
z 

 
 

 

        
 

 
                                                 
 

CORRELATES OF PERCEIVED SOCIAL SUPPORT AMONGST GRADUATE STUDENTS IN MALAYSIA

1*Soheila Panahi,

1Faculty of Educational Studies, Universiti Putra Malaysia, 43400 Serdang, Selangor, Malaysia
2Faculty of Science, Universiti Putra Malaysia, 43400 Serdang, Selangor, Malaysia

 

ARTICLE INFO                                         ABSTRACT
 

 
 

 

The aim 
in terms of demographic profile. The number of participants was 534 graduate students (155 male and 379 
female)
of 27.10. 
using a one
that there were
friend support across
there was significant
significant differences
social support, family and
in terms of marital status.
across different semesters,
 

Copyright © 2013 Soheila Panahi, et al. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits unrestricted 
use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly 
 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

From the viewpoint of the individual, the place 
interaction starts is family.  With growth and 
ndividual’s social interaction expands towards his near environment. 
In the youth period, in addition to family interaction, the individual’s 
interaction with his school environment and social  environment 
created in that place begins to gain importance (Tan and Karabulutlu, 
2005).  Social  support  had  been  defined  as 
provision of psychological and material resources intended to benefit 
an individual's ability to cope with stress (Atri and Sharma, 2006). 
For instance, students with strong support systems of family, friends, 
and significant others are likely to experience lower 
and depression compared to those with weak social support. 
Freshman students who lack social support are vulnerable 
loneliness (Wei, Russell, and Zakalik, 2005) and especially 
susceptible to depression. Tao et al. (2000) indicated that social 
support not only is one of the important  resources  for  adolescents  
undergoing  the  transition  to university, but also is o
important protective factors for undergraduates. In addition, for 
students who move away from home, the transition to university 
reduces contact and, likely support, from family  as  well  as  
friends.  Difficulties  handling  these  stressors associated  with  the  
transition  may  lead  to  decreased  academic 
increased psychological distress (Benton et al., 
Reid, Shupak, and Cribbie, 2007). Benton et al
college students frequently have more complex 
than they did over several years ago, including both the 
expected   college   student   problems,   difficulties in 
and developmental issues as well as the more severe 
problems, such   as   depression, sexual   assault   and   thoughts 
of suicide. Social support has been shown to buffer individuals
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ABSTRACT 

The aim of this study is to examine whether there are differences in social support dimensions of graduate students 
in terms of demographic profile. The number of participants was 534 graduate students (155 male and 379 
female) randomly selected in one Malaysian university. The age of students ranged from 19 to 45; with mean age 
of 27.10. Apart from, applying descriptive statistic such as frequency, mean and, the data were statistically tested 
using a one way analysis of variance (ANOVA), through SPSS, version 19. 
that there were significant differences in total social support, and its’ dimensions such as 
friend support across different faculties. The same result found for family among different 
there was significant difference only in family support among various age groups. Furthermore, using t
significant differences observed across genders. In this regard, significant differences have established in total 
social support, family and friends. In addition, social support and significant others were significantly different 
in terms of marital status. However, there were no significant differences in social support of graduate students 
across different semesters, employment status and family sizes. 
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From the viewpoint of the individual, the place in which the social  
interaction starts is family.  With growth and development, the 
ndividual’s social interaction expands towards his near environment.  
In the youth period, in addition to family interaction, the individual’s  

social  environment  
o gain importance (Tan and Karabulutlu,  

2005).  Social  support  had  been  defined  as a  social  network's  
provision of psychological and material resources intended to benefit  
an individual's ability to cope with stress (Atri and Sharma, 2006). 

instance, students with strong support systems of family, friends, 
significant others are likely to experience lower levels of stress 
depression compared to those with weak social support. 

students who lack social support are vulnerable to 
Russell, and Zakalik, 2005) and especially 

(2000) indicated that social 
important  resources  for  adolescents  
university, but also is one of the most 

important protective factors for undergraduates. In addition, for 
the transition to university 

family  as  well  as  
associated  with  the  

transition  may  lead  to  decreased  academic performance and 
., 2003; Friedlander, 
et al. (2003) found 

complex problems today 
than they did over several years ago, including both the typical   or   
expected   college   student   problems,   difficulties in relationships 

as the more severe  
exual   assault   and   thoughts  

support has been shown to buffer individuals against 

Faculty of Educational Studies, Universiti Putra Malaysia, 43400 Serdang, 

stress and depression (Cohen, 1984; O'Connor and Cassidy, 2007) 
and may protect freshman students’ health when facing the challenges 
of the transition year in college (Brissette, Scheier, and Carver, 2002). 
A survey conducted by Fagg et al
survey data for young adults in England to discover empirically the 
associations between social support perceived by persons aged 
between 16 and 24. The findings proposed that if families and 
friends could be useful to supply good 
beneficial for psychological well-
of settings. In addition, they displayed that better support at the 
individual level has relationship with significantly lesser risk of 
distress presented by participants. With respect to race, 
differences in level of social support  Tate 
there  were  no  race-related differences (African American, White) 
in social support, and no race by social support interactions. In a 
study of college freshman, Maton 
support was more important among African  Americans  and  peer  
support  among Whites. Tong et  al
there are  differences  in  social  support 
Chinese. Participants were 243 male police 
Singapore Police Force. Mean age of the 
years which ranged from 19 to 
mind that Chinese participants indicated a 
social  supports  from  non-family  than  family 
the opposite was true for Indians and Malaysian. In 
took support from friend in addition to family.

Matthews, Stansfeld, and Power (1999) confirmed that 
differences in social support are 
females better supported. According to Bíró, Ádány, and Kósa 
(2011) the lack of social support was a more prevalent problem 
among male students. Social support is also a potent
determinant of mental   health   during   higher 
Gallicchio, Hoffman, and Helzlsouer 
investigation on relationship between gender and social support. I
this study, 4,498 males and 6,948 
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stress and depression (Cohen, 1984; O'Connor and Cassidy, 2007)  
and may protect freshman students’ health when facing the challenges  
of the transition year in college (Brissette, Scheier, and Carver, 2002).  

et al. (2008) researchers used national  
survey data for young adults in England to discover empirically the  
associations between social support perceived by persons aged  
between 16 and 24. The findings proposed that if families and 

could be useful to supply good social support, this might be 
-being of young people in all types 

addition, they displayed that better support at the 
relationship with significantly lesser risk of 

participants. With respect to race, 
support  Tate  et  al. (2006)  showed  

differences (African American, White) 
by social support interactions. In a 

ge freshman, Maton et al. (1996) found that family 
support was more important among African  Americans  and  peer  

et  al. (2004) examined  whether  
are  differences  in  social  support between Malay, Indian, 

ticipants were 243 male police patrol officers from the 
Singapore Police Force. Mean age of the respondents was 27.6 

19 to 51. It is interesting to keep in 
Chinese participants indicated a higher  number  of  

family  than  family members whereas; 
the opposite was true for Indians and Malaysian. In addition, Malay 
took support from friend in addition to family. 

Matthews, Stansfeld, and Power (1999) confirmed that the largest  
differences in social support are between females and males, with  
females better supported. According to Bíró, Ádány, and Kósa 
(2011) the lack of social support was a more prevalent problem 
among male students. Social support is also a potentially amenable 

mental   health   during   higher education. owever,   
Hoffman, and Helzlsouer (2007) carried out an 

relationship between gender and social support. In 
4,498 males and 6,948 females participated. Correlation 
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analysis revealed that males reported significantly higher levels of 
social support than females.  Zimet et al. (1988) conducted an 
investigation on social support. In this study 275 university 
undergraduates (136 women, 139 men) participated. Using ANOVA 
analysis showed that males and females are different in perceiving 
support. Females reported receiving significantly more support than 
males from significant others, friends and total social support. This 
study aims to explore whether there are significant differences in 
perceived social support and its’ components based on students’ 
demographic profile faculty, age, race, number of semesters of 
study, gender, marital status, employment status, family size among 
graduate students in one Malaysian University. 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 

A descriptive correlational research design was utilized in this study. 
In order to select the sample size, multi-stage sampling is applied. 
Because the researcher first selected higher-level sites 
then randomly chose a lower stage (6 faculties in this case, namely 
Agriculture, Science, Engineering, Modern languages, Educational 
Studies, Medicine), and then at randomly chose classes in that stage. 
Finally,  simple  random  sampling  technique was  used  to  select 
respondents from each of classes. In this study, researcher used 
Multidimensional Perceived Social support questionnaire in order to 
collect data (Zimet et al., 1988).This scale divided
different components  which  are  analyzed  independently.  The  
dimensions  analyzed are: 1) family support 2)  friend support 
significant others. This measure contains 7 point format ranging 
from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 6 (very strongly agree). The 3 
subscales included 12 items in totality. The subscale length is 4 items

 
Before doing actual study, a pilot study is conducted in order to test 
the reliability of the questionnaire in the novel circumstance. A total 
of 45  graduate  students  randomly  selected from  six  faculties 
(Agriculture, Science, Engineering, Modern languages, Education, 
Medicine) in one Malaysian universiti, who are included part of 
actual study with the same character. It is important to note that this 
sample  excluded  from  actual  study.  To  evaluate  the  internal 
consistency of the three social support subscales, alpha coefficients 
were calculated for all respondents. It can be concluded that the alpha 
coefficients of the different subscales is excellent. The values were 
.91, .90 and .98 for family, friend, and significant 
Reliability of perceived social support is ranged between .91 and .98. 
Since, according to Kline (2005) acceptability for internal consistency 
of reliability estimates coefficient of 0.90 excellent, 0.80 are
good, and 0.70 are satisfactory. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha 
reported by Zimet (1988) for family support  was .87, friend support 
.85, and significant others is .91. Reliability of social support is 
shown in Table 1. 
 

Table 1.  Reliability of the Perceived Social Support Scale
 

Subscales Current reliability Reliability in previous study

Family .91 
Friend .90 
Significant others .98 

Note: N = 534 youth adults (graduate students). Reliability is calculated depends on the 
outcome of the confirmatory factor analysis. Previous reliability is the Cronbach’s alpha 
of the reliability of scale among medical students in University of Malaysia 
2010). 

 
The social support scale consists of 12 items 
specifically friends, Families, and significant others. Besides, each 
subscale includes four questions. Third, in spite of being a brief 
questionnaire,  MSPSS  assesses  support  from 
especially, the significant others (SO) subscale is 
among other measurement in the field. Respondents are supposed to 
define who the ‘‘significant other (s)’’. Canty-
(2000) discussed that the” significant other” subscale is an effective
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males reported significantly higher levels of 

. (1988) conducted an 
support. In this study 275 university 

participated. Using ANOVA 
females are different in perceiving 

receiving significantly more support than 
others, friends and total social support. This 

ther there are significant differences in 
support and its’ components based on students’ 

faculty, age, race, number of semesters of 
status, employment status, family size among 

A descriptive correlational research design was utilized in this study.  
stage sampling is applied.  

level sites (Uinversiti),  
then randomly chose a lower stage (6 faculties in this case, namely  
Agriculture, Science, Engineering, Modern languages, Educational  

classes in that stage.  
was  used  to  select  

respondents from each of classes. In this study, researcher used  
Multidimensional Perceived Social support questionnaire in order to  

., 1988).This scale divided into three 
analyzed  independently.  The  

1) family support 2)  friend support 3) 
others. This measure contains 7 point format ranging 

strongly disagree) to 6 (very strongly agree). The 3 
in totality. The subscale length is 4 items 

Before doing actual study, a pilot study is conducted in order to test  
the reliability of the questionnaire in the novel circumstance. A total  

from  six  faculties  
(Agriculture, Science, Engineering, Modern languages, Education,  
Medicine) in one Malaysian universiti, who are included part of  
actual study with the same character. It is important to note that this  

study.  To  evaluate  the  internal  
consistency of the three social support subscales, alpha coefficients  
were calculated for all respondents. It can be concluded that the alpha  
coefficients of the different subscales is excellent. The values were  

1, .90 and .98 for family, friend, and significant others respectively.  
Reliability of perceived social support is ranged between .91 and .98.  
Since, according to Kline (2005) acceptability for internal consistency  

f 0.90 excellent, 0.80 are very 
good, and 0.70 are satisfactory. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha  
reported by Zimet (1988) for family support  was .87, friend support  
.85, and significant others is .91. Reliability of social support is  

Reliability of the Perceived Social Support Scale 

Reliability in previous study 

.82 

.84 

.96 

Note: N = 534 youth adults (graduate students). Reliability is calculated depends on the 
outcome of the confirmatory factor analysis. Previous reliability is the Cronbach’s alpha 
of the reliability of scale among medical students in University of Malaysia (Ng et al., 

The social support scale consists of 12 items and three subscales  
specifically friends, Families, and significant others. Besides, each  
subscale includes four questions. Third, in spite of being a brief  
questionnaire,  MSPSS  assesses  support  from three  sources  and  
especially, the significant others (SO) subscale is significantly unique  
among other measurement in the field. Respondents are supposed to  

Mitchell and Zimet  
(2000) discussed that the” significant other” subscale is an effective 

complement to the family and the friend’s subscales since it measures
a   distinctive   source   of   support   for   the   adolescents,   namely 
boyfriend/girlfriend, teacher and counselor.
 

RESULTS 
 

The  sample  consisted  of 534  graduate  students.  Their  age  was 
between 19 and 45 years, with 
participants (71%). Their mean age was 27 years (SD = 4.7). The 
investigation was presented as a research on contribution of 
cognitive emotion   regulation,   social   support,   and   physical   
activity   on psychological well-
been selected from six  faculties 
Engineering,  Modern languages, Educational Studies, Medicine) 
and different semesters of one Malaysian  university. 
of the  students  were  in married and 151(28.3%) single status. The 
number of employed students was 202 (37.8) and the 
full time students was 332 (62.2). In addition, three races including 
Malay (380), Chinese (87) and Indian (63) participated in this study.
 
Goodness of fit Perceived Social 
 
Figure 1 shows Goodness of fit index (GFI) = .96, Adjusted GFI = 
.93, Root mean square residual (SRMR) or standardized RMR is .06, 
Root   mean   square   error   of   approximation 
Comparative fit index (CFI) = .98 and normed fit index 
.97. In this study, P value is less than 0.05, DF = 48, χ2 (CMIN) = 
145.997 and CMIN/df = 3.  Based on this, it is concluded that the 
model fits the data. 
 

 

Figure 1. Measurement model of the Perceived Social support
 
Convergent and Discriminate Validity of Perceived Social 
Support Scale 
 

Finding revealed AVE for all dimensions of perceived social support 
using Stats Tools Package Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2010), 
for friend is (0.635), family (0.675), and signif
which are higher  than Maximum Shared Squared Variance (MSV) 
and Average Shared Squared Variance (ASV). Moreover, Average 
Variance Extracted (AVE) of items for three dimensions is higher 
than 0.50. It means discriminate and convergent validity of 
perceived social support questionnaire is high. Table 2 shows 
convergent and discriminate validity of social support.
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complement to the family and the friend’s subscales since it measures 
a   distinctive   source   of   support   for   the   adolescents,   namely 

iend, teacher and counselor. 

The  sample  consisted  of 534  graduate  students.  Their  age  was  
between 19 and 45 years, with 155 male (29%) and 379 female  
participants (71%). Their mean age was 27 years (SD = 4.7). The  
investigation was presented as a research on contribution of 

emotion   regulation,   social   support,   and   physical   
-being. Participation has randomly 

six  faculties (Agriculture,  Science,  
languages, Educational Studies, Medicine) 

one Malaysian  university. 380 (71.2%)  
married and 151(28.3%) single status. The 

students was 202 (37.8) and the number of 
(62.2). In addition, three races including 

and Indian (63) participated in this study. 

Goodness of fit Perceived Social Support Scale 

Figure 1 shows Goodness of fit index (GFI) = .96, Adjusted GFI =  
.93, Root mean square residual (SRMR) or standardized RMR is .06,  
Root   mean   square   error   of   approximation (RMSEA) =   .06,  
Comparative fit index (CFI) = .98 and normed fit index or (NFI) is  
.97. In this study, P value is less than 0.05, DF = 48, χ2 (CMIN) =  
145.997 and CMIN/df = 3.  Based on this, it is concluded that the  

 

Figure 1. Measurement model of the Perceived Social support 

Convergent and Discriminate Validity of Perceived Social 

AVE for all dimensions of perceived social support 
Package Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2010), 

family (0.675), and significant others (0.834) 
Maximum Shared Squared Variance (MSV) 

Squared Variance (ASV). Moreover, Average 
Variance Extracted (AVE) of items for three dimensions is higher 

discriminate and convergent validity of 
questionnaire is high. Table 2 shows 

validity of social support. 
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Table 2. Convergent and Discriminate Validity of Perceived Social  
Support 

 

Subscales CR AVE MSV ASV Friend Family others 

Friend 0.866 0.623 0.177 0.153 0.789   
Family 0.880 0.650 o.130 0.115 0.360 0.806  
Significant 
others 

0.947 0.819 0.177 0.139 0.421 0.318 0.905 

 
Comparison of Respondents’ Perceived Social Support 
Components Based on Faculty  
 
This objective was to investigate whether there were significant 
differences between the respondents’ demographic profiles (gender, 
marital status, race, employment status, age, semester number, family 
size and faculties) and social support. 
 
Differences in Perceived Social support Based on faculties 

Comparing the social support and its’ dimensions in terms of different  
faculties, the ANOVA analysis indicated that there were significant  
differences in the total perceived social support [F (5, 528) = 2.25, P  
= 0.03], dimensions of family support [F (5, 528) = 2.91, P = .009],  
and friends’ support [F (5, 528) = 3.03, P = 0.007] among the  
participants from different faculties. The one-way ANOVA was also  
conducted to compare the difference between the respondents of  
different faculties in term of their perceived social support.  The  
findings revealed that the mean scores for the respondents from the  
Faculty of Science in the total social support (M = 17.41, SD = 2.41),  
support from family (M = 5.99, SD = .87) and friends (M = 5.56, SD  
= .90) were significantly higher than those respondents from the  
Faculty of Modern Languages (M = 5.45, SD = 1.11), (M = 4.95, SD  
= 1.02), (M = 16.16, SD = 2.42) on the same variables, respectively  
as shown in Table 3 below. 
 

Table 3. Differences in Perceived Social Support Dimensions in terms of 
Faculty 

 

Levels Faculty N Mean F Sig 

Family support Agriculture 
Science 
Engineering 
Modern Languages 
Educational 
Studies 
Medicine 

76 
100 
81 
78 

116 
80 

5.93 
5.99 
5.80 
5.45 
5.71 
5.60 

2.91 .009 

Friend support Agriculture 
Science 
Engineering 
Modern Languages 
Educational 
Studies 
Medicine 

76 
100 
81 
78 

116 
80 

4.45 
5.56 
5.40 
4.98 
5.37 
5.36 

3.03 .007 

Significant 
others 

Agriculture 
Science 
Engineering 
Modern Languages 
Educational 
Studies 
Medicine 

76 
100 
81 
78 

116 
80 

5.90 
5.58 
5.71 
5.73 
5.80 
5.73 

.35 .88 

Total social 
support 

Agriculture 
Science 
Engineering 
Modern Languages 
Educational 
Studies 
Medicine 

76 
100 
81 
78 

116 
80 

17.21 
17.41 
16.92 
16.16 
16.87 
16.73 

2.25 .032 

   N=534 

 
Comparison of Students’ Perceived Social Support Components 
across Age Group 

The results of the ANOVA analysis revealed significant differences in  
family support [F (4, 529) = 3.55, P = 0.016] between the respondents 

of different age groups. However, the respondents of different age  
groups were not significantly different in the total perceived social  
support [F (4, 529) = 1.37, P = .187], friend support [F (4. 529) = 
1.20, P = .256] and significant others [F (4.529) = .52, P = .547]. The  
results of the Tukey’s post-hoc comparison showed that the mean  
score for the respondents in the age groups of 24 to 28 years (M = 
5.87, SD = 5.87) was significantly higher in terms of family support  
than that of the respondents in the age group of 29 to 33 years (M= 
5.40, SD = 1.21) (see Table 4). 
 

Table 4. Differences in Perceived Social Support Based on Age Group 
 

Level Age (years) N Mean F Sig 

 
Family support 

19-23 
24-28 
29-33 
34-38 
39 and above 

86 
305 
85 
32 
26 

5.40 
5.55 
5.59 
5.86 
5.86 

3.55 .016 

Friend support 19-23 
24-28 
29-33 
34-38 
39 and above 

86 
305 
85 
32 
26 

5.39 
5.41 
5.18 
5.51 
5.19 

1.20 .256 

Significant others 19-23 
24-28 
29-33 
34-38 
39 and above 

86 
305 
85 
32 
26 

5.76 
5.70 
5.85 
5.96 
5.48 

.52 .547 

Total social 
support 

19-23 
24-28 
29-33 
34-38 
39 and above 

86 
305 
85 
32 
26 

17.02 
17.05 
16.43 
17.02 
16.26 

1.37 .187 

 

Differences in Perceived Social Support Dimensions by Race 

The one-way ANOVA analysis indicated that the respondents of  
different races were significantly different in their family support [F  
(2, 531) = 3.52, P, .049].  However, there were no significant  
differences in the total perceived social support [F (2.531) = 2.51, P = 
0.097], friend support [F (2.531) = 3.146, P = .12], significant others  
[F (2.531) = 1.48. P = .27] among the respondents of different races.  
The Tukey HSD Multiple comparison results across  
the races demonstrated a higher mean score for the Malay students (M  
= 5.83, SD = 1.06), compared to Chinese students (M = 5.48, SD = 
1.22) (see Table 5) 
 

Table 5. Differences in the Perceived Social Support by Race 
 

Levels Race N Mean F Sig 

Family support Chinese 
Indian 
Malay 

87 
63 

384 

5.47 
5.73 
5.82 

3.52 .049 

Friend support Chinese 
Indian 
Malay 

87 
63 

384 

5.35 
5.06 
5.42 

3.146 .123 

Significant others Chinese 
Indian 
Malay 

87 
63 

384 

5.56 
5.89 
5.81 

1.48 .272 

Total social 
support 

Chinese 
Indian 
Malay 

87 
63 

384 

16.39 
16.69 
17.06 

2.51 .097 

 
Differences in Perceived Social Support in terms of Genders 

The independent sample t-test was performed to compare the scores  
for the dimensions of perceived social support between the male and  
female respondents.  Based on the data presented in Table 6, the total  
social support for the male respondents is (M = 16.41, D = 2.55) and  
females (M = 17.11,  SD = 2.65 ) (t = -2.86, P < 0.05), for family  
support between the males (M =5.56, SD =1.16 ) and females (M = 
5.83, SD = 1.08) (t = -2.46, P < 0.05), as well as for friends’ support 
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between the males (M = 5.23 , SD = .97) and females (M = 5.42, SD  
= 1.06) (t = -2.05, P < 0.05).  However, no significant difference was  
reported for the support of their significant others for males (M = 
5.61, SD = 1.33) and females (M = 5.85, SD = 1.34) (t = -1.87, P > 
0.05). 
 
Table 6. Gender Differences in the Perceived Social Support Components 

 
Levels Gender Mean STD t Sig 

Family Male 
Female 

5.56 
5.83 

1.16 
1.08 

-2.46 .015 

Friends Male 
Female 

5.23 
5.42 

.97 
1.06 

-2.05 .041 

Significant others Male 
Female 

5.61 
5.85 

1.33 
1.34 

-1.87 .062 

Total Social 
support 

Male 
Female 

16.41 
17.11 

2.55 
2.65 

-2.86 .005 

          N (Male) = 155            N (Female) = 379 

 

Comparison of Students’ Perceived Social Support Components 
across Marital Status 
 

The  scores  for  theperceived  social  support  and  its  dimensions  
between  the  respondents  of  different  marital  status  were  also  
compared using the independent samples t-test. The findings showed  
that there were significant differences in the total social support for  
single (M = 16.74, SD = 2.74) and married respondents (M = 17.37,  
SD = 2.30) (t = -2.70, P < 0.05),as well as in significant other  
between the single (M =5.65, SD = 1.42) and married respondents (M  
= 6.14, SD = 1.02) (t = -4.47, P < 0.05), as shown in Table 7 below. 
 
Table 7.  Differences in Perceived Social Support Based on Marital Status 

 
Levels Marital status Mean STD t Sig 

Family Single 
Married 

5.73 
5.83 

1.14 
1.05 

-1.02 .32 

Friend Single 
Married 

5.35 
5.39 

1.07 
.98 

-.33 .75 

Significant other Single 
Married 

5.65 
6.14 

1.42 
1.02 

-4.47 .000 

Total social support Single 
Married 

16.74 
17.37 

2.74 
2.30 

-2.70 .007 

 

In addition, the findings of this study did not yield any significant 
differences in the perceived social support of the students across the 
faculty, age, family, number of semester and employment status. 

 

DISCUSSION 
 
According to the results of this study, significant differences were  
observed in the perceived social support and its’ components such as  
family and friend support across the faculties.  Based on the present  
findings, it can be concluded that the respondents from the Faculty of  
Science obtained more total social support, family and friends support  
compared to those from faculty of Modern Languages.  According to  
Yetim, U. (2003), university students have relatively lower levels of  
collectivism compared with other groups.  This can be related to the  
fact that they are mostly influenced by the university context, which  
is liberating and autonomous. However, it can be argued that graduate  
respondents from the Faculties of Modern Languages are perhaps  
more individualistic than those from the Faculty of Science. In this  
study, differences were found in the family support among different  
age groups.  In other words, the age groups of 34 and 38 years and 35  
above received more family support than those in the other age  
groups.  On the other hand, the least support from family was found  
for those in the age group of 19 and 23 years.  The finding of the  
present study is inconsistent with that of Tan and Karabulutlu (2005),  
who believed that family support is important among youth.  This is  
supported by Fagg et al. (2008), who claimed the benefits of social 

support might be viewed as a kind of family ‘resilience.’  It provides  
for some persons social resources that aid them to challenge relatively  
well with the difficulties they encounter in their context of residence.  
However, family support is supposed to be most trusted among youth  
mature graduates than those who are not mature. According to the  
results, there are differences in the family support among the three  
races, namely, Malay, Chinese and Indian.  The Malay students  
obtained the most support from the family, followed by the Indians  
and then the Chinese.  The finding of present study is in line with that  
of  Tong  et  al. (2004),  who  seem  to  propose  that  collectivistic  
approaches  are  a  function  in both  in-group  types  and  ethnicity  
(Uleman et al., 2000).  However, taking social support from family  
among the Malay might be because of the high level of positive  
relationships with others among the graduate students. 

The findings of the current study displayed that males and females  
differed in terms of getting total social support as well as friend and  
family supports.  Obviously, female students took more total social  
support, family and friends support than male students in this sample.  
The result of present study is in line with the studies by several  
authors such as Bourque, Pushkar, Bonneville, and Béland (2005),  
Clarke, Marshall, Ryff, and Rosenthal (2000), Kawachi and Berkman  
(2001) and Zimet et al. (1988).  As asserted in all these studies,  
women are receiving significantly greater supports than men from  
significant others, from friends and total social support.  The reason  
might  be  that  males  have  a  tendency  to  keep  less  emotional  
relationships and are less embedded in their social networks, hence,  
needing less overall social support (Berkman, 2001; Bourque et al.,  
2005).  In contrast with Gallicchio et al. (2007) and Matthews et al.  
(1999), it can be argued that participation in social networks maybe  
more harmful than helpful for women with low resources, who often  
face greater difficulty in responding to the needs of network members  
(Belle, 1987).  Therefore, differences in the social support between  
the two genders perhaps depend on personality trait differences of  
men and women and also the resources provided by graduate students  
and society.  Thus, the most important point is conscious use of  
congruent resources by the graduates. Based on the results of this  
study, married and single students were significantly different in the  
total perceived social support and significant others.  Accordingly,  
married  students  took  more  total  perceived  social  support  and  
significant others than single students.  The findings of this survey are  
in line with that of Cotton (1999), Burman and Margolin (1992),  
Gove et al. (1983), and Islam (2004), who found that total perceived  
social support is more beneficial for married students.  However,  
based on creative coping strategies (Wong and Wong, 2006), people  
can  create  relational  resources  in  order  to  increase  their  social  
networks, regardless of their marital status.  In this study, married  
respondents were not supported by their family, and this fact needs to  
be highlighted because satisfaction and the support associated with  
such  a  relationship  are  necessary  for  well-being (Holt-Lunstad,  
Birmingham, and Jones, 2008).  However, it can be argued that the  
quality of relations is perhaps a restriction in getting support from  
family.  On the other hand, no significant difference was seen in the  
social support of the students in terms of family size, semester of  
study and employment status. 
 
Conclusion 

Based on findings of current study, in terms of faculties, students  
from faculty of modern languages took the least perceived social  
support from family and friendwhile, students of science took the  
highest total social support, family and friend support. Likewise, the  
age groups between 34 and 38 years and 35 and above perceived  
more family support than those in the other age groups. Whereas, the  
least support from family was found for age between 19 and 23. In this  
sample is observed that with increasing age, taking family support of  
students is increased.  Malay students took more social support from  
family compared with other races. With respect to gender, females  
took more total social support, family, and friends, than femalesin 
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presentstudy.  Married  students  took  more  total  perceived  social  
support and significant others than single students.  On the other  
hand, there were no significant differences in social support of  
students in terms of family size, number of semester, and employment  
status. 
 

Acknowledgements 
 

We are grateful to the lecturers who cooperated with carrying out data 
collection and graduate students who spent time to answer to the 
questionnaires in this study. 
 

REFERENCES 
 
Atri, A., and Sharma, M. 2006. Designing a mental health education  

program for South Asian international students in United 
States.Californian Journal of Health Promotion, 4(3), 135-145. 

Benton, S. A., Robertson, J. M., Tseng, W.-C., Newton, F. B., and 
Benton, S. L. (2003). Dramatic Increases seen in college students 
mental health problems over last 13-years. APA ONLINE.  

Biro, E., Adany, R., and Karolina, K. 2011. Mental health and 
behaviour of students of public health and their correlation with 
social support: a cross-sectional study. BioMed Central Public 
Health, 11(1), 871-.879. 

Brissette, I., Scheier, M. F., and Carver, C. S. 2002. The role of  
optimism   in   social   network   development,   coping,   and 
psychological adjustment  during a life transition.  Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 82(1), 102-111. 

Canty-Mitchell, J., and Zimet, G. D. 2000. Psychometric properties of  
the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support in urban 
adolescents. American Journal of Community Psychology, 28(3), 
391-400. 

Cohen, N. J. 1984. Preserved learning capacity in annesia: Evidence  
for multiple memory systems. In L. R. Squire and N. Butters 
(Eds.), Neuropsychology of memory (pp. 88-103). New York: 
Guilford press. 

Fagg, J., Curtis, S., Stansfeld, S. A., Cattell, V., Tupuola, A. M., and  
Arephin, M. 2008. Area social fragmentation, social support for 
individuals and psychosocial health in young adults: Evidence 
from a national survey in England. Social Science and Medicine, 
66(2), 242-254. 

Friedlander, L. J., Reid, G. J., Shupak, N., and Cribbie, R. 2007.  
Social support, self-esteem, and stress as predictors of adjustment 
to university among first-year undergraduates. Journal of College 
Student Development, 48(3), 259-274. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Gallicchio, L., Hoffman, S. C., and Helzlsouer, K. J. 2007. The 
relationship between gender, social support, and health-related 
quality of life in a community-based study in Washington County, 
Maryland. Quality of Life Research, 16(5), 777-786. 

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B., and Anderson, R. E. 2010.  
Multivariate Data Analysis (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River,  NJ: 

       Prentice-Hall. 
Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and Practiceof SEM. . New York: The  

 Guilford. 
Maton, K. I., Teti, D. M., Corns, K. M., Vieira-Baker, C. C., Lavine,  

 J. R., Gouze, K. R., et al. 1996. Cultural specificity of support  
sources,  correlates  and  contexts:  Three  studies  of  African- 
American and Caucasian youth. American Journal of Community 
Psychology, 24(4), 551-587. 

Matthews, S., Stansfeld, S., and Power, C. 1999. Social support at age  
 33: the influence of gender, employment status and social class. 
Social    Science    and    Medicine, 49(1), 133-142.     

      doi: http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0277-9536(99)00122-7 
Ng, C., Amer Siddiq, A., Aida, S., Zainal, N., and Koh, O. 2010.  

 Validation of the Malay version of the Multidimensional Scale of 
Perceived Social Support (MSPSS-M) among a group of medical 
students  in  Faculty  of  Medicine,  University  Malaya.  Asian 
Journal of Psychiatry, 3(1), 3-6. 

O'Connor, R. C., and Cassidy, C. 2007. Predicting hopelessness: The  
 interaction  between  optimism/pessimism  and  specific  future 
expectancies. Cognition and Emotion, 21(3), 596-613.  

Tao, S., Dong, Q., Pratt, M. W., Hunsberger, B., and Pancer, S. M. 
2000. Social Support Relations to Coping and Adjustment During 
the Transition to University in the People’s Republic of China. 
Journal of Adolescent Research, 15(1), 123-144. 

Tan, M., and Karabulutlu, E. 2005. Social support and hopelessness  
 in turkish patients with cancer. Cancer Nursing, 28, 236-240. 

Tate, D. C., Van Den Berg, J. J., Hansen, N. B., Kochman, A., and 
Sikkema, K. J. 2006. Race, social support, and coping strategies 
among HIV-positive gay and bisexual men. Culture, health and 
sexuality, 8(3), 235-249. 

Tong, E. M., Bishop, G. D., Diong, S. M., Enkelmann, H. C., Why,  
 Y. P., Ang, J., et al. 2004. Social support and personality among 
male police officers in Singapore. Personality and individual 
differences, 36(1), 109-123. 

Wei, M., Russell, D. W., and Zakalik, R. A. 2005. Adult attachment,  
 social self-efficacy, self-disclosure, loneliness, and subsequent 
depression for freshman college students: A longitudinal study. 
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 52(4), 602-614. 

Zimet, G. D., Dahlem, N. W., Zimet, S. G., and Farley, G. K. 1988.  
 The multidimensional scale of perceived social support. Journal 
of Personality Assessment, 52, 30-41. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

******* 

 3220                International Journal of Current Research, Vol. 5, Issue, 10, pp.3216-3220, October, 2013 
 


