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Abstract: The aim of this study was to investigate sociodemographic factors that affect self-
esteem in two culturally diverse cities of Turkey. A total of 860 subjects selected by stratified
random sampling method were included. Sociodemographic characteristics, self-esteem, depres-
sion levels, perceived loneliness, support levels and anxiety levels were investigated. Self-esteem
was found to be negatively related to depression. Situational and continuous anxiety levels were
found to be positively related to perceived social and family support levels. Only education level
was found to have a direct effect on self-esteem. The level of income, family structure, number of
siblings and the province of residence were found to have an indirect effect on self-esteem. The
self-esteem of inhabitants of the western city of Izmir was higher and determined mainly by

education and financial levels.
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INTRODUCTION

The concept of "self" has long been an
interesting research topic in psychology.
The number of studies about "self" in-
creased three-fold within the last 30 years
and that increase was much higher than the
increase in the number of studies per-
formed in all aspects of psychology
(Tesser, 2000). Self was conceptualized in
a western manner that was limited, auto-
nomic and set apart from social context in
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many of these studies (Bellah et al., 1985;
Markus, Kitayama, 1994; Sampson, 1989).
However, some other investigators, includ-
ing some Turkish authors, conceptualized
"self" in different ways (Ho, 1993; Kagit-
cibasi, 1994; Markus, Kitayama, 1991,
1994; Marsella et al.,, 1985; Shweder,
Bourne, 1984).

As self-esteem is closely related to adap-
tive development and character functions,
it is an extensively studied part of the
"self" concept. Self-esteem is directly re-
lated to positive affectivity (Brown, Mar-
shall, 2001; Heatherton, Polivy, 1991) and
subjective well-being (Diener, Diener,
1995), and inversely related to depression
(Tennen, Herzberger, 1987), loneliness
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(Jones et al., 1981), generalized anxiety
(Brockner, 1984) and death anxiety
(Greenberg et al., 1997). Moreover, self-
esteem is found to be related to self-
determination (Deci, Ryan, 1995), effec-
tive management skills (Bednar et al,
1989) and development of satisfactory
social links (Leary, Baumeister, 2000).
Due to these strong relationships between
self-esteem and many aspects of personal-
ity, many investigators tried to find the
determinants of self-esteem and concluded
that parents and families were of vital
importance in the development of self-
esteem. It was proposed that self-esteem of
children was influenced by parental style
(Lamborn et al., 1991), types of family
relations (Jacobvitz, Bush, 1996) and fa-
milial structure (Bynum, Durm, 1996;
McCormick, Kennedy, 2000).

There is a complex relation between
self-esteem and demographic variants.
Higher education level (Jordan, Kelly,
1990), masculinity (Kling et al., 1999),
greater age (Harter, 1990, 1993) and being
employed (Casper, Fishbein, 2002) were
found to be related to higher levels of
self-esteem. Self-esteem is relatively high-
er in childhood. It decreases with adoles-
cence, increases thereafter and reaches its
highest level at the end of middle-age and
then decreases again in the 70s and 80s. In
many studies self-esteem was found to be
higher in males (Bologini et al., 1996;
Brage, Meredith, 1994; Chubb et al., 1997,
Kling et al., 1999) and in people with a
higher level of education (Jordan, Kelly,
1990; Kingsbury et al.,, 1981). Being
employed is a supportive factor for self-
esteem as well (Casper, Fishbein, 2002).
Job satisfaction and success are the other
important factors in development of self-
esteem. Even if a person is not employed,
if his or her personal satisfaction is high
enough, self-esteem may even be higher

than that of an employed person (Casper,
Fishbein, 2002; Torrey et al., 2000). An
unsatisfactory or unsuccessful work life
may have negative influences on self-
esteem (Casper, Fishbein, 2002).

There are cultural differences in "self"
concept. Independence and interdepen-
dence are the two dimensions that can be
used to characterize differences between
cultures (Markus, Kitayama, 1991). These
two different conceptualizations of "self",
independence and interdependence, may
coexist in an individual at the same
time, but are generally differently sup-
ported in different ethno-cultures (Singelis,
1994; Singelis, Brown, 1995). Indepen-
dent "self"-construal emphasizes successes
and characteristics that make the indi-
vidual "unique". Conversely, interdepen-
dent self-construal depends on relation-
ships with others and situational factors
in order to organize its behavior. As rela-
tionship with others and adaptation are
primary sources of self-esteem, situation
and others are ’active and continuous’
determinants of interdependence (Markus,
Kitayama, 1991). There are cultural differ-
ences from the aspect of individualism-
collectivism. While individualism is prom-
inent in some countries (USA, Canada,
Western Europe, Australia, New Zealand),
collectivism is more prevalent in others
(China, India, Japan, Latin America)
(Hofstede, 1984).

Many aspects of self are influenced by
cultural background. It was shown in many
studies that self-esteem was related to
some characteristics that were determined
by the culture (Greenberg et al., 1992;
Markus, Kitayama, 1991; Solomon et al.,
1991). Factors that contributed to self-
esteem in various cultures or ethnic groups
were evaluated (Hoge, McCarthy, 1984;
Luk, Bond, 1992; Tashakkori, 1993) and
different groups (Dukes, Martinez, 1994;
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Verkuyten, 1993) were compared accord-
ing to levels of self-esteem. The motiva-
tion for developing positive perception of
self is universal (Greenwald, 1980; James,
1981; Steele, 1988), but the characteristics
of positive self-esteem vary between cul-
tures. The source of self-esteem of an indi-
vidual whose self-construal is independent
of others, is being unique; expression of
self and asserting the self. The source of
self-esteem for one with interdependent
self-construal is associated with belonging
to a group, being in harmony with others,
having a place among others and behaving
in accordance with others. The relationship
between self in relation to others and self-
esteem is a relatively rarely studied topic.

Turkey has a great diversity in cultural
and economic structure. There are great
cultural and economic differences between
the western and eastern parts of the coun-
try. To the best of our knowledge there is
no study comparing two culturally diverse
provinces; one from the western and one
from the eastern part of the country. In this
study, we aimed at investigating the effects
of general sociodemographic data on self-
esteem and whether there is a difference
between living in a province that is more
likely to be collectivist and one more likely
to be individualist. For this purpose, sub-
jects were recruited from western and
eastern cities of the country.

The most controversial aspect or method-
ological problem of intercultural studies
is inability to determine the source of
cultural differences. This is because cul-
ture is a ’bundle’ of many variants and
any of these variants may be responsible
for the observed differences (Kagitcibasi,
1994; Poortinga et al., 1987; Whiting,
1976). We tried to eliminate this meth-
odological problem by including most
related sociodemographic and psychologi-
cal variants.

METHOD
Sampling

The study included subjects who were
born and living for at least five years in
Izmir or Van and who were older than 18.
The subjects were selected with stratified
random sampling method; 360 of them
were from Van and 500 of them were from
Izmir (860 participants in total); 405 of
them were females (47.1%) and the re-
mainder were males (455 subjects, 52.9%).
Mean age of the participants was 31.44
(SD = 9.41) years for females and 32.15
(SD = 11.27) years for males. Sociodemo-
graphic characteristics of the sample are
presented in Table 1.

Data Collection Instruments

Sociodemographic  Characteristics  In-
formation Form: This form was developed
by the investigators and consisted of ques-
tions about basic sociodemographic char-
acteristics like age, gender, marital status,
social status, family structure, number of
siblings, province of residence, occupa-
tion, educational status, level of income
and social insurance.

Coopersmith  Self-Esteem  Inventory
(CSEI): This inventory was developed by
Coopersmith (1986) in order to evaluate
people’s personal judgments of their own
self-esteem. There are three characteristics
of definition of self-esteem according to
this inventory (Tufan, 1987): self-esteem is
a general judgment of self-evaluation; this
estimation has a relative continuity; and it
may show variations in consistency with
age, gender and social roles of the subject.
There are 25 items that are answered as
"like me" and "not like me" and total
points vary between 0-100. High points
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indicate high levels of self-esteem. The
validity and reliability of the Turkish ver-
sion of the scale was demonstrated by
Tufan and Turan (1987).

UCLA Loneliness Scale: UCLA Loneli-
ness Scale was developed by Russell et al.
(1978) in order to measure the level of
loneliness that was perceived by the par-
ticipants. A validity and reliability study of
the Turkish version was performed by
Demir (1989). It is a quadruple Likert-type
scale that is made up of 20 items (half of
them are coded in a positive direction and
half of them are coded in a negative direc-
tion) that include feelings and thoughts
about social relations. Total points of the
scale vary between 20 and 80 and higher
points indicate high levels of loneliness.

Beck Depression Inventory (BDI): BDI is
a self-reporting scale developed by Beck et
al. (1961) that includes 21 items designed
to measure depressive affection in people.
These items are evaluated between O and 3
points according to the severity of depres-
sion. Higher points indicate more severe
symptoms. Studies that were performed
with the Turkish version of the scale
showed that it was valid and reliable (Hisli,
1988; Hisli, 1989).

Multidimensional Scale of Perceived
Social Support (MSPSS): This scale evalu-
ates the adequacy of social support from
three different sources: family, intimate
relationships and friends. It includes 12
items that are evaluated according to a
Likert-type grading with seven intervals.
There are three subscales each including
four items and each of them evaluates
the social support of family, intimate
relationships and friends. Total points
obtained from subscales reflect the level
of perceived social support. The validity
and reliability of the Turkish version
was shown by Eker and Akar (1995a,
1995b).

Perceived Social Support from Family
Scale (PSS-FA): This scale includes 20
items to be answered with any of three
choices (yes, maybe, no) and total points
vary between 0 and 40 (Sorias, 1988).
Higher points indicate that the level of
perceived family support is adequate.

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI): this
was developed by Spielberger (1970) in
order to evaluate the levels of situational
and generalized anxiety separately. It is a
self-evaluation scale that is made up of 40
items under two different subscales. In the
Situational Anxiety Scale, the subject ex-
presses his or her feelings in a certain sit-
uation and in certain circumstances by
considering the thoughts about the given
condition. In the Generalized Anxiety
Scale, the tendency of someone towards
anxiety is evaluated and the general feeling
of the subject is investigated. The validity
and reliability of the Turkish form were
shown by Oner and LeCompte (19853).

Statistical Analysis: Statistical analysis
was performed with SPSS (SPSS, 2004)
version 13.0 software. As sample size was
adequate and distribution of variables was
normal, all comparisons were performed
with parametric tests. Chi-square test was
employed for categorical data; Pearson
correlation, Student’s t-test and UNIANO-
VA were used for interval data. The level
for statistical significance was considered
asp <.03.

RESULTS

Before investigating the difference be-
tween provinces from the point of view of
self-esteem, we evaluated whether socio-
demographic and psychological factors
that might be related to self-esteem dif-
fered in respect of provinces. Characteris-
tics of the participants like age, gender,
marital status, education level, income
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level, family structure, social status, num-
ber of siblings, occupation, and having
social insurance were presented in Table 1
for both provinces separately. It was dem-
onstrated that the two provinces differed
from each other for most sociodemograph-
ic data. Comparison of participants from

both provinces for psychological variables
was presented in Table 2. It could be ob-
served that participants from Izmir and
Van were different in self-esteem, level of
loneliness, depression level, perceived
level of social support, situational and
continuous anxiety levels.

Table 1. Comparison of participants from Izmir and Van according to sociodemo-

graphic data
Izmir (n = 500)| Van (n = 360)| Total (n = 860) Statistics
34.87 27.56 31.81 {=10.80
Age (Mean) (sd=10.87) | (sd=8.06) miff_‘fnleffgéo) (df = 858)
Gender
Female (f) 278 (55.6%) | 127 (35.3%) | 405 (47.1%) | 5= 34.69 #*+
Male (f) 222 (44.4%) | 233 (64.7%) | 455 (52.9%) df=1
Marital status
Married (f) 291 (58.2%) | 173 (48.1%) | 464 (54.0%) | _
Single () 180 (36.0%) | 182 (50.6%) | 362 (42.1%) | * =(§;‘f3;)***
Widow (f) 29 (5.8%) 5 (1.4%) 34 (4.0%)
Educational level
Primary school (f) | 41 (8.2%) | 53 (147%)| 94 (10.9%)
High school (f) 221 (44.2%) | 208 (57.8%) | 429 (49.9%) | o
2= 45.00 ¥
College (f) 45 (9%) 33 (9.2%) 78 (9.1%) = 4)
University (f) 161 (32.2%) | 52(144%) | 213 (24.8%)
Academics (f) 32 (6.4%) 14 (3.9%) 46 (5.3%)
Income levels
None (f) 2(04%) | 51(14.2%) 53 (6.2%)
Low (f) 100 (20.0%) | 157 (43.6%) | 257 (29.9%) |x*=151.56 ***
Medium (f) 333 (66.6%) | 136 (37.8%) | 469 (54.5%) (df=3)
High (f) 65 (13.0%) 16 (4.4%) 81 (9.4%)
Family structure
Basic (f) 449 (89.8%) | 246 (68.3%) | 695 (B808%) | 2_ 71 s
Large (f) 42 (8.4%) | 99 (27.5%) | 141 (16.4%) (df =2)
Other (f) 9 (1.8%) 15 (4.2%) 24 (2.8%)

Table continues
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Table 1 (continued)

|Tzmir (n = 500)| Van (n = 360) | Total (n=860)|  Statistics

Social status

With family (f) | 419 (83.8%) | 301 (83.6%) | 720 (83.7%) ¥ =.005

Alone (f) 81 (16.2%) | 59(16.4%) | 140 (16.3%) |(df=1;p=1.00)
Number of siblings

0-2 351 (70.2%) | 61 (16.9%) | 412 (47.9%) |

3-5 127 254%) | 134 (37.2%) | 261 303%) |* = (3?%72? o

>6 22 (4.4%) | 165 (45.8%) | 187 (21.7%) -
Work status

Unemployed 50 (10.0%) 9 (2.5%) 59 (6.9%) ¥ = 18.43 Hkk

Working 450 (90.0%) | 351 (97.5%) | 801 (93.1%) =1
Social insurance

Yes 455 (91.0%) | 241 (66.9%) | 696 (80.9%) | x> =78.48 ***

No 45 (9.0%) | 119 (33.1%) | 164 (19.1%) =1
#5000

Table 2. Comparison of participants from Izmir and Van according to self-esteem and
other psychological variants related to self-esteem

Izmir Van Total Statistics
(n =500) | (n = 360) (n = 860)

Self-esteem 71.92 61.48 |67.55(sd=17.23)|t=9.182%*
Loneliness 52.15 49.09 |50.87 (sd=7.76) |t=5.813%*
Depression 9.52 1541 |[11.99 (sd =8.83) [t=-10.228%**

Social support 58.66 54.66 |56.99 (sd = 16.20) |t = 3.600%**

Family support 24.10 24.53 [24.28 (sd =5.29) |t=-1.173 (p=0.241)
Situational anxiety 37.72 42.80 [39.85 (sd = 10.89) [t = -6.935%*
Continuous anxiety 44.13 46.09 [44.95 (sd = 8.75) |t =-3.249%%*

% p <001

The results of the analyses that evaluated
the relationship between sociodemograph-
ic characteristics and self-esteem are pres-
ented in Tables 3 and 4. When the relation-
ship between self-esteem and other psy-
chological factors was investigated, it

could be seen that the levels of depression
and situational and continuous anxiety,
perceived level of social and family sup-
port were correlated with self-esteem
(Table 5).
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Table 3. Relations between self-esteem and demographic factors

Age

<21 (n=164)

61.32 (sd = 18.31)

>22; <27 (n = 169)

65.21 (sd = 16.58)

>28;<32 (n=173)

68.34 (sd = 16.47)

>33;<39 (n=186)

72.51 (sd = 15.81)

>40 (n = 168)

69.69 (sd = 17.07)

F=11.24 (df = 4) ***

Gender

Female (n = 405)

68.55 (sd = 17.90)

Male (n = 455)

66.65 (sd = 16.59)

t=1.61 (df = 858)
p=.106

Marital status

Married (n = 464)

68.86 (sd = 17.16)

Single (n = 362)

65.41 (sd = 17.40)

Widowed (n = 34)

72.35 (sd = 13.63)

F=5.50 (df = 2) **

Education

Primary school (n = 94)

59.11 (sd = 19.37)

High school (n = 429)

64.59 (sd = 16.85)

College (n = 78)

73.21 (sd = 14.00)

University (n = 213)

72.32 (sd = 14.91)

Academicals (n = 46)

80.70 (sd = 15.39)

F = 23.10 (df = 4) ***

Income level

None 59.85 (sd = 19.29)
Low 59.54 (sd = 18.15)
Medium 70.58 (sd = 14.48)
High 80.47 (sd = 14.06)

F=49.082 (df = 3) ***

Family structure

Basic (n = 695)

69.38 (sd = 16.29)

Large(n = 141)

60.74 (sd = 17.45)

Other (n = 24)

54.50 (sd = 25.84)

F =22.94 (df = 2) *#*

Social status

With family (n = 720)

67.83 (sd = 16.83)

alone (n = 140)

66.10 (sd = 19.19)

t=1.087 (df = 858)
p=.277

Table continues
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Table 3 (continued)

Number of siblings
0-2 (n = 412) 70.82 (sd = 15.70)
3-5 (n=261) 67.18 (sd = 17.28) F=22.60 (df = 2) **=
> 6 (n = 187) 60.87 (sd = 18.45)

Work status

Not working (n = 59)

72.85 (sd = 14.30)

t=2.45 (df = 858) *

Working (n = 801)

67.16 (sd =17.37)

Social insurance

Yes (n = 696)

70.27 (sd = 16.04)

t=10.08 (df = §58) ***

No (n=164)

56.00 (sd = 17.39)

*p <05, ** p<.01; ¥*¥* p <.001

Table 4. The effect of marital status on self-esteem in males and females

Married 234 68.761

e Single 210 | 63857 | F=65120df=2)"
Widow 11| 75273
Married | 230 | 68.965

Lomates Single 152 | 67566 | F=-498df=2)p=.608
Widow 23 | 70957

¥ p<.01

Table 5. Relations between self-esteem and loneliness, depression, social support,
family support, situational anxiety and continuous anxiety

. . Social | Family |Situational |Continuous
Loneliness | Depression - .
support | support anxiety anxiety

Self-esteem .01 -.603%* 426%* 338%F | - 518%* -.465%*
Loneliness -.027 -.049 -.109%* dL1* .017
Depression - 417HE |- 250 530k -.016
Social support A94%*% | - 354%* .040
Family support -.288%%* .010
Sltqatlonal 021
anxiety

% p < .01
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Participants from Izmir and Van differed
from each other not only in self-esteem,
but also in other demographic (age, marital
status, education and financial levels, fami-
ly structure, living alone or with family,
number of siblings, having an occupation,
having social insurance) and psychological
(depression, social support, situational and
generalized anxiety levels) factors that
were found to be significantly related to
self-esteem as well. It might be suggested
that nearly all investigated variables are
possibly in a cause-result relationship with

each other. Lower levels of self-esteem in
participants from Van might be explained
solely by higher levels of depression
among them. Thus, sociodemographic data
that were categorical and considered as
constant factors as well as psychological
data were regarded as co-variants and their
effects on self-esteem were analyzed
(UNIANOVA).

As presented in Table 6 provinces lost
their importance in relation to self-esteem
when perceived level of loneliness, level of
depression, perceived social and family

Table 6. Investigation of the effects of sociodemographic and psychological factors

on self-esteem with variance analysis

Source F Sig. Pg(r]tlilzlrfga

Corrected Model 8.537 .000 .606
Intercept 230.081 .000 .240
Loneliness 0.147 702 .000
Depression 68.529 .000 .086
Social support 10.161 .001 .014
Family support 12.535 .000 .017
Situational anxiety 16.966 .000 .023
Continuous anxiety 16.385 .000 .022
Age .059 .808 .000
Province 243 .622 .000
Income level 1.875 132 .008
Education level 3.619 .006 .019
Family structure 147 .863 .000
Number of siblings 301 740 .001
Province * income * education 2.766 .027 .015
Province * number of siblings 3.450 .032 .009
Province * income * number of siblings 5.791 .003 .016
Province * education * number of siblings 2.273 .027 .021
Province * education * family structure * number of 3.761 .024 .010
siblings
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support, situational and generalized anxi-
ety levels and age were regarded as co-
variants and province, income and educa-
tion level, family structure and number of
siblings were regarded as constant factors
and all of them were included in the analy-
sis. The model that was made up of all of
these factors explained self-esteem at a
level of .606 (Partial Eta Squared). That
the variance of dependent variant was
equal between groups was shown by Le-
vene’s test.

When the "Eta" values presented in Table
6 were investigated, it was determined that
the level of depression, the levels of situa-
tional and generalized anxiety, education
level, perceived family and social support

respectively were the sociodemographic
and psychological factors with most effect
on self-esteem. The province of residence
alone was not found to have an effect on
self-esteem. But it was found to have effect
after interference with the level of educa-
tion and income; the number of siblings;
the level of income and the number of
siblings; the level of education and the
number of siblings; the level of education,
family structure and the number of siblings
together.

The effects of sociodemographic and
psychological factors on self-esteem were
evaluated in Izmir and Van separately
(Table 7). When the effects of sociodemo-
graphic factors on self-esteem were evalu-

Table 7. Separate and combined effects of sociodemographic and psychological fac-

tors on self-esteem in Izmir and Van

Characteristics [zmir Van Total
Age F=3.588%* F=3.127* F = 11.24%%%*
Gender t=.99 t=-1.18 t=161
Marital status F=1.094 F=1224 F =5.50%*
Education level F = 17.092%%%* F=7.156%** F=23.10%**
Income level F = 30.475%%* F = 6.938%*:* F = 49.082%**
Family structure F=3.118% F =9.873%*%* [ =22.94%%%*
Social status t=-.66 t=2.148% t=1.087
Number of siblings F=1.298 F=.901 F =22.60%**
Work status t=1.074 t=.775 t=245%*
Social insurance t=6.357%** t=4.922%%% t=10.08%**
Loneliness R =-.076 R =-.026 R =.010
Depression R =-543(*%*) R =-575(*%%) R =-.603**
Social support R = .383(*%*) R = .437(*%) R = 426%**
Family support R = .304(**) R =.431(*%) R = .338**
Situational anxiety R =-502(*%*) R =-469(*%*) R=-518**
Continuous anxiety R = -.413(**) R =-.498(**) R = -.465%*

*p<.05; ** p<.0l; ¥*¥* p <.001
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ated in both provinces separately, educa-
tion and income were found to have an
effect in Izmir and family structure was
found to have an effect in Van. Social
status also had an effect on self-esteem
among inhabitants of Van, but this effect
was not significant when the total sample
was taken into the consideration. When
psychological factors were considered,
perceived social and family support was
found to have more effect among inhab-
itants of Van, but the difference was not
significant.

DISCUSSION

When the relationship between self-
esteem and demographic factors was
evaluated, it was demonstrated that self-
esteem increased with age until 40 years.
This finding was consistent with the litera-
ture, which stated that self-esteem reached
its peak by the end of middle-age. In this
study we did not find any difference be-
tween males and females with respect to
self-esteem. As previous studies concluded
that self-esteem was higher in males, our
finding was in conflict with the literature.
Cultural differences would suggest vari-
ous criteria of self-evaluation for males
and females, and different social responsi-
bilities imply that males and females ob-
tain self-esteem from different sources
(Schwalbe, Staples, 1991). However, as
the social roles of males and females in
Turkey are still determined by more con-
servative models when compared with
Western countries, this discrepancy may
explain findings in this study. Despite
higher level of self-esteem in married peo-
ple versus singles, it was interesting to see
that the self-esteem level of divorced peo-
ple was higher than married ones or
singles. Marital status had no effect on
self-esteem among females, but it was

found to have an effect in males (Table 4).
This result was consistent with the in-
formation that self-esteem had different
sources in males and females. Self-esteem
increased with the levels of education,
income and possession of social insurance,
as was expected. The levels of education
and income were in positive correlation
with self-esteem, but it was interesting to
see that self-esteem levels of non-working
participants were higher in our study. But
all non-working participants were women
and all of them had social insurance cover.
Non-working participants constituted only
6.86% of the sample. Due to this smaller
portion, our sample was not suitable for
evaluating the effect of having a job on
self-esteem. Family structure and number
of siblings had an effect on self-esteem in
association with province and education
(Table 3, Table 6).

When Izmir and Van provinces were
evaluated separately, the levels of educa-
tion and income had a positive effect on
self-esteem in both of them, but these
effects were more prominent in Izmir
(Table 7). This difference might be due
to a relatively higher importance of the
levels of education and income in Izmir
as a consequence of economic charac-
teristics. First analysis revealed that the
number of siblings was inversely re-
lated to self-esteem, but this relation lost
its significance following the variance
analysis with other controlled variants.
Perceived level of social support probably
decreased with the sharing of spiritual
resources of the family with other siblings
(F = 7.646; SD = 2; p < .001). On the
other hand, as the number of siblings is
higher in families with lower levels of
education and income, this variant may
have an effect on the decrease in self-
esteem through the levels of education and
income as well.
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Self-esteem was found to be related to
depression level, perceived social support,
perceived family support and situational
and generalized anxiety levels as shown in
Table 5. Self-esteem decreases with the
increases in depression levels and situa-
tional and generalized anxiety levels. The
relation between self-esteem and perceived
social support and perceived family sup-
port was found to be parallel, as was ex-
pected.

The effect on self-esteem of living in
Izmir or Van was a subject of interest in
our study. At the beginning, living in Izmir
was related to higher levels of self-esteem,
but variance analysis revealed that this
effect was a consequence of other factors
that were indirectly influenced by the place
of residence. This finding showed that the
economic, cultural and educational circum-
stances of the province were more impor-
tant than the geographical location.

A major limitation of this study was that
the participants were not evaluated objec-
tively in the perspective of individualism
or collectivism. However, this limitation
did not reduce its importance, as it was the
first study that investigated the effect on
self-esteem of living in the western or
eastern part of Turkey.
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SOCIODEMOGRAFICKE FAKTORY OYPLYVNUJ IjQE SEBAHODNOTENIE V
DVOCH KULTURNE ODLISNYCH MESTACH KRAJINY

M. A. Ersoy, D. Y. Ozcan, M. Y. Agargiin

Stihrn: Cielom vyskumu boli sociodemografické faktory ovplyviujice sebahodnotenie v dvoch
kultirne odliSnych tureckych mestdch. Vyskumny vyber pozostdval z 860 jednotlivcov vy-
branych pomocou metdédy stratifikovaného ndhodného vyberu. Skimali sa sociodemografické
charakteristiky, sebahodnotenie, droven depresie, vnimand samota, Urovne socidlnej opory a
tirovne anxiety. Zistili sme, Ze sebahodnotenie sa negativne spdjalo s depresiou. Urovne anxiety
ako stavu i Crty sa pozitivne spdjali s drovilami vnimanej socidlnej a rodinnej opory. Jediny
priamy vplyv na sebahodnotenie malo vzdelanie. Uroveii prijmov, rodinné §truktira, pocet siiro-
dencov a miesto bydliska mali na sebahodnotenie nepriamy vplyv. Sebahodnotenie obyvatelov
zapadotureckého mesta [zmir bolo vysSie a urujicim faktorom boli najmé vzdelanie a finan¢nd

droven.



