 

a scenario in which Mitch was just fired from his job (i.e., the stressor), which led him to have 

financial problems (i.e., the stress effect). In this scenario, Mitch has a need to address his 

unemployment problem but also has a need to address the subsequent problem that originated 

from the stressor—the financial problems.  

Prior work has shown that an event’s cause and effect are high-level and low-level 

features of the event, respectively (Rim et al., 2013). Causes are more high-level than effects 

because the presence of effects depends on the presence of causes, but the presence of causes 

does not depend on the presence of effects (Suppes, 1970). This logical requirement makes the 

cause a more central and defining feature of the event and the effect necessarily a more 

incidental feature. Thus, Mitch’s unemployment issue should be more central and defining of the 

stress experience because while getting a new job eliminates the employment need and its 

consequent financial needs, addressing his financial needs itself does not necessarily eliminate 

his employment need. In this paper, we operationalize high-level support as support efforts that 

address the cause of the problem (e.g., help Mitch find a job) and low-level support as support 

efforts that address the effect of the problem (e.g., lend Mitch some money). 

The Present Research: Social Support Across Social Distance 
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Building on the recent extension of construal level theory (Trope et al., 2020), we 

propose a bidirectional relation between levels of support and scope. Specifically, we posit that 

the need for support—to address the cause or the effect of the problem—modulates scope. That 

is, the need for low-level support contracts scope to enable dealing with psychologically 

proximal aspects of a stress experience that incorporates its specific and idiosyncratic details 

(i.e., effect of a problem). When people contract scope, they take into account a narrower set of 

possibilities that allow immersion into the immediate environment. Thus, during support seeking, 

this would result in a search of potential support providers who are psychologically proximal 

(e.g., socially or spatially proximal to me). Conversely, the need for high-level support expands 

scope to enable dealing with psychologically distal aspects of a stress experience that treats all of 

its instances as interchangeable (i.e., cause of a problem). When people expand scope, they take 

into account a broader and more diverse set of possibilities to find courses of actions that are 

robust to contextual variability. Thus, this expansion of scope in turn should result in a search for 

potential providers that includes those who are psychologically distal (e.g., socially or spatially 

distal from me). 

 The present research aims to illuminate social support processes by examining how levels 

of support are associated with scope (i.e., consideration of a broader vs. narrower set of potential 

support providers in one’s support network). Five experiments examine the relation between 

levels of support and scope—specifically as reflected in the question, “to whom do people turn to 

for what type of support?” We first examine whether people can distinguish levels of support 

based on the relationship between cause and effect (Experiment 1). Having empirically 

established the notion of support levels, the next two studies examine the bidirectional 

association between levels of support and scope. Specifically, Experiment 2 tests the prediction 
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that being prompted to seek low-level (vs. high-level) support would contract (vs. expand) one’s 

scope. Here, we hypothesized that the need to receive low-level (vs. high-level) support would 

lead people to consider a support-provider who is socially proximal (vs. distal). Experiment 3 

examines the prediction that contracting (vs. expanding) one’s scope would lead to a greater 

focus on receiving low-level relative to high-level support. Here, we predicted that thinking 

about interacting with a socially proximal (vs. distal) support provider would lead to a greater 

focus on seeking low-level relative to high-level support. Experiment 4 seeks to generalize the 

bidirectional association between levels of support and scope in a more ecologically valid 

context. Finally, Experiment 5 tests the implication of receiving low-level and high-level support 

from socially proximal and distal others. 

 Consistent with prior construal level research (e.g., Lee et al., 2017), our predictions 

about the relation between levels of support and scope are necessarily relative (vs. absolute). 

That is, our predictions are not about whether support seekers would prefer to receive high-level 

support from distal others exclusively or low-level support from proximal others exclusively. 

Instead, we propose that a focus on low-level relative to high-level support will be associated 

with greater contraction (expansion) of scope. Similarly, contracting (expanding) scope will be 

associated with greater relative focus on low-level to high-level support. Further, research on 

attachment theory and work on strong ties indicate that people prefer to receive support from 

proximal (vs. distal) others. Thus, aside from a potential main effect of social distance on support 

seeking, we refrain from making absolute predictions throughout our studies. 

 Importantly, we note that social distance is likely to be one of the many mechanisms that 

guides the support seeking process; this complex process may be influenced by several factors 

such as providers’ availability or expertise in addressing the needs, interdependence in the 
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relationship, prior support experience with the provider, level of trust, recipients’ traits, etc. In 

fact, these processes may be often conflated with social distance (e.g., people trust proximal vs. 

distal others more; people are around their proximal vs. distal others more often). Controlling for 

these factors in real-world social support contexts can be challenging. Consider, for example, the 

study design of Bolger and colleagues (2000) who examined the support processes of law school 

students who were preparing for the New York State Bar Examination. To properly test our 

hypotheses in this context, several criteria would need to be met. First, because the cause and 

effect of each stress experience is defined by the person, participants would have to identify the 

stressor (e.g., anxiety about the bar exam) and its effect (e.g., lack of concentration). Then, 

participants would need to identify multiple individuals who hold similar levels of expertise, 

availability, motivation, and other relevant qualities while differing only in social distance. 

Given the challenges and potential confounds, we chose to rely on experimental methodology 

using hypothetical scenarios; this method enabled us to control for variables outside the scope of 

this paper and enhance the rigor of our hypothesis testing. Nevertheless, we acknowledge the 

important role that these processes play in support seeking in the real world and discuss the 

strengths and weaknesses of our approach in the General Discussion section.  

Sample Size and Exclusionary Criteria 

Sample sizes for all experiments were determined prior to the data collection. Based on 

the effect sizes observed in comparable study designs from prior research (e.g., Lee et al., 2017; 

Rim et al., 2013), we determined a priori the minimum sample size that provides 80% power to 

detect a significant effect. When comparable prior studies did not exist, we obtained the effect 

size based on a pilot study and preregistered the sample size based on that effect size prior to 

data collection. In all experiments, we intentionally oversampled to account for participants who 
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may fail our attention check. Finally, we conducted a sensitivity power analysis for each 

experiment using G*Power to examine the smallest effect size our final N provided given 80% 

and 90% power for the primary statistical tests of our hypotheses; this was done to further 

contextualize our effect size with what one could reasonably expect to estimate given the sample 

size. Data collection for each experiment was completed in one session, and no additional data 

were added at any point. Moreover, no data were analyzed until all data were collected for a 

given experiment. 

 We applied the same exclusion criteria across all experiments for consistency (exceptions 

described below). First, in all experiments, we excluded participants who indicated they were not 

paying attention (i.e., reported being “very distracted” on our attention check measure). Second, 

Experiments 2 and 4 asked participants to nominate support providers by providing their initials. 

We excluded participants who failed to provide any initials. Third, Experiment 5 involved a 

name generator task in which participants provided initials of ten support providers and 

answered questions about them. We excluded participants who listed multiple support providers 

with the same initials because it would have been impossible for these participants to tell to 

which support provider the study questions were referring. Further, we excluded participants 

who failed to nominate ten support providers because our experimental manipulation involved 

comparisons between multiple nominees (Experiment 5). Notably, including the exclusions in 

analyses whenever possible did not substantively alter the results in all experiments. All study 

materials, data, and the preregistered data analysis plan for Experiments 2 and 3 are available at 

Open Science Framework 

(https://osf.io/u9nwq/?view_only=082e3ce64ccd477b86ea023fc8776d7a). We also include the 

full report of the dropped experiments in an online supplement (LINK). These experiments were 

https://osf.io/u9nwq/?view_only=082e3ce64ccd477b86ea023fc8776d7a
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not included in the main text because they used scenarios that confounded levels of support with 

emotional vs. instrumental support. 

Experiment 1: Establishing Levels of Social Support 

 The goal of this study was to empirically validate the notion of levels of social support. 

Because the presence of a stress effect depends on the presence of a stressor, addressing the 

stressor (i.e., high-level support) should be more central to the social support process than 

addressing the stress effect (i.e., low-level support). If people recognize this cause-effect 

relationship, they should be more likely to prioritize receiving high-level support to low-level 

support, regardless of the elements that make up the cause-effect relationship. To test the 

assumption that people view addressing high-level (vs. low-level) support to be more central 

when seeking support, we adopted a methodological approach from prior work (Fujita et al., 

2008; Lee et al., 2017; Liviatan et al., 2008; Rim et al., 2013). Specifically, Fujita and colleagues 

(2008) demonstrated that when choosing a class, students placed more weight on its primary 

features (e.g., course material) than its secondary features (e.g., lecture hall facilities). Similarly, 

we reasoned that removing the stressor (e.g., by getting a job) should loom larger in people’s 

minds than removing the stress effect (e.g., by getting some financial relief). Thus, we 

hypothesized that participants would endorse high-level support more than low-level support. 

Method 

 Research Ethics Statement.  The Institutional Review Boards at the Ohio State 

University (Protocol 2016B0464, “Antecedents and Consequences of Interpersonal 

Interactions”) and the University at Buffalo, State University of New York (STUDY00005863, 

“Social Support and Scope”) approved all research reported in this manuscript. 
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Participants.  Participants (N = 421, 198 females, Mage = 41.71, SDage = 13.29) were 

recruited from Mechanical Turk (MTurk) in exchange for $.50. A power analysis based on the 

effect size (f = .13) from a pilot study indicated that a sample size of 404 would provide 80% 

power to detect a significant effect; we intentionally oversampled (N = 420) in anticipation of 

some participants not meeting our inclusion criterion. 

Measures and Procedure.  Participants were presented with three hypothetical scenarios 

in which they were seeking social support to address their problem. To determine the content of 

the hypothetical scenarios, we conducted a pilot test (on a different sample) in which participants 

wrote about common stressors they encounter in their daily lives. Most participants listed 

difficulty in achieving health-related goals (e.g., struggle with losing weight) and regulating 

stress from job or other life domains. Based on this information, we created three scenarios. In 

each scenario, participants read that a stressor (cause) has caused a stress effect (effect). For 

example, one scenario read:  

Imagine that you have been suffering from low motivation to do anything. This low 

motivation is causing you to feel depressed. 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. In the low-level support 

condition, they indicated the extent to which they should seek low-level support to address the 

stress effect (i.e., “In this scenario, how much do you think you should seek someone who can 

help you feel less depressed?”) using a 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) scale. In the high-level 

support condition, they indicated the extent to which they should seek high-level support to 

address the stressor (i.e., “In this scenario, how much do you think you should seek someone who 

can help you become more motivated?”) using the same scale. Critically, the content of the 

stressor and its stress effect in each scenario was counter-balanced in two versions of the survey. 
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Thus, what was the stressor (i.e., lack of motivation) and the stress effect (i.e., depressed mood) 

in Survey Version A was reversed in Survey Version B (depressed mood causing lack of 

motivation). This allowed us to test what distinguishes high-level support from low-level support 

is the relationship between cause and effect rather than specific elements that make up high-level 

and low-level support. Overall, the study had a 2 (level of support sought: low-level vs. high-

level) X 2 (two counterbalanced survey versions: version A vs. version B) between-subjects 

design, with the dependent variable being the endorsement of support. 

Results and Discussion 

 Based on the exclusion criteria described earlier, Experiment 1 had a total of 420 

participants (Nlow-level = 211; Nversion A = 209). Sensitivity power analyses revealed that this N 

provides 80% power to detect an effect of d = .27 and 90% power to detect an effect of d = .32. 

We conducted a 2 (support sought: low-level vs. high-level) X 2 (survey version: A vs. B) 

between-subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) on the endorsement rating for the support 

sought across all three scenarios collapsed across the two counter-balanced survey versions (see 

Table 1 for descriptive and inferential statistics for each scenario). As predicted, participants 

indicated that they should seek high-level support more than low-level support across all 

scenarios, F(1, 416) = 30.10, p < .0001, d = .54, 95% CI = [.46, .98]. Survey version (i.e., 

reversing the causes and effects) did not influence the support endorsement rating, p > .61. 

Moreover, the support X survey version interaction was non-significant (p = .93), suggesting that 

the finding is likely to be driven by the cause-effect nature (i.e., level) of the problem and not by 

the specific elements of the support (e.g., help people feel less depressed vs. boost motivation). 

Table 1. Endorsement of high-level and low-level support per scenario in Experiment 1 

Scenario Low-level M (SD) High-level M (SD) p d 95% CI 

1a 4.79 (1.78) 5.64 (1.53) <.001 .51 [.41, 1.32] 

2a 4.77 (1.76) 5.62 (1.38) <.001 .54 [.40, 1.27] 
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3a 5.11 (1.80) 5.53 (1.37) .057 .26 [-.01, .86] 

1b 5.01 (1.73) 5.57 (1.43) .011 .35 [.13, .99] 

2b 4.86 (1.66) 5.67 (1.46) <.001 .52 [.39, 1.24] 

3b 4.97 (1.66) 5.78 (1.32) <.001 .54 [.40, 1.22] 

Note. Ns = 105 (Survey version A & Low-level), 104 (Survey version A & High-level), 106 

(Survey version B & Low-level), and 105 (Survey version B & High-level). 

 

These results suggest that receiving high-level (vs. low-level) support may be more 

central in support seeking process. Importantly, the finding that participants prioritized high-

level support to low-level support even when the elements that make up each level of support 

were counterbalanced (i.e., version A vs. version B) indicates that our effect is likely to be driven 

by the cause-effect relationship of the problem rather than the support or problem content. These 

results extend prior work on construal level (Rim et al., 2013) and corroborate the recent 

extension by Trope and colleagues (2020) by providing initial evidence that social support can be 

categorized based on the notion of levels. Having established the notion of levels of support, we 

next sought to examine its implications for the question: From whom would people seek low-

level vs. high-level support? 

Experiment 2: From Whom Would People Seek Low-level vs. High-level Support? 

 According to our theoretical framework, the needs for low-level and high-level support 

contract and expand scope. Building on the results from Experiment 1, we reasoned that the need 

for low-level support (i.e., addressing the effect) would prompt people to contract their scope—

leading them to consider a narrower set of support providers composed of socially proximal 

others; in contrast, the need for high-level support (i.e., addressing the cause) would expand their 

scope—leading them to consider a broader and more diverse set of support providers that include 

distal others. To test this idea, we asked participants to imagine that they were in need of support 

and instructed them to nominate someone from whom they would seek high-level support or 
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someone from whom they would seek low-level support. Subsequently, participants rated their 

social distance to their nominee. We expected that being prompted to seek low-level (vs. high-

level) support would contract (vs. expand) participants’ scope to consider more socially proximal 

(vs. distal) support providers. Given this difference in their consideration set, we hypothesized 

that participants would be more likely to consider seeking from a proximal (vs. distal) support 

provider for low-level (vs. high-level) support.  

Method 

 Participants.  MTurk workers in the United States responded to an online survey in 

exchange for $.50 (N = 255, 144 females, Mage = 40.62, SDage = 12.66). Sample size was 

determined by following the effect size from a pilot study (d = .38). An a priori power analysis 

using G*Power indicated that to achieve 80% power with this effect size, a total of 246 

participants was needed. In anticipation of some participants not meeting the inclusion criteria, 

we oversampled to recruit 256 participants.1 Sample size, procedure, and data analysis plan for 

this study were all preregistered (https://aspredicted.org/~Fx97dkwfAa). 

Measures and Procedure.  To test our prediction, we adapted a validated scenario from 

Experiment 1 (i.e., lack of motivation causing depression). We changed “depression” to “stress” 

to rule out the possibility that asking participants to address depression may skew them to think 

of qualified professionals (e.g., therapist) rather than someone in their support network. We 

chose the above scenario because manipulating levels of support within the emotional domain 

provides the most conservative test of our prediction: it helps distinguish the notion of levels of 

support from the distinction between emotional vs. instrumental support (Cohen et al., 2000; 

 
1 There are minor differences between our preregistered Ns and the final Ns collected in the studies (e.g., 256 vs. 

255 in Experiment 2). These minor discrepancies are due to MTurk procedural issues (e.g., multiple participants 

completing the survey for a limited number of slots available for compensation). Critically, data were not added or 

excluded after the completion of data collection. Participants were only excluded based on our preregistered criteria. 

https://aspredicted.org/~Fx97dkwfAa
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Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Using a between-participants design, we randomly assigned 

participants to either nominate one person whom they would ask for low-level support or one 

person whom they would ask for high-level support. Specifically, participants in the low-level 

support condition read: 

Now, imagine that you are looking to solve the effect of your problem (i.e., low 

motivation). You are looking for someone who can give you a solution to the above 

problem. This person focuses on helping you deal with the effect of your problem, rather 

than focusing on removing what is causing the problem. Typically, this is achieved by 

engaging in a conversation that focuses on identifying how the stressor is impacting you 

and removing this problem so that it no longer bothers you. 

Participants in the high-level support condition read: 

Now, imagine that you are looking to solve the cause of your problem (i.e., stress). You 

are looking for someone who can give you a solution to the above problem. This person 

focuses on helping you remove what is causing your problem, rather than focusing on 

helping you deal with the effect of your problem. Typically, this is achieved by engaging 

in a conversation that focuses on identifying and removing the cause of your problem so 

that it does not lead to more problems. 

After participants typed in the initials of their nominee, they indicated their social distance to the 

nominee by responding to the question, “How close are you to this person?” on a 7-point scale (1 

= not at all close, 7 = very close). 

Critically, we sought to show that scope is differentially associated with levels of support 

independent of the content that makes up each support level. Thus, half of all participants were 

randomly assigned to read a scenario in which lack of motivation was causing them to feel 
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stressed (Survey version A) while the other half read a scenario in which stress was causing lack 

of motivation (Survey version B). Thus, this study had a 2 (level of support sought: low-level vs. 

high-level) X 2 (two counterbalanced survey versions: version A vs. version B) between-

participants design, with the dependent variable being scope, which was measured through social 

distance to the support provider nominee. 

Results 

Exclusions.  Based on the exclusion criteria described earlier, the final N for this study 

was 253. Sensitivity power analyses using G*Power revealed that this N provides 80% power to 

detect an effect of d = .35 and 90% power to detect an effect of d = .41. 

Main Analyses.  Based on our preregistered analysis plan, we conducted an independent 

samples t-test on the social distance ratings to the support provider nominee. Consistent with our 

hypothesis, participants’ nominees for low-level support (M = 6.20, SD = 1.24) were rated as 

closer than nominees for high-level support (M = 5.82, SD = 1.60), p = .036, d = .27, 95% CI = 

[.02, .73]. To make sure that this finding is driven by levels of support and not by support 

content, we additionally conducted a 2 (support sought: low-level vs. high-level) X 2 (survey 

version: A vs. B) between-participants analysis of variance (ANOVA) on the social distance 

rating. These results confirmed a main effect of support levels (p = .035). Importantly, the 

support level X survey version interaction on the social distance rating was non-significant (p 

= .21), suggesting that our finding is likely driven by the cause-effect structure of the problem 

and not by the specific support content (e.g., help feel less stressed vs. boost motivation). Thus, 

these results show that the focus on receiving high-level (vs. low-level) support oriented people 

toward a distal (vs. proximal) support provider. 

Discussion 
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 The present research proposed that different levels of support are associated with 

differences in scope. Specifically, we proposed that when people need high-level (vs. low-level) 

support, they expand (vs. contract) their scope, leading them to consider a broader, more 

heterogeneous (vs. narrower, more homogeneous) set of support providers. Supporting this 

prediction, Experiment 2 demonstrated that when seeking high-level (vs. low-level) support, 

people were more likely to consider a distal (vs. proximal) support provider, regardless of the 

contents of the support. These findings provide initial evidence for the proposed bidirectional 

relation between levels of support and scope. 

 Experiment 3 sought to further test the bidirectional relation between levels of support 

and scope. The recent extension of construal level theory (Trope et al., 2020) proposed that the 

functional relation between levels and scope helps people associate high-level (vs. low-level) 

needs with expansive (vs. contractive) scope. Not only should the need for high-level (vs. low-

level) support expand (vs. contract) scope, but the expansive (vs. contractive) scope should also 

conversely lead to a greater relative focus on seeking high-level (vs. low-level) support. That is, 

when prompted to interact with a distal (vs. proximal) support provider, people should be more 

likely to seek high-level (vs. low-level) support. Experiment 3 tests this prediction.  

Experiment 3: What Level of Support Do People Seek Under a Contractive (vs. Expansive) 

Scope? 

 Experiment 3 examined how scope influences the levels of support people seek. The 

functional association between level and scope proposes that expanding regulatory scope (i.e., 

considering a broader set of support providers to include more distal others) should prompt 

seeking high-level support, whereas contracting regulatory scope (i.e., considering a narrower set 

of support providers to focus on proximal others) should prompt seeking low-level support. 
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Here, participants imagined receiving support from two support providers who differ in social 

distance (i.e., proximal vs. distal). Interacting with a proximal support provider should prompt 

people to contract regulatory scope, whereas interacting with a distal support provider should 

prompt them to expand regulatory scope (e.g., Trope et al., 2020; Wakslak & Joshi, 2020).  

Participants then indicated the extent to which they would want to receive high-level and low-

level support from each support provider. Based on our theoretical framework, we hypothesized 

that people who imagined interacting with a more distal (vs. proximal) support provider would 

prefer to receive high-level (vs. low-level support) given the association between scope and level 

of support. 

Method 

 Participants.  MTurk workers in the United States responded to an online survey in 

exchange for $1 (N = 1026, 597 females, Mage = 40.38, SDage = 12.91). Sample size was 

determined by following the effect size from a pilot study (ηp2 = .01/f = .10). An a priori power 

analysis using G*Power indicated that to achieve 80% power with this effect size, a total 992 

participants was needed. In anticipation of some participants not meeting the inclusion criteria, 

we oversampled to recruit 1032 participants. Sample size, procedure, and data analysis plan for 

this study were all preregistered (https://aspredicted.org/~ccrLAw6Jj4). 

Measures and Procedure.  To test our prediction, we adapted the scenarios from 

Experiment 2. To provide cover story for asking support from socially proximal and distal 

others, participants were instructed to imagine that they had just moved to a new city for a new 

job. As in Experiment 2, half of the participants read a scenario in which their lack of motivation 

was causing them to feel stressed (Survey version A), whereas the other half read a scenario in 

which stress was causing them to feel not motivated (Survey version B). To manipulate scope via 

https://aspredicted.org/~ccrLAw6Jj4
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social distance, participants imagined asking support from a hypothetical close friend (proximal 

condition) or a new, but supportive acquaintance (distal condition). We chose to have 

participants imagine receiving support from a hypothetical person rather than someone in their 

actual network because it allowed us to control for several factors that can influence their support 

decisions (e.g., prior experience with the support provider, availability, interdependence, trust, 

etc.). In the proximal condition, participants read the following prompt: 

Luckily, one of your closest friends—Jamie (same gender as you)—will be in town to visit 

you. You and Jamie have known each other for a long time; the two of you often go on 

trips together and share multiple hobbies. You feel comfortable confiding in Jamie. You 

know Jamie is always eager to help people. 

In the distal condition, participants read the following: 

Luckily, you have a new acquaintance—Jamie (same gender as you)—to ask for help. 

You got to know Jamie a little through a mutual friend. You’ve heard nice things about 

Jamie, but you have not spent much time with her/him and do not know her/him well. 

Nevertheless, you heard that Jamie is always eager to help people. 

All participants imagined and visualized consulting Jamie about their problems over dinner. 

Subsequently, we gave them a brief description of low-level support and high-level support. 

According to recent research, there are two approaches people typically take to deal with 

adversity: 

One approach is to focus on treating the symptom of the problem (i.e., low 

motivation in this scenario). This often involves understanding how the stressor is 

impacting you and focusing on removing this problem. Typically, this is achieved 
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by engaging in a conversation that can identify the symptom and address it so that 

it no longer bothers you. 

Another approach is to focus on treating the root cause of the problem (i.e., stress 

in this scenario). This often involves understanding what is causing your problem 

and focusing on removing this problem. Typically, this is achieved by engaging in 

a conversation that can identify the cause and remove it so that it does not lead to 

more problems. 

Participants indicated their willingness to ask Jamie for low-level support and high-level support 

(“Assuming Jamie is available, capable, and willing to help, how likely are you to consider 

asking Jamie to help you treat the symptom (cause) of your problem?”) using a 7-point scale (1 = 

not at all likely, 7 = very likely). Additionally, we asked participants to choose between the two 

levels of support (“If you had to choose only one problem to discuss with Jamie, which one 

would you focus on?”; 0 = symptom, 1 = cause). As a manipulation check, we asked participants 

to rate how close they are to Jamie on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all close, 7 = very close).  

Results 

Exclusions.  Based on the exclusion criteria described earlier, the final N for this study 

was 1022. Sensitivity power analyses using G*Power revealed that this N provides 80% power to 

detect an effect of f = .10 and 90% power to detect an effect of f = .12. 

Manipulation Checks.  Our social distance manipulation was successful. Participants 

reported that they are closer to Jamie in the proximal (vs. distal) condition, F(1, 1020) = 2608.44, 

p < .0001, d = 3.19. 

Main Analyses.  Based on our preregistered analysis plan, we conducted a 2 (level of 

support: low vs. high) X 2 (distance: proximal vs. distal) repeated-measures ANOVA with levels 
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of support as a within-participants (i.e., repeated) factor and distance as a between-participants 

factors on the endorsement for support rating. First, there was a main effect of support level (F(1, 

1020) = 31.00, p < .0001, ηp2 = .03, 95% CI = [.22, .46]), in that participants endorsed high-level 

support (M = 5.07, SD = 1.67) more than low-level support (M = 4.73, SD = 1.70). 

Unsurprisingly, there was a main effect of distance (F(1, 1020) = 40.38, p < .0001, ηp2 = .04, 

95% CI = [.37, .70]), in that participants preferred to receive support from Jamie as a close friend 

(M = 5.16, SD = 1.62) than Jamie as an acquaintance (M = 4.63, SD = 1.70). 

Critically, there was a predicted significant level of support X distance interaction 

indicating that the relative preference for high-level support to low-level support was greater 

when Jamie was an acquaintance (i.e., distal condition) than when Jamie was a close friend (i.e., 

proximal condition), F(1, 1020) = 8.39, p = .004, ηp2 = .008 (see Figure 1). Simple effect 

analyses revealed that participants preferred to receive low-level support from a close friend (M 

= 5.08, SE = .07) than from an acquaintance (M = 4.37, SE = .07), F(1, 1020) = 46.90, p < .0001, 

ηp2 = .04, 95% CI = [.51, .91]; however, this preference for the close friend (M = 5.25, SE = .07) 

to the acquaintance (M = 4.89, SE = .07) was reduced for high-level support, F(1, 1020) = 11.68, 

p = .001, ηp2 = .01, 95% CI = [.15, .56]. 

Further analyses examining the relative differences per each support provider across 

levels of support showed that participants preferred to receive high-level support (M = 4.89, SE 

= .07) to low-level support (M = 4.37, SE = .07) from an acquaintance, F(1, 1020) = 35.67, p 

< .0001, p
2= .03, 95% CI = [.35, .69]; however, the difference between high-level support (M = 

5.25, SE = .07) and low-level support (M = 5.08, SE = .07) was not significant for a close friend, 

F(1, 1020) = 3.58, p = .059, p
2= .004, 95% CI = [-.006, .33]). 
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To make sure that our findings are not driven by survey version, we additionally 

conducted a 2 (level of support: low vs. high) X 2 (distance: proximal vs. distal) X 2 (survey 

version: A vs. B) repeated-measures ANOVA with levels of support as a within-participants (i.e., 

repeated) factor, and distance and survey version as between-participants factors on the 

endorsement for support rating. These results revealed that survey version (p = .76) and its 

interaction with distance (p = .57) did not influence the support endorsement ratings. 

Importantly, survey version did not moderate the observed levels X distance interaction (p = 

.17), suggesting that our results are likely to be driven by levels (vs. contents) of support. 

As an exploratory analysis, we examined participants’ choice to receive between low-

level support or high-level support. A binary logistic regression with distance (coded as 0 = distal 

and 1= proximal) predicting levels of support (0 = low-level, 1 = high-level) revealed a 

significant effect, B = -.35, SE = .14, Wald’s χ2 = 5.85, p = .016, odds ratio (OR) = .71, 

indicating participants in the distal (vs. proximal) condition were more likely to choose high-

level support (77.4% vs. 70.8%) than low-level support (22.6% vs. 29.2%).

 

Figure 1. Endorsement of low-level and high-level support across social distance in Experiment 

3. Error bars represent one standard error above and below the mean. 
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Discussion 

 Consistent with our theoretical framework, Experiment 3 demonstrated that thinking 

about interacting with a proximal (vs. distal) support provider led to a greater relative focus on 

receiving low-level support to high-level support. In conjunction with results from Experiment 2, 

these findings indicate that the notion of level can extend beyond how people construe events to 

how people seek support from their support network and corroborate the hypothesized 

bidirectional association between levels of support and scope. 

 By having participants imagine receiving support from a hypothetical person for a 

hypothetical problem, Experiment 3 allowed for additional experimental control over additional 

processes (not central to our research) likely involved in support seeking (e.g., prior experiences 

or interdependence, problem severity or controllability, support provider availability). Although 

this provides a rigorous test of our hypotheses, it does introduce artificiality. To complement this 

approach, Experiment 4 sought to enhance the ecological validity by having participants ponder 

support seeking for an ongoing problem from their actual support network. 

Experiment 4: Support Seeking in the Real World 

 Experiment 4 sought to enhance the ecological validity of our findings. To this end, we 

examined support seeking for an actual goal participants have. Also, given the possibility that 

people may consider multiple individuals for support, we asked participants to nominate multiple 

support providers. Here, instead of reading a hypothetical scenario, participants indicated an 

ongoing problem they would like to address. We manipulated levels of support by having 

participants come up with one cause and one effect of their own problem. Then, participants 

were asked to nominate multiple individuals from whom they would like to receive low-level 
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(vs. high-level) support. Based on our theoretical framework, we hypothesized that participants’ 

nominees for low-level (vs. high-level) support would be more socially proximal (vs. distal) 

collectively. 

Method 

 Participants.  MTurk workers in the United States responded to an online survey in 

exchange for $.50 (N = 130, 76 females, Mage = 36.82, SDage = 11.17). Sample size was 

determined by following the effect size from a pilot study (d = .41). An a priori power analysis 

using G*Power indicated that to achieve 80% power with this effect size, a total of 117 

participants was needed. In anticipation of some participants not meeting the inclusion criteria, 

we oversampled to recruit 130 participants. 

Measures and Procedure.  In the beginning of the study, participants were instructed to 

describe one ongoing problem or challenge in their life (“issues related to your career, finance, 

health, social life, personal goals, etc.”). Their ongoing problem ranged from issues related to 

finance (e.g., “I need money for my basic needs and to help support my family...”), health (e.g., 

“…ongoing problem in my life has been my personal goal of eating healthy…”), career (e.g., “I 

recently lost my job and am currently looking for a new one…), and social (e.g., “Quite recently, 

I’ve had a serious disagreement with my stepmom…”). 

Depending on their randomly assigned condition, participants either completed the effect 

portion of the study first or the cause portion of the study first. We first provided them with an 

example of an effect (a cause) of a problem: 

Every problem tends to have its effect (cause). For example, imagine that you have been 

overwhelmed with work (feeling exhausted lately). One possible effect (cause) of this 
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problem is that you are constantly feeling exhausted (you’ve been overwhelmed with a lot 

of work). 

Participants were then instructed to describe one effect (cause) of the problem they described 

earlier. 

Subsequently, we asked participants to provide initials of four people in their life they 

could ask to help deal with the effect (cause) of their problem. Because some nominees may 

share the same initials, we asked participants to type in their first name and their last initial when 

applicable. Once the nomination of the support network was completed, we asked participants to 

indicate how close they are to each nominee on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all close, 7 = very 

close). We averaged these social distance ratings across the four nominees for low-level support 

(α = .76, M = 5.58, SD = 1.08) and the four nominees for high-level support (α = .69, M = 5.38, 

SD = 1.22). Participants also indicated to which relationship category each of their nominee 

belongs (i.e., romantic partner, immediate family, close friend, extended family, colleague, 

acquaintance, and other). The study employed a within-participants design, and the order in 

which participants completed the portion for the effect vs. the cause of their problem was 

randomized. 

Results 

Exclusions.  Based on the exclusion criteria described earlier, the final N for this study 

was 121. Sensitivity power analyses using G*Power revealed that this N provides 80% power to 

detect an effect of d = .26 and 90% power to detect an effect of d = .30. 

Main Analyses.  We conducted a paired samples t-test to test our hypothesis. Consistent 

with our hypothesis, social distance ratings were lower for low-level support network (M = 5.60, 

SD = 1.09) than high-level support network (M = 5.41, SD = 1.23), t(121) = 2.36, p = .02, d 
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= .16, 95% CI = [.03, .34]. Thus, even when prompted to think of multiple support providers 

(i.e., support network), the need for high-level (vs. low-level) support led participants to think of 

a support network that is more distal (vs. proximal).  

As an exploratory analysis, we also examined the nature of participants’ relationship with 

the chosen support provider nominees. Based on a predetermined categorization, we coded the 

categories of romantic partner, immediate family, and close friend as proximal other (coded as 0) 

and extended family, colleague, and acquaintance as distal other (coded as 1). For our 

exploratory dependent variable, we computed the total number of distal support provider 

nominees for high-level support (M = 1.02, SD = 1.15) and low-level support (M = .82, SD 

= .96). A Wilcoxon signed rank test revealed that a high-level (vs. low-level) support network 

included a higher number of distal (vs. proximal) support provider nominees, z = 2.61, p = .009, 

r = .17, 95% CI = [.001, 1.00]. 

Discussion 

 Experiment 4 sought to enhance the ecological validity of our findings by examining how 

levels of support are associated with multiple individuals in people’s actual network who can 

help with an ongoing problem. Consistent with our predictions, participants thought of support 

providers who were more distal (vs. proximal) when seeking high-level (vs. low-level) support. 

Here, we posit that the need for low-level support likely contracted participants’ scope and 

oriented them to think of support providers who are socially proximal; the need for high-level 

support also likely expanded scope and oriented participants to think of more socially distal 

support providers. Collectively, findings from Experiments 2-4 provide evidence for the 

proposed bidirectional relation between levels of support and scope. 
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Importantly, the association between levels of support and scope indicates a possibility 

that people may approach proximal and distal others with different expectations to receive 

specific levels of support. For example, the contractive scope when interacting with proximal 

others may lead people to expect more low-level (vs. high-level) support relatively; the 

expansive scope when interacting with distal others may lead to more high-level (vs. low-level) 

support relatively by comparison. Given that support that matches recipients’ needs or 

expectations is often perceived to be more responsive (Cavallo et al., 2016; Cutrona & Russell, 

1990; Zee et al., 2020), people may appreciate proximal (vs. distal) others more when they are 

provided with low-level (vs. high-level) support. Experiment 5 sought to test this possibility. 

Experiment 5: Implications of Receiving Low-level (vs. High-level) Support under 

Contractive (vs. Expansive) Scope 

In this study, we examined one implication (i.e., feelings of gratitude) of receiving low-

level and high-level support when people have contracted (vs. expanded) scope. Based on our 

findings that people more strongly associate low-level (vs. high-level) support relatively more 

with contractive (vs. expansive) scope, we hypothesized that participants would report feeling 

more gratitude when they expect to receive low-level relative to high-level support from their 

proximal (vs. distal) others. Thus, we predicted a distance X level of support interaction on 

gratitude about the expected support, based on prior research showing that support that addresses 

recipients’ needs is perceived to be more responsive (Cutrona & Russell, 1990; Zee et al., 2020). 

 To test the above prediction, Experiment 5 used the validated hypothetical scenario from 

Experiment 1 (i.e., lack of motivation causing depressed mood).2 Participants were randomly 

assigned to imagine that they had received either low-level or high-level support. Importantly, 

 
2 Because Experiment 5 was conducted prior to Experiments 2 and 3, it used a scenario with the wording “depressed 

mood” rather than “stress”. 
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half of these participants were also randomly assigned to imagine that this support came from a 

socially proximal other vs. a distal other. We predicted that compared with when receiving 

support from a distal other, participants would report feeling more gratitude when they imagine 

receiving low-level (vs. high-level) support from a proximal other. 

Method 

 Participants.  Three hundred and fifty-six participants (213 females, Mage = 36.40, SDage 

= 11.49) from MTurk were recruited to participate in an online survey in exchange for $.50. 

Prior to data collection, we used G*Power to conduct an a priori power analysis based on a pilot 

study (p
2 = .03/f = .18). This initial analysis indicated that a sample size of 344 provides 80% 

power to detect a significant effect; we intentionally oversampled and aimed to collect 360 

participants. This study employed a 2 (level of support: low vs. high) X 2 (distance: proximal vs. 

distal) between-participants design. 

Measures and Procedure.  To manipulate social distance, we used a name generator 

approach from prior research (see Kalkstein et al., 2016; also see Hislop, 2005; Kammarath et 

al., 2020; Wellman & Frank, 2001). Here, participants were instructed to nominate ten people in 

order of closeness to them (1 = closest, 10 = least close). Then, we manipulated social distance 

by having participants imagine receiving support from their second closest nominee (i.e., 

proximal condition) and their ninth closest nominee (i.e., distal condition). Subsequently, 

participants read one of the hypothetical scenarios used in Experiment 1 (i.e., low motivation 

causing depressed mood) and imagined receiving support. Participants in the low-level (high-

level) support condition read: 

You approach [initials of 2nd (vs. 9th) closest nominee] for some help. Although [initials 

of 2nd (vs. 9th) closest nominee] acknowledges your low motivation (feeling depressed), 
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[initials of 2nd (vs. 9th) closest nominee] mostly focuses on helping you feel better 

(become more motivated). 

For example, [initials of 2nd (vs. 9th) closest nominee] has sent you some popular articles 

on how to reduce stress (how to motivate yourself) and called you several times to cheer 

you up (invited you several times to join him/her on activities that might give you more 

energy). 

Participants were randomly assigned to imagine receiving support from their 2nd closest vs. 9th 

closest nominee. Next, participants were instructed to imagine how they would feel after this 

interaction and indicate their level of gratitude. Specifically, using a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 

7 = very), participants indicated the extent to which they would feel grateful, appreciative, and 

thankful that their nominee has given them low-level (high-level) support. Using the same scale, 

participants also indicated the extent to which they would feel disappointed, misunderstood, and 

frustrated that their nominee has not given them high-level (low-level) support (reverse-scored). 

These six gratitude-related items were highly reliable (α = .85), so we created a composite 

variable of gratitude (M = 5.16, SD = 1.21). To ensure that the nominees differed on social 

distance, we asked participants to rate how close they are to each nominee on a 7-point scale (1 = 

not at all, 7 = very close). 

Results 

Exclusions.  Based on the exclusion criteria described earlier, the final N for this study 

was 343. A sensitivity power analysis using G*Power revealed that this N provides 80% power 

to detect an effect of f = .15 (p
2 = .02) and 90% power to detect an effect of f = .18 (p

2 = .03). 
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Manipulation Check.  Participants reported that they are closer to their 2nd closest 

nominee than to their 9th closest nominee, t(342) = 28.55, p < .0001, 95% CI = [2.38, 2.73], 

indicating that our social distance manipulation was successful. 

Main Analysis.  We conducted a 2 (level of support: low vs. high) X 2 (distance: 

proximal vs. distal) between-subjects ANOVA on gratitude. The results revealed a non-

significant effect of level of support, F(1, 339) = 3.77, p = .053, p
2 = .01, 95% CI = [-.01, .51]. 

The effect of distance on gratitude was not significant, F(1, 339) = 1.64, p > .20. As predicted, 

there was a significant distance X level of support interaction, F(1, 339) = 6.12, p = .014, p
2 

= .02, indicating that the difference in expected gratitude when receiving low-level (vs. high-

level) support was greater when it was imagined to have come from the 2nd closest nominee than 

the 9th closest nominee. Simple effects analyses revealed that participants reported they would 

feel more gratitude for receiving low-level support when it was expected from a proximal other 

(M = 5.55, SD = 1.20) than a distal other (M = 5.06, SD = 1.21), F(1, 339) = 9.56, p = .002, 

p
2= .03, 95% CI = [.21, .94]; participants did not differ in their gratitude for receiving high-level 

support whether it was expected from a proximal other (M = 4.97, SD = 1.20) or a distal other (M 

= 5.13, SD = 1.20), F(1, 339) = .15, p > .70. Further analyses examining the relative differences 

per each level of support in the two distance conditions revealed that participants reported that 

they would feel more gratitude receiving low-level support from a proximal (vs. distal) other, 

F(1, 339) = 6.99, p = .009, p
2= .02, 95% CI = [.13, 85]; however, there was no significant 

difference in gratitude in the two distance conditions for receiving high-level support, p = .40 

(see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Gratitude when expecting to receive low-level (vs. high-level) support across social 

distance in Experiment 5. Error bars represent one standard error above and below the mean.

 

Discussion 

 Experiment 5 sought to test one implication of the scope – levels of support link by 

testing the hypothesis that support recipients appreciate proximal (vs. distal) support providers 

more when provided with low-level (vs. high-level) support. Results from Experiment 5 

corroborated this prediction. These results suggest, then, that the proposed scope – levels of 

support link may guide how people evaluate the support that they receive – perhaps shedding 

light on why support at times backfires (Bolger et al., 2000; Feng & Magen, 2016; Gleason et al., 

2008; see Rafaeli & Gleason, 2009). These results may also offer new insights into the dynamics 

that influence judgments of how responsive support providers are, with implications for 

relationship satisfaction (e.g., Cutrona, 1996; Lemay et al., 2007). We elaborate on these issues 

in the General Discussion section. 

General Discussion 
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 The present research sought to shed light on social support processes by examining how a 

novel distinction of social support is associated with support providers across social distance, as 

well as its implications. Extending prior research on construal level, Experiment 1 demonstrated 

that people can distinguish social support based on the notion of levels. Building on this novel 

distinction, Experiment 2 showed that being prompted to seek low-level (vs. high-level) oriented 

people toward support providers who are socially proximal (vs. distal) to them. Experiment 3 

demonstrated that thinking about interacting with a socially proximal (vs. distal) support 

provider led to a greater relative focus on seeking low-level relative to high-level support. 

Experiment 4 enhanced the ecological validity of our findings by showing the association 

between levels of support and scope involving actual goals and support providers. Testing the 

implication beyond support provider selection, Experiment 5 found that support recipients 

expected to feel different levels of gratitude depending on whether they imagined receiving low-

level (vs. high-level) support from a proximal (vs. distal) other. 

 In a recent extension of construal level theory, Trope and colleagues (2020) proposed that 

people have developed a number of mental and social tools that modulate scope. Our findings 

provide preliminary evidence that social support needs may expand or contract the scope of 

support providers that people consider. The need for low-level support contracts one’s scope to 

focus on a narrower set of support providers consisting of proximal others; the need for high-

level support expands one’s scope to consider a broader and more diverse set of support 

providers including more distal others. Conversely, contracting (vs. expanding) scope leads to a 

greater relative focus on receiving low-level (vs. high-level) support. These results contribute to 

an emerging work that examines the bidirectional relation between levels and scope in 

interpersonal contexts (Joshi et al., 2016, 2019; Yudkin et al., 2020; see Wakslak & Joshi, 2020 
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for a review). This is the first evidence that we are aware, though, that specifically suggests that 

social support processes may serve as important social tools for expanding and contracting 

people’s relational scope. 

 Our predictions and interpretations of the current findings are based on a theoretical 

framework that posits a functional relation between scope and levels of support (Trope et al., 

2020). When seeking low-level support, it makes sense to look to people who are proximal and 

within one’s immediate surroundings. Low-level support is highly contextualized and thus would 

be best exchanged between proximal others who may be similar, close, or familiar with the needs 

of one another. In contrast, when seeking high-level support, it is more functional to expand 

one’s scope. High-level support is decontextualized and focuses on the central aspects of a stress 

experience that remains unchanged across its various instantiations. When seeking high-level 

support, the particular reactions to the stress experiences of each individual are less relevant; 

thus, it makes sense to be more inclusive of distal others in the search for a support provider. 

However, this does not mean that high-level support should be exclusively linked with distal 

others. Rather, the function of high-level tools is to allow people to expand their consideration of 

possibilities beyond the here-and-now (Ledgerwood et al., 2015; Kalkstein et al., 2016; Trope et 

al., 2020). Thus, high-level support merely increases the chance of selecting a distal provider 

through broadening the diversity of the consideration set to include distal others.  

Similarly, when seeking support from proximal others, it is feasible to focus on low-level 

support, which allows one to navigate one’s immediate environment. However, the more 

psychologically distal a support provider (who does not have the intimate knowledge about the 

support seeker), the more different their immediate surroundings will be and thus the less likely 

that receiving low-level support from that person will be relevant enough to help address the 
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support seeker’s idiosyncratic needs. Thus, when seeking support from distal others, it would 

make more sense to receive high-level support from them because they can provide support that 

is more applicable across a broader array of stress experiences any individuals can have. By 

extracting the central and defining features of the stress experience (e.g., cause of the problem), 

high-level support may facilitate exchange of support between distal others. 

Limitations 

 There are some limitations of the present research that need to be considered. First, the 

present research relied on the broad construct of social distance (i.e., the removal of another from 

the self) to represent relationships with those who are socially proximal versus distal. Although 

our focus on social distance was necessary to test the relation between scope and levels of 

support, we acknowledge that reducing the distinction between close and distant relationships to 

the broader construct of social distance may leave out many aspects of the complex 

interdependence characterizing close relationships (e.g., Agnew et al., 1998; Finkel & Campbell, 

2001; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996). Because support seeking in close 

relationships are likely to be influenced by several additional processes (e.g., commitment level, 

partner characteristics, joint outcomes), future research should examine how different levels of 

support are exchanged between romantic partners and how it influences their relationship 

outcomes in a dyadic setting (Holmes, 2002; Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003). 

Second, the present research assessed and manipulated scope indirectly through social 

distance. We made this decision for two reasons. First, we know of no validated direct 

assessments of scope. In most empirical research, scope is generally manipulated or measured 

via psychological distance (e.g., Trope at al., 2020). The close correspondence between distance 

and scope makes these methodological decisions reasonable. Second, our primary interest was 
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the implications of the association between scope and level for social relationships—focusing on 

social distance as our operationalization of scope allowed us to tie more closely this theoretical 

work on scope to this particular domain of research. As research on regulatory scope develops, it 

will be necessary to manipulate and assess regulatory scope more directly. 

Implications and Future Directions 

Implications for Social Support Research 

 One major contribution of the present research is in its introduction of a novel distinction 

of social support by levels. To this end, we showed that what distinguishes high-level and low-

level support is the structural relation between cause and effect (i.e., level) and not the specific 

content that makes up the support (e.g., emotionality vs. instrumentality). Indeed, people 

prioritized high-level support to low-level support across situations in which the contents that 

make up high-level support (i.e., reduce stress) and low-level support (i.e., boost motivation) 

were reversed (Experiment 1). Similarly, being prompted to seek low-level (vs. high-level) 

support contracted (vs. expanded) scope regardless of its content (Experiment 2). Contracting 

(vs. expanding) scope via social distance also led to relatively more focus on receiving low-level 

(vs. high-level) support independent of the support content (Experiment 3). Thus, the notion of 

support levels is novel and distinct from other categorizations of support (e.g., emotional vs. 

instrumental support; emotion-focused vs. problem-focused coping).  

More importantly, although this is by no means the first attempt to categorize a variety of 

support behaviors into meaningful distinctions (e.g., emotional vs. instrumental support, visible 

vs. invisible support), we believe that the association between levels of support and 

psychological distance provides an integrative framework that allows researchers to 

systematically predict and test novel hypotheses in social support research. First, decades of 
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research on construal level theory have shown that all four dimensions of psychological distance 

(i.e., social, temporal, spatial, hypothetical) are interrelated (Maglio et al., 2013; Trope & 

Liberman, 2010). If so, one may expect other psychological distance dimensions to be similarly 

associated with levels of support. For instance, people may focus on receiving low-level (vs. 

high-level) support when they expect to receive support sooner (vs. later). Seeking support from 

a provider who is spatially distal (vs. proximal) may lead recipients to focus on receiving high-

level relative to low-level support (e.g., long distance relationships). Interestingly, our theoretical 

framework also allows for testing the possibility that the same support provider can be associated 

with different levels of support depending on the support seeker’s psychological distance to them 

(e.g., seeking support from a friend now vs. later; seeking support from a spouse when physically 

together vs. apart). Future research can fruitfully examine these questions. 

Second, while the present research focused on the distinction of cause and effect as one 

instance of the notion of levels of support, additional distinctions can be applied to the notion of 

support levels. Just as levels of construal capture a variety of ways people mentally represent 

events (Trope & Liberman, 2010), we propose that levels of support should also encompass a 

wide range of instances addressing people’s needs. For example, high-level (vs. low-level) 

support may entail providing negative (vs. positive) feedback (Belding et al., 2015), giving 

idealistic (vs. practical) advice (Baskin et al., 2014; Danziger et al., 2012; Liberman & Trope, 

1998), or tending to primary (vs. secondary) concerns (Fujita et al., 2008; Liviatan et al., 2008). 

If this is the case, additional predictions can be made. For example, people may appreciate it 

more when proximal (vs. distal) others give positive feedback (vs. negative, constructive 

feedback). Expansive scope may facilitate seeking idealistic (vs. practical) advice from others. 

Implications for Support Exchange across Different Social Contexts 
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Close Relationships 

 Our finding that support seekers’ scope influences what levels of support they expect 

from specific others presents an intriguing dilemma for support providers, especially in close 

relationships. Consider, for example, Gisele wants to provide support to her spouse, Tom, who 

suffers from low confidence due to being overweight. On the one hand, Gisele (who is more 

psychologically removed from Tom’s issue compared to Tom) may realize that Tom’s weight 

issue is the root cause for his low self-confidence and may want to provide diet tips or motivate 

Tom to exercise. However, the psychological proximity between Gisele and Tom may lead Tom 

to expect low-level support more from Gisele (e.g., help with enhancing his self-confidence). If 

Gisele only focuses on providing high-level support, it is likely that her support efforts would be 

underappreciated or perceived as unresponsive by Tom—an implication suggested by 

Experiment 5. This miscalibrated expectation may partly explain why enacted support in close 

relationships sometimes backfires (Bolger et al., 2000; Feng & Magen, 2016; Gleason et al., 

2008; see Rafaeli & Gleason, 2009). Importantly, our findings suggest that this miscalibration 

may be partly due to providers’ failure to modulate scope to match the recipients’ needs rather 

than the lack of prosocial intention to help (Brock & Lawrence, 2009, 2014; Lorenzo et al., 2018; 

Marigold et al., 2019). Thus, support providers may need to consider their partner’s perspective 

and adjust support provision accordingly. 

 Marriage and close relationships experts have recently brought to attention that people 

may not be satisfied in their marriage because they expect their spouse to unrealistically fulfill 

too many different roles (Finkel et al., 2014; Finkel, 2017; see Perel, 2017). Corroborating this 

over-reliance on close others for multiple needs, studies show that support seekers typically only 

approach one to two support providers for a particular problem (Armstrong & Kammrath, 2015). 
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Central to this trend is the idea that proximal (vs. distal) others are likely to be multi-final (i.e., 

being able to address multiple problems) because they have more intimate knowledge and 

expertise about each other (Eastwick et al., 2019; see Finkel, 2017; Finkel et al., 2014). 

Extending this idea, our findings show that not only are proximal others more likely to be sought 

out for support in general, but also that they may be particularly sought after for low-level 

support (Experiment 3). Importantly, the results from Experiment 5 suggests that people may 

hold their proximal others especially accountable when they fail to give low-level (vs. high-

level) support. Thus, part of the dissatisfaction with one’s spouse may have to do with the types 

of support that is missed. In this vein, future research may test how different levels of support are 

associated with relationship satisfaction. 

 Our work also suggests that one solution to this problem of unrealistically expecting 

spouses to fulfill multiple roles may be addressed by interventions that encourage individuals to 

expand regulatory scope, helping them identify how distal others may be able to address their 

support needs. Our work suggests, for example, that it may be beneficial to guide partners 

through exercises that expand regulatory scope prior to generating potential support providers – 

particularly when the needs for which support is being sought concern high-level rather than 

low-level. These exercises might include activities that leverage the correspondence between 

scope and psychological distance: such as imagining the distant past or future, thinking about 

physically remote locations, and/or elaborating on unlikely or hypothetical events. In this way, 

this work may not only have implications for theory, but also practical applications. 

Ingroup vs. Outgroup 

 Because similarity is also a determinant of social distance (Liviatan et al., 2008; Trope & 

Liberman, 2010), the current theoretical framework has implications for support seeking in 
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intergroup contexts as well. In general, ingroups are perceived as similar and more socially 

proximal than outgroups (e.g., Brewer & Weber, 1994; Turner et al., 1987). Thus, it is possible 

that people may associate high-level (vs. low-level) support more with outgroups (vs. ingroups). 

Although people are much more likely to seek support from ingroup (vs. outgroup) members for 

a variety of reasons (e.g., trust, frequency of interaction), outgroup members may be called to 

mind disproportionately more when one’s scope is expanded (vs. contracted). Similarly, when 

seeking support from outgroup (vs. ingroup) members, people may focus on receiving high-level 

(vs. low-level) support (e.g., addressing the cause, seeking constructive feedback vs. 

compliments). Thus, beyond dyadic relationships, the present research may also have important 

implications for intergroup dynamics as well. 

Implications for Social Relationships and Well-Being: Flexible Modulation of Scope  

 From our theoretical perspective, a support network composed of proximal and distal 

social relationships may be beneficial by allowing people to flexibly modulate their scope to 

address varying needs. Specifically, people may benefit from expanding their scope to reach out 

to a broader set of people when they need high-level support (e.g., access to novel and 

decontextualized information). However, contracting scope to focus one’s search for support 

providers to a narrower set of people may be more beneficial when low-level support is needed 

(e.g., access to more personalized, contextualized information). Thus, it is possible that people 

enjoy more satisfying relationships and support outcomes if they can utilize their network 

“properly” by modulating scope adaptively. This view is consistent with findings that people 

who diversify their emotion regulation needs (e.g., having distinct relationships for dealing with 

sadness vs. anxiety) experience higher well-being (Cheung et al., 2015). Similarly, research on 

social integration has shown that people who have diverse types of supportive relationships 
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enjoy better mental and physical health (e.g., Cohen & Janicki-Deverts, 2009; Thoits, 2011). In 

this vein, future research may identify the processes that influence people’s ability to effectively 

utilize their support network—for example, the knowledge about whether expansive or 

contractive scope would be beneficial for a given goal (see Nguyen et al., 2019 for research on 

“metamotivational” knowledge; also see Scholer & Miele, 2016) or personal characteristics such 

as attachment styles (Armstrong & Kammrath, 2015) and self-esteem (Marigold et al., 2019). 

Given the potential benefits of flexible modulation of scope, what leads people to expand 

or contract scope in the real world? As theorized, scope is modulated by one’s needs to address 

concerns that span across psychological distance (i.e., from “here-and-now” to “there-and-then”). 

For instance, consider planning a trip in a near (vs. distant) future. In the former case, one needs 

to contract scope to consider possibilities relevant in the here-and-now (e.g., At which hotel in 

Miami should I stay?). Accordingly, one may reach out to a narrower set of proximal others for 

travel tips or recommendations (e.g., those who have recently been to Miami). In the latter case, 

one can expand scope to consider a broader range of possibilities (e.g., To which city should I 

travel?). Accordingly, one may reach out to a broader set of others (including distal ones) for 

travel tips or recommendations (e.g., those who have recently vacationed).  

Conclusion 

 The present research introduces a novel distinction of social support based on the notion 

of level. In social support contexts, high-level support that addresses the cause of the problem is 

more central to the problem than low-level support that addresses the effect of the problem. 

Whereas the motivation to seek low-level support contracts one’s scope to consider support 

providers who are proximal, the motivation to seek high-level support expands one’s scope to 

consider support providers who are distal. Similarly, whereas contracting one’s scope facilitates 
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seeking of low-level support, expanding one’s scope facilitates seeking of high-level support. 

The implications of the bidirectional relation between levels of support and scope present an 

intriguing opportunity for future research. 

  



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 47 

References 

 

Agnew, C. R., Van Lange, P. A., Rusbult, C. E., & Langston, C. A. (1998). Cognitive 

interdependence: Commitment and the mental representation of close relationships. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 939-954. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.74.4.939 

Ainsworth, M. D. S. (1991). Attachments and other affectional bonds across the life cycle. In C. 

M. Parkes, J. Stevenson-Hinde, & P. Marris (Eds.), Attachment across the life cycle (pp. 33-

51). New York, NY: Tavistock/Routeldge. 

Armstrong III, B. F., & Kammrath, L. K. (2015). Depth and breadth tactics in support seeking. 

Social Psychological and Personality Science, 6, 39-46. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1948550614546049 

Baskin, E., Wakslak, C. J., Trope, Y., & Novemsky, N. (2014). Why feasibility matters more to 

gift receivers than to givers: A construal-level approach to gift giving. Journal of Consumer 

Research, 41, 169-182. https://doi.org/10.1086/675737 

Belding, J. N., Naufel, K. Z., & Fujita, K. (2015). Using high-level construal and perceptions of 

changeability to promote self-change over self-protection motives in response to negative 

feedback. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 41, 822-838. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167215580776 

Berkman, L. F., Glass, T., Brissette, I., & Seeman, T. E. (2000). From social integration to 

health: Durkheim in the new millennium. Social Science & Medicine, 51, 843-857. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(00)00065-4 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 48 

Bolger, N., & Amarel, D. (2007). Effects of social support visibility on adjustment to stress: 

experimental evidence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92, 458-475. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.92.3.458 

Bolger, N., Zuckerman, A., & Kessler, R. C. (2000). Invisible support and adjustment to stress. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79, 953–961. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.79.6.953 

Bowlby, J. (1982). Attachment and loss: Attachment (2nd ed., Vol. 1). New York, NY: Basic 

Books. 

Brewer, M. B., & Weber, J. G. (1994). Self-evaluation effects of interpersonal versus intergroup 

social comparison. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 268-275. 

Brock, R. L., & Lawrence, E. (2009). Too much of a good thing: Underprovision versus 

overprovision of partner support. Journal of Family Psychology, 23, 181-192. 

Brock, R. L., & Lawrence, E. (2014). Intrapersonal, interpersonal, and contextual risk factors for 

overprovision of partner support in marriage. Journal of Family Psychology, 28, 54-64. 

Cavallo, J. V., Zee, K. S., & Higgins, E. T. (2016). Giving the help that is needed: How 

regulatory mode impacts social support. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 42, 

1111-1128. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167216651852 

Cheung, E. O., Gardner, W. L., & Anderson, J. F. (2015). Emotionships: Examining people’s 

emotion-regulation relationships and their consequences for well-being. Social 

Psychological and Personality Science, 6, 407-414. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1948550614564223 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 49 

Cohen, S., & Janicki-Deverts, D. (2009). Can we improve our physical health by altering our 

social networks? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 4, 375-378. 

https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1745-6924.2009.01141.x 

Cohen, S., & McKay, G. (1984). Social support, stress, and the buffering hypothesis: A 

theoretical analysis. In A. Baum, S. E. Taylor, & J. E. Singer (Eds.), Handbook of 

psychology and health (Vol. 4, pp. 253-267). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Cohen, S., Underwood, L. G., & Gottlieb, B. H. (Eds.). (2000). Social support measurement and 

intervention: A guide for health and social scientists. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Cohen, S., & Wills, T. A. (1985). Stress, social support, and the buffering hypothesis. 

Psychological Bulletin, 98, 310-357. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-

2909.98.2.310 

Collins, N. L., & Feeney, B. C. (2000). A safe haven: An attachment theory perspective on 

support seeking and caregiving in intimate relationships. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 78, 1053-1073. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.78.6.1053 

Cutrona, C. E. (1990). Stress and social support—In search of optimal matching. Journal of 

Social and Clinical Psychology, 9, 3-14. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1521/jscp.1990.9.1.3 

Cutrona, C. E. (1996). Social support in couples: Marriage as a resource in times of stress. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Cutrona, C. E., & Russell, D. W. (1990). Type of social support and specific stress: Toward a 

theory of optimal matching. In B. R. Sarason, I. G. Sarason, & G. R. Pierce (Eds.), Social 

support: An interactional view (pp. 319-366). Oxford, UK: John Wiley. 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 50 

Cutrona, C. E., & Russell, D. W. (2017). Autonomy promotion, responsiveness, and emotion 

regulation promote effective social support in times of stress. Current Opinion in 

Psychology, 13, 126-130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.07.002 

Cutrona, C. E., Shaffer, P. A., Wesner, K. A., & Gardner, K. A. (2007). Optimally matching 

support and perceived spousal sensitivity. Journal of Family Psychology, 21, 754-758. 

Danziger, S., Montal, R., & Barkan, R. (2012). Idealistic advice and pragmatic choice: A 

psychological distance account. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 102, 1105-

1117. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0027013 

Deci, E. L., La Guardia, J. G., Moller, A. C., Scheiner, M. J., & Ryan, R. M. (2006). On the 

benefits of giving as well as receiving autonomy support: Mutuality in close friendships. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32, 313-327. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167205282148 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1987). The support of autonomy and the control of behavior. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 1024-1037. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.53.6.1024 

Eastwick, P. W., Finkel, E. J., & Simpson, J. A. (2019). The Relationship Trajectories 

Framework: Elaboration and Expansion. Psychological Inquiry, 30, 48-57. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2019.1585740 

Feeney, B. C., & Collins, N. (2015). A new look at social support: A theoretical perspective on 

thriving through relationships. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 19, 113-147. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1088868314544222 

Feng, B., & Magen, E. (2016). Relationship closeness predicts unsolicited advice giving in 

supportive interactions. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 33, 751-767. 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 51 

Finkel, E. J. (2017). The all-or-nothing marriage: How the best marriages work. New York, NY: 

Dutton. 

Finkel, E. J., & Campbell, W. K. (2001). Self-control and accommodation in close relationships: 

an interdependence analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 263-277. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.263 

Finkel, E. J., Hui, C. M., Carswell, K. L., & Larson, G. M. (2014). The suffocation of marriage: 

Climbing Mount Maslow without enough oxygen. Psychological Inquiry, 25, 1-41. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2014.863723 

Fitzsimons, G. M., & Shah, J. Y. (2008). How goal instrumentality shapes relationship 

evaluations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 319-337. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.95.2.319 

Folkman, S., & Moskowitz, J. T. (2004). Coping: Pitfalls and promise. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 55, 745-774. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.141456 

Fujita, K., Eyal, T., Chaiken, S., Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2008). Influencing attitudes toward 

near and distant objects. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 562-572. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2007.10.005 

Gleason, M. E., Iida, M., Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2008). Receiving support as a mixed 

blessing: evidence for dual effects of support on psychological outcomes. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 824-838. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-

3514.94.5.824 

Granovetter, M. S. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 78, 1360-

1380. https://doi.org/10.1086/225469 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 52 

Hislop, D. (2005). The effect of network size on intra-network knowledge processes. Knowledge 

Management Research & Practice, 3, 244-252. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.kmrp.8500073 

Holmes, J. G. (2002). Interpersonal expectations as the building blocks of social cognition: An 

interdependence theory perspective. Personal Relationships, 9, 1-26. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6811.00001 

Howland, M., & Simpson, J. A. (2010). Getting in under the radar: A dyadic view of invisible 

support. Psychological Science, 21, 1878-1885. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0956797610388817 

Joshi, P. D., Wakslak, C. J., Appel, G., & Huang, L. (2019). Gender differences in 

communicative abstraction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 118, 417-435. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/pspa0000177 

Joshi, P. D., Wakslak, C. J., Raj, M., & Trope, Y. (2016). Communicating with distant others: 

The functional use of abstraction. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 7, 37-44. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1948550615590449 

Kalkstein, D. A., Kleiman, T., Wakslak, C. J., Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2016). Social learning 

across psychological distance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 110, 1-19. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/pspa0000042 

Kammrath, L. K., Armstrong III, B. F., Lane, S. P., Francis, M. K., Clifton, M., McNab, K. M., 

& Baumgarten, O. M. (2020). What predicts who we approach for social support? Tests of 

the attachment figure and strong ties hypotheses. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 118, 481-500. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/pspi0000189 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 53 

Kelley, H. H., & Thibaut, J. W. (1978). Interpersonal relations: A theory of interdependence. 

New York: Wiley. 

Krackhardt, D. (1992). The strength of strong ties: The importance of philos in organizations. In 

N. Nohria & R. G. Eccles (Eds.), Networks and organizations: Structure, form, and action 

(pp. 216-239). Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 

Lakey, B., & Orehek, E. (2011). Relational regulation theory: a new approach to explain the link 

between perceived social support and mental health. Psychological Review, 118, 482-495. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0023477 

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping. New York: Springer. 

Ledgerwood, A., Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2015). Construal level theory and regulatory scope. 

In R. Scott & S. Kosslyn (Eds.), Emerging Trends in the Social and Behavioral Science. 

Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 

Lee, D. (2022, April 23). Social Support and Regulatory Scope. Retrieved from osf.io/u9nwq 

Lee, H., Fujita, K., Deng, X., & Unnava, H. R. (2017). The role of temporal distance on the color 

of future-directed imagery: A construal-level perspective. Journal of Consumer Research, 

43, 707-725. https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucw051 

Lee, D. S., Orvell, A., Briskin, J., Shrapnell, T., Gelman, S. A., Ayduk, O., ... & Kross, E. 

(2020). When chatting about negative experiences helps—and when it hurts: Distinguishing 

adaptive versus maladaptive social support in computer-mediated communication. Emotion, 

20, 368-375. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/emo0000555 

Lee, D. S., Stahl, J. L., & Bayer, J. B. (2020). Social resources as cognitive structures: Thinking 

about a dense support network increases perceived support. Social Psychology Quarterly, 

83, 405-422. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0190272520939506 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 54 

Lemay, E. P., Jr., Clark, M. S., & Feeney, B. C. (2007). Projection of responsiveness to needs 

and the constructions of satisfying communal relationships. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 92, 834-853. 

Levin, D. Z., & Cross, R. (2004). The strength of weak ties you can trust: The mediating role of 

trust in effective knowledge transfer. Management Science, 50, 1477-1490. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1030.0136 

Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (1998). The role of feasibility and desirability considerations in near 

and distant future decisions: A test of temporal construal theory. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 75, 5-18. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.5 

Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2008). The psychology of transcending the here and now. Science, 

322, 1201-1205. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1126/science.1161958 

Liviatan, I., Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2008). Interpersonal similarity as a social distance 

dimension: Implications for perception of others’ actions. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 44, 1256-1269. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.04.007 

Lorenzo, J. M., Barry, R. A., & Khalifian, C. E. (2018). More or less: Newlyweds’ preferred and 

received social support, affect, and relationship satisfaction. Journal of Family Psychology, 

32, 860-872. 

Maglio, S. J., Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2013). Distance from a distance: Psychological 

distance reduces sensitivity to any further psychological distance. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology: General, 142, 644-657. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0030258 

Marigold, D. C., Cavallo, J. V., & Hirniak, A. (2019). Subjective perception or objective reality? 

How recipients’ self-esteem influences perceived and actual provider responsiveness in 

support contexts. Self and Identity, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2019.1652681 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 55 

Marroquín, B. (2011). Interpersonal emotion regulation as a mechanism of social support in 

depression. Clinical Psychology Review, 31, 1276-1290. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2011.09.005 

McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Brashears, M. E. (2006). Social isolation in America: 

Changes in core discussion networks over two decades. American Sociological Review, 71, 

353-375. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F000312240607100301 

Nguyen, T., Carnevale, J. J., Scholer, A. A., Miele, D. B., & Fujita, K. (2019). Metamotivational 

knowledge of the role of high-level and low-level construal in goal-relevant task 

performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 117, 876-899. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/pspa0000166 

Perel, E. (2017). The state of affairs: Rethinking infidelity. London, UK: Hachette. 

Perry, B. L., & Pescosolido, B. A. (2010). Functional specificity in discussion networks: The 

influence of general and problem-specific networks on health outcomes. Social Networks, 

32, 345-357. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2010.06.005 

Rafaeli, E., & Gleason, M. E. (2009). Skilled support within intimate relationships. Journal of 

Family Theory & Review, 1, 20-37. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-2589.2009.00003.x 

Rim, S., Hansen, J., & Trope, Y. (2013). What happens why? Psychological distance and 

focusing on causes versus consequences of events. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 104, 457-472. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0031024 

Rini, C., Schetter, C. D., Hobel, C. J., Glynn, L. M., & Sandman, C. A. (2006). Effective social 

support: Antecedents and consequences of partner support during pregnancy. Personal 

Relationships, 13, 207-229. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2006.00114.x 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 56 

Rusbult, C., & Van Lange, P. (1996). Interdependence processes. In E. T. Higgins & A. W. 

Kruglanski (Eds.), Social psychology (pp. 564-596). New York: Guilford. 

Rusbult, C. E., & Van Lange, P. A. (2003). Interdependence, interaction, and relationships. 

Annual Review of Psychology, 54, 351-375. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.54.101601.145059 

Shea, C. T., & Fitzsimons, G. M. (2016). Personal goal pursuit as an antecedent to social 

network structure. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 137, 45-57. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2016.07.002 

Scholer, A. A., & Miele, D. B. (2016). The role of metamotivation in creating task-motivation 

fit. Motivation Science, 2, 171-197. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/mot0000043 

Small, M. L. (2013). Weak ties and the core discussion network: Why people regularly discuss 

important matters with unimportant alters. Social Networks, 35, 470-483. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2013.05.004 

Small, M. L. (2017). Someone to talk to. Oxford University Press. 

Small, M. L., Pamphile, V. D., & McMahan, P. (2015). How stable is the core discussion 

network? Social Networks, 40, 90-102. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2014.09.001 

Small, M. L., & Sukhu, C. (2016). Because they were there: Access, deliberation, and the 

mobilization of networks for support. Social Networks, 47, 73-84. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2016.05.002 

Smith, P. K., & Trope, Y. (2006). You focus on the forest when you're in charge of the trees: 

power priming and abstract information processing. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 90, 578-596. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.90.4.578 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 57 

Suppes, P. (1970). A probabilistic theory of causality. Amsterdam, the Netherlands: North 

Holland. 

Thoits, P. A. (2011). Mechanisms linking social ties and support to physical and mental health. 

Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 52, 145-161. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0022146510395592 

Trope, Y., Ledgerwood, A., Liberman, N., & Fujita, K. (2020). Regulatory scope and its mental 

and social supports. Perspectives on Psychological Science, Advanced online publication. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1745691620950691 

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2003). Temporal construal. Psychological Review, 110, 403-421. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.3.403 

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2010). Construal-level theory of psychological distance. 

Psychological Review, 117, 440-463. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0018963 

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). 

Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory. Oxford, England: Blackwell. 

Uchino, B. N. (2004). Social support and physical health: Understanding the health 

consequences of relationships. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

Wakslak, C., & Joshi, P. (2020). Expansive and contractive communication scope: A construal 

level perspective on the relationship between interpersonal distance and communicative 

abstraction. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 14, 271-284. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12528 

Weinstein, N., Legate, N., Kumashiro, M., & Ryan, R. M. (2016). Autonomy support and 

diastolic blood pressure: Long term effects and conflict navigation in romantic relationships. 

Motivation and Emotion, 40, 212-225. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-015-9526-6 



SOCIAL SUPPORT AND SCOPE 58 

Wellman, B. (1979). The community question: The intimate networks of East Yorkers. American 

Journal of Sociology, 84, 1201-1231. https://doi.org/10.1086/226906 

Wellman, B., & Frank, K. (2001). Network capital in a multi-level world: Getting support from 

personal communities. Social Capital: Theory and Research, 233-273. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9781315129457-10 

Wellman, B., & Wortley, S. (1990). Different strokes from different folks: Community ties and 

social support. American Journal of Sociology, 96, 558-588. https://doi.org/10.1086/229572 

Yudkin, D. A., Liberman, N., Wakslak, C., & Trope, Y. (2020). Better off and far away: 

Reactions to others’ outcomes depends on their distance. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 156, 13-23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2019.10.004 

Zaki, J., & Williams, W. C. (2013). Interpersonal emotion regulation. Emotion, 13, 803-810. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0033839  

Zee, K. S., Bolger, N., & Higgins, E. T. (2020). Regulatory effectiveness of social support. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. Advanced online publication. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000235 


	References

