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Abstract
Social support has long been associated with positive physical, behavioral, and mental health outcomes. However, contextual 
factors such as subjective social status and an individual’s cultural values, heavily influence social support behaviors (e.g., 
perceive available social support, accept support, seek support, provide support). We sought to determine the current state 
of social support behaviors and the association between these behaviors, cultural values, and subjective social support across 
regions of the world. Data from 6,366 participants were collected by collaborators from over 50 worldwide sites (67.4% or 
n = 4292, assigned female at birth; average age of 30.76). Our results show that individuals cultural values and subjective 
social status varied across world regions and were differentially associated with social support behaviors. For example, 
individuals with higher subjective social status were more likely to indicate more perceived and received social support and 
help-seeking behaviors; they also indicated more provision of social support to others than individuals with lower subjective 
social status. Further, horizontal, and vertical collectivism were related to higher help-seeking behavior, perceived support, 
received support, and provision of support, whereas horizontal individualism was associated with less perceived support and 
less help-seeking and vertical individualism was associated with less perceived and received support, but more help-seeking 
behavior. However, these effects were not consistently moderated by region. These findings highlight and advance the under-
standing of how cross-cultural complexities and contextual distinctions influence an individual's perception, processing, and 
practice of social support embedded in the changing social landscape.
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Since its discovery in 2019, the novel coronavirus disease 
(COVID-19) has been associated with unprecedentedly 
devastating changes (Bambra et al., 2021; Cascalheira 
et al., 2023). COVID-19 reminded the world of the value 
of social connection and having a sense of belonging. 
In particular, the pandemic was a reminder of the value 
of social support as a coping method during moments 
of grave threat (Galea et al., 2002; Szkody et al., 2021; 
Taylor, 2011). Most extant literature has demonstrated 
that individually, social support may have long-lasting 
positive effects on overall health (Thoits, 2011; Wright 
et al., 2022; Zimet et al., 1988). Broadly, social support 
has been shown to benefit social networks in sustain-
ing community, resilience, and efficacy during times of 

stress (Ntontis et al., 2020). However, there have been 
instances in which social support may deteriorate after 
disasters (Kaniasty & Norris, 1993; Ntontis et al., 2020), 
such as COVID-19 (Costa et al., 2022). Research that 
describes the underlying mechanisms fostering social 
support behaviors (i.e., providing support to others, 
accepting support themselves, perceiving that support 
is available, and help-seeking) in specific temporal and 
cultural contexts, such as post-COVID-19 and cultural 
values, is lacking. It is imperative for public health and 
social science practitioners, researchers, and advocates 
to be guided by cross-cultural understanding in providing 
support (Burleson & Mortenson, 2003). Thus, the aim 
of this study is to examine how individuals’ worldwide 
access, communicate, and process social support, consid-
ering contextual factors involved in the changing social 
landscape in a post-COVID-19 world.Note  Please see the Supplemental Materials for additional tables 

and references.
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Social support behaviors

Social support is a dynamic, interpersonal exchange of social 
resources between people. It can be emotional (e.g., verbal and 
nonverbal expressions of solidarity, love, and community), 
material (i.e., practical, financial, and physical help, finan-
cial aid), and informational (i.e., guidance, advice, and novel 
information for handling a stressor) and often depends on a 
given context (Hombrados-Mendieta & Castro-Travé, 2013; 
Melguizo-Garín et al., 2019; Ruiz-Rodríguez et al., 2021). 
Research investigating social support outlines the importance of 
distinguishing between perceived social support (e.g., believing 
someone will offer a hug a listening ear when in need; Gottlieb 
& Bergen, 2010) and received social support (i.e., resources 
that have or are currently being provided by formal or infor-
mal groups; Ferber et al., 2022; Melguizo-Garín et al., 2019; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012; Taylor et al., 2004). In addition to 
the perception of available support and the reception of social 
support, help-seeking behavior and the provision of social sup-
port compose important factors in social support engagement. 
Help-seeking (i.e., defined as finding or seeking assistance to 
improve the present situation; Rickwood & Thomas, 2012) can 
occur formally, with professional sources of help (i.e., doctors), 
or it can take place informally, among friends and family (Rick-
wood et al., 2005). The provision of support (i.e., individual’s 
behavior that extends available social resources to others) 
manifests through the sharing of resources, whether they be 
emotional, material, or informational, drawing upon individual 
and communal sources for support (Hombrados-Mendieta & 
Castro-Travé, 2013).

Social support across these constructs were similarly 
impacted by COVID-19 policies and in the current study 
we sought to determine the current state of these variables 
worldwide. Social support has the potential to offer comfort 
from loved ones and trusted people (Garcini et al., 2021); how-
ever, this potential might not always be realized, especially 
during times of social upheaval. The social landscape across 
cultural groups experienced unique changes due to the pan-
demic and resulted in changes to individual access to social 
support (Mathieu et al., 2020). For example, some cultural and 
regional groups experienced low COVID-19 numbers across 
the pandemic, while others fluctuated. By understanding the 
roles of perceived support, received, help-seeking, and provi-
sion of support, we may elucidate how social support may have 
evolved and adapted in response to the pandemic.

Social support from a cross‑cultural lens

Literature regarding social support suggests that support 
behaviors are dependent on culture and context, informing 
how social support is subsequently perceived and shared 

(Burleson, 2003; Chentsova Dutton, 2012; Grossmann & 
Varnum, 2011; Taylor, 2011). For instance, researchers 
examining social support among individualistic and col-
lectivistic valued cultures indicate that there may be cul-
tural and contextual differences in motivation to engage in 
support behaviors, leading to different psychological and 
physiological responses (Adler et al., 2000; Burleson, 2003; 
Chen et al., 2012; Taylor et al., 2007). Several factors, such 
as relationship context, motives, goals of the recipient, and 
cultural beliefs and attitudes, may inform how social support 
is interpreted (Chentsova Dutton, 2012).

Emphasizing interdependence within a culture, individu-
als from collectivistic backgrounds may be predisposed to 
engage in supporting behaviors that foster group equilibrium 
rather than individual validation to ease stressful situations 
(Burleson & Mortensen, 2003; Chen et al., 2012; Taylor 
et al., 2007). For example, Asian and Asian American sam-
ples from collectivistic cultures tend to consider the poten-
tial relational implications of social support to a greater 
extent than their European American counterparts (Kim 
et al., 2006; Taylor et al., 2004; Taylor et al., 2007). Like-
wise, in collectivist cultures, social support often focuses on 
problem-solving rather than emotion-based support, which 
may stem from prioritizing group consensus in lieu of indi-
vidual needs (Chen et al., 2012; Kim et al., 2006; Taylor 
et al., 2007). Perhaps, for communities with collectivistic 
identities, deviating from cultural norms and values moti-
vates these communities to consider how best to react and 
support post-COVID-19.

Conversely, individualistic communities, which often prior-
itize individual beliefs, attitudes, and goals in relation to others 
(Kim et al., 2006; Kim & Markus, 1999; Kitayama & Uchida, 
2005; Markus & Kitayama, 1991), may proactively seek 
social support that addresses these needs (Taylor et al., 2007). 
For instance, members of individualistic communities often 
emphasize the self, requiring more emotion-focused support 
that prioritizes emotional validation to buffer against stress 
(Burleson, 2003; Burleson & Mortenson, 2003; Chentsova 
Dutton, 2012; Taylor, 2011; Uchida et al., 2008). Given these 
variations, attending to cultural differences as one considers 
how best to provide and/or receive support appears to hold sig-
nificant bearing on well-being and health (Uchida et al., 2008).

Subjective social status, socioeconomic 
status, and access to social support

Building on this idea, the availability and presence of 
diverse types of social support is contingent on a person’s 
access to diverse individuals and communities (Verdery 
& Campbell, 2019; Wellman & Wortley, 1990). A per-
son’s belief about their subjective social status (SSS) 
refers to their social standing in each power hierarchy 
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(e.g., socioeconomic, educational, and family background; 
available resources; opportunities; and life circumstances; 
Singh-Manoux et  al., 2003); past, current, and future 
social circumstances. Thus, although SSS and socioeco-
nomic status (SES; education, income, and occupation) are 
distinct constructs, research has shown that they tend to 
be positively related (Diemer et al., 2013). Although both 
concepts seek to capture a person’s position in a social net-
work, each construct measures separate effects on health, 
well-being, and social context (Diemer et al., 2013).

Both SSS and SES offer important perspectives on a 
person’s access to resources, especially social support. 
Access to social support is influenced by SES, with 
research finding that younger and married persons with 
higher SES report higher perceptions of available support 
(Melchiorre et al., 2013). Indeed, one study concluded 
that poor social networks and low social support were 
more frequent among socioeconomically disadvantaged 
individuals (Weyers et  al., 2008). Evidence suggests 
that higher SES and SSS is associated with a communal 
focus and greater access to social support, with socioeco-
nomically advantaged individuals often reporting greater 
numbers of close ties, greater contacts with friends, and 
greater satisfaction with social support (Andreß et al., 
1995; Kraus et  al., 2012; Krause & Borawski-Clark, 
1995; Weyers et al., 2008). Given the impact of SSS on 
social support behaviors and their interaction with cul-
tural values, it is imperative that we examine the ways 
in which SSS is associated with social support in a post-
pandemic world. Thus, in the current study we sought 
to fill the gap in the current literature on the current 
association between SSS and social support behaviors 
post-pandemic.

The current study

Therefore, the current study examined how individuals 
from across the world access (e.g., help-seeking), commu-
nicate (e.g., provide support), and process (e.g., perception 
of available support and report of received support) social 
support following the COVID-19 pandemic. Using glob-
ally collected data, we compared the impact of culture, 
SSS, and SES on social support provision, help-seeking, 
perception of available support, and received support. Spe-
cifically, changes were interpreted in the context of the 
COVID-19 pandemic, which were expected to have altered 
how individuals pursue, perceive, and process social sup-
port. Special attention was paid to disadvantaged commu-
nities with lower SES, who have been disproportionately 
impacted by recent world events.

General impact of world events hypotheses

We hypothesized that subjective social status (SSS) would 
be differentially associated with support behaviors (i.e., per-
ceived availability of social support, received social support, 
and help-seeking) and cultural values (i.e., horizontal and 
vertical individualism, horizontal and vertical collectivism). 
Additionally, we hypothesized these results to be moderated 
by the culture of the region. For example, someone from a 
higher class or with higher SSS would demonstrate a greater 
agreement on levels of individualism in more individualistic 
countries as opposed to more collectivistic countries and 
vice versa.

Cultural context hypotheses

Consistent with previous research on the influence of cul-
ture (Burleson & Mortenson, 2003), we hypothesized that 
cultural values (i.e., horizontal and vertical individualism, 
horizontal and vertical collectivism) would be differentially 
associated with social support behaviors (i.e., perceived 
availability of social support, received social support, and 
help-seeking) and that these associations would be moder-
ated by region.

Method

Procedure

A crowd-sourced data collection approach was used. Col-
laborators for Psi Chi NICE:CROWD Project were recruited 
to join the project via social media, Psi Chi NICE:CROWD 
Project released emails and advertisement, and through the 
Open Science Framework (OSF). Interested collaborators 
completed an independent Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
for their institution and submitted IRB approval to the Psi 
Chi NICE:CROWD Project Project Chair. All IRB approv-
als were stored in this project’s OSF and include informa-
tion on recruitment for each site, their informed consent, 
and all study materials. All materials were translated by the 
collaborators before dissemination of the survey. Translated 
languages included Italian, Serbian, Montenegrin, Turk-
ish, Portuguese, and Ukraine using backward and forward 
translations https://​osf.​io/​5s9na/ for detailed information). 
Each collaborator recruited participants through their insti-
tution's student research portals, in academic classrooms, and 
through social media (i.e., Instagram, Facebook, and Twit-
ter). In cases of recruitment through an academic portal, 
students had the opportunity to receive research/class credit 
for completing the study but otherwise no other compensa-
tion was provided to participants. Participants were provided 
the opportunity to withdraw from the study at any time. If 

https://osf.io/5s9na/


	 Current Psychology

participants chose to withdraw from the study, they were 
afforded the opportunity to have their existing data removed 
from data analysis. An a priori power analysis was completed 
for medium effect size (f2 = 0.15) and an alpha of 0.05, esti-
mating that to adequately power up to 15 predictors for a lin-
ear regression model (the full moderation models suggested 
in the Hypotheses) we would need to recruit 199 individuals 
for each region of the world. A medium effect size was cho-
sen based on previous literature that suggested a strong effect 
of cultural values on support behaviors (e.g., Burleson, 2003; 
Chentsova Dutton, 2012; Grossmann & Varnum, 2011; Tay-
lor, 2011). Thus, each collaborator aimed to recruit at least 
200 individuals from their region (sites with over 100 partici-
pants were included in data analysis). All participants were 
treated in accordance with APA ethical guidelines (American 
Psychological Association, 2017). Participants were provided 
with a link by project collaborators to complete the online 
survey. Before being presented with the survey itself, all 
participants were presented with an informed consent and 
indicated their consent by selecting the “next” button. All 
survey measures were completed in random order. All data 
was collected between October 2021 and June 2022.

Transparency and openness

The primary investigator completed a pre-registration for 
the project, which included consent and debrief documents, 
the survey to be completed by participants, and all pro-
posed analyses for the project (see https://​osf.​io/​5s9na/ for 
documentation). Materials and data are also available on 
the OSF: https://​osf.​io/​5s9na/. All analyses were conducted 
using IBM's AMOS 27.0 and SPSS 27.0. All analyses were 
conducted by a group of researchers over online conferenc-
ing platforms. Once analyses were completed, a second team 
of researchers replicated the analyses with the syntax and 
data analysis plan to ensure quality control of the project.

Measures

Demographics

The demographics information included age, sex at birth, 
current gender identity, birth country (and state if applica-
ble), current location country (and state if applicable), eth-
nicity, race, and sexual orientation.

Subjective social status

The MacArthur Scale of Subjective Social Status (MASSSS) 
measured subjective social status using an image that pre-
sents a ladder as a global indicator of subjective social status 
and was related to an individual's place in the social hier-
archy (Adler et al., 2000). Participants were asked to rate 

their social status on a 10-step ladder, with those at the top 
often described as having the most money, the highest level 
of education, and the job that brings the most respect; at the 
bottom are the people who have the least money, least educa-
tion, the least respected jobs/ no job. The MASSSS has been 
validated for use in studies in various countries and has also 
been shown to have satisfactory reliability in studies world-
wide (e.g., Giatti et al., 2012; Sakurai et al., 2010). Validated 
translated versions were available in Spanish, Mandarin, Can-
tonese, Japanese, and other languages (Curhan et al., 2014; 
Ostrove et al., 2000). Scores were dummy coded so that scores 
of less than or equal to 5 indicated low subjective social status 
and scores of greater than 5 (a median split) indicated high 
subjective social status.

Cultural orientation

The Individualism and Collectivism Scale (also known as 
the Culture Orientation Scale; COS) is considered one of the 
most psychometrically reliable for measuring cultural values 
at the individual-level (Paquet & Kline, 2009; Triandis & 
Gelfland, 1998). The scale consisted of 16 items and involved 
the measurement of four dimensions: horizontal Individual-
ism (HI; seeing oneself as totally autonomous and accepting 
that the ideal is equality between individuals); vertical indi-
vidualism (VI; perceiving oneself as fully autonomous, but 
admitting that inequality will exist among individuals and 
tolerating that inequality); horizontal collectivism (HC; the 
individual perceives herself/himself as part of the collective, 
in particular, all members of the collective as equals); and 
vertical collectivism (VC; perception of oneself as part of a 
collective and willingness to accept hierarchy and inequal-
ity in this collective). All statements were evaluated using a 
9-point scale. Items were summed separately to create VC, 
VI, HC, and HI subscale scores, higher scores indicated a 
high degree of the characteristic being measured. The origi-
nal full versions of the questionnaire have demonstrated 
satisfactory reliability and validated translations in English, 
German, Russian, and more (Paquet & Kline, 2009; Sivada 
et al., 2008). The Cronbach’s alpha for the overall sample was 
0.74 (ranging from 0.71 to 0.78 between regions).

Perceived stress

The Perceived Stress Scale (PSS-10) was used to assess the 
perceived stress levels in the respondent’s life (Cohen et al., 
1983). The PSS-10 asks participants to indicate the extent to 
which they consider their life unpredictable, unmanageable and 
felt overloaded during the last month. The questionnaire con-
sisted of 10 items indicating how often certain stressful events 
occurred during the last month. Each item was evaluated on 
a five-point scale. Several items were reverse- coded. Higher 
scores were indicative of higher stress levels. The questionnaire 

https://osf.io/5s9na/
https://osf.io/5s9na/
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has been shown to have a high level of internal consistency 
and reliability in previous studies and validated translations 
were available in Arabic, Bengali, English, Japanese, Korean, 
Czech, Vietnamese, Portuguese and more. (Cohen et al., 1983; 
Lee, 2012). Cronbach’s alpha for the overall sample was 0.69 
(ranging from 0.38 to 0.73 between regions).

Receiving and providing social support

The amount of social support participants regularly receives 
and provide to others was assessed with the Berlin Social 
Support Scales (BSSS). The BSSS is a battery of question-
naires developed by Schulz and Schwarzer (2003) to meas-
ure cognitive and behavioral aspects of social support. The 
Provided Support Subscale (BSSS-PS) and Received Sup-
port Subscale (BSSS-RS) were used in the current study. 
Each of the subscales consisted of 14 items. A 4-point scale 
was used for answers. The questionnaires have demonstrated 
satisfactory psychometric properties, as shown in previous 
works and previously validated translations were available 
in English, Deutsch, Polska wesja, Francais, and Espanol 
(Schulz & Schwarer, 2003; Schulz & Schwarer, 2004). Cron-
bach’s alpha for the overall sample for the provided support 
scale was 0.83 (ranging from 0.80 to 0.85 between regions). 
The Cronbach’s alpha for the overall sample for the received 
support scale was 0.90 (ranging from 0.89 to 0.93 between 
regions).

Help‑seeking

Help-seeking behaviors were measured using the Coping 
Orientation to Problems Experienced Inventory (COPE; 
Carver et al., 1989). The current study used two subscales 
of COPE – instrumental social support and emotional social 
support. A 4-point response scale was used. The question-
naire has demonstrated satisfactory psychometric properties 
in previous studies and validated translations were available 
in English, Spanish, French, German, Greek, and Korean 
(e.g., Carver et al., 1989; Deisinger et al., 2003). The Cron-
bach’s alpha for the overall sample was 0.88 (ranging from 
0.87 to 0.89 between regions).

Perceived social support

The perception of available social support in a participant’s 
life was assessed with the Multidimensional Scale of Per-
ceived Social Support (MSPSS; Zimet et al., 1988). In our 
study, respondents completed a questionnaire the consist-
ing of 16 items with a 7-point response scale.Items were 
divided into groups relating to the source of support: mother 
figure, father figure, friends, and other special person). Each 
of these subscales consisted of four items. A result was 
obtained by summing up scores for each group. The higher 

the score, the greater the amount of perceived available 
social support. Previous studies have found that the MSPSS 
has good psychometric properties and validated translations 
were available in English, Spanish, Urdu, Hebrew, Tamil, 
Danish, Farsi (Persian), French, Italian, Korean, Lithuanian, 
Hausa, Norwegian, Simplified Chinese, Traditional Chinese, 
Slovene, Malay, Slovak, Spanish, Swedish, Polish, Portu-
guese, Romanian, and Thai (e.g., Zimet et al., 1988). The 
Cronbach’s alpha for MSPSS in this study was 0.92 (ranging 
from 0.90 to 0.95 between regions).

Region

Participants were asked to identify their nationality and 
current location. A variable was created that coded each 
location by region according to the United Nations stand-
ard country or area codes for statistical use (M49 stand-
ard). These codes divide countries into six regional, 17 
subregional, and nine intermediate regional groups (United 
Nations, 1999). Region was calculated by both national-
ity and current location. Region by nationality was used 
throughout the analyses.

Validation and bot detection

Throughout the survey, we initiated several validation and 
bot detection procedures. First, we collected metadata to 
examine whether IP addresses were duplicated, and dupli-
cates were removed. Next, we asked participants to complete 
a CAPTCHA to detect or hinder bots from access to the 
survey. Responses that failed the CAPTCHA were removed 
from the survey. Then, individuals indicated their height and 
weight at the beginning of the survey using a drop-down 
menu and then once again at the end of the survey via free 
response. Responses where these two measurements did not 
match were removed from the analyses. Lastly, throughout 
the survey, individuals completed attention checks and hon-
eypot questions (i.e., “please select C”, “Do not respond to 
this item and click the next button instead”). Responses that 
failed the attention checks were also removed from analyses.

Data analyses

Outliers and statistical assumptions (e.g., normality, out-
liers, collinearity, reliability) were examined. Frequency 
and descriptive analyses were conducted for world regions/
geographic locations to examine the rates of endorsement 
for all variables and basic demographic characteristics of 
each location’s sample (see supplemental tables S1 through 
S4 for analyses by region at (https://​osf.​io/​5s9na/). Pear-
son correlations were run on all study variables to examine 
overall trends/associations within the data (see supplemental 
tables S5 through S8 for analyses by region at (https://​osf.​io/​

https://osf.io/5s9na/
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5s9na/). All scales were assessed for invariance across geo-
graphic locations and languages through confirmatory factor 
analysis using AMOS 27.0. Missing data were imputed with 
regression imputation prior to regression analyses in AMOS 
27.0. Unfortunately, the perceived stress scale was found to 
have poor model fit and was not invariant across regional 
groups, and thus was removed from analyses (see supple-
mental tables S9 through S34 for all invariance testing and 
confirmatory factor analyses at https://​osf.​io/​5s9na/).

Group differences between geographic locations and 
high/low cultural orientations were examined across 
variables (i.e., help-seeking, support provision to oth-
ers, perceived support, received social support, and per-
ceived stress) using multivariate analysis of covariance 
(MANCOVA; i.e., geographic locations x COS subscales 
x high/medium/low SES). Age and gender were used as 
covariates in this analysis. Lastly, path analyses were 
utilized to examine the impact of the four cultural ori-
entation scales (i.e., vertical/horizontal individualism/
collectivism) on each support scale (i.e., help-seeking, 
support provision to others, perceived support, received 
social support) when controlling for perceived stress, 
age, and gender.

Assumptions and alterations

Prior to data merge, all individual data files submitted by 
contributors were evaluated for error, coding, and labeled 
consistently. Overall, 50 data sets were submitted to the 
project and merged by the principal investigator using 
SPSS. A second researcher also merged the data sets and 
these final data sets were compared to assess for any 
errors that may have occurred while merging the data. 
Each item was assessed for error prior to further analyses 
(e.g., all items were checked for possible min/max val-
ues, proper labeling, deidentification of items when nec-
essary) and no errors were found. Several variables were 
created for analysis. Region was coded using individu-
als’ identified region of birth as it was the variable with 
the least amount of missing data. Further analyses were 
conducted on individuals’ current location and region of 
birth, and we found that these analyses determined that 
these regions were not significantly different. Partici-
pants were found to indicate a place of birth across all 
seven regions of the world (i.e., America, Africa, Asia, 
Australia and New Zealand, the Caribbean, Europe, and 
Micronesia). Three regions (i.e., Australia and New Zea-
land, the Caribbean, and Micronesia) were excluded from 
regional analyses due to their small sample size (n = 5). 
In addition to the creation of the regional variables, the 
COS (i.e., scores of less than or equal to 18 indicated 
lower on the cultural value and scores of greater than 18 
indicated higher on the cultural value) and MASSSS (i.e., 

scores of less than or equal to 5 indicated low subjective 
social status and scores of greater than 5 indicated high 
subjective social status) subscales were split into binary 
variables for high and low scores using a median split. 
Due to the large sample size, the median and mean were 
identical, thus a median/mean split was utilized.

Results

Participants

Prior to data cleaning, our sample consisted of N = 9,807 
attempts at the survey. In total, 3,441 responses did not meet 
inclusion criteria (i.e., 1,283 did not complete any survey 
items, 1,419 more failed the honeypot attention check, 552 
more failed the attention checks embedded in measures, 
95 more were under 18 years old, and 92 more declined 
to provide consent) and thus our final sample consisted of 
6,366 participants. Participants identified as mostly assigned 
female at birth (67.4%; n = 4292) with an average age of 
30.76 (SD = 9.40). Similarly, 65.3% (n = 3479) identified 
their gender as woman (i.e., participants were allowed to 
select a gender identity that may or may not have coincided 
with their assigned sex at birth). Participants accessed the 
survey from over 59 different countries. Specifically, 36.0% 
(n = 2294) of participants indicated they were currently 
located in America, 33.6% (n = 2142) indicated they were 
in Asia, 12.9% (n = 821) indicated there were in Europe, 
1.6% (n = 103) indicated they were in Africa, and 15.7% 
(n = 999) did not disclose their location. See Table 1S in 
the Supplemental Materials and Table 1 for the full sample 
demographics.

Correlations and descriptives

All descriptive statistics were performed on the total sample, 
as well as across regions. Please see Table 2S in the Sup-
plemental Materials for descriptives of scales in the overall 
sample. Please see Table 3S in the Supplemental Materi-
als for correlations between variables in the overall sample. 
Correlations ranged between 0.01 and 0.55 among all vari-
ables of interested suggesting small to moderate associations 
between variables.

Group differences

A MANCOVA was performed to assess for interactions 
between high and low COS subscales and high and low 
subjective social status on social support perception, recep-
tion, provision, and help-seeking behaviors (see Table 4S, 
Tables 2 and 3 for results of the MANCOVA). Consistent 
with our pre-registration, we added age, sex assigned at 

https://osf.io/5s9na/
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birth, and region which served as significant covariates in 
the analyses.

Subjective social status

Subjective social status demonstrated a significant multi-
variate effect. Individuals with higher subjective social sta-
tus indicated more perceived social support, more received 
social support, more provision of social support to others, 

and indicated more help-seeking than individuals with lower 
subjective social status.

Cultural orientation

Horizontal individualism  Horizontal individualism demon-
strated a significant multivariate effect across social support 
behaviors. Specifically, individuals with higher horizontal 
individualism indicated less perceived support and less help-
seeking than individuals with lower horizontal individual-
ism. All other effects were not significant.

Vertical individualism  Vertical individualism demonstrated 
a significant multivariate effect. Individuals with higher ver-
tical individualism indicated less perceived social support, 
less received social support, less provision of social support 
to others, and indicated less help-seeking than individuals 
with lower vertical individualism.

Horizontal collectivism  Horizontal collectivism demon-
strated a significant multivariate effect on all social support 
behaviors. Individuals with higher horizontal collectivism 
indicated more perceived social support, more received 
social support, more provision of social support to others, 
and indicated more help-seeking than individuals with lower 
horizontal collectivism.

Vertical collectivism  Vertical collectivism demonstrated sig-
nificant multivariate main effects on social support behav-
iors. Individuals with higher vertical collectivism indicated 
more perceived social support, more received social support, 
more provision of social support to others, and indicated 
more help-seeking than individuals with lower vertical col-
lectivism. Individuals with higher vertical collectivism indi-
cated more received social support than individuals with 
lower vertical collectivism.

Interactions

Furthermore, several interactions demonstrated significant 
multivariate effects. Vertical individualism * horizontal 
collectivism demonstrated a significant effect. Specifically, 
individuals with high horizontal collectivism and low ver-
tical individualism indicated the more perceived support 
compared to individuals with high horizontal collectivism 
and high vertical individualism. Similarly, individuals with 
high horizontal collectivism and low vertical individualism 
indicated the more provision of support to others compared 
to individuals with high horizontal collectivism and high 
vertical individualism.

Subjective social status * vertical individualism * hori-
zontal collectivism demonstrated significant multivariate 
effects with higher subjective social status, high horizontal 

Table 1   Demographic Characteristics of the Overall Sample

The overall sample indicated an average age of 30.76  years old 
(SD = 9.40)

Variable N %

Sex at Birth
  Male 1819 28.6
  Female 4292 67.4
  Intersex 25 0.4

Years of Formal Education
  10 years or less 59 0.9
  11 years 84 1.3
  12 years 673 10.6
  13 years 800 12.6
  14 years 1022 16.1
  15 years 926 14.6
  16 years 849 13.3
  17 years 575 9.0
  18 years or more 873 13.7
  No Response 505 7.9

Years of Formal Education of Biological Mother
  10 years or less 1167 18.3
  11 years 288 4.6
  12 years 1244 19.5
  13 years 406 6.4
  14 years 534 8.4
  15 years 461 7.2
  16 years 799 12.6
  17 years 433 6.8
  18 years or more 966 15.2
  No Response 63 1.0

Years of Formal Education of Biological Father
  10 years or less 1072 16.9
  11 years 311 4.9
  12 years 1211 19.0
  13 years 410 6.4
  14 years 535 8.4
  15 years 477 7.5
  16 years 853 13.4
  17 years 435 6.8
  18 years or more 980 15.4
  No Response 82 1.3
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collectivism, and low vertical individualism indicated more 
perceived social support in comparison to individuals with 
other combinations of these three variables.

Lastly, horizontal individualism * vertical individualism 
* horizontal collectivism indicated significant multivariate 
effects with individuals with higher horizontal collectivism, 
higher horizontal individualism, and lower vertical individ-
ualism indicated the more provision of support to others 
compared to other combinations of these three variables. All 
other interactions in the MANCOVA were not significant.

Regional differences

A MANCOVA was performed to assess whether there were 
significant differences among cultural orientation, subjective 
social status, and social support behaviors across regions. 
Consistent with our pre-registration, covariates included 
age (Wilks’ Λ = 0.94, F(10, 5178) = 34.45, p < 0.001, partial 
η2 = 0.06) and sex assigned at birth (Wilks’ Λ = 0.91, F(10, 
5178) = 51.51, p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.09). Region (Wilks’ 
Λ = 0.84, F(30, 15,199) = 30.06, p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.06) 
demonstrated significant multivariate effect.

Cultural orientation and subjective social status  Individu-
als from Africa (M = 29.37, SE = 0.47) and Asia (M = 28.94, 
SE = 0.10) indicated significantly higher horizontal individu-
alism in comparison to both America (M = 27.85, SE = 0.11) 
and Europe (M = 27.38, SE = 0.18; F(3) = 28.69, p < 0.001, 
partial η2 = 0.02). Similarly, individuals from Africa 
(M = 23.52, SE = 0.59) and Asia (M = 21.75, SE = 0.14) 
indicated significantly higher vertical individualism in 
comparison to both America (M = 18.98, SE = 0.14) and 
Europe (M = 19.23, SE = 0.22; F(3) = 88.20, p < 0.001, par-
tial η2 = 0.05). Likewise, individuals from Africa (M = 27.75, 
SE = 0.55) and Asia (M = 27.01, SE = 0.13) indicated sig-
nificantly higher vertical collectivism in comparison to both 
America (M = 24.50, SE = 0.13) and Europe (M = 25.70, 
SE = 0.21; F(3) = 71.94, p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.04). Lastly, 
individuals in America (M = 5.76, SE = 0.04) and Europe 
(M = 5.62, SE = 0.07) indicated significantly lower subjec-
tive social status in comparison to those in Asia (M = 6.31, 
SE = 0.04; F(3) = 44.72, p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.01). All 
other effects were not significant.

Social support behaviors  Individuals in Asia indicated sig-
nificantly less (M = 85.32, SE = 0.33) perceived support than 

Table 2   Univariate Effects of Cultural Values and Subjective Social Status on Social Support Behaviors

* = p < 0.001

SubS F p partial η2 High SubS (M (SE)) Low SubS (M (SE))
Perceived Support (MSPSS) 77.29 * 0.02 88.57 (.30) 84.23 (.39)
Help-seeking (COPE) 47.68 * 0.01 22.83 (.11) 21.63 (.14)
Support Provision (BSSSPro) 16.92 * 0.00 46.76 (.11) 46.00 (.15)
Received Support (BSSSRec) 12.37 * 0.00 45.19 (.16) 44.30 (.20)
Horizontal Individualism (COSHI) F p partial η2 High COSHI (M (SE)) Low COSHI (M (SE))
Perceived Support (MSPSS) 39.28 * 0.01 84.86 (.34) 87.95 (.36)
Help-seeking (COPE) 90.40 * 0.02 21.42 (.12) 23.05 (.13)
Support Provision (BSSSPro) 0.024 0.89 0.00 46.37 (.13) 46.39 (.13)
Received Support (BSSSRec) 3.03 0.08 0.0 44.53 (.17) 44.97 (.19)
Vertical Individualism (COSVI) F p partial η2 High COSVI (M (SE)) Low COSVI (M (SE))
Perceived Support (MSPSS) 7.46 0.01 0.00 85.72 (.37) 87.08 (.33)
Help-seeking (COPE) 4.93 0.03 0.00 22.42 (.13) 22.04 (.12)
Support Provision (BSSSPro) 29.12 * 0.01 45.88 (.14) 46.88 (.12)
Received Support (BSSSRec) 8.54 0.00 0.00 44.38 (.19) 45.12 (.17)
Horizontal Collectivism (COSHC) F p partial η2 High COSHC (M (SE)) Low COSHC (M (SE))
Perceived Support (MSPSS) 76.12 * 0.02 88.56 (.35) 84.25 (.35)
Help-seeking (COPE) 103.71 * 0.02 23.11 (.12) 21.36 (.12)
Support Provision (BSSSPro) 96.04 * 0.02 47.28 (.13) 45.48 (.13)
Received Support (BSSSRec) 43.40 * 0.01 45.59 (.18) 43.91 (.18)
Vertical Collectivism (COSVC) F p partial η2 High COSVC (M (SE)) Low COSVC (M (SE))
Perceived Support (MSPSS) 117.31 * 0.022 89.09 (.33) 83.72 (.37)
Help-seeking (COPE) 5.24 0.02 0.001 22.43 (.12) 22.04 (.13)
Support Provision (BSSSPro) 86.13 * 0.02 47.24 (.12) 45.52 (.14)
Received Support (BSSSRec) 37.89 * 0.01 45.53 (.17) 43.96 (.19)
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individuals in America (M = 89.26, SE = 1.43; F(3) = 19.94, 
p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.01), and Europe (M = 88.71, 
SE = 0.54; F(3) = 26.22, p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.02). Indi-
viduals from Asia indicated significantly less received 
social support (M = 44.52, SE = 0.17) in comparison to 
individuals from America (M = 45.60, SE = 0.17) and from 
Africa (M = 46.80, SE = 0.72; F(3) = 9.14, p < 0.001, par-
tial η2 = 0.03). Likewise, individuals from Africa reported 
more provision of support to others (M = 48.82, SE = 0.53) 
compared to those from America (M = 46.83, SE = 0.12), 
Europe (M = 46.36, SE = 0.20), or Asia (M = 46.56, 
SE = 0.12; F(3) = 7.22, p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.01). Lastly, 
individuals born in Asia (M = 23.18, SE = 0.19) indicated 
significantly more help-seeking to those from America 
(M = 22.17, SE = 0.11), Europe (M = 21.87, SE = 0.19), or 
Africa (M = 21.55, SE = 0.50; F(3) = 19.94, p < 0.001, partial 
η2 = 0.01).

Path analysis

Regression analyses were performed for the overall sample 
and between regions to assess for the association between 
cultural values and subjective social status on social support 
behaviors. In the overall sample, the model demonstrated 
good model fit (CFI = 0.95). Higher subjective status was 
associated with higher scores on all social support scales 
(i.e., social support provision, reception, perception, and 
help-seeking). Horizontal individualism was negatively 
associated with received support, help-seeking, and per-
ceived support. Vertical individualism was negatively asso-
ciated with received support, provision of support to others, 
and perceived support, but positively associated with help-
seeking. Horizontal collectivism was positively associated 
with all support behaviors. Lastly, vertical collectivism was 
positively associated with receiving support, providing sup-
port to others, and perceiving support. The regional model 
demonstrated good model fit (CFI = 0.96) for the regression 
analyses, however, the model did not achieve measurement 
invariance across regions. Thus, no regional comparisons 
were made. For results of this model, see Table 4.

Discussion

Results of the current study demonstrate that culture and 
region have significant impacts on social support behav-
iors, but do not match previous literature or expectations. 
In relation to the General Impact of World Events Hypoth-
eses, hypotheses were partially supported. Our results 
show that individuals with higher subjective social status 
were more likely to indicate more perceived and received 
social support and help-seeking behaviors; they also 
indicated more provision of social support to others than 

individuals with lower subjective social status. However, 
region and culture did not moderate the relation between 
subjective social status and outcomes of social support 
and help-seeking. This indicates that regardless of cul-
tural or regional values, higher subjective social status 
may be more meaningful to perceptions of support, abil-
ity to provide support, and availability of resources for 
help-seeking. In turn, perception of status globally is likely 
influenced by received resources or access to resources. 
Moreover, previous research shows individuals who can 
provide resources or support to others are more likely to 
perceive a higher status for themselves within their context 

Table 4   Regression Model for the Overall Sample

*** p < 0.001

Variable β S.E p B

Horizontal Individualism
  Received Support -0.06 0.02 *** -0.04
  Perceived Support 0.01 0.02 0.55 0.01
  Help-Seeking -0.18 0.01 *** -0.17
  Perceived Support -0.33 0.04 *** -0.10

Vertical Individualism
  Received Support -0.07 0.01 *** -0.07
  Perceived Support -0.04 0.02 0.01 -0.04
  Help-Seeking 0.04 0.01 *** 0.05
  Perceived Support -0.15 0.03 *** -0.06

Horizontal Collectivism
  Received Support 0.20 0.02 *** 0.17
  Perceived Support 0.20 0.02 *** 0.14
  Help-Seeking 0.22 0.01 *** 0.21
  Perceived Support 0.46 0.04 *** 0.14

Vertical Collectivism
  Received Support 0.13 0.01 *** 0.14
  Perceived Support 0.11 0.02 *** 0.09
  Help-Seeking 0.00 0.01 0.91 0.00
  Perceived Support 0.51 0.04 *** 0.19

Subjective Social Status
  Received Support 0.21 0.04 *** 0.06
  Perceived Support 0.31 0.05 *** 0.08
  Help-Seeking 0.35 0.04 *** 0.12
  Perceived Support 1.01 0.11 *** 0.11

Age
  Received Support -0.00 0.01 0.68 -0.01
  Perceived Support -0.03 0.01 *** -0.04
  Help-Seeking -0.02 0.01 *** -0.04
  Perceived Support -0.23 0.02 *** -0.13

Sex at Birth
  Received Support 1.87 0.16 *** 0.15
  Perceived Support 1.59 0.21 *** 0.10
  Help-Seeking 1.66 0.14 *** 0.15
  Perceived Support 1.37 0.44 *** 0.04



Current Psychology	

(e.g., Andreß et  al., 1995; Krause & Borawski-Clark, 
1995; Melchiorre et al., 2013; Weyers et al., 2008).

In relation to the Cultural Context hypotheses, hypotheses 
were not consistent with our results. Specifically, horizon-
tal, and vertical collectivism related to higher help-seeking 
behavior, perceived support, received support, and provision 
of support, whereas horizontal individualism was associated 
with less perceived support and less help-seeking and verti-
cal individualism was associated with less perceived and 
received support, but more help-seeking behavior. Further-
more, the largest differences in provision of social support 
and perception of social support occurred when horizon-
tal collectivism was higher and vertical individualism was 
lower. Horizontal collectivism indicates individuals perceive 
they are part of a collective group and vertical individualism 
indicates a person expects inequality and feels they are on 
their own (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Thus, social support 
and help-seeking behaviors seem to be most impacted by 
expectations of inequality and perceptions of membership to 
the larger whole. Given other interactions it also appears that 
the presence of higher horizontal collectivism and lower ver-
tical individualism, even in the context of higher horizontal 
individualism, related to higher provision of support to oth-
ers. This may indicate that support is meaningfully related 
to perceptions that one is responsible for their group and 
that it is not a motivator to be above others and contribute 
further to inequality and that even if one is also emphasiz-
ing independence and uniqueness, that this may make them 
“uniquely” suited to provision of support (i.e., savior com-
plex; Wilcox, 2021).

Pre-existing literature in this domain may have been 
impacted by their assessment of cultural norms (i.e., collec-
tivism and individualism without further distinction of hori-
zontal and vertical elements). Although previous research 
suggested individuals in collectivist communities utilized 
social support to social norms and maintain harmony, that 
normalcy may play a uniquely important role during stress-
ful circumstances (Goode et al., 2022). Specifically, post-
pandemic it may be that individuals in collectivist societies 
found themselves more able to rely on those around them 
and seek help when needed, knowing they had access to 
those resources, whereas individualistic societies may have 
struggled to perceive the ability to seek support from others. 
These findings are further explained when contextualized by 
the regional results.

Specifically, African, and Asian regions on average 
reported higher vertical and horizontal individualism than 
America or Europe. This is atypical to previous research 
which has consistently discussed higher collectivism regard-
ing African and Asian regions, particularly east Asian 
regions (e.g., Kim et al., 2006). It may be that the way indi-
vidualism and collectivism were measured across individu-
als in the current study indicates an important distinction 

from what the literature has indicated (i.e., the current study 
examined culture beyond the binary collectivism vs. indi-
vidualism; Fiske, 2002). Furthermore, Asian, and African 
regions indicated higher subjective social status than Amer-
ica or Europe, with America reporting the lowest on aver-
age. Individuals in the Asian region reported less perceived 
and received support and more help-seeking than America 
or Europe. Moreover, individuals from the Africa region 
reported more provision of support than any other region 
in the current study. This suggests subjective social status 
may play a more significant role than previously interpreted 
above and beyond collectivism or individualism, given that 
vertical and horizontal individualism were related to lower 
perceived support.

Although North America is considered one of the strong-
est countries regarding economic success (Nye, 2019), the 
subjective perception of individuals living within the coun-
try may significantly impact outcomes related to social sup-
port (e.g., Melchiorre et al., 2013). Specifically, individuals 
with a scarcity mindset (e.g., perception that resources are 
low and difficult to access), may be less likely to perceive 
access to social support as well as provide social support 
(Mitsui, 2022). Therefore, a cycle may occur where social 
support is less when fewer resources are perceived, which 
prevents further social support behaviors to cope (Weyers 
et al., 2008). Additional research is needed to explore these 
topics and include other measurements of culture (e.g., filial 
piety, tightness-looseness) to determine whether subjective 
social status remains a significant predictor of social support 
behaviors with other cultural variables in the model.

Limitations and strengths, and practical 
implications

The current study was not without several key limitations. 
Data were collected from over 50 different contributors, 
each who received separate IRB review and approval for 
the study. As a result, many data sets were unable to col-
lect specific variables as limited by their IRB. For example, 
several sites were unable to ask specific questions about 
gender identity, sexual orientation, and current location 
due to ethical considerations associated with the variables 
collected in this study. As data across all 50 collections 
were merged, great care was taken to ensure the accurate 
translation of these materials across several languages in 
this worldwide data collection. Unfortunately, words and 
concepts may not have been consistently translated across 
languages. For instance, support, when directly translated, 
could mean to “bear the weight of” or “to hold up” instead 
of the contextual definition we sought to examine in this 
study. However, the ability to disseminate this study across 
different populations, different countries, and translate the 
study into more than six different languages also allowed 
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for the comparison of these different language groups across 
multiple measures and constructs. As data was collected 
worldwide, in the current study we also sought to determine 
regional differences. There exist many ways to divide the 
world for regional analyses. In the current study we used a 
coding method consistent with statistical analyses conducted 
by the United Nations. However, different coding methods 
or the use of smaller regions for analysis might contribute 
to a more detailed outlook on all our study variables. Future 
studies are encouraged to explore these different coding and 
analysis methods to help us further understand the incredible 
complexity of these behaviors, beliefs/values, and economic 
positions.

Another limitation of the current study was in the length 
of data collection. In the current study data collection lasted 
for 1 year to allow multiple sites to attain IRB approval and 
complete data collection. Consequently, data collection may 
have collected information across varying socio-political 
events and throughout different stages in the COVID-19 
pandemic. For example, during the year of data collection, 
COVID-19 deaths rose and fell (Bigg, 2023; WHO, 2023), 
February 2022 marked the beginning of the Russo-Ukrain-
ian War, the Taliban returned to power in Afghanistan. As a 
result, any analyses conducted on the data collected across 
this period should be assessed with caution. In particular, the 
difficulties encountered with the PSS scale and its lack of 
consistency and invariance may be a remnant of both the dif-
ficult with translating measures across language (e.g., stress 
may mean different things when taking these recent events 
into account) and when considering the contextual factors 
surrounding these measurements. CFA analyses revealed 
PSS-10 to have poor model fit and was not invariant across 
regional groups.

We used a previously validated measure of perceived 
stress but this measure was found to have poor consistency 
in the current study. Perceived stress is a highly contextu-
alized construct that may vary across cultures (Gamonal-
Limcaoco et al., 2022; Lee et al., 2023). One study found 
depending on the type of stressful situation (interpersonal vs. 
non-interpersonal) European Canadians perceived stressful 
non-interpersonal situations as more frequent compared with 
Japanese undergraduates, whereas Japanese undergraduates 
perceived stressful interpersonal situations as more frequent 
than European Canadians. Thus, it is possible that the PSS-
10 does not tap into the full construct of perceived stress 
in regions that conceptualize interpersonal conflict differ-
ently. The lack of invariance across regions for the overall 
path analysis suggests that further validation of concepts 
of social support is needed cross-culturally to ensure the 
generalizability and robustness of future research on these 
concepts. Yet, these data collections may also highlight over-
arching themes in regard to social support that circumvent 
these contextual factors and result in universal relationships 

between these variables. As these data were cross-sectional 
in nature, future studies should assess these characteristics 
and behaviors longitudinally to examine the universality of 
these associations. In addition, all data was collected via 
an online research platform and participants were recruited 
online. Thus, our data were threatened by bots and fraudu-
lent participants which resulted in a large portion of the data 
being discarded as “participants” did not pass our security 
measures. Nevertheless, our study successfully detected 
and prevented bots using a combination of different meth-
ods resulting in more reliable data (Lawrence et al., 2023; 
Xu et al., 2022). Lastly, as data collection was conducted 
over multiple sites worldwide, no overarching method was 
used to ensure a diverse or representative sample which may 
limit the generalizability of the findings to underrepresented 
groups.

The current study examined how individuals from various 
cultural contexts around the world experience the impact of 
culture, SSS, and SES on social support and help-seeking 
behaviors following the global COVID-19 pandemic and 
upsurges in social justice movements. These findings high-
light and advance the understanding of how cross-cultural 
complexities and contextual distinctions influence an indi-
vidual's perception, processing, and practice of social sup-
port embedded in the changing social landscape. Drawing 
from these results, it is imperative that mental health pro-
fessionals and preventionists modify and implement inter-
disciplinary, culturally relevant interventions that address 
the needs and concerns of individuals and their respective 
communities, and in result, improve their social support 
behaviors and mental health functioning, and promote posi-
tive psychological outcomes. More specifically, community-
based social support groups and programs (in-person and 
virtual) can offer psychoeducation and practical skills (i.e., 
adaptive coping strategies, therapeutic interventions, etc.) 
that consider one’s individualistic and collectivistic com-
munities, beliefs and attitudes, cultural norms, and values. 
Furthermore, As COVID-19 transitions from i pandemic 
to endemic, new and innovative support strategies and 
resources are needed to assist individuals in adapting to a 
“new normal.” For example, inclusion of culturally respon-
sive interventions is necessary to mitigate the psychological 
impact of loneliness and isolation, enhance social connect-
edness and interactions, expand social support networks, and 
promote one’s physical and health outcomes (Steptoe, 2022).

Given that this study utilized open science research 
tools and practices to analyze globally collected data, it is 
important that researchers and data scientists continue to 
engage and further develop these research practices. The 
aim here is to advance cultural competency within psycho-
logical science by enhancing the generalizability, vigor, 
and credibility in understanding individuals, especially 
ethno-racial minorities living in various cultural contexts 
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(Lui et al., 2022). This study’s findings demonstrate that 
culture and region have significant impacts on social sup-
port behaviors, thus open science research practices which 
are intended to increase transparency in the knowledge-
production process must address bias and broaden equi-
table access to data and findings with the expectation to 
advance the validity in understanding populations in their 
distinctive lived experiences and contexts (Lui et al., 2022; 
Steptoe, 2022).

Conclusion

Despite limitations, the present study contributes to a 
larger understanding of the impact of culture, SSS, and 
SES, on social support and help-seeking behaviors during 
the global pandemic, and subsequent social justice move-
ments. Specifically, this study demonstrates how social 
supporting provision and help-seeking behaviors are com-
plex, given the cross-cultural and contextual nuances sur-
rounding our unique global crises. More nuances regard-
ing these differences in research may further highlight our 
understanding of how to appropriately support different 
communities, especially in dire times of need. As a result, 
our study provides a novel contribution to existing litera-
ture on social support and delineates important considera-
tions as the global population continues to diversify.

Supplementary Information  The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s12144-​024-​05764-5.

Acknowledgements  The team would like to thank Psi Chi’s Network 
for International Collaborative Exchange for facilitating this project.

Authors contribution  Conceptualization – Erica Szkody.
Methodology – Erica Szkody.
Formal analysis – Erica Szkody.
Investigation – all authors.
Resources – all authors.
Data Curation – Cory Cascalheira, Erica Szkody.
Writing—Original Draft – Erica Szkody, Anjolee Spence, Asil 

Özdoğru, Bhawna Tushir, Fennie Chang, Handan AKKAŞ, Ian Soto-
mayor, Iuliia Pavlova, Ivana Petrovic, Jill Norvilitis, Judith Pena-Shaff, 
Julia Maney, Kaitlyn Arrow, Laura Rodriguez, Mary Moussa-Rogers, 
Michael McTighe, Kalu T. U. Ogba, Stephanie Ka Wai Au Yeung, Tara 
Stoppa, Yuanyuan Yang, Courtney L. Gosnell, Gihane Jérémie-Brink, 
Joshua J. Van Nostrand, Patrícia Arriaga.

Writing—Review & Editing – all authors.
Supervision – John Edlund, Martha Zlokovich, Cory Cascalheira.
Project administration – Cory Cascalheira, Erica Szkody, Bryce 

Redd.

Funding  Cory J. Cascalheira is supported as a RISE Fellow by the 
National Institutes of Health (R25GM061222).

Data availability  All data and materials for the current paper can be 
found on the Open Science Framework: https://​osf.​io/​5s9na/.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest  The authors report no conflicts of interests.

References

Adler, N. E., Epel, E. S., Castellazzo, G., & Ickovics, J. R. (2000). 
Relationship of subjective and objective social status with psycho-
logical and physiological functioning: Preliminary data in healthy 
White women. Health Psychology, 19(6), 586–592. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1037/​0278-​6133.​19.6.​586

American Psychological Association. (2017). Ethical principles of psy-
chologists and code of conduct (2002, amended effective June 
1, 2010, and January 1, 2017). http://​www.​apa.​org/​ethics/​code/​
index.​html

Andreß, H. J., Lipsmeier, G., & Salentin, K. (1995). Social isolation 
and lack of social support in low income groups? (in German). 
Zeitschrift für Soziologie, 24, 300–315. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1515/​
zfsoz-​1995-​0405

Bambra, C., Lynch, J., & Smith, K. E. (2021). The unequal pandemic: 
COVID-19 and health inequalities. Bristol University Press. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​46692/​97814​47361​251

Bigg, M. M. (2023, February 23). How Russia’s war in Ukraine has 
unfolded, month by month. https://​www.​nytim​es.​com/​artic​le/​ukrai​
ne-​russia-​war-​timel​ine.​html

Burleson, B. R. (2003). The experience and effects of emotional sup-
port: What the study of cultural and gender differences can tell 
us about close relationships, emotion, and interpersonal commu-
nication. Personal Relationships, 10(1), 1–23. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/​1475-​6811.​00033

Burleson, B. R., & Mortenson, S. R. (2003). Explaining cultural dif-
ferences in evaluations of emotional support behaviors: Exploring 
the mediating influences of value systems and interaction goals. 
Communication Research, 30(2), 113–146. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​00936​50202​250873

Carver, C. S., Scheier, M. F., & Weintraub, J. K. (1989). Assessing 
coping strategies: A theoretically based approach. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 56, 267–283. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1037/​0022-​3514.​56.2.​267

Cascalheira, C. J., Morrison, C., D’Angelo, A. B., Villanueva, O. G., 
& Grov, C. (2023). The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
HIV-positive men who have sex with men: (Dis)connection to 
social, sexual, and health networks. Psychology & Sexuality, 
14(1), 306–320. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​19419​899.​2022.​21127​45

Chen, J. M., Kim, H. S., Mojaverian, T., & Morling, B. (2012). Culture 
and social support provision: Who gives what and why. Personal-
ity & Social Psychology Bulletin, 38(1), 3–13. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​01461​67211​427309

Chentsova Dutton, Y. E. (2012). Butting in vs. being a friend: Cultural 
differences and similarities in the evaluation of imposed social 
support. The Journal of Social Psychology, 152(4), 493–509. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00224​545.​2011.​642025

Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., & Mermelstein, R. (1983). A global measure 
of perceived stress. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 24(4), 
385–396. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​21364​04

Costa, S., Canale, N., Mioni, G., & Cellini, N. (2022). Maintaining 
social support while social distancing: The longitudinal benefit 
of basic psychological needs for symptoms of anxiety during 
the COVID-19 outbreak. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 
52(6), 439–448.

Curhan, K. B., Levine, C. S., Markus, H. R., Kitayama, S., Park, J., 
Karasawa, M., Love, G. D., Coe, C. L., Miyamoto, Y., & Ryff, 
C. D. (2014). Subjective and objective hierarchies and their 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-024-05764-5
https://osf.io/5s9na/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.19.6.586
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.19.6.586
http://www.apa.org/ethics/code/index.html
http://www.apa.org/ethics/code/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1515/zfsoz-1995-0405
https://doi.org/10.1515/zfsoz-1995-0405
https://doi.org/10.46692/9781447361251
https://www.nytimes.com/article/ukraine-russia-war-timeline.html
https://www.nytimes.com/article/ukraine-russia-war-timeline.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6811.00033
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6811.00033
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650202250873
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650202250873
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.2.267
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.2.267
https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.2022.2112745
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211427309
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211427309
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2011.642025
https://doi.org/10.2307/2136404


	 Current Psychology

relations to psychological well-being: A US/Japan comparison. 
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 5(8), 855–864.

Deisinger, J. A., Cassisi, J. E., & Whitaker, S. L. (2003). Relation-
ships between coping style and PAI profiles in a community 
sample. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 59(12), 1315–1323. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​jclp.​10223

Diemer, M. A., Mistry, R. S., Wadsworth, M. E., López, I., & 
Reimers, F. (2013). Best practices in conceptualizing and meas-
uring social class in psychological research: Social class meas-
urement. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 13(1), 
77–113. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​asap.​12001

Ferber, S. G., Weller, A., Maor, R., Feldman, Y., Harel-Fisch, Y., & 
Mikulincer, M. (2022). Perceived social support in the social 
distancing era: The association between circles of potential sup-
port and COVID-19 reactive psychopathology. Anxiety, Stress, 
& Coping, 35(1), 58–71. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​10615​806.​
2021.​19874​18

Fiske, A. P. (2002). Using individualism and collectivism to com-
pare cultures--a critique of the validity and measurement of the 
constructs: comment on Oyserman et al. (2002).

Galea, S., Ahern, J., Resnick, H., Kilpatrick, D., Bucuvalas, M., 
Gold, J., & Vlahov, D. (2002). Psychological sequelae of the 
September 11 terrorist attacks in New York City. The New Eng-
land Journal of Medicine, 346(13), 982–987. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1056/​NEJMs​a0134​04

Gamonal-Limcaoco, S., Montero-Mateos, E., Lozano-López, M. T., 
Maciá-Casas, A., Matías-Fernández, J., & Roncero, C. (2022). 
Perceived stress in different countries at the beginning of the 
coronavirus pandemic. The International Journal of Psychiatry 
in Medicine, 57(4), 309–322.

Garcini, L. M., Rosenfeld, J., Kneese, G., Bondurant, R. G., & Kan-
zler, K. E. (2021). Dealing with distress from the COVID-19 
pandemic: Mental health stressors and coping strategies in 
vulnerable Latinx communities. Health and Social Care in the 
Community, 30, 284–294. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​hsc.​13402

Giatti, L., Camelo, L. D. V., Rodrigues, J. F. D. C., & Barreto, S. M. 
(2012). Reliability of the MacArthur scale of subjective social 
status-Brazilian Longitudinal Study of Adult Health (ELSA-
Brasil). BMC public health, 12(1), 1–7. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​
1471-​2458-​12-​1096

Goode, J. P., Stroup, D. R., & Gaufman, E. (2022). Everyday nation-
alism in unsettled times: In search of normality during pan-
demic. Nationalities Papers, 50(1), 61–85.

Gottlieb, B. H., & Bergen, A. E. (2010). Social support concepts and 
measures. Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 69, 511–520. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jpsyc​hores.​2009.​10.​001

Grossmann, I., & Varnum, M. E. W. (2011). Social class, culture, and 
cognition. Social Psychological & Personality Science, 2(1), 
81–89. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​19485​50610​377119

Hombrados-Mendieta, I., & Castro-Travé, M. (2013). Apoyo social, 
clima social y percepción de conflictos en un contexto educativo 
intercultural. Anales De Psicología, 29(1), 108–122. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​6018/​anale​sps.​29.1.​123311

Kaniasty, K., & Norris, F. H. (1993). A test of the social support 
deterioration model in the context of natural disaster. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 64(3), 395–408. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​3514.​64.3.​395

Kim, H., & Markus, H. R. (1999). Deviance or uniqueness, harmony 
or conformity? A cultural analysis. Journal of Personality and 
SocialPsychology, 77(4), 785–800. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
0022-​3514.​77.4.​785

Kim, H. S., Sherman, D. K., Ko, D., & Taylor, S. E. (2006). Pursuit 
of comfort and pursuit of harmony: Culture, relationships, and 
social support seeking. Personality & Social Psychology Bul-
letin, 32(12), 1595–1607. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01461​67206​
291991

Kitayama, S., & Uchida, Y. (2005). Interdependent agency: An alterna-
tive system for action. In R. M. Sorrentino, D. Cohen, J. M. Olson, 
& M. Zanna (Eds.), Cultural and social behavior: The Ontario 
symposium (pp. 137–164). Lawrence Erlbaum.

Kraus, M. W., Piff, P. K., Mendoza-Denton, R., Rheinschmidt, M. L., 
& Keltner, D. (2012). Social class, solipsism, and contextualism: 
How the rich are different from the poor. Psychological Review, 
119(9), 546–572. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0028​756

Krause, N., & Borawski-Clark, E. (1995). Social class differences 
in social support among older adults. The Gerontologist, 35(4), 
498–508. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​geront/​35.4.​498

Lawrence, P. R., Osborne, M. C., Sharma, D., Spratling, R., & 
Calamaro, C. J. (2023). Methodological challenge: Addressing 
bots in online research. Journal of Pediatric Health Care, 37(3), 
328–332.

Lee, E. H. (2012). Review of the psychometric evidence of the per-
ceived stress scale. Asian Nursing Research, 6(4), 121–127. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​anr.​2012.​08.​004

Lee, H., Masuda, T., Ishii, K., Yasuda, Y., & Ohtsubo, Y. (2023). Cul-
tural differences in the perception of daily stress between Euro-
pean Canadian and Japanese Undergraduate Students. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 49(4), 571–584. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1177/​01461​67221​10703​60

Lui, P., Gobrial, S., Pham, S., Giadolor, W., Adams, N., & Rollock, 
D. (2022). Open science and multicultural research: Some data, 
considerations, and recommendations. Cultural Diversity and 
Ethnic Minority Psychology, 28(4), 567–586. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1037/​cdp00​00541

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Impli-
cations for cognition, emotion, and motivation. Psychological 
Review, 98, 224–253. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0033-​295X.​98.2.​
224

Mathieu, E., Ritchie, H., Rodés-Guirao, L., Appel, C., Giattino, C., 
Hasell, J., MacDonalrd, B., Dattani, S., Beltekian, D., Ortiz-
Ospina, E., & Roser, M. (2020). Coronavirus pandemic (COVID-
19). Our World in Data. Published online at OurWo​rldIn​Data.​org. 
Retrieved from: https://​ourwo​rldin​data.​org/​coron​avirus

Melchiorre, M. G., Chiatti, C., Lamura, G., Torres-Gonzales, F., 
Stankunas, M., Lindert, J., Ioannidi-Kapolou, E., Barros, H., 
Macassa, G., & Soares, J. F. (2013). Social support, socio-eco-
nomic status, health and abuse among older people in seven Euro-
pean countries. PloS One, 8(1), e54856. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1371/​
journ​al.​pone.​00548​56

Melguizo-Garín, A., Martos-Méndez, M. J., & Hombrados-Mendieta, 
I. (2019). Influencia del apoyo social sobre el estrés y la satisfac-
ción vital en padres de niños con cáncer desde una perspectiva 
multidimensional. Psicooncología, 16(1), 25–42. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​5209/​PSIC.​63646

Mitsui, K. (2022). The relationship between coping mechanisms and 
the scarcity mindset. Undergraduate Research, 2(2). https://​kb.​
gcsu.​edu/​under​gradu​atere​search/​vol2/​iss2/​21

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2012). An attachment perspective on 
psychopathology. World Psychiatry, 11(1), 11–15. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​wpsyc.​2012.​01.​003

Ntontis, E., Drury, J., Amlôt, R., Rubin, G. J., & Williams, R. (2020). 
Endurance or decline of emergent groups following a flood disas-
ter: Implications for community resilience. International Journal 
of Disaster Risk Reduction, 45, 101493. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
ijdrr.​2020.​101493

Nye, J. S., Jr. (2019). The rise and fall of American hegemony from 
Wilson to Trump. International affairs, 95(1), 63–80.

Ostrove, J. M., Adler, N. E., Kuppermann, M., & Washington, A. E. 
(2000). Objective and subjective assessments of socioeconomic 
status and their relationship to self-rated health in an ethnically 
diverse sample of pregnant women. Health Psychology, 19, 
613–618.

https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.10223
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12001
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.1987418
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2021.1987418
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa013404
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa013404
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.13402
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-1096
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-1096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2009.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550610377119
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.29.1.123311
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.29.1.123311
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.64.3.395
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.64.3.395
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.4.785
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.4.785
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206291991
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206291991
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028756
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/35.4.498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anr.2012.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211070360
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211070360
https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000541
https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000541
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224
http://ourworldindata.org
https://ourworldindata.org/coronavirus
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0054856
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0054856
https://doi.org/10.5209/PSIC.63646
https://doi.org/10.5209/PSIC.63646
https://kb.gcsu.edu/undergraduateresearch/vol2/iss2/21
https://kb.gcsu.edu/undergraduateresearch/vol2/iss2/21
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wpsyc.2012.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wpsyc.2012.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101493
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101493


Current Psychology	

Paquet, S. L., & Kline, T. J. B. (2009). Uncovering the psychometric 
properties of scales measuring individualist and collectivist ori-
entations. International Journal of Testing, 9(3), 260–270. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1080/​15305​05090​31068​59

Rickwood, D., Deane, F. P., Wilson, C. J., & Ciarrochi, J. (2005). 
Young people’s help-seeking for mental health problems. 
Advances in Mental Health, 4(3), 218–251. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
5172/​jamh.4.​3.​218

Rickwood, D., & Thomas, K. (2012). Conceptual measurement frame-
work for help-seeking for mental health problems. Psychology 
Research and Behavior Management, 5, 173–183. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​2147/​PRBM.​S38707

Ruiz-Rodríguez, I., Hombrados-Mendieta, I., Melguizo-Garín, A., & 
Martos-Méndez, M. J. (2021). The association of sources of sup-
port, types of support and satisfaction with support received on 
perceived stress and quality of life of cancer patients. Integrative 
Cancer Therapies, 20, 1–10. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​15347​35421​
994905

Sakurai, K., Kawakami, N., Yamaoka, K., Ishikawa, H., & Hashimoto, 
H. (2010). The impact of subjective and objective social status on 
psychological distress among men and women in Japan. Social 
Science & Medicine, 70(11), 1832–1839. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​socsc​imed.​2010.​01.​019

Schulz, U., & Schwarzer, R. (2003). Soziale Unterstützung bei der 
Krankheitsbewältigung. Die Berliner Social Support Skalen 
(BSSS) [Social support in coping with illness: The Berlin Social 
Support Scales (BSSS)]. Diagnostica, 49, 73–82.

Schulz, U., & Schwarzer, R. (2004). Long-term effects of spousal sup-
port on coping with cancer after surgery. Journal of Social and 
Clinical Psychology, 23(5), 716–732. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1521/​jscp.​
23.5.​716.​50746

Singh-Manoux, A., Adler, N. E., & Marmot, M. G. (2003). Subjective 
social status: Its determinants and its association with measures 
of ill-health in the Whitehall II study. Social Science & Medicine, 
56, 1321–1333.

Sivadas, E., Bruvold, N. T., & Nelson, M. R. (2008). A reduced ver-
sion of the horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism 
scale: A four-country assessment. Journal of Business Research, 
61(3), 201–210. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusr​es.​2007.​06.​016

Steptoe, A. (2022). Loneliness, health and applied psychology. Applied 
Psychology: Health and Well-Being, 15(1), 259–266. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1111/​aphw.​12417

Szkody, E., Stearns, M., Stanhope, L., & McKinney, C. (2021). Stress-
Buffering Role of Social Support during COVID-19. Family Pro-
cess, 60(3), 1002–1015. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​famp.​12618

Taylor, S. E. (2011). Social support: A review. In H. S. Friedman (Ed.), 
The Oxford handbook of health psychology (pp. 189–214). Oxford 
University Press.

Taylor, S. E., Sherman, D. K., Kim, H. S., Jarcho, J., Takagi, K., & 
Dunagan, M. S. (2004). Cultural and social support: Who seeks 
it and why? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87(3), 
354–362. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​3514.​87.3.​354

Taylor, S. E., Welch, W. T., Kim, H. S., & Sherman, D. K. (2007). 
Cultural differences in the impact of social support on psychologi-
cal and biological stress responses. Psychological Science, 18(9), 
831–837. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1467-​9280.​2007.​01987.x

Thoits, P. A. (2011). Mechanisms linking social ties and support to 
physical and mental health. Journal of Health and Social Behav-
ior, 52(2), 145–161. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00221​46510​395592

Triandis, H. C., & Gelfland, M. J. (1998). Converging measurement of 
horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 118–128. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1037/​0022-​3514.​74.1.​118

Uchida, Y., Kitayama, S., Mesquita, B., Reyes, J. A. S., & Morling, B. 
(2008). Is perceived emotional support beneficial? Well-being and 
health in independent and interdependent cultures. Personality & 
Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(6), 741–754. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​01461​67208​315157

United Nations. (1999). Standard country or area codes for statistics 
use, 1999 (Revision 4). https://​unsta​ts.​un.​org/​unsd/​metho​dology/​
m49/

Verdery, A., & Campbell, C. (2019). Social support in America: Strati-
fication and trends in access over two decades. Social Forces, 
98(2), 725–752. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​sf/​soz008

Wellman, B., & Wortley, S. (1990). Different strokes from different 
folks: Community ties and social support. American Journal of 
Sociology, 96(3), 558–588. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1086/​229572

Weyers, S., Dragano, N., Möbus, S., Beck, E. M., Stang, A., Möhlen-
kamp, S., Jöckel, K. H., Erbel, R., & Siegrist, J. (2008). Low 
socio-economic position is associated with poor social networks 
and social support: Results from the Heinz Nixdorf Recall Study. 
International Journal for Equity in Health, 7, 13. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1186/​1475-​9276-7-​13

Wilcox, L. W. (2021). Reforming the unreformable: The peace corps, 
neocolonialism, and the white savior complex. Undergraduate 
Journal of Global Citizenship, 4(1), 5.

World Health Organization. (2023). WHO coronavirus (COVID-19) 
dashboard. Retrieved May 30, 2022, from https://​covid​19.​who.​int/

Wright, K. B., Riemann, W., & Fisher, C. L. (2022). Work–life-imbal-
ance during the COVID-19 pandemic: Exploring social support 
and health outcomes in the United States. Journal of Applied 
Communication Research, 50(1), 54–69.

Xu, Y., Pace, S., Kim, J., Iachini, A., King, L. B., Harrison, T., DeHart, 
D., Levkoff, S. E., Browne, T. A., Lewis, A. A., Kunz, G. M., 
Reitmeier, M., Utter, R. K., & Simone, M. (2022). Threats to 
online surveys: Recognizing, detecting, and preventing survey 
bots. Social Work Research, 46(4), 343–350.

Zimet, G. D., Dahlem, N. W., Zimet, S. G., & Farley, G. K. (1988). 
The multidimensional scale of perceived social support. Journal 
of Personality Assessment, 52(1), 30–41. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1207/​
s1532​7752j​pa5201_2

Publisher's Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds 
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the 
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of 
such publishing agreement and applicable law.

https://doi.org/10.1080/15305050903106859
https://doi.org/10.1080/15305050903106859
https://doi.org/10.5172/jamh.4.3.218
https://doi.org/10.5172/jamh.4.3.218
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S38707
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S38707
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534735421994905
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534735421994905
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.01.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.01.019
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.23.5.716.50746
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.23.5.716.50746
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.06.016
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12417
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12417
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12618
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.3.354
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01987.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146510395592
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.1.118
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.1.118
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208315157
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208315157
https://unstats.un.org/unsd/methodology/m49/
https://unstats.un.org/unsd/methodology/m49/
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soz008
https://doi.org/10.1086/229572
https://doi.org/10.1186/1475-9276-7-13
https://doi.org/10.1186/1475-9276-7-13
https://covid19.who.int/
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5201_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5201_2


	 Current Psychology

Authors and Affiliations

Erica Szkody1,66 · Anjolee Spence2 · Asil Özdoğru3,69 · Bhawna Tushir4 · Fennie Chang5 · Handan AKKAŞ6 · 
Ian Sotomayor1 · Iuliia Pavlova7 · Ivana Petrovic8 · Jill Norvilitis9 · Judith Pena‑Shaff10 · Julia Maney5 · 
Kaitlyn Arrow11 · Laura Rodriguez12 · Mary Moussa‑Rogers13 · Michael McTighe14 · Kalu T. U. Ogba15 · 
Stephanie Ka Wai Au Yeung5 · Tara Stoppa11 · Yuanyuan Yang1 · Courtney L. Gosnell2 · Gihane Jérémie‑Brink16 · 
Joshua J. Van Nostrand17 · Patrícia Arriaga18 · Amy Martin19 · Ana Maksimovic20 · Andreea Ursu21 · Arzu Karakulak22 · 
Brianna Fitapelli5 · Brien K. Ashdown23 · Celia K. Naivar Sen24 · Chris Chartier25 · Christina Shane‑Simpson26 · 
Christopher M. Redker27 · Cliff McKinney28 · Danisha Baro29 · Denisse Manrique‑Millones30 · Eduardo Silva Reis31 · 
Eirini Adamopoulou32 · Eliz Volkan33 · Ergyul Tair34 · Ethan Trujillo12 · Halil Emre Kocalar35 · Heidi Blocker17 · 
Hinza Malik36 · İrem Metin Orta37 · Jay Claus Santos38 · Jon Grahe39 · Kelly Cuccolo40 · Liam Wignall41,68 · 
Malorie McLain42 · Marianna Kosic43 · Moet Aita14 · Monique Nash44 · Ogba Oluchi Miracle45 · Olivia Christiano46 · 
Radosveta Dimitrova47 · Rahul Varma48 · Rebecca Mann49 · Sandesh Dhakal50 · Sara Estrada‑Villalta51 · 
Sara Haden52 · Sarah Hamilton53 · Selin Metin Camgöz54 · Shams Aljuberi55 · Stephanie Chin56 · Steven Kohn57 · 
Sunil K. Verma58 · Tifani Fletcher59 · Tushar Singh60 · Abigail Sanders25 · Adryana Collado10 · Akua Adusei5 · 
Alaa Itani23 · Amanda Kaser25 · Amber Wolfe5 · Amy Stout19 · Anahita Akhavan5 · Angelique Kirton5 · 
Ayşe Rezan Çeçen‑Eroğul35 · Bilge Bilir24 · Camille Dupiton5 · Caroline Lovett5 · Chloe Orsini5 · 
Christney Kpodo39 · Christopher Aceto5 · Clare Redden5 · Danielle NyKanen40 · Deniz Yildiz24 · Emily Lutringer61 · 
Ender Sevinç6 · Erica Baranski55 · Fahd Khan24 · Fanli Jia62 · Gabriel Cramariuc21 · Guolin Zhang42 · 
Hakile Resulbegoviq20 · Haneen Maree23 · Harleen Kaur60 · Jessie Nelson29 · Jimena Santa Cruz Espinoza51 · 
JoAnna Hubbard29 · John Edlund14 · John Protzko46 · Jolie Hoang5 · Jordan Stork19 · Jordan Vasu5 · 
Jose Verdis Salazar10 · Karyssa Myhers19 · Kaylynn Hayward19 · Kevin Lu5 · Leisha Beardmore5 · Liliia Levkiv7 · 
Linda Katheryn Hernandez Godoy51 · Liseth Paulett30 · María Fernanda Bonilla Gonzalez51 · Maria Kalantzis63 · 
Mariana Rodrigues5 · Marinés Mejía Álvarez51 · Marissa Ott19 · Martha Zlokovich64 · Mary Kate Brosnan5 · 
Mateus Mazzaferro5 · Melis Yetkin65 · Mikayla Johnson19 · Milica Vukelic8 · Mitchell Clark19 · Mohammad AlMalik23 · 
Neda Fedavi23 · Noah Means‑Simonsen5 · Onassis Cabrera10 · Panta Kovacevic8 · Qingyi Zhang5 · Rachel Rushing19 · 
Rafail Varakis32 · Randall Richardson5 · Sara Koch52 · Savannah Lewis25,67 · Scott Barrera42 · Sifan Zheng5 · 
Siyu Liu5 · Sophia Papka52 · Sreeja Das48 · Srijana Ghimire50 · Tanya Verma5 · Taylor Hillman19 · Ugur C. Ozkusen24 · 
Xinyi (Spencer) Zhang5 · Yiwen Gu5 · Bryce Redd29 · Cory J. Cascalheira29 

 1	 Stony Brook University, Stony Brook, NJ, USA
2	 Pace University, New York, NY, USA
3	 Üsküdar University, Istanbul, Turkey
4	 Christ College, Bengaluru, India
5	 Columbia University, New York, NY, USA
6	 Ankara Science University, Ankara, Turkey
7	 Lviv State University, Lviv, Ukraine
8	 University of Belgrade, Belgrade, Serbia
9	 SUNY Buffalo State, Buffalo, NY, USA
10	 Ithaca College, Ithaca, NY, USA
11	 Eastern University, St. Davids, PA, USA
12	 Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff, AZ, USA
13	 University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC, USA
14	 Rochester Institute of Technology, New York, NY, USA
15	 University of Nigeria, Nsukka, Nigeria
16	 William Paterson University, Wayne, NJ, USA
17	 Eastern Oregon University, La Grande Oregon, USA
18	 Instituto Universitário de Lisboa, Lisbon, Portugal
19	 Rockford University, Rockford, IL, USA

20	 University of Donja Gorica, Podgorica, Montenegro
21	 University “Ștefan Cel Mare” of Suceava, Suceava, Romania
22	 MEF University, Istanbul, Turkey
23	 American University of Sharjah, Sharjah, 

United Arab Emirates
24	 Ozyegin University, Istanbul, Turkey
25	 Ashland University, Ashland, OH, USA
26	 University of Wisconsin, Stout, Menomonie, WI, USA
27	 Ferris State University, Big Rapids, MI, USA
28	 Mississippi State University, Starkville, MS, USA
29	 New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, NM, USA
30	 Universidad Científica del Sur, Lima, Peru
31	 ISCTE, Lisbon, Portugal
32	 Business College of Athens, Athens, Greece
33	 Cyprus International University, Nicosia, North Cyprus
34	 Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Sofia, Bulgaria
35	 Muğla Sıtkı Koçman University, Muğla, Turkey
36	 University of North Carolina, Wilmington, NC, USA
37	 Atilim University, Ankara, Turkey

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5780-3101


Current Psychology	

38	 Central Luzon State University, Nueva Ecija, Philippines
39	 Pacific Lutheran University, Parkland, WA, USA
40	 Alma College, Alma, MI, USA
41	 Bournemouth University, Poole, UK
42	 Ball State University, Muncie Indiana, USA
43	 Scientifc-Cultural Institute Mandàla, Doberdò del Lago, Italy
44	 Michigan School of Psychology, Farmington Hills, MI, USA
45	 Abia State University, Uturu, Nigeria
46	 Central Connecticut State University, New Britain, CT, USA
47	 Stockholm University, Stockholm, Sweden
48	 Amity University, Noida, India
49	 Dalton State College, Dalton, GA, USA
50	 Tribhuvan University, Kathmandu, Nepal
51	 Universidad del Valle de Guatemala, Guatemala City, 

Guatemala
52	 Long Island University, Brooklyn, NY, USA
53	 Fordham University, New York, NY, USA
54	 Hacettepe University, Ankara, Turkey

55	 California State University East Bay, Hayward, CA, USA
56	 University of Louisville, Louisville, KY, USA
57	 Valdosta State University, Valdosta, GA, USA
58	 Vivekananda College, Delhi, India
59	 West Liberty University, West Liberty, WV, USA
60	 Banaras Hindu University, Varanasi, India
61	 The Chicago School of Professional Psychology, Chicago, 

IL, USA
62	 Seton Hall University, South Orange, NJ, USA
63	 Bowling Green State University, Bowling Green, OH, USA
64	 Psi Chi, Chattanooga, TN, USA
65	 Bahcesehir University, Istanbul, Turkey
66	 Stony Brook University, 100 Nicolls Road, Stony Brook, 

NY 11790, USA
67	 University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, United States
68	 University of Brighton, Brighton, United Kingdom
69	 Marmara University, İstanbul, Turkey


	Social support and help-seeking worldwide
	Abstract
	Social support behaviors
	Social support from a cross-cultural lens
	Subjective social status, socioeconomic status, and access to social support
	The current study
	General impact of world events hypotheses
	Cultural context hypotheses

	Method
	Procedure
	Transparency and openness
	Measures
	Demographics
	Subjective social status
	Cultural orientation
	Perceived stress
	Receiving and providing social support
	Help-seeking
	Perceived social support
	Region
	Validation and bot detection

	Data analyses
	Assumptions and alterations

	Results
	Participants
	Correlations and descriptives
	Group differences
	Subjective social status
	Cultural orientation
	Interactions
	Regional differences

	Path analysis

	Discussion
	Limitations and strengths, and practical implications

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References


