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. sbcial ;support has~heen studied in tte context of its
relationship to and effect on regative experiences. ®hile this buffer
«aspegt ¢f social support is important, support'.may alsc play a
satisfaction- -enhancihg role. Both the negative ‘event-buffering and
poeitive event-boosting effect of saecial support on students!
+satisfaction with their collegeLexperience were investidated, A
questionnaire on- life stress and 'sog¢ial support was completed by 3t2
comnunity. college students. Subjects reported which cf- 100 events had.
occurred recently: whether the event was a positive, negative, or
neutral experience and wvho they had talked to or .received assistance
from about the event, i.e., fapily, friends, ,teachers. [ata from
‘Anglos, Mexican-Americans, and mature woamen student= Were analyzed.
‘ Results provided evidence for boosting.and buffering effects of
. social contact on satisfaction with colleges Different types cf
. peopleJEerved different types cf surportive functions. Teacher .
support appéared to enhance the effects. of positive qchcol events on
satisfactioh with college. Family seprort did not arprear to enhance
the effects of positive events but reduced the negative effects of
negative events. The -supp rtive effects of friends uere oktained only
" for the Mexican-American- up and only as a buffer against negative
" events. The findings suggest that enhancing the positive as well: as
reducing’ the negative aspects of life experiences is an impcrtant
asp%ct of life adjustment. (A uthor/NRB)
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OnABuffers and Boosters:
- N . - Social Support for Negative

o o and Positive’ L1¥e Events - .
a . .- . o ~

o : 'ﬁnen we think about the effects of peop]e's social contacts on their
- . sathfact1on W1th life and psychological d1stress vie have tr;d1t1ona11y i
focused on the protective role of such contactst Much ‘of th1s theory and
research.has suggested that the sense of social integration, the~1hsfrument—
a] and affective assistance peop]e receive help to buffer ‘them against the
negat1ve effects of 1ifé's stressful experience (e g., Cap]an 1974 Meyers,
'L1ndentha]] & Pepper, 1975) Thus social support is most often studied in
the context of 1ts relationship to and effect on neoat1ve exper1enceS'
While research on this buffer aspect of soc1a] support is 1mportant one

can conceptua11ze a\second focus for the.effect of social sdpport It is

reasonable to suggest that support may play a satisfaction enhanc1ng effect.

That is, contact with people around positive events may boost the positive

effects of such events on Jife sat1sfact1on Nhat evidence is there for this
boosting effect? Conceptua]ly if we Jook at the definitions of soc1a] sup-

_port’ itvis reasonable to suggest that such support occurs around positive as

£l

well as negat1ve exper1ences. For example, Cobb (1976) views support as in-

Y

formation that one is loved esteemed, valued and belongs to a network of
commun1cat1on.and mutua] obligation. Clearly such communication can occur

P ;
in transactions around positive as well as negative experiences.

’

The present study investigates both the negative event buffering and

positive event boosting effect of social support on student's satisfaction

with their co]]ege experience. Consistent with the support as buffer model
it was suggested that the negat1ve effect of negat1ve events would be weaker

if people are supported. ConS1stent with the support as booster mode], it
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was hypothesized tnat positiVe events for whieh peopie are.supported woﬁ]d
more strong]& predict satisfaction than would dositive events for which peo-
.ple were not supported. ' ‘ ‘
’ ‘Method

This study was,done as a part of a large three year multi- d1sc1p]1nary
.research project 1nvest1gat1ng adaptat1on processes w1th1n a commun1ty co]-/

’

The larger project primarily used ethﬂvgr'ﬁhsc_mgthodology, including

part1c1paﬁ% observat1on and 1nterV1ew1ng of students, teachers, student ser-

lege.

vice personnel and adm1n1strators at the col1ege. \In.a qualitative sense
that ethnographic data has facil:itated our understanding of our quantitative

resul ts. ' . .

Subjects and procedure

A paper and pencil questionnaire on ]1fe stress and social support was

‘adm1n1stered to 312 students in the community co]]ege Th1s represgited a

comp]etjon rate of. approximately 56% from a sample of co ven1ence, drawn_from
a wide ranée of classes at the college. Students completed the questionnaires
' anonymously either at home or'during class time. The data from three subsam-
ples of students are used in the present study; Angios,‘mexican-Americans'and
mature women students Bescr1pt1ve1y -the Angjo students had a mean age of

\
25.5 years; 53. 4% were female and 46 6% were male. The Mex1can Amer1cans had

a mean age Iéf 23.7 years; 35.4% were ‘ma]e and 64.6% v:ere,fema]e. Mature wom-
en in cdl]ege have been a group of increasing interest in higher edﬁcation,

have developed their own self—heln movement on camPus andshave been the suni
ject of prior interest by researchers in'the area of social sUpport., Thus we

thought that they would be an interesting sub-group. They—here.defined in our

\

stud& as being over age 25 (average age of 36.7) and being either married,

)

4




widowed, divprced or separated. -

Measures . S S

~

The major research instrument was a significant 1ife event instvument‘

The events
{

which we deye]opéd spec1f1ca11y for commun1ty college students.

L. were generated by structured 1nterv1ews and open ended quest1onna1res~ad—

ministered to 226 students, 12 faculty members and the d1rectors of 5 stu~

dent service programs on campus. The intent was to deveTop a representat1ve

Tist of exper1ences that know]edgeab]e peOpTe report as being 1mpactfu1 on

students. A 11st of 100 events were generated
r

specifically concerned schoo] experiences and are utilized in the present

ﬂuenty -eight of these events

study Some 1tems are: ‘Increased mastery of school work; Increased probTems

WTth school work; S1gn1f1cant ¢hange in the amount of schooT work you are re—
quired to do The response format asked the student to report whethkr the
: event occurred dur1ng the past semester and whether it was a good bad or

neutral event (5 polnt scaTe) students

et

were to 1nd1cate who they "either talked to or rece1ved assistance from about

Then for each event which occurred

the event." They were to indicaté this by p]acTng a precoded letter to 1nd1—

,

" cate, the type of person next to the evefit. ~ They cou]d indicate more than one
!

type of person for any event. Three major types of informal supporters were

v

included:

dent serv1ce.on campus The“measures of 1ife events and supporévwe derived

fam1]y members, fr1ends and teachers,,as well as eac L of ‘the stu-

Yy from this 1nstrument weﬁe

-~

1.‘Number of positive §§hoo] ‘events. .

2. Number of pos1t1ve events.about wh1ch they ta]ked with a) fr1ends,
) b)gteachers and c) family gembers. :

'3; Humber’ of pOS1t1ve events~wh1ch they d1d not talk W1th :ach sup-

" port group about

.
LAl

L%,

»
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4. Numbgr of negative events . n ‘ /

-

. 5. Number of negat1ve events for which they rece1ved ass1stance from

~

each support group

6. Number of negative events for which they d1d not receive assistance .

-

-

™~

from each support group. ' ‘

" Insert Table 1 about here |

7
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Each ot'these measures was used as a predictor of a measure of satisfac-
tion with‘tdllege; Satisfaction with college yas assessed using 3 10-item
instrument which asked the students to report how they, feel about different
aspects of their co]%ege experience. Some items are: Your education at the
Commun1ty College; The students you go toischoo] with; What you are 1earn1ng

: in college. Each jtem was rated on a seven-point scale (anchor p01nts af
"de]jgﬁted" and "teprible"). Interna] cons1stency re]1ab1}1ty was assessed
as:.8] using coefficient alpha. ' ' S

: ! ' ReSU]ts

~, .

The resu]ts will be presented to assess the effects of support from all
sourges as welTl as from e&fﬁ type of person (frnends, family- and teachers) on
each sub-group in the study. In each instance a constrast will be made be-
tween the correlations of the life event scores w1th and without that source

.:ef support and the Quality of schoo] 1ife measure. ' i

The resu]ts of support from all typts of people (teachers, fam1]y or
~’*'ﬂ'“iends,_) can be seen in Table 2. As can be, total negative events is a bet-
ter'predictor of school satisfactigns than are positive events for both Mexi-
can-Amerdcans.and~Ang1os. "As expeeted, positive events were pesitiVe]y re-
lated to school satisfaction while neQativeSevents nas'jnverse]y related,

x
3
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.although for mature women these relationships are-weak ‘and not significani.

.

Insert. Table-2 about here

)
~ R S

- . - When the positive and negative ‘event scores areésuo;divtded into those .

- > “ @

forwhidlthe‘student received support. the pattern of correlations with

. '~ ‘ school satisfaction is supportive off the hypotheses. For each sub-group,’
pos1t1ve events for whf‘h students. receive support are_ significantly corre-
Tated w1th schoo] sat1sfact1on,wh11e unsudﬁ;rted pos1t1ve events are not

. Similarly the negative re]at1onsh1ps between negat1ve-events-and school satis—,

)f 'ifact1on tend to. be :tronger for unsupported than supported negat1ve events .

* Although the ‘trend seems clear it should be noted thatsthe differences be— .

tween the corre]at1ons (tested us1ng Hotelling's t) are not significant.

r ‘ ’ The—results became clearer wher the effects are-* looked at separate]y by

support‘groups Before presentifg that data it should be noted that a prob-
lem of restr1cted range attenuated the poss1b]e corre]at1ons of n egat1ve

~

.‘5'_ . supported events (for each spec1f1c source of support) with school satisfac-

‘t1on for the Mexican-American group. Thus that data w11] need_,obe.1nter—
. I )
preted caut1ou$]y ‘ i <o .

‘The second set of data concerns support received from teachers For all

<N . - . )
3 : ' ' Insert Table 3 about: here
, , !

¥

three groups these vas evidence for a pos1t1ve event "booster" effect of teach-

er support The resiNds, were- part1cu1ar]y strong for the Mex1can—Amer1can

ity of schoo] 11fe Support for.a negat1ve event buffer effect was d1rect1on-

group where the ‘positive events W1th teacher support ;orre]ated .61 w1th qua]—
: a]ly obtained for both. Ang]o s' and Mexican- Amer1cans, With the effect for An- ‘
' . ¥ r

, 3 - ' _\/;/’: N . ‘ .
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glo's being statisticaﬁ]y significant.

el
-

As can be seen in Table 4 a different patterd of results is obtained

N

- . 8 * .
for fami]y support -For all three groups. substantia]~support is obtained

for a negative event buffer effect wh11e there is no ev1dence of a support

; booster effect from support for positive events

£, _ Insert Table 4 about here

(]

-

Table 5 presents the results for friend support. Only\one significant

'effect was'ootained. For Mexican-Americans, friend support appears to reouce ’
the negative effect of negative school eveﬁts on satfsfaction with college,
a]tnough the previously mentioneq attenuation problem reouires that we view
these results cautiously. * ‘

‘ In sum, the results provide evidence‘for both a booster and buffer ef-
fect of support, ano'that different types of\peop1e serve different types of
supportive functions. 1In part%cu]ar, teacher support appears to enhance the
effects of'positivé schooi events on satisfaction with college. Family sup—

. port appears not to enhance the effects of pos1t1ve events but to reduce the -

f

Most surprisingly, the’ support1ve ef-
¢
chts of fr1enos was obta1ned only for one group (Mex1can~Amer1cans) and only

negat1ve effects of negat1ve events

as a bhffer against negative events.

s

.

The resu]ts generally provide‘evidence confirming1§;th the boosting and

N

_buffering effect of social contact on satisfaction thh college.

N

= Ev1dence for-a pos1t1ve event booster effect was found pr1mar1]y for

- teacher support. wneu we cons1der that the cr1ter1on var1ab]e was satisfac—

tion with college we ean read1]y see how this effect may work. Doing well on

\ ¥ -

»
L




CL . N R
o \

a paper may provide information that one is a good student, but talking with

. the professor about the paper might .reinforce the infornation that one is

associated with a community which esteems such behavior. It is interesting
to~note that this effect‘uas strongest for. the Hex1can American sub- grouﬁ |

-, One might speculate that the informational value of such positive support

v_\ might be most impactful on students who are a more marginal part of the set-

ting.
“X- .
‘The negative event buffer effect was obtained most clearly for family

~ -

members and to a lesser extent’for teachers and friends. It is interesting
to note.that the stress buffer and boos ter effect do. not necessaril§=come
from- the same source of support. That is,‘someone who might help a mature

woman student cope with the stresses of attending school (e!g., family) -might

»

.pot be theAsame person who can help her ohtain maximum satisfaction from the
_ school " experience ke g., teacher). )

On a methodological note it should be p01nted out" that the assessment of
support as tied Uirectiy to the events on a 1ife event scale is a relatively
new approach.‘ In that sense the data is encouraging'for pursuit of that tech-
nique., . . ‘ . )

Programmatically the study has 1mportant 1mp11cations It reinforces
some notions that conmunityqpsycﬁo\ogists haVe espoused to the p01nt of cliche.
If we are 1nterested in peop]e s 1ife adjustment we shouﬂd focus both on én-
hanC1ng the positive as well as” reduc1ng the negative aspects of their life '
experiences. Secondly, our goals are best pursued by-working with the signif-
_icant others in peop]e s natural’ env1ronments. Our data suggests that such
efforts might productively focus on the satisfaction enhancing as well as

. _

stress reducing aspects-of these social relationships.

o

N v N
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~Table 1

Predictors Variables

!

Number Pogitive School Events (PSE)

‘# Family Support
# No'Fami]y Subport

# Friend Support
N
# No Friend Support

5
® # Teacher Support’

. ‘' # No Teather Support
4

»

(P Fam)

(P Ho FanT)

(P Friend)

" (P N6 Friend)

(P Teacher)

(P No .Teacher)

Number Negative School Events (NSE) -

# Family Support
# No Fami]j Suppqrt’

o
N
v

4 Friend Support 4

(N Fam)

(N No Fam)
- ) ‘

(N Fr1end)

# No Friend Support\(/’ N No Fr1end)

# Teacher Support .

* # No Teacher‘Suppqrt'

_ (N Teacher)
" ( N No Teacher)

Al a
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R Table 2 > 7 '
] y
- ) -
, &L Total Informal Support -\
Positive School Events . \Negative School. Events e
, 7. Anglo (N=133) .- T
0 9_§_L_ . ’ . ’ . Q&.
Total 14 . Total 4 - . 25%*
Supported - LT9% . Suppd‘rted -.16% =
- X _: ’ | S o
Not supperted -.04 o L .- Not supported * -.23%%
t\di‘ = 1,72*% (1 tail,- 130 df) . - N S
) Mexican-Ame_r;ican (N=30) e _
. . Qs - Q o
) Total i 20 N | Tota e
Supported A% . §,uppor;ted -:-~16 -
- 09 O - EQkk
. Not support'ed .03 = . Not su?ported‘ . .5\8 ' _
': o . * 3
tgp = 154 (ns) ) tgp= 1.96% (1 pail, 27 df
< ’ " ‘ ’ . N . ‘ : S '&‘ ( B )
. ~Mature-Women (N=32) |, d <
.' s N ¥ ' ~ ’
" . oL R R 1§
. Total o3 L - Total .. - =02 %o
- 2 o _. - 5 ) _ L .
Supported _ .38 Y Supported . 4 .- ..
N . L ', \'
‘ Not supported -.03 - Ng\‘t supported _ =288
l ty - 1.47 (ns) © . - '-td.r < .59 Fn&)_
. - . \k b . _ . g .
. . — T e ‘ 4 ‘
' *p%.05 ' © & -
**.p £.01 -~ .. U o
. < ’. . ' 4
g ' -a Qé\.qG . . . 3 ‘
| . -t
N - e
cor N ) . 7 ‘e
o - - 12 - CTTU




Table 3

Teééher Support

Positive® School Events
. - ]

Total 4 :

-

Teacher support <22**
No teacher support .06
e T 1.80% (1 tail, 130 df)

‘
L]

Anglo (M=133) -

Mexican-American, (f=30)

54

Negative School Events _

¥

Total oGk
. \ . ‘ '
Teacher support >.03
No teacher support - 30%*

tyy = 2.45%% (130 &) -

L -
v TR

~ L

TDta] - 120 i

@

.Teacher support_q .61**1

No teacher.supporf -.02 s

typ = 2.59%% (27df)

Tooe

Total

1‘;“

Tegcﬁér Support

No teacher-Support

Mature Women (N=32)

" Total -
Teacher support
No feacher support

typ = 1.08 (ns)

L]
a4

Tot?ﬂ"i- ,&f ' .
Teakther .support
No teacher suppo¥t

-
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*Positive: School Events

Table 4 -

" Family Support

-

11,

t -

“ Anglos- (N=133)

N ’
Lo QsL
v Total | RIT
Family supbort ']5f' ‘ ’ ‘
) .No fami]y'suppo t .03
' tdr = J

Mé%ican—Ameriéan (N=30)

) Total
Family support ~ .
, No family support \
. . ” * - .
N s _Women (M=32)
L .o
: . Jotal DI T .
- - - ) !
Family support - 18 f ,
. No family support .14 ! ' .
I d % N « .
\ t < i/
J * p£.05 , D
. ol
% nZ-01 - . : \
p<£:0 > .
A ) * 6“ "
| 14

Total ~
Family support

- No family suppori
= 2.69%%, 130 df

Edr»

Total

" Family sﬁpport .

No ?amily support

tye = 1.7?*

d

Total

Family support

Mo family suppor%
tQ

¢

= 2.05%
r. .

Negaiive School- Events

S
QsL,
o 25%k

. .00

;.33**

asL
- .52
18
- 53%*
(1 tail.27 df)

oY

g§_[: .

~.12
.20

-.33%
(29dF) .
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]

Positive School Events

Total

*

Qst
4%

Friend support .08

- Table 5

Friend Support

Negative School Events

Anglos (N=133)

%4

EN @

14

No friend support. .09

R

Qs
o Total -.25%* |
N :
Friend support -.22%*
e ' " No friend support -.17%

Mexican American (N=30)

QsL.
Total .20

Friend support .06

No friend support .19

(’_ S\

QSL.

Total .23

. ¢
-Friend supportr .16

No friend support .16
. ‘ .

*_952,05
** p L0 ..,

N

7o

- " Total ,.. -, 52%*

Friend support . .0l

No friend support =-.63**.

[ v "" ° _
by = ?.20*# (27 df)
Mature Wamen (N=32)
3 ' -
. ~ S
J . ) . . -~ g—& Rd
Coe X Total =12
Friend support .01
‘ No friend support -.13 '
' ' . :;Si;?
. . ) . . ‘:’ ) JA
5
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