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Abstract

The concept of self esteem is frequently used in personality development and also
psychological counseling and psychotherapy. In addition for early adolescents to have a good
sense of self and self esteem and to establish confident relationships with both parents and
peers is regarded as an important developmental task. Therefore, the main purpose of this
study is to investigate the relative effects of social support from family and social peers on
adolescents’ self-esteem. In addition, a secondary purpose of the study is to find out the
variables which have specific effects on social support such as spending amount of time with
peers and family, household conditions, gender and age differences. 192 participants who are
5™ 6" 7" and 8™ grade students of a private elementary school in Istanbul were included the
study.

The results indicated that self esteem is influenced by both family and friend support.
Another important point is family attitudes and adolescent-parent interaction influence the
perceived social support and self esteem. Furthermore, perceptions of social support of boys
and girls differ and girls emphasize social support both from family and from friends more
than boys. Finally as predicted, there is relationship between age and social support with

gradually increasing perception of support from friends with increasing age.



Ozet

Ozsaygi kavramu kisilik gelisiminde, psikolojik damisamanlikta ve psokoterapide sik
kullanilan bir kavramdir. Ayrica 6n ergenler i¢in iyi bir kendilik algisina, 6zsaygiya sahip
olmak ve hem akranlariyla hem de ebeveyleriyle giivenli iliskiler kurmak bir gelisim
gorevidir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismanin ana amaci ergenlerin ailelerinden ve arkadaglarindan
aldiklar1 sosyal destegin 6zsaygilarina etkilerini arastirmak olarak belirlenmistir. Ek olarak,
ikinci bir amag ise sosyal destegi etkileyen aile ve akranlarla gegirilen zaman, ev ortamu,
cinsiyet ve yas degiskenlerinin etkisini aragtirmaktir. Istanbul’daki bir 6zel okulun 5., 6., 7. ve
8. Siifinda okuyan 192 6grenci ¢aligmanin 6rneklemini olusturmustur.

Sonuglar, algilanan 6zsayginin hem aile hem de arkadas destegi tarafindan
etkilendigini gostermektedir. Bir baska dnemli nokta ise aile tutumlarinin ve ergen-ebeveyn
iligkisinin algilanan sosyal destegi ve 6zsaygiy1 etkiledigidir. Ayrica erkek ve kiz ¢cocuklarinin
sosyal destegi farkli algiladiklar1 gorilmektedir ve kiz ¢ocuklarinin aileden ve arkadaslardan
sosyal destegi erkeklere oranla daha fazla 6nemsedikleri goriilmiistiir. Son olarak beklendigi
gibi yas ve sosyal destek arasinda, yasin biiylimesiyle arkadaslardan alinan sosyal destegin

arttigin1 gosteren bir iliski bulunmustur.
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Relative Effects of Perceived Social Support from Family and from Friends
on Pre-Adolescents’ Self Esteem
1. Introduction

The concept of self esteem has a complex role in modern life and it is frequently used
within four areas: the self-help industry, social science, therapy and education (Cigman,
2004). In literature the concept of self-esteem was mentioned around the late 1800°s and early
1900’s by James and Cooley with different formulations (Harter, 1993). According to Harter
(1993), in 1892, James claimed that global self-esteem was evaluated or understood by the
ratio of one’s successes to one’s pretensions. Moreover, it was claimed that if one perceives
oneself as competent in domains where one wants to be successful one will have high self
esteem. Conversely, if one perceives oneself as competent and wants to be successful but falls
into an unsuccessful position, one will have low self esteem. In short, James’s formulation can
be interpreted as saying that low or high self-esteem depends on the person’s own chosen
domains and being successful or unsuccessful in those chosen domains. On the other hand,
according to Cooley’s view, self esteem level depends on social interactions and significant
other’s interpretations; thus, if one gets approval from significant others she/he has high self
esteem and if one gets negative feedback from significant others, he/she has low self esteem
(Cooley, 1902, as cited in Harter, 1993).

Significant others and aspirations to be competent in domains which are very
important for self esteem can depend on different variables in the adolescent stage of life and
in our time (Harter, 1993; Hauser & Smith, 1993). Moreover for adolescents, with rapid
change, significant others include both peers and parents. In addition, family support and peer
support may have different effects on adolescents’ self esteem, which is the main question of
this study. Adolescence is an important stage of life in terms of the relation between parents

and peers. Specifically, for early adolescents, the importance of peers increases while at the



same time their need for psychosocial support from their family continues (Berk, 2000;
Parman, 2000).

The main purpose of the present study is to investigate the relative effects of social
support from family and social peers on adolescents’ self-esteem. In addition, a secondary
purpose of the study is to find out the variables which have specific effects on perceived
social support, such as amount of time spent with peers and family, household conditions,
gender and age differences. Considering the facts, risks and opportunities of the contemporary
world to understand and support adolescents in an appropriate way gains a special
importance. In this context, the possible relationship between social support and self esteem in
adolescents’ life is explored. For this exploration the concepts of self esteem and perceived
social support from family and peers are examined.

Initially, the concepts of self and self esteem are reviewed in order to draw a frame for
examining adolescents’ self esteem and perception of social support.

1.1. Self-esteem

Self and self-esteem are among the most popular concepts studied in the field of
psychology. There are several definitions of “self” that vary according to particular
approaches. Self and the concepts in relation with self such as esteem, confidence, integrity,
awareness, acceptance, beliefs, evaluation, and knowledge have been reviewed in many
studies. Still, it is possible to find a common point in the literature that self esteem is
considered to affect psychological processes such as competition, conformity, attraction,
causal attribution, and achievement, helping and coping with stressful events (Baumeister,
1993).

In a detailed review, Brown (1993) has pointed out some functions of the self concept.
According to him, the self concept contains personality information; furnishes individuals

with a basis for immediate action (Gergen, 1971, as cited in Brown, 1993), a goal for future



behavior, sense of existential security, and interpersonal functions (Brown, 1993). The self
concept is an organized, integrated schema that contains memories and controls the
processing of relevant information. There is a theoretical distinction between self-knowledge
and self evaluation. Self-knowledge is the answer to the question “who am 1?” and is part of
the schema which is called the self concept. In addition self evaluation is also part of the
schema but it is conceptualized as self-esteem that contains self reflexive attitudes which
evaluate the self as an object (Campbell & Lavalle, 1993).

Self esteem is defined as the individual’s personal judgment of his or her own worth
and it is influenced by the feedback that people continuously get from the environment from
the beginning of their life (Baumeister, 1993). In developing self esteem, individuals are
guided by their memories and interpretations of earlier experiences, and by the framework of
self-concepts, self standards and self perceptions (Mischel, Shoda, & Smith, 2003). Moreover,
self esteem has a powerful impact on human cognition, motivation, emotion, and behavior
(Campbell & Lavallee, 1993).

In the self esteem literature, it is possible to find two main assumptions. The
traditional assumption is that self esteem is related to the self concept; that is, having low or
high self esteem depends on positivity level of self beliefs. The other assumption which has
increasing evidence claims that self esteem can be associated with the structure of the self
concept (Campbell & Lavalle, 1993). The second assumption emphasizes the number of the
self beliefs and the contents of the self. In another theory, Greenberg and his colleagues
assume that overall morality and adequacy is necessary to provide a self-integrity. In addition,
this theory assumes that a threat to this image triggers the process of self affirmation
(Greenberg et al., 1990). Moreover, the goal of this system is to reach a global sense of self
integrity but not refutation of each specific threat. In other words, according to this theory the

aim of the self is to get integration rather than to cope with each single threat (Spencer,



Joseph, & Steele, 1993). Before 1960, it was considered that Low Self Esteem (LSE) and
High Self Esteem (HSE) people have opposite view points and according to this view, LSE
people want failure and social rejection, while HSE people want success and social
acceptance. In addition this theory has claimed that, LSE have nothing to lose, so they can
behave risky and conversely HSE have much to lose and should be cautious (Tice, 1993). On
the other hand, in terms of motivational side of self esteem about affective and cognitive
reactions, LSE people are strongly oriented toward self-enhancement and HSE people are
oriented toward protecting themselves (Shrauger, 1975). In the literature, concepts of
protection and enhancement were commonly emphasized by researchers as indicators of self-
esteem. Related with this, various researchers found that HSE people are more concerned with
self-enhancement and LSE people are more concerned with self-protection (McFarlin &
Blascovich, 1981; Baumeister, 1993). HSE and LSE people can have different reasons for the
same behavior. For example, HSE people may be interested in defining and identifying their
strengths and developing them to show them off, which is consistent with a self-enhancing
orientation. Conversely, LSE people may focus on their weaknesses and their coping method
for this is to protect the self against failure, rejection, humiliation, or anxiety. In addition,
Arkin (1981) has argued that self-protection and self enhancement can be conceptually and
empirically distinguishable which can be seen as an example of performing in public of LSE
and HSE people. In his example, performing in public can be seen as risk by LSE people for
their self esteem and can be seen as an opportunity by HSE people to enhance their self.
Therefore, HSE people - in other words self-enhancing people- will seek out opportunities to
perform in public and LSE people- —in other words self-protection oriented people- might
avoid performing in public because of some risks such as failure and public embarrassment
(Arkin, 1981). Tice (1993) mentioned that the concept of self-handicapping is related with

both HSE and LSE people as self handicapping can be a strategy for both goals of



enhancement and protection. Self handicapping provides protective excuse for failure and
enhances credit for success. In addition, it was reported that HSE participants self-
handicapped more frequently than LSE participants when the task was described as
identifying the extreme upper range of nonverbal intelligence (Tice, 1993).

Some studies showed that situational factors lead to temporary changes in self-
evaluation (Baumgardner, Kaufman, & Levy, 1989). Although self-esteem is a relatively
enduring trait, some fluctuations can be measured (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991). The stability
of self esteem has been conceptualized in terms of either long-term or short-term fluctuations.
As long term fluctuations, the stability of self-esteem reflects change in an individual’s
baseline level of self-esteem that occurs slowly and over an extended period of time (Kernis,
1993). For instance, gradual changes can be seen in academic or career life. As short term
fluctuations, the stability of self-esteem reflects the magnitude of change in immediate,
contextually based self-esteem. For short term fluctuations temporary increase or decreases
resulting from experiencing specific events can be given as examples (Rosenberg, 1986, as
cited in Kernis, 1993).

The positive and the negative self view, in other words high or low self esteem affects
the accessibility and availability of people to each other in interpersonal relationships.
Furthermore, the heightened accessibility of a self-view should, in turn increase the likelihood
that people will translate the self-view into behavior. Moreover, people verify their view of
selves; for example, people with negative self-view are forced into crossfire where their self-
verification strivings cause them to seek unfavorable feedback (De La Ronde & Swann,
1993). In other words, attributions or meanings that people give to “self esteem” define the
functions and contents of the self esteem (Brockner, Wiesenfield, & Raskas, 1993).

As mentioned above, self and self esteem are usually considered as related concepts

and examined together. Self is defined as an organized, integrated schema that contains



memories of a person and controls the processing of the relevant information. On the other
hand, self esteem influences the psychological processes of individuals. Moreover, self
esteem of an individual includes basis for immediate action, goal for future behavior, sense of
existential security, and interpersonal functions. Self esteem is acknowledged as the
individual’s personal judgment of his or her own worth influencing cognition, motivation,
emotion, and behavior of the individuals. Furthermore, the traditional assumption on self
esteem underlines that having low or high self esteem depend on positivity level of self
beliefs, on the other hand, the second assumption which is focused on the structure of the self
concept emphasizes the number of the self beliefs and the contents of the self. According to
this second assumption, the aim of the self is to get integration rather than to cope with each
single threat. In literature, it is mentioned that HSE people tend to focus on enhancing their
selves and they seek out opportunities to perform in public. On the other hand, LSE people
focus on protecting their selves and it is assumed that this protection orientation might be for
avoiding performance in public because of several risks such as failure and public
embarrassment.

In the next topic, consequences of self esteem are examined to understand how and
why self esteem has an important role on personality development and interpersonal
relationships.

1.2. Consequences of self esteem

In the literature, the origins, the causes and consequences of low and high self esteem
have been examined by using different variables such as mood, tendency to depression,
cognitive reaction, and coping methods. In terms of these variables comparison of high and
low self esteem people are explored in detail below.

In a study, participants were asked the to describe their own attributes and then a

comparison was made between high and low self esteem people but the results of the study



were not clear (Baumgardner, 1991). Campbell and Lavelle (1993) compared the self beliefs
of low self esteem people and high self esteem people with their beliefs about their general
behavior. The results of the study showed that people with low self esteem were less absolute
than people with high self esteem. In addition, low self esteem people are more confused or
ambivalent with respect to their standing along descriptive dimensions. Moreover, the results
showed that low self esteem subjects’ mood was less pleasant than high self esteem people.
Whereas high self esteem subjects cognitively accept the self relevant implications of their
positive events and rejected the self relevant implications of their negative events, low self
esteem subjects accept both types of events. Furthermore, low self esteem people are more
conservative or cautious in their responses to the social environment. Finally, high self esteem
subjects exhibited higher temporal stability than did low self esteem subjects (Campbell &
Lavalle, 1993). Parallel with these results, Spencer, Joseph, and Steele (1993) reported that
high self esteem people have more resources to affirm their overall sense of self integrity.
Conversely, low self-esteem people have fewer resources for self integrity. People with low
self esteem have more difficulty providing self integrity because they have fewer and less
positive aspects of their self-image. Additionally, when low self esteem people are threatened,
it can be more difficult for them to restore feelings of adequacy by recruiting valued self
aspects (Spencer, Joseph, & Steele, 1993).

In a study it was found that there are differences between high and low self esteem
people’s reactions in terms of focusing on affirmation resources following a self image threat,
motivation to maintain an overall sense of self-integrity, and estimated self performance. Low
self-esteem people showed marked rationalizing of their decisions, whereas high self esteem
people showed none. Moreover, it has been found that both high and low self esteem people
have motivation to maintain an overall sense of self-integrity. The only difference was high

self esteem people had more positive aspects of their self image than low ones. It can be



claimed that after a bad or unwanted experience high self esteem people can turn to the
positive self-affirmation resources whereas low self esteem people can’t do this easily and
presumably judge themselves critically and have difficulty coping with the situation (Spencer,
Joseph, & Steele, 1993). When the interaction and feedback are undertaken, in immediate
feedback, both high and low self esteem people overestimated their performance because of
the potential humiliation effect. But high and low self esteem people had different reactions.
High self esteem people were relatively undaunted by this threat because they had many
positive aspects of their self-image to fall back on. In contrast, low self esteem people were
concerned with this threat, because they have fewer self evaluative resources. As a result, they
lower their estimates to protect against the threat. In not receiving immediate feedback, either
when the results were anonymous or delayed, LSE people did not lower their estimates,
because there were no obvious threats. In sum both low and high self esteem people have
motivation to maintain self-integrity, but the costs of pursuing a self-enhancing strategy are
different for them: For high self esteem people it is easier to cope with self-image threats
because they can affirm themselves, but for low self esteem people, it is more difficult
because they can’t affirm themselves easily and restore self-integrity. (Spencer, Joseph, &
Steele, 1993).

For a long time, LSE people were to assumed regard themselves as incompetent,
unlovable, and generally worthless individuals with a strong dislike, even hatred of self (Tice,
1993). However, LSE people don’t define themselves worthless, incompetent losers. They are
essentially neutral in their self descriptions, and do not attribute strongly negative or positive
traits to themselves. LSE people present themselves in a neutral, noncommittal fashion and
they also want to succeed, win love and admiration, to be rich, but such goals seem out of
reach to them and are not part of their ongoing concerns. Instead, their first goal in most

situations is to avoid failure, humiliation, rejection and other disasters. They have difficulty in



presenting themselves in a highly negative or positive fashion (Tice, 1993). On the other
hand, McFarlin and Blascovich (1981) found that LSE people desire success but cognitively
they continue to expect failure. In another study, similar results have been reported, which can
be summarized as showing that cognitive consistency dynamics may influence expectations
and willingness to believe feedback (Swann, Predmore, & Gaines 1987). Moreover, HSE
people tend to continue working on the task when they had succeeded and avoid the task
when they had failure, especially if the failure was humiliating. Conversely, LSE people tend
to avoid the task if they had been told they had performed exceptionally well on it, but they
tend to persist at the task after a humiliating failure. As a result HSE people focus on their
successes and avoid failures, and LSE people focus on failures (Tice, 1993).

According to Bruce and Crocker (1993) after their success, high self esteem people
assume that it depends on their abilities, and they feel that they control their outcomes. On the
other hand, when they fail they are surprised because it is unexpected for them and
inconsistent with their self-concept. In addition, discrepancy between the feedback and their
self-concept arouses negative affect, which motivates a search for explanations for the
outcome that are consistent with their self-concept (Brown & Rogers, 1991, as cited in Bruce
& Crocker, 1993). Moreover, high self esteem people attribute the negative outcome to
external causes. They also create some cognitive strategies like devaluing the importance of
the task, deciding the evaluator is not credible, or focusing on negative information about
other people. Also, low self esteem people have some biases in evaluating events and their
selves. Initially, they have doubt about their positive attributes and in addition they are not
sure that they do not have negative attributes. Even so, they care that they have positive
attributes. Secondly, they generally expect negative outcomes and are more likely to self
handicap to provide excuse for failure. In addition, for LSE people success is not entirely

consistent with their self concept. For them self concept is a mixture of positive and negative



attributes and they expect failure more than success. Low self esteem people believe that if
they have positive attributes or they succeed something, this will produce expectations from
them such as to appear same abilities, to be successful. As a result if they can’t show the
expected abilities and success, they can live a greater disappointment. Thus for LSE people
successful regulation of affect involves acknowledging future failures and even
disconfirmations and anxieties. This pattern can be described as self fulfilling prophecy. Low
self esteem people live some motivation breakdowns because of causes such as constraining
of the less positive “reality” of the self concept, anticipating possible for failure and creating
or imagining excuses for failure. Although they desire to enhance their selves, this desire
inhibited by the fear of not to achieving this enhancement in the future which can result in
great disappointment. In addition, HSE people seek self-enhancement intra-psychically and
LSE people seek self-enhancement interpersonally (Baumgardner, Kaufman, & Levy 1989).

It is a reasonable assumption that favorable life events are more consistent with the
self image of HSE than ones with LSE (Brown, 1993). In Brown and McGill’s first study
female high school students completed Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale and a standard life
events inventory. The results of the first study indicated that the more positive life events LSE
subjects reported experiencing, the more illness they reported during the course of
investigation. In opposition, for HSE subjects high levels of positive life events were
associated with fewer health complaints. In the second study which recorded visits to a
medical facility over a 6 month period, findings of first study were replicated and extended
(Brown & Mcqill, 1965, as cited in Brown, 1993).

There are some reasons for less challenging goals of LSE people in comparison to
HSE people. Initially, LSE people expect to perform worse than HSE people (Brockner,
1979). In addition, LSE people have some suspicions about their skills, therefore less

confident that their efforts will lead to success while HSE people generally use a variety of



different methods to cope with failures such as making external attributions or increasing
their ratings on self-dimensions that are unrelated to the failure (Baumeister, 1982, as cited in
Heatherton & Ambady, 1993 ). Moreover, LSE people are concerned to protect themselves
from the image damaging consequences of failure and less likely to fail and to suffer from
embarrassment, humiliation, or other injuries to their self-images (Heatherton & Ambady,
1993). When HSE people were examined, it has been mentioned that HSE people tend to
work harder after failure, they set ambitious and risky goal because of their overconfidence.
Generally, their approach to the problems is, even if the problem is unsolvable, persisting to
try to solve the problem, more than LSE people. But when they are informed that the problem
is unsolvable they stop trying (Mcfarlin, Baumeister, & Blascovich, 1984). Baumeister,
Heatherton, and Tice (1993) examined HSE and LSE people’s reactions in the face of an ego
threat on a complex self-regulatory task. Subjects in these experiments choose performance
contingencies for themselves on a video game from among several options, with larger
monetary rewards linked to greater chances of failure. After their experiments they reached
the results below: If there is no ego threat, HSE subjects showed a greater capacity for self-
regulation than LSE by setting appropriate goals and meeting them. When there is ego threat,
HSE people set inappropriate, risky goals and ended up with smaller monetary rewards than
subjects with LSE.

In the literature the relation between depression and self esteem —specifically low self
esteem- relation is studied with a special emphasis. Bemporad and Wilson (1978) claimed that
depression includes ungratifying existence, sustained by certain pathological cognitive
constructs, which cannot be given up because of internal and external obstacles, and
eventually depression leads to a sense of helplessness, hopelessness, and low self-regard.
Depressed and LSE people typically suffer when they are rejected and they seem motivated to

get others to like them. On one hand -like everyone- LSE people seek favorable reactions, but



on the other hand they ask for unfavorable reactions to prove their beliefs about their selves.
There are some reasons about the satisfaction of LSE people from receiving negative
feedback. Initially, LSE people seek negative feedback and some people (friends) who will
give them negative, to reduce uncertainty about them. By choosing someone who gives
negative feedback as a friend, ultimately they try to convert a potential enemy into a friend so
that could produce exceptionally strong feelings of positivity. In addition they interact with a
similar one that makes them feel better (De La Ronde & Swann, 1993).

Kernis (1993) has reviewed the stability of self esteem and reported the different
effects of different self-esteem status. He has divided four different statuses and described the
psychological qualities and the manifestations of these statuses in table below:

Table 1

Self Esteem Status

Self-Esteem Status | Psychological Qualities and Manifestations

Stable High PQ: Secure in positive feelings, not easily threatened
M: Not very reactive to specific instances of positive or negative
evaluative events

Unstable High PQ: Fragile self-feelings, easily threatened
M: Strong adverse reactions to negative evaluative events, embellish
favorable implications f positive evaluative events

Unstable Low PQ: More resilient than stable LSE, attempt to avoid continuous
negative self-feelings

M: less adverse reactions to negative evaluative events, increased use
of strategies to counteract adverse impact of threatening events; do not
react especially favorably to positive self-relevant events

Stable Low: PQ: Continous negative self-feelings
M: Little attempt to counteract adverse impact of negative self-relevant
events or to assimilate positive self-relevant events

In sum, stable and unstable self-esteem statuses influence the emotions and reactions
of individuals. When it is considered in terms of depression level and self esteem status, self-
esteem level is a much stronger predictor of subsequent depression for stable than for unstable
self-esteem individuals. On the other hand, among individuals with unstable self-esteem there

is little relationship between level of self-esteem and depression (Kernis, 1993). Furthermore,




according to Pelham (1993) depressed persons make more internal, stable and global
attributions for their personal failures and misfortunes than non-depressed persons. Contrarily,
the depressed person demeans and derogates other people on selected dimensions rather than
exaggerating his/her own good qualities. For example rather than saying ““I’m wonderful”’, the
depressed person says “I’m so so but you and he and she are terrible” (Baumeister, 1993, p:
292). Moreover, Kernis (1993) pointed out that both LSE and HSE people use excuse making
mechanisms to protect and to enhance their selves. LSE people use excuse making to protect
their selves after poor performance in order to reduce the negative diagnostic value of the
outcome. In other words they create some excuses to reduce the effect of the negative
feedback.

LSE people’s beliefs about themselves are generally negative and they have fewer
reasons to regard themselves as superior beings with very little awareness about themselves.
Moreover, confidence is an important asset and LSE people may suffer from lack of
confidence in approaching others or initiating social interactions (Baumeister, 1993). When a
comparison is made between LSE and HSE people in these issues, four different trends have
drawn attention. Especially in terms of perceptions of the expectancy-value discrepancy some
differences have been seen between LSE and HSE people in assessments. Initially, while self-
consistency and self-enhancement are working together for HSE persons for LSE persons
these are not working together. In addition, self-enhancement effects are typically found on
affective measures whereas self-consistency effects generally are observed on cognitive
measures. One big difference is having knowledge about their selves; research indicates that
HSE people have more knowledge about themselves more than LSE people. Finally, HSE
people are more likely to practice self-enhancement and LSE people are more likely to
practice self-protection (Brockner, Wiesenfield, & Raskas, 1993). The study of Campbell and

Lavalle (1993) showed that subjects low in self esteem more affected by affective reactions.



In addition LSE people have more tendencies to be more threatened by negative feedback and
more gratified by positive feedback. As a result of this, they are more reactive to their social
environment and feedback from people (Campbell & Lavalle, 1993). In another study,
participants were asked to recall their interactions with people in different issues such as
receiving instruction, conversations, and feedback to process the interaction fully. Results of
the study showed that HSE people also recalled more than the LSE people who had received
the same instructions to be boastful. On the other hand, LSE was associated with a relatively
impoverished knowledge structure about the self (Tice, 1993).

Some studies have shown that people recall positive and negative feedback more when
it is consistent with one’s initial self-evaluations. In other words people with high self esteem
overestimated their performance while people with low self esteem underestimated their
performance regardless of how they had actually performed relative to another. Depressed
college students accurately recalled the frequency of negative feedback on a laboratory task,
whereas non-depressed ones underestimated the frequency of negative feedback (Nelson &
Craighead, 1991, as cited in Bruce & Crocker, 1993). The cognitive reactions were judgments
of the accuracy of the feedback, the validity of evaluation technique, and the competence of
the evaluator. Moreover, liking for the evaluator and having a positive relation with and/or
perception of the evaluator were evaluated as affective reactions. The researchers reached the
conclusion that on all the cognitive measures, socially confident individuals responded more
favorably to positive feedback and less favorably to negative feedback than did socially
insecure ones. In another study it was found that both socially confident and socially non
confident participants responded more favorably to positive feedback and less favorably to
negative feedback (Swann, Griffin, Predmore, & Gaines, 1987). Even though unstable LSE
viewed negative feedback as more accurate and valid than did stable LSE, they nevertheless

were less likely to take it out on the evaluator.



As a summary, the consequences of low and high self esteem have been reviwed in
relation with multiple variables such as mood, tendency to depression, behavior style,
cognitive reactions to events, using resources, and coping methods. The differences between
HSE and LSE people can be summarized as; (1) LSE people are less absolute and are more
confused than HSE people, (2) LSE people are more conservative or cautious in their
responses to the social environment, (3) HSE people have higher temporal stability than low
self esteem subjects, (4) HSE people have more resources than LSE people to affirm their
overall sense of self integrity, (5) HSE people take feedback relatively undaunted because
they had many positive aspects of their self-image to fall back on, in contrast, LSE people
usually perceive feedback as a threat and they are concerned with this threat, because they
have fewer self evaluative resources, (6) For HSE people it is easier to integrate self on the
other hand for LSE people it is more difficult to do this. Therefore, perceiving feedback as a
threat or undaunted is related to be able to affirm and restore self-integrity. In regard of
consequences of self esteem, another essential point is the relation of depression and low self
esteem. In the literature it is pointed that depression leads to a sense of helplessness,
hopelessness, and low self-regard. Furthermore, stable and unstable self-esteem status
influences the emotions and reactions of individuals. When it is considered in terms of
depression level and self esteem status, self-esteem level is a much stronger predictor of
subsequent depression for stable than for unstable self-esteem individuals.

As a result, having low or high and stable or unstable self esteem status has effect on
personality. The causes of self esteem are reviewed in next topic, to make integration with the
consequences of the self esteem.

1.3. Caused/ antecedents of self esteem
In this section, the origins of the self esteem are described in regard to the impact of

the family, environment, peers, and other developmental characteristics.



Self esteem is considered to be a vital part of the personality. In the developmental and
the psychoanalytic psychotherapy literature, generally it has been claimed that having high or
low self esteem depends on the early childhood (0-6 ages) experiences of the individual. On
the other hand, Judith Rich Harris (2007) disagreed with these ideas. In her recent book “No
Two Alike”, she claims that the developmental and the psychoanalytic literature exaggerate
the parental and within family environment influence on self esteem and personality.
Additionally, although she agreed with the importance of parent-child interaction and the
importance of the first six years she objected to the view that it is difficult to change the
effects of the early childhood experiences in later life (Harris, 2007).

In her theory, Harris (2007) claimed that individuals are born into a social
environment and spend their whole lives in different social environments. According to her
conceptualization, three systems and the interaction of these systems have crucial importance
in personal development and self esteem. These systems are shortly defined below:

a. The Relationship System refers the different mental mechanisms designed to process
and store information about people. According to Harris “managing relationships is

Job 1 for a baby.” (Harris, 2007, p.182).

b. The Socialization System consists of acquiring the social behaviors, customs,
language, accents, attitudes, and morals deemed appropriate in a particular society.

Again according to Harris “The baby’s Job 2 is to learn how to behave in a way that is

acceptable to the other members of his or her society” (Harris, 2007, p. 183).

c. The Status System refers to competition of people for a position in a particular group.

Harris claimed that “The baby’s Job 3 is to compete successfully.” (Harris, 2007, p.

209).

Some studies show that self esteem of adolescents is influenced by maternal

behaviors. In a study an association between perceived maternal behavior and self-esteem



gender specific was found (Ojanen & Perry, 2007). According to this study perceived
maternal affection predicted gains in self-esteem for girls, whereas perceived
psychological control predicted reduced self-esteem for boys. In addition, a persistent
association was found between unstable high self-esteem and self-reported violent
offending. The results suggest that self-esteem level plays a limited role in the
understanding of violent behavior (Boden, Fergusson, & Horwood, 2007).

Self esteem has multifaceted nature and there are at least three separate domains of
self esteem: physical, academic and social. In addition these domains become more
refined with age (Marsh, 1990). Accordingly self esteem takes on a hierarchical structure.
Specifically under general self esteem, academic self esteem includes reading, math and
other school subjects. Furthermore, social self esteem includes relationship with peers and
parents. Finally physical self esteem includes physical appearance and physical ability
(Berk, 2000). Especially in adolescence but generally at all ages, although individual
differences exist, perceived physical appearance correlates more strongly with global
self-worth than any other self esteem factor (Harter, Waters, & Whitesell, 1998).
Moreover with the arrival of adolescence, several new dimensions of self esteem are
added such as close friendship, romantic appeal and job competence (Berk, 2000). In
addition adolescents become more discriminating in the people whom they look to for
validation of their self esteem. Some of them rely on parents, others on teachers and still
others on peers (Harter, Waters, & Whitesell, 1998). Separate factors of self esteem are
influenced by social comparisons. In other words social comparison affects self esteem of
individuals with the judgment of abilities, behavior, appearance, and other characteristics
in relation to those of others (Stipek & Maclver, as cited in Berk, 2000).

Self esteem of adolescents is influenced by many factors. Cultural forces are important

factors that influence self esteem of adolescents. Studies have indicated that early



maturing of girls and late maturing of boys, cultural standards of beauty, gender
stereotyped expectations for physical attractiveness and achievement, have detrimental
effects on self-esteem of adolescents (Berk, 2000). Moreover, the role of social
comparison in self esteem varies from culture to culture. For example in a study, Chinese
and Japanese children score lower in self esteem than American children although their
academic achievement is similar with American children (Chiu 1992,1993, as cited in
Berk, 2000). Similarly Asian children less often use social comparison to bolster their
own self esteem because their culture places a high value on modesty. As a result of this
they tend to judge themselves but to be generous in their praise of others (Heine &
Lehman, 1995).

Another important causal factor on self esteem is child rearing practices. Children and
adolescents whose parents are warm, accepting and provide reasonable expectations for
behavior feel especially good about themselves (Steinberg, Fletcher Darling, Mounts, &
Dornbusch 1994). On the other hand adolescents who experience coercive parenting and
whose parental support is conditional with high standards, suffer severe assaults to their
self esteem. In addition adolescents’ self esteem is influenced by peer relationships (Berk,
2000).

According to Dweck, the hallmark of successful individuals which she called “mastery
oriented qualities” is that they love learning, they seek challenges, they value effort, and
they face of obstacles (Dweck, 1999). She added that there are several misbeliefs about
confidence, success, ability and praise which are common in society. She listed these
misbeliefs and truths as follows:

The first misbelief is that students with high ability are more likely to display mastery
oriented qualities, but the truth is that many of these students are the most worried about

failure (Legget, 1985; Licht & Dweck, 1984a, b; Licht & Shapiro, 1982, as cited in



Dweck, 1999). The second misbelief is that school success directly fosters mastery-
oriented qualities but the truth is that success has little positive effect on the ability to cope
with setbacks (Mueller & Dweck, 1998, as cited in Dweck, 1998). The third misbelief is
that praise, particularly praising intelligence encourages mastery-oriented qualities, but the
truth is that praising intelligence can lead students to fear failure, avoid risks, doubt
themselves when they fail and cope poorly with setbacks (Mueller & Dweck, 1998, as
cited in Dweck, 1999). Finally the fourth misbelief is that confidence in intelligence is the
key to mastery-oriented qualities, but the studies show that many of the most confident
individuals do not want to be tested for their intelligence and their high confidence is too
quickly shaken when they are confronted with difficulty (Henderson & Dweck, 1990;
Hong, Chiu, Dweck & Lin, 1998; Zhao, Dweck &Mueller, 1998, as cited in Dweck,
1999). Dweck has mentioned the entity theory which is that some people (parents) believe
that people’s intelligence is a fixed trait and there is a certain amount of intelligence and
that amount does not change. Thus, entity theory is a system that requires a diet of
successes and when parents believe that their children have a fixed amount of intelligence,
every challenge can become a threat to self esteem. On the other hand some people
believe that intelligence is a trait that they simply possess, but can change through
learning, which is called “incremental theory”. Dweck has pointed out that it is
deterministic for self esteem of children whether the parents and adults around the
children believe incremental or entity theory (Dweck, 1999). In addition within the entity-
theory framework peers are competitors for self esteem. Specifically, the students who
believe in entity theory have been asked when they feel smart. Their answer was; when
they did better than others they feel smart. On the other side, students who have
incremental view about intelligence derive their self esteem from their own striving, from

the use of their efforts and abilities. Consistent with this, incremental theorists had said



that students who have incremental view feel smart not only when they are striving new
tasks, but also when they put their knowledge to use in helping to their peers learn. As a
result within incremental framework, peers can gain self esteem by cooperating rather
than being rivals for self esteem (Dweck, 1999). In addition, the meaning of effort and
parents’ perception, interpretation about effort are important for adolescents’ and
children’s self esteem. When the meaning and importance of effort is discounted by
praising quick, rapid successes and underestimating success with long performance,
especially on important tasks, long-term goals may be sabotaged for the sake of short term
judgments (Zuckerman, Kieffer, & Knee, 1998). It has become common practice to praise
students for their performance on easy tasks to tell them they are smart when they do
something quickly and perfectly (Meyer, 1982, as cited in Dweck, 1999).

Another important factor that influences self esteem of adolescents is group interaction
and being a member of popular group. Even to be member of popular group is such an
important thing that some adolescents prefer to be less valuable, bullied, insulted member
of a popular group rather than being an equal member of a less popular group (Harris,
2007).

Self esteem of an individual is influenced by several factors such as socialization
process, relationship style and competition to successfully to get a status especially among
peers. In addition to parenting styles, significant parental figures have important
influences on self esteem of children and also adolescents. Children and adolescents,
whose parents are warm, available and acceptable for children and provide reasonable
expectations have positive impact on self esteem of children. Additionally, parents’ beliefs
about their children’s intelligence which is defined as entity and incremental view have an
important effect on children’s self esteem. On the other hand in early adolescence, peer

relationships and being accepted or rejected by peers have an increasing effect on self



esteem. One more important causal effect on self esteem is cultural factors. For example
as mentioned above, Chinese and Japan children criticize themselves and praise others but
on the other hand American children don’t criticize themselves as much as Chinese and
Japan children do.

In sum, it is suggested that social interaction and support essentially influence the
development of self esteem in children. In relation with this, in the next topic the
interaction process and support with the adolescences’ developmental characteristics are
reviewed.

1.4. Self-Esteem and Social | nteraction, and Environmental Support

Socialization process and social environment teach children the appropriate attitudes,
behaviors and values in a wide range of situations with regard to being boys or girls
(Maccoby, 2000). Each developmental stage requires some specific developmental tasks. The
adolescence stage is generally described by metaphors such as bridge, transition, passing time,
having or gaining skills, revolution, reorganization, and revising of personality (Berk, 2000).
It is also referred to as a chaotic and sad stage because being an adolescent means leaving
childhood’s relatively irresponsible world and passing into adult life (Parman, 2000).
Jacobson (1961) mentioned that adolescence includes a saddening farewell to childhood and a
gradual, anxious-hopeful passing over many barriers to the gates which permit entrance to the
unknown world of adulthood. On the other hand, adolescents have physical and mental power
at that stage and they have motivation to be independent, to interact more with peers (Levin,
1988). Furthermore, on one side the adolescent wants to be independent, on the other side
when he has a problem he wants and needs an available parent or parental figure (Berne,
1972). In the 1950s and early 1960s in psychoanalytic literature, adolescence stage was
described with the ambivalences of extremely moody, depressed one day and excitedly high

the next. In addition according to psychoanalytic theory, conflict with family, friends, and



authorities are expected at that stage (Hauser & Smith, 1991). Brandt claimed that “the
adolescent achieves identity when he no longer says "I am like you™ (or as in the case of the
toddler "I am part of you™), but rather "I am different and therefore separate from you."
(Brandt, 1977, p. 512). According to Anna Freud, adolescents withdraw their libido from their
parents suddenly and altogether instead of gradual detachment and this leads them to form
relationships outside the family (Freud, 1958).

Regarding Erikson’s psychosocial development theory, he mentioned eight stages of
life and claimed that human beings pass these stages According to him, in every stage
individuals experience characteristic conflicts and cope or can’t cope with this crisis. In other
words, in each stage there are syntonic versus dystonic characteristics in regard to
psychosocial development. Names of these eight stages and the more or less ages of these
stages in human life are as follows: basic trust versus basic mistrust (0-1), autonomy versus
shame, doubt (2-3), initiative versus guilt (3-5), industry versus inferiority (6-12), identity
versus role confusion (13-18), intimacy versus isolation (19-26), generativity versus
stagnation, (26-40), ego integrity versus despair (40+...) According to him every stage
contain some skills, developmental tasks and at the same time a preparation for the next stage.
The stages most relevant to this thesis, pre-adolescence ages and adolescence, will be
reviewed briefly light of Erikson’s theory.

According to Erikson, the stage of industry and inferiority stage coincides with the
primary school years. At this stage children learn to produce things that the culture they live
in requires. Moreover, at that stage children are expected to apply some given, learned skills
and tasks such as reading, writing, and a maore sophisticated mode of social skills. In all
cultures, these skills are given to children by systematic instructions. According to Erikson
these instructions need not be at a school where a special learning and teaching environment

is organized, but the social environment prepares them to learn. In addition, Erikson claimed



that perhaps the children learned the greatest amount from the older children. In this way
children become ready to handle the materials and tools used by adults. One important thing
is that literate people must make the child literate to be ready to more sophisticated skills. In
almost all cultures literacy is the basic skill and becomes a ground for further skills which will
be required at school and wider social environment. At that point parent must prepare their
children for school and by giving feedback provide a supportive environment that leads to use
the required or necessary skills for the cultures they live in. This is very important because at
school and in society the danger for the child is having a sense of inadequacy and inferiority.
The peers’ feedback gains a critical importance at that stage because children begin to spend
their time with peers and older children more than with parents. In addition peer group
relations and having a position in a group increases children’s self esteem at that stage. If the
child despairs of using his tools and skills or experiences the risk of losing status in the social
group, the child may lose the hope of work association and this can pull him back to the more
isolated, less tool-conscious familial rivalry of the oedipal time (Erikson, 1951). As
mentioned above the wider society becomes significant for children to understand the
meaningful roles of technology, social roles, values and skills (Harris, 2007; Berne, 1972).
Erikson pointed out that many children’s development is disrupted when family life has failed
to prepare them for school life. On the other hand this stage is socially most decisive stage
because industry involves doing things beside and with others. In many cultures, a first sense
of division of labor and differential opportunities that involves technological ethos and
essence of a culture develops at that time. Generally, in literature, Erikson’s industry and
inferiority stage contains learning and applying many skills and involves the ages of primary
and beginning of middle school years. At that stage child can feel a sense of responsibility

towards others, can comprehend and obey values and rules and has a sense of self which is



adequately separated from others. As a result of this, judgments of peers and society become
important (Bemporad &Wilson, 1978).

After that stage adolescence years come and Erikson called these years “identity
versus role confusion.” At that stage in many culture children had achieved the basic skills
that they need to be in society such as literacy, fundamental social, and communication skills
and a different mind, and body developmental process begin to occur. In another words youth
begins but in puberty and adolescence earlier stages are both questioned and have sameness
and continuity features. Developmental psychologists define and describe this stage with the
words of transition, transformation and passage years from childhood to adulthood. Erikson
claimed that the adolescent mind is essentially a mind of moratorium, a psychosocial stage
between childhood and adulthood (Berk, 2000). Moreover, adolescents have to cope with
their sexual, narcissistic needs, create resolutions for their conflicts, work with the vacillations
of self-esteem and feelings of identity transiton, which will help them to reach new, and more
object-directed aims and positions. When the adolescent has coped with his/her conflicts and
meets the needs noted above toward the end of adolescence, it can be said that he has found
himself (Jacobson, 1961).

As mentioned above, in different stages a supportive environment must include age
specific characteristics. It must be taken into consideration that adolescence is a chaotic and
sad stage, and it is critical to understand the importance of feedback, interaction, and
supportive environment. Therefore, parents need to prepare their children for school and
wider community. Generally parents make this preparation by giving feedback and providing
a supportive environment. In the next topic, the content and the process of adolescents’

receiving social support from family are reviewed.



1.5. Social Support From Family

Children usually give more importance and meanings to parent behaviors and these
meanings influence their self evaluation. Furthermore, children’s own perceptions of
parental behavior have more effect than parents’ actual behavior on children’s self esteem
(Hauser, & Smith, 1991; Parker & Benson, 2004). Likewise, child and parents may have
different perceptions about child-parent relationship and this can affect the child’s
adjustment and psychological determinants (Serot & Teevan, 1961). According to Freud
detachment from parental authority is one of the most important but also painful psychic
achievements of adolescents. He pointed out that this detachment has two functions:
repudiation of incestuous fantasies; and permission of development of a new generation
with new ideas, and with wider social community (Freud, 1905).

These two functions are described as transition from childhood dependency to adult
identity and one of the “central conflicts in adolescence” by Brandt (Brandt, 1977).
Moreover, Schafer pointed out that while the detachment process the adolescent —usually
has a number of fateful primitive psychological assumptions about the nature of feelings,
self, identity, and his relations with other people. According to Schafer, these assumptions
usually are unconscious and can be expressed in dreams, neurotic and psychotic symptoms,
slips, and symptomatic acts (Schafer, 1973).

According to Parental Acceptance Rejection Theory (PART) every child needs
acceptance from parents and open and close reciprocal relationship with his/her parents. If
the children can’t satisfy these needs, they tend to be hostile and aggressive, dependent or
defensively independent, impaired in self esteem and self-adequacy, emotionally
unresponsive and unstable or to have a negative world view. Moreover, adolescents and
adults who perceived themselves as rejected have more behavior problems, depressed

mood and substance abuse (Rohner & Khaleque, 2005). PART has two main dimensions



which are called parental acceptance and parental rejection. Parental acceptance refers to
warmth, closeness, affection and love. On the other hand parental rejection refers to
discounting or neglecting of these feelings. Specifically, parental rejection includes the
unaffectionate, aggressive, neglecting, rejecting behaviors. Again according to theory child
may experience these rejecting behaviors as cold, hostile, indifferent, undifferentiated and
incomprehensible. Although PART has defined parental acceptance and rejection almost
operationally, PART pointed out that sometimes child’s perception is more important or
effective than actual behavior of parents. For example warmth can be perceived as a
rejection by the child. Similarly, parental rejection may not be perceived as rejection by the
child. In sum PART focuses on interpretation and perception of caregiver’s behaviors
(Rohner & Khaleque, 2005). In addition PART has three sub-theories: personality sub
theory, coping sub theory, and socio-cultural systems sub theory. Personality Sub theory
assumes that every human being has an emotional need for positive response and parents is
the most probable source to ensure this emotional need. In other words like attachment
theory according to PART parents are especially important due to the children’s sense of
emotional security, state of well-being and forming personality. According to Personality
Sub-Theory “parental rejection” causes some psychological problems such as; hostility,
low self esteem, low self adequacy, and emotional instability. The second sub theory of
PART, Coping Sub Theory deals with that how the rejected people overcome the
consequences of being rejected. In that point PART assumes some factors can be helpful to
cope with the rejection for rejected people. The presence of an alternative warmth
attachment figure (siblings, friends), self determination which includes power to manage
difficulties and depersonalizing capacity are helpful to deal with perceived rejection.
According to PART there are two coping groups; affective and instrumental copers.

Instrumental Copers are people who are successful in school and professional life but not



emotionally healthy. Conversely Affective Copers are people with more or less good
mental health even though they had been rejected in their childhood. However it must not
be forgotten that in terms of social and emotional problems in life, Affective Copers have
greater risk than people who have experienced enough love and acceptance in childhood.
The last sub theory of PART is Socio-Cultural Systems Model Sub Theory and it claims
that acceptance/rejection is shaped by the maintenance systems of the society from family
to economical-political organizations within the natural environment. In that theory
although the power of parents’ acceptance/rejection has been mentioned the symbolic
expressions such as religious, artistic, musical and folkloric traditions which are
conceptualized under the term “institutional expressive systems” and their interactions are
emphasized more. In sum, all these factors interact with each other and Socio-Cultural
Systems Sub Theory attempts to explain the world wide effects of parental acceptance-
rejection (Rohner & Khaleque, 2005) .

On the other hand, according to attachment theory, an infant needs to be close to
the care giver for his survival and when the caregiver is sensitive and responsive to the
infant, infant feels secure and knows that the caregiver will be present when he/she needs.
In addition the security level of the relationship between infant and caregiver influences
the infant’s coping with stress. Thus the attachment figure plays a regulation role for the
child’s affective and physiological reactions under stress (Bartholomew & Horowitz,
1991). According to attachment theory there are four types of attachment style and these
attachment styles are formed in early childhood with the influence of caregiver-infant
relationship quality. These attachment styles are listed as secure, ambivalent, avoidant and
disorganized attachment. Children who are securely attached do not experience significant
distress when separated from caregivers. On the other hand, when children are attached

ambivalently they tend to be extremely suspicious of strangers. These children display



considerable distress when separated from a parent or caregiver, but do not seem reassured
or comforted by the return of the parent. Third attachment style is avoidant attachment in
which children tend to avoid parents and caregivers. This avoidance often becomes
especially pronounced after a period of absence. These children might not reject attention
from a parent, but neither do they seek out comfort or contact. Children with an avoidant
attachment show no preference between a parent and a complete stranger. The last
attachment style is disorganized attachment and children with a disorganized-insecure
attachment style show a lack of clear attachment behavior. Their actions and responses to
caregivers are often a mix of behaviors, including avoidance or resistance (Bowlby, 1969).
As mentioned above three of the attachment styles are insecure and only one is secure and
the infant internalizes the relational pattern with the attachment figure and that relationship
becomes a prototype for later interactions. Bowlby called these internal representations
“internal working models” which guide beliefs, feelings, behaviors, and information
processing, including attention, perception, memory, and interpretation (Cassidy, Kirsh,
Scolton, & Parke, 1996). In sum, the attachment style of the children influences the later
relationships. For example in peer relations, securely attached children receive more
positive behavior from unfamiliar peers than insecurely attached children (Cassidy et al.,
1996). On the other hand insecure attached children show doubting self conscious and
suspicious style in their relationship with peers (Maunder & Hunter, 2001). In sum
according the attachment theory, relationship and attachment style with primary caregivers
influence the internal representations, and internal representations are used throughout the
life span in other relationships, including the friends (Brody, 1998). In other words
attachment theory asserts that relationship with primary caretaker (generally mother) has a

determinant effect on children’s life.



According to social cognitive learning theory children gradually copy and repeat
their parents’ behavior. Bandura claimed that children have ability to listen, remember,
and abstract general rules from complex sets of observed behaviors. In other words
children learn by observing, listening and receiving feedback from their parents.
Moreover, by observing others —especially parents- and by receiving feedback from
parents, children develop some personal standards and some ideas about themselves such
as self-praise, self-blame, sense of self efficacy that guide them in particular situations
(Bandura, 1997, as cited in Berk, 2000).

In psychoanalytic theory, different approaches have emphasized the parent-child
relationship and have claimed that early relationships with parents influence the future
interactions. Especially object relations theorists underline the role of significant others in
future interaction patterns (Freud, 1958; Winnicott, 1993; Kohut, 2004). According
psychoanalytic developmental perspective, parents are usually significant others and first
six years of life influence the future years of the life in terms of personality development
and identity formation (Clarkson, 1992). According the Anna Freud, ego and super ego
formation are influenced by early relationships with parents (Freud, 1958). On the other
hand Kohut developed the self psychology and stated that parents influence children
personality development in two dimensions which he called mirroring and idealizing. He
added that to provide a healthy support for children, parents should fulfill both mirroring
and idealization needs of the children. According to Kohut, mirroring refers to providing
close relationships, giving suitable feedback and fulfills the needs of the children. In
idealization dimension children need to see role models and parental figures to be idealized
(Erten, Mitrani, & Melis, 2004). As mentioned above different theories had pointed out
that parents have great effect on children’s personality development. From another angle

parental and child rearing styles influence the personality development. In literature, four



main child rearing styles have been pointed out. These are authoritative, permissive,
authoritarian and uninvolved child rearing styles (Berk, 2000, p. 564). Authoritative style
is the most adaptive approach and authoritative parents make reasonable demands for
maturity and setting limits and insisting that the child obey. In that style, at the same time
parents express warmth and affection, listen patiently and encourage all members of the
family to participate in decision making. At older ages children who are reared by
authoritative style have high self esteem, social and moral maturity involvement in school
learning, academic achievement in high school and educational attainment (Eccles et al.,
1997; Herman et al., 1997; Luster & McAdoo, 1996; Steinberg, Darling, & Fletcher, 1995,
as cited in Berk, 2000). On the other hand parents who use authoritarian parenting style use
punishment and place a high value on conformity, and as a result they engage in very little
positive and functional interaction with their children. Adolescents who are reared with
this style are less well adjusted than those reared with an authoritative style (Steinberg,
Fletcher & Darling, 1994). The permissive style includes nurturing and acceptance but it
avoids imposing controls and putting limits. Permissive parents allow children whatever
they want and whenever they want. As a result of this style in adolescence, children have
poor self control, are less involved in school learning and use more drugs (Baumrind,
1991, as cited in Berk, 2000). The fourth main parenting style combines undemanding
with indifferent rejecting behavior. As a result of this child rearing style, in adolescence,
children have poor emotional self regulation and school performance, frequent drug use
and delinquency (Berk, 2000). Berk has pointed out that in adolescence parents should
foster the autonomy and not to forget that adolescents emotionally want to rely on more on
themselves and less on parents for support and guidance. In addition at this stage children

want to make decisions independently with little and careful guidance of parents.



Controlling and overprotective parenting styles have a detrimental effect on the
child’s developing senses of autonomy and social efficacy. In addition these parenting
attitudes are not conducive to the development of social competence or positive self regard
(Olweus, 1993, as cited in Rubin, Bowker, & Kennedy, 2009).

Overall, parents have an important impact on children’s self esteem. Besides
children’s own perceptions of parental behavior have more effect than parents’ actual
behavior on children’s self esteem. In terms of developmental characteristics of
adolescents, detachment from parental authority and entering to wider social community is
a developmental task for adolescents. In relation, different perspectives such as Parental
Acceptance Rejection, Attachment, Social Cognitive Learning, and Psychoanalytic
theories have mentioned that children and early adolescents need acceptance from parents
and open and also close reciprocal relationship with their parents. When they can’t get this
acceptance and develop a positive relationship with their parents, adolescents experience
more behavioral problems and depressed mood. In addition to these theories, child rearing
styles also influence the self esteem of children. It has been suggested that children who
are reared by authoritative style have high self esteem, social, and moral maturity.

In the following topic, social support of friends, relationship with friends, and how
these influence the self esteem of early adolescents are reviewed.

1.6. Social Support From Friends

Friendship is defined by strong, positive affective bonds between two persons and an
intention to facilitate the accomplishment of socio-emotional goals (Hartup & Stevens,
1997). There is a general agreement that measures of friendship need to capture both the
level of reciprocity and the level of closeness between two individuals. Because of that,
ranking of friends, sociometric questions, reciprocated best friend nominations become

the parts of the measurements (Bukowski, Motzoi, & Meyer, 2009). Newcomb and



Bagwell defined the four aspects of friendship as positive engagement, conflict
management, task activity and relationship properties. In each of these four areas
substantial differences between the interactions of friends and nonfriends were found
(Newcomb and Bagwell, 1995). Moreover, similarity is an important feature in
friendship. Similarity has been shown on several dimensions which include prosocial and
antisocial behaviors, shyness and internalized distress, sociability, peer popularity and
academic achievement and motivation (Poulin & Boivin, 2000). Furthermore as a
summary in their review, Bukowski, Motzoi, and Meyer emphasized that friendship has a
validation value that provides acceptance among peers which allows them to experience
less loneliness and depression. They added that friendship protects from family related
risk factors —especially- in middle childhood and adolescence (Bukowski, Motzoi, &
Meyer, 2009).

Throughout childhood, because of their physical, cognitive, and social development,
children begin to change their ability to interpret, respond to, and reason about their peer
behaviors and interactions. Therefore children’s expectations and descriptions of
normative social behavior also become more sophisticated with age. In addition socially
appropriate behavior, positive peer responses differ markedly across the preschool, grade
school, and adolescent years (Bierman & Montminy, 1993, as cited in Fabes, Martin, &
Hanish, 2009). While play has specific importance in peer relations before adolescence
with the onset of adolescence play no longer accurately describes the focus of most peer
interactions. Most interactions still revolve around shared activities, such as organized
sports, music, shopping, etc. and are less tied to the school or classroom. In addition
communications qualities and styles of adolescents between each other become central
features in peer interactions (Fabes, Martin, & Hanish, 2009). At adolescence,

communication styles change and being a member of a group becomes important.



Therefore within and between group communication and relationships gain a specific
meaning. According to Kindermann and Gest (2009), there are three study traditions
about peer-group effects. The first one is Moreno’s work which examines the sociometric
analysis of groups by means of nominations of liking and disliking from peers in a
setting. The second tradition examines common reputation among peers for patterns of
behavior and values, and the third tradition examines the social ties such as friendships or
interactions (Kindermann & Gest, 2009). In friendship relationships, influence of group
processes on individuals includes evaluative feedback, persuasion, coercion, resource
control, and a variety of social learning processes (Altermatt & Pomerantz, 2003, as cited
in Kindermann & Gest, 2009). One major focus of developmental research has been on
age related changes in the norms underlying friendship. At earlier ages reciprocity norms
characterize friendships across development, but that this norm has been changing from a
focus on material equality to a focus on needs that allows for short-term imbalances in
each partner’s contributions (Kindermann & Gest, 2009).

According to social comparison theory, humans have a fundamental need to compare
themselves to others to evaluate their abilities and opinions. Therefore there is a pressure
on individuals for social comparison and to be to with similar others. When discrepant
evaluations among members of the same group occur, individuals attempt to reduce the
discrepancy by changing their own positions or by attempting to change the positions of
other group members (Kindermann & Gest, 2009).

According to Hay, Caplan, and Nash (2009), peer relations begin in the first weeks of
life, when infants notice each other and respond to each other’s cries. Different
approaches explain the beginning of the peer relations differently according to their

theoretical focus.



In psychoanalytic theory the emotional limitations of infants are emphasized and
mother-infant relationship has priority importance and father-child relationship taking on
more prominence later in childhood (Freud, 1938, as cited in Hay, Caplan, & Nash,
2009). Although Sullivan (1953) focused on children’s relationships with peers, generally
there is no expectation that infants’ peer relations are significant for development (Hay,
Caplan, & Nash, 2009). On the other hand, after their experimental studies with
macaques’ evolutionary theorist generally claimed that in comparison with social
isolation, being reared with peers provides a protective function for beginning of the
social development (Mineka & Suomi, 1978).

According to Bowlby’s attachment theory the most important factor for development
is primary care taker, and relationships with peers emerge later (Nash, 1995, as cited in
Hay, Caplan, & Nash, 2009).

According to social learning theory peer relations were assumed to be influenced
primarily by parental models. Social learning theory claims that the reinforcement and
punishment that took place in the family home provide a model for peer interaction in
later childhood and adolescence. In sum children firstly learn in family environment and
then apply their learning in peer interaction (Hay, Caplan, & Nash, 2009).

From the perspective of cognitive developmental theory peer influence begins to
operate in later childhood. Piaget pointed out that children begin to engage in verbal
arguments with peers, which were thought to foster the ability to understand the views of
others (Piaget, 1932). On the other hand sociocultural-cognitive theorists view cognitive
development proceeding through social interactions between novices and experts. Thus
according to them cognitive development occurs with focusing on infants’ relationships
with adult experts, but not with peers separately (Rogoff, 2003; Vygotsky, 1982, as cited

in Hay, Caplan, & Nash, 2009).



In behavioral genetic theories with the explosion of new genetic technologies, theories
that emphasize the role of genes and inborn temperament have come to the fore in
developmental research. But similar with other theories behavioral genetic theories claim
that peer influence is important at a later stage in children’s lives (Harris, 1999, as cited
in Hay, Caplan, & Nash, 2009). On the other hand some behavioral genetic theorists draw
attention to children’s unique experiences but do not focus on peer influence in particular
(Berk, 2000).

There are some other sources that influence the early peer relations. These are; genes,
the child’s sex, cognition and language, and other family members. Research about
gene’s effect is limited because there are no informative designs or methods to investigate
the biological underpinnings of early peer relations (Berk, 2000; Maccoby, 2000; Hay,
Caplan, & Nash, 2009). The other possible effect on beginning of peer relation is the sex
of the children. It is also clear that girls and boys are socialized differently but there is
little evidence for striking sex differences in pro-social behavior or conflict with peers
before the third birthday. In most observational studies of infants and toddlers, no
significant sex differences are reported (Hay, Caplan, & Nash, 2009). On the other hand
language is a big source for peer interaction and as soon as language develops, toddlers
speak to their peers and, by the time they are 2 %, engage in structured conversations
(Hay, 2006). Finally other family members have some effect on beginning and early peer
interaction. However, while the mother-infant relationship is more studied and
acknowledged as precursor to peer relations, there is a paucity of research on the
contribution of other family members’ effect on peer relations. For example relatively
little is known about ways in which fathers influence infants” interactions with other

infants.



On the other hand more is known about the siblings influence on peer relations. There
is some evidence that experience with siblings decreases the frequency of positive
interaction with peers. Pairs of first infants are more likely than pairs of second-born
babies interact both positively and negatively (Vandell, Wilson, & Whalen, 1981). The
more siblings infants have, the less connection they have with peers in early childhood
(Lewis, Young, Brooks, & Michalson, 1975, as cited in Hay, Caplan, & Nash, 2009).
Toddlers with older siblings are reliably less likely to share with peers and reliably more
likely than other toddlers to respond negatively to peers’ distress (Hay, Caplan, & Nash,
2009).

After 18 month gender segregation has evolved slowly and in early childhood years
children prefer to spend most of their time with same sex peers. (Pitcher & Schultz, 1983;
Maccoby, 2000). In middle childhood boys prefer to play out of house and with same sex
peers, girls prefer to be close to home with same sex peers (White & Edwards, 1988, as
cited in Maccoby, 2000). In addition during grade school years children usually choose
their best friends and close friend from their same sex peers (Maccoby, 2000).

From ages 2-5 years there are clear developmental advances in young children’s peer
interactions towards more sophisticated and complex style (Coplan & Arbeau, 2009).
Moreover, preschool children have more tools and criteria in the selection of their peer
interaction partners and friends, and display an increasingly differentiated response to
positive and negative peer behaviors (Coplan & Arbeau, 2009). Krasnor and Denham
mentioned two important tasks of children at these ages. First task is to have independent
interaction with age mates which is a crucial predictor of later mental health and well-
being. Second task in these years is to regulate and express emotions (Krasnor &
Denham, 2009). Friendship and interacting with peers have different meanings for

toddlers and young children. For a toddler or a young preschooler, a friend is someone to



play with who comes with her mother, meet at park or at a birthday party. Young children
often join the words and adults often reinforce the confounding of “friend” and “play”:
“play together nicely with your friends,” “play like friends,” and “Go and play with your
friends.” In sum play is a socialization process for young children and an opportunity to
form a baseline of peer interaction (Howes, 2009)

Friendship is form of peer relationship and a basic feature of human life from early
childhood to old age and it is not surprising that the first published study of peer relations
was a comparison of children with and without friends (Monroe, 1898, as cited in
Bukowski, Motzoi, & Meyer, 2009). In this stage adolescents have a “cognitive
egocentrism” and in depressed adolescents this egocentrism may cause cognitive
distortions about themselves and their relational experiences (Bemporad & Wilson,
1978). In middle childhood and early adolescence, friends and peer relations become
more important than previous years. Many reasons can be listed about why and how the
friends and peer relations gain importance at these years. Initially, at these years children
spend most of their time at school and to be accepted in a peer group has a vital meaning
for an adolescent. In addition, at this age children want to share special events and
adventures with peers. Moreover, many studies showed that being a member of a peer
group, being popular among age mates and having close friends are favorable qualities in
the world of adolescents. Furthermore, in terms of social and emotional development, at
these ages, children want to be more independent from their parents. Some
psychoanalytic developmental scientists called this process the second separation
individuation. In addition being helpful, friendly, cooperative are required characteristics
for being accepted among adolescents (Bukowski, Motzoi, & Meyer, 2009). It is well
known that children’s friendships provide important sources of social and emotional

support, especially in times of stress or transition (Berndt, Hawkins, & Jiao, 1999, as



cited in Rubin, Bowker, & Kennedy, 2009). This protective power of friendship has been
shown to be particularly helpful for children who have difficulties within the larger peer
group; for example, it has been demonstrated that simply having a mutual best friendship
protected victimized children from increased internalizing and externalizing problems
during late childhood (Rubin, Bowker, & Kennedy, 2009). In addition a significant
relationship has found between the quality of affect toward friends and feeling of
competence which indicates the critical role of friend in the adolescents’ life (Lempers &
Clerk Lempers, 1992).

On the other hand for an adolescent social exclusion by peers can be a big problem.
There can be many different causes for exclusion of an adolescent from a group.
Prejudicial judgments, stereotyping, conventions, traditions, norms and status quo can
lead to decision to exclude someone from a group. Moreover, moral judgments about
fairness, justice, and equality can also cause such decisions. But more important issue is
that the norms, beliefs, and attitudes about decisions to exclude others depend on how the
groups work (Killen, Rutland, Jampol, 2009). Studies showed that children who are
rejected by their peers experience depression, loneliness and anxiety (Bierman, 2004, as
cited in Killen, Rutland, & Jampol, 2009). The bases of exclusion generally include
gender, race, and ethnicity, prejudice, bias, and discrimination. In addition, exclusion has
detrimental effects on children’s academic performance, and some problems in societal
setting (Fisher, Wallace, & Fenton, 2000). On the other hand Killen, Rutland, and Jampol
(2009, pp 251) claimed that empathy and perspective-taking skills can enable individuals
who have experienced exclusion to judge that it is wrong to exclude others. They added
that does not mean the exclusion is justified, but the experience of it may lead one to be

empathic toward others.



Furthermore, characteristics of accepted children are listed as follows: leadership, non-
aggressively assertive, not highly disruptive, no exhibition of high levels of verbal,
physical, or social/relational aggression, not to be withdrawn or submissive with peers,
and they tend to be more competent academically (Asher & Mcdonald, 2009). On the
other hand, rejected children show heightened levels of aggression and disruptive
behavior, and higher levels of withdrawn/submissive forms of behavior and levels of pro-
social behavior (Asher & McDonald, 2009). In middle childhood and adolescence, many
social skills are expected from children. These skills are listed by Asher and Mcdonald
(2009) with pointing out that the list is unfinished. However, it is important to take this
list to see how many specific tasks are expected from children. The skills are as follows;
helping, responding to ambiguous provocation, asking for help, managing conflict,
responding to cheating/unfairness, coping with false accusations, resisting distraction by
others listening, persuading, negotiating rules, achieving equity/fairness, retrieving
belongings, complimenting, generating “fun ““ideas, coping with frustrating situations,
sharing resources/belongings, getting picked for teams/activities, maintaining
interaction, expressing affection, making requests, coping with teasing, eliciting
disclosure, avoiding dangerous peer contexts, self-disclosure, comforting, responding to
requests, defending self, expressing appreciation, communicating contingently, coping
with public failure, sticking up for a friend, coping with rejection, refusing a dare,
dealing with losing, responding to winning/success, apologizing, keeping secrets,
forgiving, terminating interaction (Asher & McDonald, 2009, p. 239).

In terms of social exclusion within and between group dynamics have large effects on
adolescents’ thinking and deciding style. These dynamics lead them to adapt their
behaviors according to group demands (Brown & Lohr, 1987). Moreover, it is known that

that during middle childhood and adolescence, individuals begin to control their



expressions of intergroup and intragroup bias to reflect self-presentational concerns and
social norms (Killen, Rutland, & Jampol, 2009). On the other hand as adolescents get
older the effect of cliques diminishes and romantic relationships become more dominant
(Horn, 2003). In a longitudinal study, some interviews have been done with 220 children
from fourth grade to ninth grade and it has been found that girls exclude their same sex
peer more than boys (Maccoby, 2000).

Another important issue is conflict and conflict resolution between peers during
middle childhood and early adolescence. As children get older, their relationship and
conflict and conflict resolutions styles become different. During adolescence, criticizing,
teasing, and annoying behaviors are seen more in relationships than in earlier years
(Laursen, 1995). In addition children’s management of conflict style differs according to
whether they experience conflict between their friend or nonfriend. Aggression and
negative affect are rare among friends (Laursen & Gwenn, 2009).

On the other hand, theoretical models pointed out that there are individual differences
in the rate and management of conflict. Generally, dispositions and social cognitions play
an important role in management of conflict. In addition aggressive children have more
disagreements and more difficulty managing disagreements constructively (Moffitt,
Caspi, Rutter, & Silva, 2001, as cited in Laursen & Gwenn, 2009). Moreover Eisenberg
and Fabes (2006) mentioned that children who have difficulties with emotional regulation
and impulsivity may have similar difficulties avoiding and managing conflict.

Some studies demonstrated that there is a relation between popularity and
physical/verbal aggression but it may vary with age. While physical/verbal aggression
has lower popularity during middle childhood it is seen that higher levels of popularity
during early adolescence (LaFontana & Cillessen, 2002). In addition physically/verbally

aggressive children and adolescents were more likely to befriend and associate with



physically/verbally aggressive peers. In support of the socialization perspective, research
suggests that physically/verbally aggressive children who are friends with each other,
increase their risky behavior for maintaining a stable level of aggressiveness over time,
because they exert social pressure on each other to continue involvement in such conduct
(Brendgen, Vitaro, & Bukowski, 2000). In a similar way withdrawn children choose
withdrawn friends. Moreover, studies have demonstrated that not only the friends of
withdrawn children are similarly withdrawn, but they are also similarly victimized by
peers. It also appears to be the case that the quality of withdrawn children’s friendships is
less than optimal (Rubin, Bowker, & Kennedy, 2009).

It is to our knowledge that the importance of peer interactions increases with growing
up. While infant’s capacity for true social interaction is limited, the ability to engage in
peer relationships develops later in childhood and derives from earlier relationships with
caregivers. Furthermore, in middle childhood period peer relationships are consequential
for development however early years are not as critical as middle childhood years. As a
result, it is possible to claim that in early adolescence having friends, being accepted by
peers, and being a member of a peer group protects the individual from family related
risk factors as well as from loneliness and depression. In addition intercommunication
qualities of adolescents become central features in adolescent peer interactions. Therefore
within and between group communication and relationships changes from childish games
to activities those include social norms and skills. Moreover, another important point is
that during primary school years children usually choose their best friends and close
friend from their same sex peers. Additionally, social exclusion can be a big problem for
an adolescent that affects self esteem. In relation with this in adolescence, conflict and
conflict resolution skills become an important issue in peer relations. As the children get

older, their relationship and conflict resolutions styles become different. During



1.7.

adolescence, criticizing, teasing, and annoying behaviors are more prevalent in
relationships than in earlier years. Eventually, adolescents need to learn and use
appropriate social and communication skills for functional interaction with peers. At this
point, both parents and peers become important sources and naturally they can have
positive as well as negative impact on adolescences’ self esteem.

Comparison Of Social Support From Family And Friends

As mentioned previous topics, both social supports from friends and from family have
crucial influence at middle childhood and early adolescence.

Children usually give some meanings to their parents’ behaviors and generally their
perception in that issue influence their self evaluation. On the other hand there is a
general agreement that friendship includes the reciprocity and closeness and interaction
with peers gradually become important, even vital.

Adolescence stage is a chaotic stage and for adolescents detachment from parents
refers that permission to develop and on the other hand a challenge to be independent
from parents. In addition, according to Parent Acceptance Rejection theory, warmth,
close relationship with parents is important to prevent some problems at adolescence and
in future years. On the other hand, friendship has a validation value for grade students
and adolescents that provide acceptance among peers which allows them to experience
less loneliness and depression. Moreover, friendship protects from family related risk
factors —especially- in middle childhood and adolescence.

Another theory, attachment theory pointed out a similar thing that if a secure attached
relationship with caregiver can’t be provided adolescent years can pass very difficult. But
in terms of peer support, children’s expectations and descriptions of normative social
behavior also become more sophisticated with age. In addition socially appropriate

behavior, positive peer responses differ markedly across the preschool, grade school, and



adolescent years. So that even a secured attached children need to have adaptation skills
in adolescent years.

On the other hand social cognitive learning theory claims that children gradually copy
and repeat their parents’ behavior and transfer early years learning to adolescent years. At
adolescence, communication styles change and being a member of a group becomes
important. Therefore within and between group communication and relationships gain a
specific meaning and at adolescence and in middle childhood begin to learn from each
other.

Psychoanalytic theory gives the most importance to parent child relationship in terms
of personality development and claims that children’s early year experiences determine
the future years’ relationships. On the other hand both psychoanalytic theory and some
behavioral genetic theories claim that adolescence stage is the stage of revision of
personality. Therefore at adolescence stage can be a re-organization of the personality but
this time with contributions of peer group interactions and support.

Finally different parenting styles influence the self esteem and personality
development of children. On the other hand friends can have positive or negative, in other
words protective or harmful influence on self esteem at adolescence stage. Explicitly for
adolescents who were reared by harmful parenting styles, friendship support can be
rescuer and protective.

1.8. The Aim of the Present Study and Specific Hypotheses

The aim of the present is to investigate the relative effects of perceived social support
from parents and from friends on adolescents’ self esteem. In addition, possible causes of
perceived social support from peers and family were investigated.

Hypotheses regarding self esteem



1. The perceived support from friends has more effect on self esteem of adolescents than
the perceived family support.
2. The self-esteem levels do not differ by sex.
Hypotheses regarding social support from family
3. The perceived social support from family does not differ by sex.
4. The adolescents who have siblings perceive more social support from
family than those who have no siblings.
5. The perceived social support from family is positively related to the amount
of time spent with parents.
Hypotheses regarding social support from friends
6. Perceived social support from friends does not differ by sex.
7. Perceived social support from friends increases with age and grade level.
8. Perceived social support from friends is positively related to the amount of
time spent with friends after school.
9. Perceived social support from friends is positively related to the amount of

time spent talking on the telephone or messaging with friends.



2. Method

2.1. Participants

The present study included 192 participants who are the members of the 5™, 6™, 7

and 8" grade students of a private elementary school in Istanbul. Male and female students

were selected randomly from each grade.The sample included 92 female participants

(48%) and 100 male participants (52%) with a mean age of 11. 54.
Age/grade and sex distribution of the participants are shown in table 2.

Table 2: Sex and Grade Distribution

Grade Male % Female % Total Total %
5™ graders 24 53 21 47 45 23

6" graders 23 47 26 53 49 26

7" graders 27 56 21 44 48 25

g™ graders 26 52 24 48 50 26
Total 100 52 92 48 192 100

2.2 Instruments

Personal Data Sheet

The Personal Data Sheet (Appendix A) consisted of questions regarding both socio-

demographic information and specific indicators which are thought to be in relation with self

esteem including gender, age, number of siblings, having divorced or together parents,

education level of parents, amount of time spent with parents, and with peers.

Scales

The present study included three scales namely; Perceived Social Support from

Friends, Perceived Social Support from Family, and Coopersmith’s Self Esteem scale.



Perceived Social Support from Family and Perceived Social Support from Friends Scale
Perceived Social Support from Family (PSS-Fa) and Perceived Social Support from
Friends (PSS-Fr) scales include items that are about the emotions and experiences in

relationships with parents and friends. For each item there are three answers: “yes”, “no” and
“do not know” and subjects are asked to mark one for each item. Each scale has twenty
items. For each item, answer indicating perceived social support was scored as +1 and the
items which indicate no social support and all “do not know” responses were scored as 0.
Both scales’ scores range from 0, which indicates no perceived social support, to 20, which
indicate maximum perceived social support as provided by friends or family (Eskin, 1993).
In Turkish adaptation, the test-retest reliabilities of the Perceived Social Support from
Friends (PSS-Fr) scale was .80 and .90 for the Perceived Social Support from Family (PSS-
Fa) scale. Moreover, Eskin (Eskin, 1992 as cited in Eskin, 1993) documented test-retest
reliability of .84 for the PSS-Fr and .85 for the PSS-Fa with the Swedish versions on a
university student sample. In the original work of Procidano and Heller the internal
consistency reliability coefficients with university students were .88 for the PSS-Fr and .90
for the PSS-Fa (Heller, 1983 as cited in Eskin, 1993).The internal consistency reliability
(Cronbach’s alpha) for the PSS-Fr scale was .76 and .85 for the PSS-Fa scale. In addition the
intercorrelation between PSS-Fr and PSS-Fa was .63 (p <.01). With the Swedish versions,
Eskin found an alpha coefficient of .91 for the PSS-Fr and .90 for the PSS-Fa (Eskin, 1993).
In the present study, the Cronbach alpha coefficient of the PSS-Fr Scale was found as
.81 and PSS-Fa Scale was found as .82.
Coopersmith Self Esteem Scale

Coopersmith Self Esteem Scale has short and long versions. In the present study the

short version including 25 items was used. Items of the scale are about the perceived self



worth, evaluations of emotions about self. For each item there are two answers: “like me”
and “not like me”.

In the reliability study of the scale, the Cronbach alpha coefficient of the scale was .86.
Moreover concurrent validity of the scale with similar scales was .60. (Coopersmith 1967 as
cited in Pigkin, 1997). The test-retest reliability of the Coopersmith Self Esteem Scale was .88
in implementation of five weeks after pre- test, and three years after the pre-test it was .70.
Furthermore, Coopersmith reported that scale’s Kuder Richardson reliability coefficient for
girls is .91 and .80 for boys(Coopersmith 1967 as cited in Pigkin, 1997). The R-20 analysis
was carried out with Turkish studies and reliability of the short form of the scale was reported
as .76 (Piskin (1997).

Finally, in the present study, the Cronbach alpha coefficient of the Coopersmith Self
Esteem (short form) was found as .80.

2.3 Procedure and Data Analysis

Each student was required to fill out the Personal Data Sheet, the Perceived Social
Support from Friends Scale, the Coopersmith Self Esteem Scale, and the Perceived Social
Support from Parents Scale respectively. The particular order of these scales has its own
purpose which is to prevent comparing or mixing influence social support scales of each other
on the students’ perceptions.

The implementation was performed by trained psychological counselors and all
participants received a brief explanation regarding the test material. It is thought that
especially for 5™ graders some items of both Social Support Scales could be difficult to
understand, therefore to prevent misunderstanding of these items trained implementers made
extra explanations. Forty minutes were given to students to finish the personal data sheet and
three scales. All participants were informed that this research aims to investigate the possible

causes of adolescents’ level of self esteem. In addition to all, they were assured guarantee of



confidentiality and in return they were asked to complete the questionnaires as honestly and
carefully as possible.

For data analysis, all of the data gathered from the participants were transmitted to a
computer-based statistical program, Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). After that
5™ 6" 7" and 8™ grade students’ group means of Coopersmith Self Esteem Scale and
Perceived Social Support from Parents and Perceived Social Support from Friends were
calculated. It is expected that there would be a statistically positive correlation between high
Perceived Social Support Scale means with Coopersmith Self Esteem Scale means. In order to
observe the possible relationships between socio-demographical variables, the Perceived
Social Support Scales and Coopersmith Self Esteem Scale, multiple regression analyses have

been done.



3 Resaults

In the present study, the demographic information gathered from the parents’ of the
participants were used to find out the relationship between these variables, in addition to the
total self esteem, perceived social support from family, and perceived social support from
peers scores of participants. The demographic information about family features included
questions such as; number of siblings, parents’ education level, and parents’ marital status
Regarding the number of siblings 50 participants (26%) reported that they have no sibling,
115 participants (60%) have one sibling, 24 participants (13%) have two siblings, and 3
participants (1%) have three or more siblings. With regard to parents’ marital status, the
minority of participants’ (n=17, 9%) parents’ were divorced and 174 participants’ (91%)
parents were together.

The total scores obtained from the Coopersmith Self Esteem (total self esteem score
(SE), Perceived Social Support from Family; total family support score (FamSup), and
Perceived Social Support from friends; total friends support score (FrSup) inventories are
shown in Table 3.

Table3: Means & Standard Deviations of Scale Scores

Age 10 11 12 13 Total
N (Self Esteem) 44 48 46 47 185

Self Esteem Score Mean 16.48 16.73 17.61 18.40 17.31
(SD) (5.07) (4.70) (429) (422) (4.60)
N (Family & Friend Support) 45 49 48 59 192

Family Support Score Mean 14.40 14.24 14.17 14.96 14.45
(SD) (4.18) (3.72) (494) (357) (4.11)

Friends Support Score Mean 11.55 13.77 15.50 14.32 13.82

(SD) (4.86) (3.47) (281) (4.45)  (4.18)



Hypotheses regarding self esteem

Multiple regression analysis was carried out with “self esteem” as the outcome
variable and age, sex, perceived social support from family, and perceived social support from
friends as the predictor variables. As a result only perceived social support from family and
perceived social support from friends significantly predicted self esteem (See table 4).
Perceived social support from family from family, and perceived social support from friends
together accounted for about 33% of the variance (adjusted R?= .334).

Table 4: Predictorsof salf esteem scores

Variable Beta T p

Age 067 1,070 286
SeX 030 4T3 637
Perceived Family Support(TFaS) 414 6.347 000
Perceived Friend Support (TFrS) 287 4183 000

Hypothesis 1: Perceived friends support has more effect on self esteem of adolescents than
perceived family support

According to the multiple regression analysis results, both perceived social support
from family and perceived social support from friends have statistically significant effect on
self esteem of early adolescents. There is a statistically significant relationship between family
support and self esteem (p=.414, t=6.347, p<.01). Similarly there is a statistically significant
relationship between friend support and self esteem ($=.287, t=4.183, p<.01). However, the
results did not show that perceived social support has more effect than on self esteem of
adolescents than perceived family support.

Hypothesis 2: Self-esteem levels do not differ by sex.



According to regression analysis results, there is no statistically significant relationship
between self esteem and sex.

Hypotheses regarding social support from family

The multiple regression analysis was carried out with “perceived social support from family”
as the outcome variable and age, sex, having sibling, amount of time spent with parents, and
parents divorced or together as the predictor variables. As a result only sex significantly
predicted perceived social support from family (See table 5).

Sex accounted for about 6% of the variance (adjusted R2=.059).

Table5: Predictors of Perceived Social Support from Family

Variable Beta t P

Age 029 407 685
Sex -.243 -3,385 ,001
Having Sibling - 074 -1,028 ,305
Amount of time spent with parents 101 1,401 163
Parents divorced or together 087 1,207 ,229

Hypothesis 3: Perceived social support from family does not differ by sex.

The multiple regression analysis results demonstrated that perceived social
support from family statistically significantly differs by sex ($=-.243, t=-3.385,
p<.05). It was observed that this difference resulted from the higher mean of

female participants (M=15.46, SD=3.7) (see table 6).



Table 6: Mean Scores According to Sex

Sex &Scores female Male
Mean of total self esteem score (TSES) 18.00 16.71
SD 4.40 4.72
N 86 99
Mean of total family support score (TFaS), 15.46 13.52
SD 3.86 4.14
N 92 100
Mean of total friends support score (TFrS) 15.04 12.71
SD 3.68 4.32
N 92 100

Hypothesis 4: Adolescents who have siblings perceive more social support from
family than those who have no siblings.

The results of multiple regression analysis showed that there is no statistically
significant relationship between having sibling and perceived social support from
family (=-.074, t=-1.028, p>.05).

Hypothesis 5: Perceived social support from family is positively related to the
amount of time spent with parents.

The regression analysis results indicated that there is no statistically significant
relationship between perceived social support from family and the amount of
time spent with parents ($=.101, t=-1.401, p>.05).

Hypotheses regarding social support from friends

The multiple regression analysis was carried out with “perceived social support from friends”

as the outcome variable and age, sex, amount of time spent with friends, and time spent with



friends on msn and telephone (e-communication). The results indicated that only age and sex
significantly predicted perceived social support from friends (See table 7).
Age and sex together accounted for about 20% of the variance (adjusted R?=.198).

Table 7: Predictors of Perceived Social Support from Friends

Variable Beta T P

Sex - 290 -4,181 ,000
Age 319 4,543 ,000
Amount of Time Spent with Friends 062 826 410
Time Spent with Friendsat Msn & Phone 063 846 399

Hypothesis 6: Perceived social support from friends does not differ by sex.

The multiple regression analysis results demonstrated that there is a statistically
significant relationship between sex and perceived social support from friends
(B=-.290, t=-4.181, p<.01). It was observed that this difference resulted from the
higher mean of female participants (M=15.46, SD=3.7).

Hypothesis 7: Perceived social support from friends increases with age and grade
level.

The multiple regression analysis results indicated that there is a statistically
significant relationship between age (grade level) and perceived social support
from friends ($=.319, t=4.543, p<.01).

Hypothesis 8: Perceived social support from friends is positively related to the
amount of time spent with friends after school.

The results of multiple regression analysis showed that there is no statistically
significant relationship between the amount of time spent with friends after

school and perceived social support from friends (pf=.062, t=.826, p>.05).



Hypothesis 9: Perceived social support from friends is positively related to the

amount of time spent talking on the telephone or messaging with friends.

The multiple regression analysis results showed that there is no statistically

significant relationship between the amount of time spent talking on the

telephone or messaging with friends and perceived social support from friends

(B=.063, t=.846, p>.05).

Other Findings

In addition, as the participants’ age increased, their amount of time spent

with friends both face to face and at msn and telephone increase. The details are

demonstrated in Table 8.

Table 8: Means Of Spent Timewith Friends & Friends Support Scor e (Frsup)

Age & Scores 10 11 12 13 Total

Time spent with friends at msn and phone (weekly) 1249 1354 15.16 16.44 14.42
SD 10.89 951 735 10.02 957
Time with friends 16.27 17.13 18.30 20.00 17.94
SD 8.52 9.08 9.07 8.03 8.72
total friends support score (FrSup) 1156 13.78 1550 14.32 13.82
SD 4.87 348 281 445 419



4 Discussion

The primary aim of the current study was to determine the relative effects of perceived
social support from friends and family on adolescents’ self-esteem. As an introduction to the
current study, an overview of the history of the self-esteem, developmental stages, and
specifically middle childhood and early adolescence stage, peer and friend interaction, and
family effects were presented, followed by a discussion of the theoretical and empirical
arguments for the relationship between the self esteem of adolescents and perceived social
support from family and from friends. A set of hypotheses concerning this relationship were
tested.

In discussion part hypothesis are discussed under three topics namely, regarding self
esteem, regarding social support from family, and regarding social support from friends.
a. Hypotheses regarding self esteem

The initial hypotheses regarding self esteem aimed to find out the different effects of
support from family and friends on adolescents’ perceived self esteem. The overall results
demonstrated that social support has significant effect on self esteem but that sex differences
have no effect on self esteem.

In the main hypothesis, it was predicted that perceived social support from friends would
have more effect than perceived social support from family on self esteem for adolescents, at
that age, because the importance of friends, peer groups and interaction expands at that age
(Berne, 1972; Freud 1958; Brandt, 1977). However, the results indicated that perceived social
support from both family and friends are significantly related to adolescents’ self-esteem. In
the study it was found that perceived social support from family and friends together

accounted for about %33 of the self esteem (adjusted R?= .334).



The possible reasons/factors explaining the finding can be listed as: participants’
specific conditions such as long school-home travels by school busses, loaded academic
responsibilities that limit the time spending with friends, continual close family effect. In
addition, the participants’ age can be a factor that increases the family effect, because this
stage is a transition stage from childhood to adolescence, so that possibly participants did not
finish this stage completely (Berk, 2000; Parman, 2000). On the other hand, in her theory
“The Autonomous-Relational Self” Kagitcibasi (1996) mentioned both the importance of
relation and autonomy for personality development. In her theory, she pointed out the two
family models which are namely “the family model of interdependence” and “the family
model of emotional interdependence” and she added that, families in Turkey emphasize
parental values combining autonomy and relatedness. While Turkish parents of low
socioeconomic status (SES; in the family model of interdependence) expect their children to
be grateful to them (insuring loyalty), high SES parents (in the family model of emotional
interdependence) do not expect gratitude and value autonomy, but nevertheless want their
children to be close to them (Imamoglu, 1987, as cited in Kagitcibasi, 1996). As mentioned in
the method section, the participants of the current study are the students of a high SES private
school so that emotional interdependence family model can be functional in participants’
families.

Moreover, it is known that families have protective effect from peer pressure,
victimization and also bullying so that the study results may have pointed out the protective
effect of families (Killen, Rutland, & Jampol, 2009). In addition according to attachment,
psychoanalytic and parental acceptance rejection theories, parents and close family
environment have long term influence on individuals’ personality and self esteem. (Freud,

1958; Bowlby, 1969/1982; Rohner & Khaleque, 2005).
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Finally the specific conditions of the participants such as spending long time in daily
travel from home to school, and as another factor which is Turkish high school entrance
system that usually requires hard preparation, may restrict the quality and the quantity of peer
interaction.

Another prediction was related with the idea that sex has no significant effect on the
participants’ self-esteem. The results of the present study supported this prediction and it was
understandable as consistent with the literature that the sex usually does not have a direct
effect on self esteem independently (Berk, 2000).

Hypotheses regarding social support

The hypotheses regarding social support are gathered under two subtopics namely
social support from family and social support from friends. Generally, the results indicated
that age and sex have an impact on perceived social support from both family and friends.
Moreover the results showed that age has only a small effect on perceived social support (6 %
of the total variance).

Although it will be discussed in detail below, the impact of sex on perceived social
support can be considered as the result of feminine and masculine roles learned from early
childhood. As it is mentioned before, from early childhood girls have more tendencies to give
more importance to close social interactions than boys. In addition boys have more tendencies
to spend their time with physical activities rather than social interactions (Berk, 2000;
Maccoby, 2000).

Additionally, as another general finding, the amount of time spent with friends and
family has no significant effect on either perceived social support from family or from friends.
b. Hypotheses regarding social support from family

In the study, the factors that were thought to have possible impact on

perceived social support from family were examined. These factors can be briefly



listed as gender, having or not having siblings, and amount of time spent with
parents.

In the 3rd hypothesis, it was predicted that perception of the social support
from family would not differ according to sex. It was found that gender has a
significant effect which was not predicted earlier as a hypothesis. This effect was
observed as a result of the elevated mean of female participants (M=15.46, SD=4,
1) which is statistically significant. Although the results failed to support the 3rd
hypothesis, in literature some studies claimed that perception of socialization,
peer interaction styles, time spent time of boys and girls differ from early
childhood. There can be two possible explanations for this finding: First of all, in
all cultures girls are more social and closer to family than boys which are
consistent with general child rearing methods. Secondly, as related with first
reason, from early childhood girls spend their time with interpersonal
interactions more than the boys (Maccoby, 2000).

In addition, while girls prefer to play more interaction games and at older
age more social communication, boys prefer to spend their times with physically
active games (Maccoby, 2000; Berk, 2000). As mentioned above, girls are taught
and supported -in some families even manipulated- to adopt behaviors which are
congruent with the feminine roles. In sum, perceptions of social support of boys
and girls differ and girls emphasize social support both from family and friends.

One of the predicted positive factors for perceived social support from family was
having a sibling. However, the analyses failed to support this hypothesis. This result can be
commented that having sibling can create competition and rivalry for family resources
especially over parental affection (Sulloway, 1996, as cited in Harris, 2007). Moreover, as

mentioned in the introduction part, this stage is a transition period from childhood to



adolescence and one of the features of this stage is egocentrism (Berk, 2000; Parman, 2000,
Berne, 1972) which can lead to perceive siblings as a rival rather than supportive figure in the
family.

Furthermore in the 5th hypothesis, the amount of time spent with parents
were predicted to have a positive impact on perceived social support from family
but this hypothesis was not supported. Considering this finding together with the
statistically significant family support result; it can be speculated that most of the
participants’ parents have long working hours and participants could accept this
situation and develop a relation style with this limitation. Another important
point is that family attitudes which influence adolescent-parent interaction and
the perceived social support from parents. In addition, as mentioned as an effect
for self esteem, family attitudes of participants’ parents can be an indicator of the
emotional interdependence family model which was suggested by Kagitcibasi
(1996). According to this model, parents emphasize and want to have child for
emotional gains so that, this can influence positively the participants’ social
support perception from family independent from amount of time spent together.
Besides, as developmental characteristics, early adolescents begin to prefer being
alone or/and spend their time with peers but this does not mean they don’t expect
and emphasize the support of their parents (Parman, 2000; Berne, 1972).

¢. Hypotheses regarding social support from friends

In the study regarding perceived social support from friends, sex was not
predicted as a factor. Still, it was found that sex has a statistically significant effect
on perceived social support from friends. It was observed that mean scores of
girls’ support perception from friends are higher than boys. Again this result is

consistent with the fact that in middle childhood and early adolescence, while



girls are focusing on social, verbal, and even empathic relationships, boys are
focusing on outdoor games, sports etc. (Maccoby, 2000).

As predicted, it was found that perceived social support from friends increases with
age and grade level. This result is consistent with the literature fairly as Erikson mentioned
children begin to expand their social environment in early adolescence (Erikson, 1951).
Moreover, supportive peer interactions can play a protection role from some risks for some
adolescents, especially after 10-11 years of age (Lempers & Clerk Lempers, 1992; Rubin,
Bowker, & Kennedy, 2009).

In terms of perceived support from friends it was predicted that older
children (12 - 13 years old) perceive more social support from peers than
younger children. This hypothesis was generally supported by the results except
that 12 year old participants mean scores are higher than 13 years old scores.
Relatively, in teenage years as growing up, friends’ importance and support
increase and friendship even play a protective role (Berne, 1972; Berk, 2000). In
the current study, 12 year-old participants reported the most perceived social
support from friends. 12 year-old participants were 7th graders and this grade is
considered as the most difficult academic year of the middle school and
adolescents begin to notice more the group and friendship interactions at this
year. Because of these years 7th grade/12 year-old participants may have
presented the most perceived social support from friends. In addition results
showed that there is a little decrease for 13 year-old participants. The explanation
for this decrease can be the shifting of focusing areas of participants, such as high
school entrance exam and giving more importance close limited small group

relationships or romantic relationships.



Another prediction was that adolescent’s perception of social support from
friends is positively related to the amount of time spent with friends after school.
The impact of time spending with friends was investigated with two hypotheses as
the amount of time spent with friends and e-communication (msn and phone)
with friends. As the results were examined, both msn and phone communication
and the amount of time spent with friends have no statistically significant impact
on perception of social support from friends. These results can be interpreted as
adolescents emphasize the quality of the interaction with peers more than the
amount of time spent together.

As a summary, the results of the present study indicated the points below.
Initially both perceived social support from friends and from family have impact
on self esteem of early adolescents. In addition there is no statistically
relationship between self esteem and gender however on the other hand sex and
age influence the perceived social support. Finally, amount of time spent with
friends and also with family have no statistically significant effect on perceived

social support.



5 Conclusion

The current study focused on relative effects of perceived social support from friends
and family on self esteem of adolescents. As detailed before, both social support of family and
friends have impact on self esteem of early adolescents. In addition sex influences the
perception of the social support from family and friends. Finally, amount of time spent
together, with both friends and family does not have significant effect on perception of social
support. Certainly several variables can be thought to have influence on self esteem.

The research design is fairly powerful as it included a broad range study group
consisting of 5, 6", 7" and 8" graders. The counseling service of the school implemented the
scales and the data were gathered successfully.

A major limitation of the study can be stated as the sample of the study which is only
consisted of high SES level group. On the other side, being aware of this limitation can give a
direction for further studies. Still, studying a selective SES group can give an understanding of

the dimensions of school atmosphere, group dynamics, and parental attitudes.



For future studies, my recommendation is to try to have equivalent numbers of
participants in the different subgroups; in this manner it will be possible to have a comparison
opportunity between different SES groups. The research design can also be extended to include

the subgroups of different schools from different cities of Turkey.
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Appendix A:
TANIMA FORMU

Liitfen asagidaki sorular1 cevaplayiniz. Verdiginiz bilgiler gizli tutulacak ve sadece ¢alismaya

katilan kisilerin genel profilini olusturma amaciyla kullanilacaktir.

Katkiniz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

1. Simfimz: 5()6()7()8()
2. Dogum yilimz:
3. Cinglyetiniz: Kiz: () Erkek: ()
4. Anne babanmiz beraber mi/ ayr1 mi? Beraber ( ) Ayri( )
5. Kiminle birlikte yasiyorsunuz? Anne babayla birlikte ( ) Anneile ( ) Babaile ( )
Anne ve yeni esi ile ( ) Baba ve yeni esi ile ( ) Diger ( )
6. Kardesiniz var mi? Evet ( ) Hayir ()
7. Evet ise ka¢ kardesiniz var?
8. Anne babaniz, kardesiniz disinda Hayir: () Bakici abla/abi: () Biiylikanne/Biiyiikbaba: ( )

evde sizinle yasayan var m1?

Diger: (kuzen, teyze, hala, day1, amca) ( )

0.

Annenizin 6grenim durumu nedir?

[Ikogretim () Lise ( ) Universite( ) Yiik. Lisans/doktora ( )

10. Babanizin 6grenim durumu nedir?

[Ikogretim () Lise () Universite( ) Yiik. Lisans/doktora ( )

11. Anneniz calistyor mu? /

Meslegi:

12. Babamiz calistyor mu?

Meslegi:




13. Anne-babamizla giinde kag saat Haftaici: 1( ) 2( ) 3()4( )5vedsti()
zaman gegiriyorsunuz? Haftasonu: 1 (1) 2( ) 3( )4( )5vedsti ()

14. Okul disinda arkadaslarinizla giinde | Haftaici: 1( ) 2( ) 3( )4( )5vesti ()
kag saat zaman gegiriyorsunuz? Haftasonu: 1 (1) 2( ) 3( )4( )5vesti ()

15. Msn vetelefon sohbetinde Haftaici: 1( ) 2( ) 3()4( )5 vedsti ()
arkadaslarimizla giinde kac saat Haftasonu: 1 () 2( ) 3( )4( )5vedsti ()
zaman geciriyorsunuz?

Appendix B:

COOPERSMITH BENLIK SAYGISI ENVANTERI

Asagida insanlarin kendileri ile ilgili baz1 duygularini agiklayan ifadeler yer almaktadir. Bu
climlelerden size uygun olanlarini “benim gibi” uygun olmayanlarini ise “benim gibi degil”
siitununa X isareti koyarak belirtiniz.

Cinsiyetiniz  Kiz () Erkek ()
Benim Benim

Gibi Gibi Degil

1. Cevremde olup bitenlerden genellikle rahatsiz olmam.
. Bagkalariin 6niinde konusmak bana zor gelir.
. Elimde olsaydi kendimdeki pek cok seyi degistirmek isterdim.
. Karar vermede fazla zorluk gekmem.

. Insanlar benimle olmaktan hoslanirlar.

2

3

4

5

6. Evde kolayca moralim bozulur.

7. Yeni seylere kolayca alisamam.

8. Yasitlarim arasinda sevilen bir kigiyim.

9. Ailem genellikle duygularima 6nem verir.

10. Bagkalarinin séyledigini kolaylikla kabul ederim.
11. Ailem benden c¢ok sey bekler.

12. Benim yerimde olmak oldukga zordur.

AN N N AN N N N N N N N NS
Nl N N N N N N N N N N N N
AN N AN N N N N N N N N N S
Nl N N N N N N N N N N N N

13. Hayatimin karmakarigik olduguna inantyorum.




AN N N N N N N N N NN

(

Nl N N N N N N N N N N N

14. Genellikle bagkalar1 diistincelerimi kabul eder.
15. Kendimi yetersiz buluyorum.

16. Sik sik evden kagmay1 diisliniiyorum.

17. Yaptigim isten ¢ogunlukla memnun olmam.

18. Baskalar1 kadar giizel / yakisikli degilim.

20. Ailem benim duygularimi anlar.

21. Cok sevilen bir kimse degilim.

23. Yaptigim seyler genellikle cesaretimi kirar.

AN N AN N N N N N N N N N
Nl N N N N N N N N N N N

25. Giivenilir bir kisi olmadigimi diisiiniiyorum.

Appendix C:
Arkadaslardan Algilanan Sosval Destek:

22. Genellikle ailemin beni digladigini hissediyorum.

24. Sik sik keske baska biri olsam diye diisiiniiriim.

19. Séylenecek s6zum varsa onu sdylemekten ¢cekinmem.

yanit vardir. Liitfen, her ifadeyi okuyarak, duygularinizi yansitan cevabi her bir ifadenin
Oniindeki karelerden uygun birinin i¢ine bir (x) carp1 koyarak belirtiniz.

Asagida, ¢ogu insanin arkadaslariyla iliskilerinde yasadiklar1 duygu ve deneyimleri
yansitan ifadeler verilmistir. Her bir ifade igin: Evet, Hayir ve Bilmiyorum olmak Uzere (¢

Evet

Hayir

Bilmiyorum

. Arkadaslarim bana geregince manevi destek olurlar.

. Pek cok insan arkadaslarina benim arkadaglarima oldugumdan daha

yakindir.

. Arkadaglarim fikirlerimi duymaktan hoslanir

. Bazi1 arkadaglarim sorunlari oldugunda veya danigmak amaciyla bana

bagvururlar.

. Arkadaglarimin duygusal destegine giivenirim.

. Arkadaglarimdan birinin veya birkag¢inin bana kizgin olduklarini sezsem

bunu kimseye séylemem.

. Kendimi arkadas ¢evremin diginda hissediyorum.

. Bir derdim oldugunda, sonradan komik kagacagini diisiinmeden gidip

konusabilecegim bir arkadagim var.

. Arkadaslarimla ¢esitli konulardaki, diisiincelerimizi birbirimize agik

acik soyleriz.

10. Arkadaslarim benim kisisel gereksinimlerime kars1 duyarhdir.




11.

Arkadaslarim duygusal destege ihtiya¢ duyduklarinda bana bagvururlar.

12.

Arkadaglarim sorunlarimi ¢6zmede bana yardimci olurlar

13.

Arkadaglarimin bazisiyla aramda karsilikli derin bir iligki vardir.

14.

Arkadaslarim neyi nasil yapacaklar1 konusunda benden faydali fikirler
alirlar.

15.

Arkadaslarima sirlarimi1 agmak beni rahatsiz eder.

16.

Arkadaglarim tarafindan aranan biriyimdir.

17.

Arkadaslarimin problemlerini ¢ozmede onlara yardimci oldugumu
diisiindiiklerini saniyorum.

18.

Arkadaslarimin aramda, diger insanlarin arkadaslariyla arasindaki kadar
yakin bir iligki yok.

19.

Gecenlerde bir seyi nasil yapacagim konusunda arkadaslarimin
birisinden iyi bir fikir aldim.

20.

Arkadaslarimin ¢ok daha farkli olmasini isterdim.

Appendix D:
Aileden Algillanan Sosyval Destek

Asagida, ¢ogu insanin ailesiyle iliskilerinde yasadiklar1 duygu ve deneyimleri yansitan
ifadeler verilmistir.Her bir ifade i¢in: Evet, Hayir ve Bilmiyorum olmak iizere ii¢ yanit vardir.

Liitfen, her ifadeyi okuyarak, duygularinizi yansitan cevabi her bir ifadenin 6niindeki

karelerden uygun birinin i¢ine bir (x) ¢arp1 koyarak belirtiniz.

S
2
=
o > E
T | @D
1. Ailem bana geregince manevi destek olur.
2. Neyi nasil yapacagim konusunda ailemden faydali 6giitler alirim.
3. Pek cok insan ailesine benim aileme oldugundan daha yakindir.
4. Ailemde kendime en yakin hissettigim kisilere bir derdimi a¢tigimda
bunun onlari rahatsiz ettigi fikrine kapiliyorum
5. Ailem fikirlerimi duymaktan hoslanir.
6. Ailemdeki kisilerle ilgi alanlarimiz biiyiik dl¢iide cakisir.
7. Ailemdeki bazi kisiler sorunlari oldugunda veya danigmak amaciyla
bana basvururlar.
8. Ailemin duygusal destegine giivenirim.
9. Ailemde, bir derdim oldugu zaman sonradan komik kagacagini
diisiinmeden gidebilecegim bir kisi var.
10. Ailemle gesitli konulardaki diisiincelerimizi birbirimize agik agik
soyleriz.
11. Ailem benim kisisel gereksinimlerime kars1 duyarhidir.
12. Ailemdeki kisiler duygusal destege ihtiyaclar1 oldugunda bana

basvururlar.




13. Ailem sorunlarimi ¢6zmede bana yardimci olur.

14. Baz aile fertleriyle aramda karsilikli derin bir iligki vardir.

15. Ailemdeki kisiler neyi nasil yapacaklar1 konusunda benden faydali
fikirler edinirler.

16. Ailemdeki kisilere sirlarimi agmak beni rahatsiz eder.

17. Aile fertleri tarafindan aranan biriyimdir.

18. Ailemin problemlerini ¢6zmede onlara yardimci oldugumu diisiindiiglinii
santyorum.

19. Ailemdeki hig kimseyle, diger insanlarin ailesindeki kisilerle olan iligkisi
kadar yakin bir iligkim yok.

20. Ailemin ¢ok daha farkli olmasin1 isterdim.
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