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ABSTRACT
An Exploratory Study on the Link Between Sibling

Relationships and Friendship Quality

Sibling and friend relationships of emerging adults have been rarely studied
compared to parent-child relationships. This study is primarily designed to explore
the link between sibling relationship qualities and best-friendship qualities of
emerging adults in Turkey, by investigating the moderator role of birth order and
gender on this link. It is aimed to test which one of the carryover, compensation, and
segmentation models will be supported by the current data. 213 college students
between 18-25 years of age filled out an online surveys. Regression analysis showed
that sibling relationship quality in adulthood was a predictor friendship quality. In
addition to the higher quality of sibling relationships, being a woman, more frequent
contact with the best friend, and residing in the same city with the sibling positively
predicted friendship quality. Childhood sibling relationship quality was positively
associated with friendship quality, although it was not a significant predictor in
presence of adulthood sibling relationships. A relationship between birth order and
friendship quality could not be found. Results showed evidence for the carryover
model. The findings of the study were discussed within the framework of carryover
model as well as considering the cultural context and emerging adulthood period of

development.
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OZET
Kardeslik ve Arkadaslk Iliskileri Nitelikleri Arasindaki

Baglant1 Uzerine Bir Kesif Calismasi

Beliren yetigkinlerin kardes ve arkadas iliskileri, ebeveynleriyle olan iliskilerine
kiyasla nadiren incelenmistir. Bu ¢calisma oncelikle, Tiirkiye'de, beliren yetiskinlerin
kardeslik iligkisi nitelikleri ile en iyi arkadaslik iliskisi nitelikleri arasindaki
baglantiy1, ve bu baglantida dogum sirasi ve cinsiyetin diizenleyici roliinii
arastirmay1 hedeflemistir. Caligma bulgulariin, literatiirde bu iki iligki arasinda
baglantiy1 agiklamak icin kullanilan ti¢ modelden hangisini destekleyecegini test
etmek amaglanmistir. 18-25 yas arasi 213 {iniversite 6grencisi, online anketi
doldurarak caligmaya katilim gostermistir. Yapilan regresyon analizi, yetiskinlikteki
kardes ilisgkisi kalitesinin arkadaglik iligkisi iizerinde yordayici oldugunu
gostermistir. Yiiksek nitelikli kardes iligkilerine sahip olmanin yani sira kadin
olmanin, en yakin arkadasla daha sik iletisim kurmanin ve kardesle ayni sehirde
yasamanin arkadaglik iligkisi niteligini pozitif olarak yordadigi goriilmiistiir.
Arastirma sonuglar, literatiirdeki {i¢ model, ¢alismanin kiiltiirel baglami ve

orneklemin gelisimsel donemi ¢ercevesinde tartigilmstir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The quality of intimate relationships has long been acknowledged as a critical
variable for well-being and healthy psychosocial development. Among intimate
relationships, relationships formed in the early years of life have always occupied a
special place in psychological research and practice. The relationship between the
child and its parents has always been a research topic of preference, as the parents
are the earliest significant figures in one’s life. More importantly, they are
responsible for responding to the physical and emotional needs of the child. On the
other hand, the relationships between siblings were largely overlooked until the last
couple of decades (Brumbaugh, 2017). However, time spent with the siblings in the
early years is not less than time spent with parents, and it is even more in some
cultures (Updegraff et al., 2005).

Another social network appears on the stage as children grow up, namely the
friendship network. Along with the beginning of the school years, children spend a
remarkable amount of time with peers, and they develop friendships with the ones
they choose among peers. Best friendships, especially, form one of the most intimate
relationship networks throughout life. Over the last few decades, the interest in these
significant yet under-investigated relationships increased, and ever since, there has
been a growing body of research on the dynamics of relationships with siblings and
friends at different periods of life and their impact on well-being (Brody, 2004; Oz-
Soysal, 2016).

While sibling relationships of children, adolescents, and older adults have

been studied often, there are fewer studies on sibling relationships in emerging



adulthood (Conger & Little, 2010; Hamwey et al., 2019). Additionally, the vast
majority of research investigating intimate relationships of emerging adults either
explored only one of the sibling or friend relationships (Conger & Little, 2010),
measured the association between well-being and one of these relationships (Pittman
& Richmond; 2008), or assessed the combined effect of them on well-being
(Sherman et al., 2006). However, few studies focused on the link between sibling
and friend relationships in emerging adulthood (Botelho, 2020; Voorpostel & Lippe,
2007). Furthermore, there is a gap in the literature on this particular topic in the
context of Turkish culture. The current study was designed to address this gap by
exploring the linkage between the qualities of childhood and adulthood sibling
relationships and the current best friendships of emerging adults in Turkey.

This study was designed to examine the association between the quality of
sibling relationships and relationship quality with the same-gender best friend. More
specifically, the goal was to explore which model that explains the link between
these relationships is supported by the data from an emerging adult population in a
Turkish context. While doing that, we plan to assess the moderator role of
demographic variables (e.g., gender and birth order of the participant) on this link.

In the following chapter, the literature on the impact of sibling relationships
on psychosocial development will be reviewed first. Later, the associations of well-
being to sibling relationship quality and friendship quality will be discussed.
Afterward, three outstanding models from the literature on the link between sibling
and friend relationships, namely carryover, compensation, and segmentation models,
will be explained, along with a review of research supporting these models. In
addition, the literature on these relationships in the context of Turkey will be

reviewed. Lastly, the studies investigating the impact of birth order and gender on



these relationships will be presented, as these factors will be controlled in the

analyses.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Sibling relationships

Along with parents, siblings are one of the earliest figures in life. Sibling bonds are
long-lasting and usually endure longer than those with parents or partners (Floyd,
1995). Additionally, children spend most of their time with their siblings (Updegraff
et al., 2005). Despite the attention given to the early relationships with parents, the
relationship between siblings remained understudied. The research exploring the
early environment focused on parents and the quality of vertical relationships,
whereas sibling relationships were almost neglected in the literature for a long time
(Coles, 2003; Kriss et al., 2014; Mitchell, 2003; Vivona, 2014).

The first writings on sibling influence date back to the early 20th century. In
the early years of psychoanalytic literature, Freud rarely referred to siblings in his
writings, and when he did, the focus was on sibling rivalry (Coles, 2003). Adler’s
birth order theory (1928), on the other hand, was a pioneer work that inspired later
researchers to examine the siblings’ impact on personality development. Adler
argued that the child’s birth order, along with the child’s age difference from other
siblings, leads to certain personality features (1928).

Although the siblings were at the core of Adler’s birth order theory (1928),
this theory did not discuss the importance of sibling relationships either. The
appreciation of sibling relationships came about in virtue of developmental
psychologists who started to observe and examine sibling interactions in the 1980s.
Thuswise, the approach to siblings in the psychology literature began to alter (Brody,

2004). These researchers manifested the unique place of sibling interactions in child



socialization and paved the way for further investigations regarding sibling
relationships (Brody, 2004; Dunn, 1983; Schachter et al., 1976). They marked that
the intense emotions and familiarity in the sibling interactions make them provide a
unique kind of socialization context for children (Dunn, 2007). As a result, since the
1980s, researchers have been examining sibling relations closely, and the impact of
siblings on each other’s social, emotional, and cognitive development from early
childhood on has been well documented (Brody, 2004).

The researchers distinguished parent-child and sibling-sibling interactions
based on structure and affective quality. While the former is
intergenerational/vertical, the latter is horizontal (Whiteman et al., 2011). Parents
give and children receive care, resulting in an asymmetry in the relationship, whereas
sibling relationships occur between relatively equally positioned children. Therefore,
the sibling network is the first social environment of the children with more equal
others who are similar in age (Mitchell, 2003). However, sibling relationships
involve both reciprocal and hierarchical components (Dunn, 1983) since sometimes
older siblings are likely to take care of younger siblings, especially in families with
parental loss (Kriss et al., 2014). In relation to the structural differences, the affective
load of the sibling relations differs from the parent-child relations. Dunn (2002), one
of the pioneer developmental psychologists who appreciated the significance of
sibling influence on psychosocial development, noted that sibling relationships have
three important characteristics: They are emotion-loaded, and these emotions are
expressed within the relationship; they are intimate relationships, and lastly, the
dynamics vary from one sibling group to the other. The intimacy in sibling
relationships was later emphasized by other psychologists as well (Mitchell, 2003;

Coles, 2003), and an important factor that creates intimacy was considered the



intensity of feelings between siblings (Bedford et al., 2000). Punch (2008) argued
that because siblings spend a significant amount of time together, they experience
high levels of conflict and intimacy simultaneously. Taking into account all of these,
it can be concluded that sibling relationships have dynamics that are similar to but
also different from parent-child relations, thus justifying exploring sibling
relationships separately from relationships with parents.

Whiteman and colleagues (2007) adverted two processes identified as
underlying mechanisms of sibling influence, meaning the similarity or differences
between siblings. The first of these processes is based on observational learning
theory. According to this theory, younger siblings observe and model older siblings’
behaviors (Whiteman et al., 2007) while older siblings advance their younger
siblings’ cognitive and language capacities by fulfilling a teacher role (Brody, 2004).
Although modeling is often associated with positive developmental outcomes such as
improving cognitive skills (Brody, 2004), siblings also reinforce negative behaviors
as role models, such as externalizing problems (Natsuaki et al., 2009). The second
process that attempts to explain sibling influence is deidentification (Whiteman et al.,
2007). Schachter and colleagues (1976) defined deidentification as the mechanism
through which the siblings identify and present themselves as different from each
other to reduce sibling competition and prevent comparison by others. The
researchers examined how college students with one or two siblings define
themselves and found that the deidentification between the first and second children
was the highest, followed by the second and third children. Finally, the
deidentification was the lowest between the first and third children. Furthermore,
participants with same-sex siblings defined themselves as more differentiated from

their siblings than those with opposite-sex siblings. The researchers interpreted that



subsequent siblings who lack a buffering sibling in between and same-sex siblings
deidentify more in an attempt to manage sibling rivalry and competition for the same
interests and resources (Schachter et al., 1976). These findings indicate that
deidentification increases along with sibling rivalry, which implies deidentification
as a coping strategy. The results of Feinberg and colleagues’ study (2003) supported
this theory by revealing that siblings whose relationships with parents diverge

experience lower sibling conflict.

2.1.1 Quality of sibling relationships throughout the life span

The quality of sibling relationships among children is commonly measured along
two dimensions: warmth and conflict (Botelho, 2020). Sibling warmth refers to the
positive affective transaction between siblings, while sibling conflict connotes
negative transactions such as aggression, hostility, and quarrel (Sanders, 2004).
Research on the quality of sibling relationships demonstrated a change in the quality
of sibling relationships along these dimensions over time; specifically, sibling
conflict tends to decline as children get older (Hamwey et al., 2019; Jensen et al.,
2018; Kim et al., 2006). Kim and colleagues (2006) argued that as siblings become
young adults, they complete their identity formation processes, and become more
differentiated from their siblings, which in turn decreases sibling competition and

conflict.



2.1.2 Quality of sibling relationships and well-being

As a long-lasting, significant relationship among peers in the family; the good
quality of sibling relationships is correlated to psychological well-being in childhood
(Buist et al., 2012; Graham & Coplan, 2012; Richmond et al., 2005), adolescence
(Volling, 2003), and emerging adulthood (Alabucak-Cinalioglu & Ismen-Gazioglu,
2022; Milevsky, 2005). The meta-analysis study by Buist and colleagues (2012)
illustrated the correlation of good sibling relationship quality (high warmth and low
conflict) to fewer internalizing and externalizing problems. Graham and Coplan
(2012) found a unique and protective effect of high sibling relationship quality on
school adjustment of preschool children. Likewise, Milevsky (2005) showed how
sibling support could balance out the impact of low support from peers and parents
on the well-being of emerging adults. Additionally, sibling support was found to be
positively related to life satisfaction and self-esteem and negatively linked to
loneliness and depression in this study (Milevsky, 2005). Drawing from these
findings, it can be concluded that sibling relationships are of importance in

ameliorating well-being throughout life, both directly and indirectly.

2.2 Peer and friend relationships

2.2.1 Differences between peers and friends

Similar to siblings, nonsibling peers accompany children for a considerable amount
of time and provide an essential context for socialization (Bukowski, 2003). Both
sibling and peer relationships are considered horizontal as opposed to the vertical
structure of intergenerational relationships such as those with teachers, parents, and

other caregivers (Whiteman et al., 2011). However, a distinction should be made



between close friends and nonfriend peers. Rubin and colleagues (2006) noted that
friendships are dyadic and identified several factors that differentiate friendships
from other peer relationships. First, friendships are recognized by either side; second,
the affection between these two people is reciprocal. Furthermore, friendship bonds
develop voluntarily. In contrast to friendships, peers happen to be in the immediate
environment as the children grow (Cuadros & Berger, 2016). Moreover,
relationships with nonfriend peers involve less intimacy than friendships, especially
best friendships (Sebanc et al., 2007). Two studies from the 1990s supported the
argument that best friendships and peer relationships do not share the same
dynamics, and they must be examined separately (Newcomb & Bagwell, 1995;
Stocker and Dunn, 1990). Stocker and Dunn (1990) examined children’s sibling
relations, peer relations, and friendships in the same study and arrived at different
associations between children’s sibling relationships and those of peer and friend
relations. Sibling relationship quality appeared uniquely correlated to friendship
quality; however, sibling relationship quality alone did not predict the quality of peer
relations. The findings implied that peer relationships and friendships of children are
different domains of socialization and that their associations with sibling
relationships differ accordingly. Newcomb and Bagwell’s (1995) review of the
studies that compare children’s relations with friends and nonfriend peers
demonstrated that friendships involve more reciprocity, intimacy, and social activity
than peer relations. It should be noted, however, that more recent studies are needed
to elaborate on these complex relationships, as there has been a lack of research
comparing peer and friend relations in the last quarter-century. The present study
focused on the best friendships of young adults rather than their relationships with a

general peer group. This decision was made since intimacy is a common feature of



sibling relationships and best friendships, but not necessarily of relationships among

peers.

2.2.2 Quality of friend relationships and well-being

The quality of friendship is a relatively new area of research. Towards the end of the
20th century, Hartup and Stevens (1997) suggested separately examining the
qualitative characteristics of friendships and the number of friends. They reviewed
prior research on friendship and concluded that both of these factors were shown to
be correlated with psychological outcomes from childhood to older ages. Regarding
best friendships, it is well documented that the quality of emerging adults’
relationships with their best friends is related to psychological well-being variables,
such as happiness (Buote et al., 2007; Demir et al., 2012; Demir & Davidson, 2013;
Demir & Ozdemir; 2010; Demir et al., 2013; Kirk, 2002; Leon et al., 2020). Kirk
(2002) proposed that high friendship quality was positively associated with self-
esteem and satisfaction in romantic relationships among young adults and negatively
associated with fear of intimacy. Buote and colleagues (2007) examined whether the
quality of university students’ new friendships in the first year was linked to their
adjustment to the university and demonstrated a positive link between the two
variables. Similarly, Leon and colleagues (2020) found that lower degrees of
loneliness were associated with higher friendship quality among first-year students.
These studies focused on friendship quality without specifying the closeness of
friendship. Nevertheless, Demir and colleagues (2007) proposed distinguishing best,
close, and other friends because the level of intimacy they offer differs. Their study

on personality, best friendship, and happiness of young adults showed that the best
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friendship quality is predictive of happiness when the personality variables were
controlled (Demir et al., 2007).

The association between friendship quality and well-being is not surprising as
friendships are an important source of social support (Bokhorst et al., 2010) and
social support is substantial for well-being (Chen & Feeley, 2014; Snapp et al.,
2015). Chen and Feeley (2014) found a positive correlation between social support
and the well-being of adults over 50 years. Furthermore, they found that social
support from friends reduced the loneliness experienced. Another study
demonstrated that the percentage of friends to whom the LGBT youth could come
out and support from their friends in the areas of sexual or gender identity in
adolescence predicted better life situations and higher self-esteem (Snapp et al.,
2015).

Friends do not only provide support in daily life, but they are also sources of
support in challenging life situations. Saraswati and Suleeman (2018) investigated
the linkage between friendship quality and resilience of young adults from
undivorced, divorced, and remarried family backgrounds. Friendship quality
correlated with resilience in all three groups regardless of gender. Furthermore,
participants from different familial backgrounds did not differ in resilience or
friendship quality. Thus, the study indicated that good friendship quality might
buffer the stress caused by parental divorce. The above-mentioned research points
out that the quality of friendships and the social support offered by friends are both
correlated to well-being, either directly or by buffering the negative outcomes of

various risk factors.
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2.3 Developmental and cultural context of sibling and friend relationships

2.3.1 Sibling and friend relationships during emerging adulthood
Arnett (2000) coined the term “emerging adulthood” for the developmental stage
approximately between 18 and 25 years of age. He conceptualized this phase as a
developmental period where crucial life transformations take place and argued that it
should be examined separately from the transition between adolescence and
adulthood since it is too long to be regarded as such (Arnett, 2007). He remarked on
several characteristics of this period, such as achieving independence from parents,
making major life choices, and exploring the options for love and work (Arnett,
2004). Major transitions occur during this period, such as moving out of the family
house, starting a job, and committing to long-term intimate relationships (Hamwey et
al., 2019). Independence is central for young adults, which might affect their
relationships with siblings (Hamwey et al., 2019). Furthermore, major life events that
usually occur in emerging adulthood, such as getting married, having children, and
working full-time, were found to be associated with less sibling closeness (Aldrich et
al., 2022). Conger and Little (2010) suggested the term “dynamic recentering” to
define the alterations in relationship dynamics through emerging adulthood, referring
to the rearrangement of the social network where relationships with new people gain
importance while the old family relationships become less central. This view is in
line with the findings from Pulakos’ study findings (1989), in which emerging adults
reported more closeness with friends than with siblings.

Research supports the change in the quality of sibling relationships through
emerging adulthood. There is usually a decline in sibling conflict from adolescence

(Kim et al., 2006). Whereas children's sibling relationships are characterized by high
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levels of conflict (Dunn, 1988; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Kramer, 2010), they
involve high warmth and low conflict among emerging adults (Sherman et al., 2006;
Hamwey et al., 2019), although the increased physical distance (Stewart et al., 2001).
When the unique characteristics of emerging adulthood and the research that
shows a change in the quality of sibling relationships are considered, one can expect
that the connection between sibling and friend relationships would also undergo
certain transformations during this developmental period. However, the studies on
the age-related variations in the interplay between sibling and friend relations are
limited. In one study with college students, the correlation between the qualities of
sibling relationships and nonromantic friendships appeared less than it was shown by
earlier research with children (Botelho, 2020). The need for further studies on sibling
and friend relationships among emerging adults persists since it is a transition period

with different dynamics than childhood and adolescence (Hamwey et al., 2019).

2.3.2 Sibling and friend relationships of emerging adults in the context of Turkish
culture

There are relatively fewer studies on the dynamics of emerging adults in Turkey, as
the concept is relatively new compared to other cultures (Atak et al., 2016).
However, a body of research exploring the intimate relationships of Turkish
emerging adults started to grow in the last couple of years (Alabucak-Cinalioglu &
Ismen-Gazioglu, 2022; Demir et al., 2012; Ozen et al., 2011). Demir and colleagues
(2012) examined whether one’s perception of how much they matter to a friend
underlies the association between friendship quality and happiness among Turkish
and American college students. They found that friendship quality was related to

happiness in both samples. Still, they also came across a cultural difference; while in

13



the Turkish sample, friendship quality had stronger correlations with happiness, in
the American sample, perceived mattering to a friend was a stronger predictor of
happiness. Demir and colleagues’ study (2012) revealed the need to investigate
emerging adults’ relationships in the Turkish context. Although there is a growing
number of studies examining emerging adulthood in Turkey, no study has yet
examined the link between sibling relationships and friendships of emerging adults

in this culture. This is the main focus of the current study.

2.4 Models on sibling and friend relationships

As research interest in horizontal relationships increased, friends and siblings
appeared as the forerunners of human socialization (Stauffacher & DeHart, 2006),
and their impact on psychological well-being was acknowledged as significant
(Geerts-Perry et al., 2021; Raboteg-Saric & Sakic, 2014; Sherman et al., 2006). As
two types of social relationships, sibling ties and friendships share common
properties. Above all, sibling and friend relationships develop between people of the
same generation (Pulakos, 1989). In other words, they are lateral/horizontal
relationships (Whiteman et al., 2011). Therefore, more similarity could be expected
between the interactions with siblings and friends as opposed to the interactions with
parents and friends or parents and siblings. Additionally, both siblings and friends
are significant sources of social support, particularly in challenging life transitions
(Abbey & Dallos, 2004; Buote et al., 2007). Nevertheless, these relationships
develop in different contexts, and accordingly, their emotional contents are not
identical. First and foremost, sibling relations grow within the nuclear family, and
they start very early. Secondly, since the siblings are highly familiar with each other,

the feelings arouse within the sibling interactions tend to be intense (Bedford et al.,
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2000). For example, children define their sibling relationships as involving the
highest conflict among other close relationships (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985).
Moreover, friends are actively chosen, whereas sibling relationships are not (Ozen et
al., 2011; Pulakos, 1989; Reis et al., 2000). Since sibling and friend relationships
have both similar and different characteristics, researchers have attempted to shed
light on the associations between these two relationships in recent years, especially
how the quality of one is related to the quality of the other, which is also the main
purpose of the present study.

The association between sibling and other peer relationships in childhood
(Botelho, 2020) and adolescence (Noel et al., 2018; Updegraff et al., 2002) has been
researched frequently. In most of these studies, the study unit is peers in general
rather than close friends (Schneider & Atkinson, 2001; Wilkinson, 2004). Although
the present study will focus on best friendships, studies on the link between sibling
and peer relationships will be included in the literature review since the peer network
includes both close friends and nonfriend peers, and researchers generally did not
examine the two separately.

The literature presents inconsistent results regarding the link between sibling
and peer/friend relationships (Smorti & Ponti, 2018). Some of the findings indicated
a positive correlation (Lam et al., 2021; Yeh & Lempers; 2004), some others showed
a negative correlation (Stocker & Dunn, 1990), and some of the findings did not
show any correlation between sibling and friend relationship qualities (Hakvoort et
al., 2010). These contradictory findings led researchers to develop various models by
which they interpret the concordance, discordance, or lack of association between
qualities of these relationships, namely carryover, compensation, and segmentation

models, respectively. These models do not necessarily discredit one another, and it is
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possible to come across evidence for two models in the same study (Sherman et al.,
2006; Stocker & Dunn, 1990). In the following sections, these models will be

presented in order.

2.4.1 Carryover model

The carryover model proposes that the early relationship patterns with siblings are
transferred to later relationships with friends. Therefore, it is assumed that the quality
of sibling relationships would predict the quality of friendships (Sherman et al.,
2006). Roskam and colleagues (2015) offered attachment theory and social network
theory in the context of children’s relationships with parents, siblings, and peers to
explain this carryover effect. In addition, social learning theory has often been cited
to understand the concept of sibling influence on peer/friend relations conceptually.
How these three approaches shed light on carryover among relationships will be
explained respectively.

Attachment theory was grounded on the findings that from early years on,
children develop attachment bonds to their caregivers, mostly their parents and more
particularly, their mothers (Bowlby, 1958). Ainsworth (1972) coined the term
“security” to identify the quality of the attachment bond. The security level of the
attachment bond to the caregiver is determined by the child’s experience with the
caregiver. In case of the presence of a caregiver who serves as a secure base to
explore from and a safe haven for times of overwhelming experiences, the child
develops a secure attachment bond to this caregiver. Otherwise, if the child’s need
for comfort and exploration are not met, the attachment bond to that caregiver
unfolds as insecure. The carryover effect from sibling relations to peer relations is

based on these early experiences with the attachment figures. The child forms
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internal working models which involve expectations about the self and the other
(Bowlby, 1973). The internal working models, thus, become a reference point for
what to expect and how to behave in later relationships. This way, the quality of the
early attachment relationship would be carried onto later relationships. Although the
attachment figure is often considered the mother, Ainsworth (1964) showed that
children are likely to develop multiple attachment bonds with several other figures
such as fathers, other adults, and preferred siblings. Therefore, according to the
attachment perspective, the quality of sibling and friendship bonds is determined by
early attachment quality. The studies on the link between sibling relationships and
friendships are sparse in attachment literature, and most research focuses on parent
or peer attachments (Miljkovitch et al., 2021). However, two recent studies
demonstrated a positive link between the security of sibling attachment and positive
friendship relations (Noel et al., 2018; Williams, 2019).

Lewis’ social network model (2005) attempted to embody different social
relationships, such as those with siblings, peers, teachers, and partners. According to
the social network model, the mother-infant relationship does not necessarily
constitute a pattern for all later relationships. Instead, early relationships with other
figures might be effective in socialization as well. Lewis (2005) acknowledged the
influence of mother-child attachment and, like Bowlby (2008) and Ainsworth (1979),
argued that children form attachment bonds with several people. However, he
criticized attachment theory for overemphasizing the mother-child attachment as a
base for all later interactions and drawing direct causal links between the mother-
child attachment and the quality of other relationships (Roskam et al., 2015). He
further proposed that although there might be associations between different

interactions of one individual, all social interactions develop in different pathways;
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and fulfill different functions. Therefore, social network theory indicates a carryover
effect but leaves the door open for some incongruence between the qualities of child-
parent and child-peer relationships (Roskam et al., 2015). Roskam and colleagues
(2015) conducted two studies to test attachment and social network theories to
explain the carryover effect. The findings showed that sibling relationship quality
both mediated the link between attachment style and the quality of peer relationships,
and it also affects peer relationships above and beyond the attachment to the parents.
The attachment effect was inconsistent in the two studies, but the researchers stated
that it accounts for a small part of children’s later peer relations. Therefore, the
authors concluded that the study findings were more in line with the social network
model than the attachment model.

Similar to the attachment perspective, Bandura’s (1977) social learning
theory can be used to understand the carryover model. According to Bandura,
children observe and learn behaviors in their interactions with parents and maintain
these behaviors in later interactions with friends. Social learning occurs in sibling
interaction as well (Kramer & Conger, 2009). To elaborate on the sibling influence
on socialization, Kramer and Conger (2009) named several processes, namely
observational learning, identification/deidentification, and enhancing socio-
emotional skills, in which siblings support socialization in other relationships.
Observation allows siblings to learn how to socialize and act among peers (Kramer
& Conger, 2009). Siblings develop similar features through identification and
different features through deidentification processes (Whiteman et al., 2007). Finally,
socio-emotional skills gained within the sibling relationship influence the quality of

socialization (Kramer & Conger, 2009).
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In line with social learning theory, Hughes and colleagues (2006) found that
2-year-olds’ verbalizations of their desires, perceptions, and feelings are associated
with the quality of play with their siblings. Another study that supported social
learning theory showed that having an older sibling fostered perspective-taking,
emotional understanding, deception, and self-awareness (Taumoepau & Reese,
2014). Additionally, Smorti and Ponti (2018) indicated sibling influence on prosocial
skills in childhood by demonstrating that prosocial behavior mediated the link
between sibling relationship quality and the best friendship quality. These findings
showed that children seem to learn specific socio-emotional skills within sibling
interaction (Hughes et al., 2006; Taumoepau & Reese, 2014) and exert them in best
friend relations, which improves friendship quality (Smorti & Ponti, 2018).

Studies beyond the aforementioned research demonstrated a carryover effect
between sibling and peer relationships among children (Lam et al., 2021) and
adolescents (Yeh & Lempers, 2004), but the mechanism behind the carryover effect
was not specified in these studies. A longitudinal study by Yeh and Lempers (2004)
did not only confirm the carryover effect for adolescents but also demonstrated the
direction of the carryover. They found a bidirectional positive correlation between
the qualities of sibling and friend relationships. However, sibling relationship quality
at the first measurement had more predictive power on later friendship quality than
the other way around. These results suggested that early sibling relationships are

effective in relationships with friends.

2.4.2 Compensation model

In addition to the findings supporting the carryover model, the literature also yielded

evidence for negative associations between sibling and friend relationships, and the
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researchers interpreted these findings within the framework of the compensation
model (Mendelson et al., 1994; Stauffacher & DeHart, 2006; Stocker & Dunn,
1990). Stocker and Dunn (1990) interpreted the incongruence between the qualities
of sibling and friend relations of children through two alternative explanations: First,
children may be seeking and developing particularly high-quality friend relations to
make up for their low-quality sibling relationships. Second, children who experience
high control and competition in their sibling interactions may have developed
specific social skills, which later help them build higher quality friendships. In line
with the second hypothesis, it is stated that childhood sibling interactions allow
intense feelings of aggression as the siblings are expected to maintain the bonds
under any circumstances and cannot break connections over a conflict (Bedford et
al., 2000). This way, they acquire conflict-resolution skills in sibling interactions
(Kramer & Conger, 2009). When they experience conflict with their friends later in
life, they know how to manage it, indirectly improving their friendships (Stocker &
Dunn, 1990). However, compensation may occur in the opposite direction as well.
For instance, Milevsky (2005) attained a reverse pattern with young adults, showing
that sibling support may counterbalance the effect of lack of support from friends on
well-being.

Mendelson and colleagues (1994) demonstrated the compensatory role of
sibling relationships in kindergarten children. Children who reported more positive
feelings toward a same-gender friend had more conflict and less positive feelings
towards their siblings. Therefore in this study, friend relationships of children were
found to compensate for the lower quality sibling relations. Stocker and Dunn (1990)
used a multi-informant method to observe children’s relationships with peers,

friends, and younger siblings. Children observed as controlling and competitive in
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their sibling interactions were rated as having more positive best friendships by their
mothers, which supports the compensation model. At the same time, mother reports
on positive sibling relationships were correlated with mother reports on positive
friendships, which supports the carryover effect. The incongruence between mother
and children reports might have resulted in conflicting findings. Sherman and
colleagues (2006) surveyed young adults about their relationships with siblings,
same-gender and cross-gender best friends, and their loneliness and self-esteem
levels. The results showed that the harmony (low conflict - high warmth) in same-
gender best friendships could compensate for the negative effects of ambivalent
(moderate warmth and conflict) sibling relationships on well-being. This study
supported the compensation effect of friendships without showing discordance
between sibling and friend relationships. In summary, this limited number of studies
showed that positive friendship relations might compensate for the lack of positive or
presence of conflictual sibling relationships. Furthermore, this compensatory pattern
might work in the opposite direction, meaning a lack of positive friendship with

peers might be compensated by more positive sibling relationships.

2.4.3 Segmentation model

The third model, which did not originate from the clinical psychology literature but
from organizational psychology, is known as the ‘segmentation model’ (Gupta &
Beehr, 1981) or the no-relationship hypothesis (Meissner, 1971). Gupta and Beehr
(1981) illustrated segmentation as the “hypothesis in which the individual's activity,
involvement, and attitudes in one life sphere are not consistently related to responses
in another sphere of life” (p. 204). In the cases where the work and nonwork life was

found to be uncorrelated, it is identified as segmentation by the researchers (Dolan &
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Gosselin, 2009). In the context of the current study, segmentation would refer to the
lack of any relationship between the qualities of sibling relationships and friendships.
As some studies that fail to show any link between sibling and friend relationships
(Hakvoort et al., 2010), it is reasonable to consider the third model to explain this
pattern. The sibling and friend relationships would be independent, and the quality of
one relationship would not predict the quality of the other, according to this model.
Hakvoort and colleagues’ study (2010) yielded evidence for this model, as they
found no association between sibling affection or quarreling and psychosocial
competence with peers in their research conducted with children who have a younger
sibling. Segmentation is also observed in the studies that support carryover or
compensation models for particular gender or birth order conditions but fail to show
any relationship between sibling and friend relations for other conditions (Lam et al.,
2021; Oliva & Arranz, 2005). In the current study, this third model will be
considered as well in the exploration of the relationship between sibling and friend

relationships among young adults in a Turkish context.

2.5 Birth order, gender, and friendship quality

To carry out a holistic look at the linkage between sibling and friend relations, the
individual parameters that may affect friend relationships should be considered.
Since Adler mentioned the importance of birth order, it has been a famous area of
research. Although the research on the birth order effect on personality
characteristics provided inconclusive results (Damian & Roberts, 2015), birth order
signifies the position of the children among their first peer network, namely siblings.
Therefore, it is of importance for the current study. As stated in the earlier chapters,

younger siblings look up to older siblings as role models and can learn from them
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(Whiteman, 2007). Therefore, the influence of older siblings on younger siblings is
expected to be more than the influence of younger siblings on older ones (Updegraft,
2002). Following this prediction, McHale and colleagues (2001) studied the gender
development of children and found a birth order effect on the sibling influence. The
researchers interviewed firstborn and secondborn siblings and their parents once for
three years. The findings supported the social learning theory for secondborn
children influenced by the gender role identification of their older siblings. However,
it supported the deidentification theory for firstborn children who differentiated from
their younger siblings over three years. This study indicated that birth order predicts
how the siblings influence gender development in each other.

The literature presents inconsistent results on how friendship quality changes
by birth order. For instance, Salmon and colleagues (2003) studied whether birth
order is related to young adults’ perception of their family and friend relationships
and illustrated that middleborns had more positive attitudes towards friends and less
positive attitudes towards family than firstborns and later-borns. Simanko and
colleagues (2020) demonstrated the opposite, that middleborns are not different from
other birth orders in closeness to friends. The literature on how birth order impacts
the associations between sibling and friend relations is also scarce. Updegraff and
colleagues (2002) found a carryover effect in the control dimension both for firstborn
and secondborn adolescents, but the intimacy with siblings was related to intimacy
with friends only for secondborns. A recent study by Lam and colleagues (2021)
showed a positive association between sibling conflict and the level of being disliked
or left out by peers only for later-born boys. So they found both birth order and

gender effects in this study.
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Along with birth order, gender emerged as a variable associated with the
qualities of peer and friend relationships in the literature (Demir & Orthel, 2011;
Oliva & Arranz, 2005; Updegraff et al., 2002). Demir and Orthel (2011) found a
gender difference in current friendship quality and the definition of ideal friendships
for college students. Both the current and ideal best friendships of women involved
lower conflict and higher quality than those of men. Oliva and Arranz (2005) found
that gender moderated the link between the quality of friendship and sibling relations
of adolescents; while good sibling relationships predicted good peer relationships
only for girls, the authors failed to find the same link for boys.

The findings mentioned above indicate that the qualities of peer and friend
relationships might be influenced by the birth order and gender of the individual.
These findings suggest that birth order and gender provide an essential context for
different associations between sibling and friend relationships. However, only a
handful of studies attempted to grasp the effect of birth order and gender on the
association between these relationships. Furthermore, to the author’s knowledge, no
study has explored this link depending on the gender composition of the sibling dyad
and birth order of the emerging adult participants. By assessing the moderator roles
of these factors on the connection between sibling and friend relationship quality, the

current study attempts to go beyond the existing research.

2.6 The purpose of the present study

The literature showed that gaining independence from the parents is central to
emerging adulthood, leading to certain changes in the old and new relationship
dynamics (Arnett, 2004; Hamwey et al., 2019). This unique feature of young

adulthood requires a closer examination of the relationships in this period since the

24



quality of friendships is one of the key elements predicting psychological well-being
as an important source of social support. However, the studies on the link between
sibling and friend ties are rare, and more so in the context of Turkish emerging
adults. These factors necessitate further examinations of the unique dynamics
between these relationships among emerging adults.

The purpose of the present study is to provide a closer examination of the
associations between two intimate relationships, namely sibling and best friend
relationships of emerging adults. For this purpose, the quality of the participants’
relationships with their siblings closest in age, and with their same-gender best
friends will be measured. Given the inconsistent findings provided by prior research
on the topic, no definitive link was hypothesized between sibling and friend
relationships. Rather, the aim is to explore which of the previously mentioned
models the data will support. If the sibling relationship quality positively predicts
friendship quality, the study will provide evidence for a carryover effect. If lower
sibling relationship quality predicts higher friendship quality, it will support the
compensation model. If sibling relationship quality does not predict friendship
quality, it will support the segmentation model. While doing that, the author plans to
expand on the previous research on the topic and examine whether the gender and
birth order of the participant will moderate the link between the quality of sibling

relationships and friendships.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

3.1 Participants

An a-priori power analysis was conducted with G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, E.,
Buchner, A., & Lang, 2009) to calculate the sample size to acquire .95 power with a
.05 alpha level. Based on prior research on similar constructs (Benson et al., 2006;
Dryburgh et al., 2021) .07 effect size was assumed. The power analysis suggested a
minimum sample of 188 participants. 316 participants opened the survey, and 281 of
them completed the study. The age difference between fifty-nine participants and
their siblings exceeded five, so they were excluded. Seven participants did not
answer the items based on their same-gender best friends; thus; they were also
excluded. Lastly, the duration of cohabiting with the sibling was extremely short for
two participants, and their data were also excluded. In total, data from sixty-eight
participants were excluded. One of the participants completed the study three times,
and only one of their answers was included in the analysis. Finally, data from 213
participants were used in the analysis, and their age range was between 18 and 25 (M
=20.77; SD = 1.34). The majority of the participants were female (70.0%). All of
the participants were unmarried undergraduate students.

Most of the participants have one sibling (47.4%) or two siblings (34.3%), and fewer
participants have three (14.6%) or four siblings (3.8%). The number of siblings was
coded into three categories: one, two, and three or more siblings. The birth order of
the participants was coded in two ways: First, they were coded as firstborn if they
have only younger siblings (42.3%), lastborn if they have only older siblings

(34.3%), and middleborn if they have both younger and older siblings (23.5%).
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Secondly, birth order was coded concerning the target sibling. For this variable,
participants were coded as older if they were older than the sibling (52.1%), younger
if they were younger than the sibling (45.5%), and same-age if they reported their
age as the same as the age of their sibling (2.3%). Finally, the gender constellation of
participant and sibling were coded either as same (55.4%) or different (44.6%).
Demographic characteristics of the sample after all the exclusions were presented in

Table 1.
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics

Demographic Variables n

Age of the participant

Mean (SD) 20.77 (1.34)

Range 18-25
Gender of the participant

Female (%) 149 (70)

Male (%) 64 (30)
Birth order concerning the target sibling

Older (%) 111 (52.1)

Younger (%) 97 (45.5)

Same age (%) 5(2.3)
Birth order among all siblings

Firstborn (%) 90 (42.3)

Middleborn (%) 50 (23.5)

Lastborn (%) 73 (34.3)
Gender constellation with sibling

Same (%) 118 (55.4)

Opposite (%) 95 (44.6)
Number of siblings

One (%) 101 (47.4)

Two (%) 73 (34.3)

Three (%) 31 (14.6)

Four (%) 8(3.8)
Frequency of contact with the best friend

Mean (SD) 4.56 (1.37)

Range 1-6
Frequency of contact with the sibling

Mean (SD) 4.25 (1.45)

Range 1-6
Resides in the same city with the best friend

Yes (%) 153 (71.8)

No (%) 60 (28.2)
Resides in the same city with the sibling

Yes (%) 101 (47.4)

No (%) 112 (52.6)
Childhood SES

Mean (SD) 5.61 (1.71)

Range 1-10
Current SES

Mean (SD) 5.74 (1.47)

Range 1-9
Mother education

[lliterate or primary school (%) 48 (22.5)

Secondary education (%) 78 (36.6)

Bachelor or beyond (%) 87 (40.8)
Father education

[lliterate or primary school (%) 28 (13.1)

Secondary education (%) 61 (28.6)

Bachelor or beyond (%) 124 (58.2)

Note. N =213.
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3.2 Measures

3.2.1 Demographic information form

The participants were asked several demographic questions to gather information
about themselves, their sibling, and their best friend. First, they were asked whether
the participant currently resides in the same city as their best friend. Second,
participants were expected to specify the frequency of contact on a scale (1 = “few
times a day”, 2 = “once a day”, 3 = “few times a week”, 4 = “once a week”, 5 = few
times a month”, 6 = “once a month”, 7 = “few times a year”, 8§ = “once a year”, 9 =
“less often”, 10 = “never”). The age and gender of the target sibling and best friend
were also asked. Furthermore, the number of years spent in the same household as
the sibling was asked in order to eliminate participants who did not share the same
household with the target sibling. The demographic questions about the target friend
were given at the end of the friendship questionnaire, and those about the target
sibling were presented at the end of the sibling questionnaire. The rest of the
demographic information was collected at the end of the survey. Specifically, they
were questions about the participant’s current educational level, marital status, and
birth order. Lastly, the participants were given the subjective SES scale developed by
Adler and colleagues (2000) to measure their current and past socioeconomic levels.

Demographic information questions were presented in Appendix D.

3.2.2 McGill Friendship Questionnaire - Friend’s Functions (MFQ-FF)
The quality of the relationship with same-sex best friends was measured with the
McGill Friendship Questionnaire - Friend’s Functions (Mendelson & Aboud, 1999).

The 30-item questionnaire was developed to measure the respondent’s perception of
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how much their friend fulfills friendship functions in six different areas: stimulating
companionship, help, intimacy, reliable alliance, self-validation, and emotional
security. Each subscale includes five items which are rated on a 9-point scale from 0
to 8, ranging from “never” (zero points) to “always” (eight points). By calculating
the mean of all scores, an overall score is obtained. The scale is completed for same-
sex and opposite-sex friends. Mendelson and Aboud (1999) found that the original
version of the study was reliable, with internal consistency rates of six subscales
between .84 and .90. By calculating the means of all items, an overall score is
obtained. In the original version of the questionnaire, (Mendelson & Aboud, 1999)
the internal consistencies of Stimulation Companionship (o = .84), Help (a = .84),
Intimacy (o = .90), Reliable Alliance (o = .88), Self-Validation (o = .89), and
Emotional Security (o = .85) were found good or excellent. Ozen and colleagues
(2011) translated the questionnaire and confirmed its internal consistency both for
same-sex friends (o = .96) and for opposite sex-friends (o = .98) for Turkish
emerging adults.

In the current study, participants were expected to rate the items only in
reference to their same-gender best friends (see Appendix C). Chronbach’s alpha was

found to be .97 for the total friendship quality score.

3.2.3 Life-Span Sibling Relationship Scale (LSRS)

Sibling relationship quality was assessed using the Life-Span Sibling Relationship
Scale developed by Riggio (2000). The scale was developed to assess young adults'
current and past sibling relationship qualities. It involves 48 items to be rated on a 5-
point scale from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. The scale consists of six

subscales: child affect, adult affect, child cognitions, adult cognitions, child behavior,

30



and adult behavior. The scale involves eight reverse-coded items. A total score is
obtained between 48 and 240; a higher score means a more positive relationship with
the sibling. In the original version of the scale (Riggio, 2000), the total scale was
shown to have high internal consistency (a = .96), with subscale internal
consistencies ranging between .84 and .91. Test-retest reliability of the scale over
one month was good (» = .91). The construct validity of the scale was evidenced by
convergent and discriminant validity studies. The total score was positively
correlated with measures of social support from the sibling and warmth between
siblings, and it was negatively correlated with social desirability. Oz-Soysal (2016)
adapted the scale to Turkish and explored its psychometric properties with university
students. The researcher used confirmatory factor analysis to test for the construct
validity, and they found that the six-factor structure is acceptable. Test-retest
reliability (» = .95) and internal consistency estimates (48 items; o = .96) indicated
the measure as reliable.

In the current study, internal consistency for the total score was o = .92.
However, instead of the total score, sibling relationship quality in childhood score
and sibling relationship quality in adulthood score were calculated first and used in
the analyses separately. Chronbach’s alphas were .85 for childhood score and .90 for
adulthood score. In the present study, instead of total scores, mean scores for
childhood and adulthood variables were calculated to attain compatible scores with
MFQ-FF (Mendelson and Aboud, 1999). Furthermore, the Likert scale was presented
in the opposite direction, ranging from “strongly disagree” to “agree” (see Appendix

C) to ensure consistency among the two measures.
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3.3 Procedure
The data were gathered through the research participation system at the Psychology
Department at Bogazici University. The inclusion criteria for the participants were to
be in the age range of 18-25 and to have at least one sibling within 5 years of the
participant’s age. The participants were Bogazi¢i University students who take at
least one of three psychology courses, and they received 0.5 credits in one of these
courses for their participation in the study.

Ethical approval was received from The Ethics Committee for Master and
PhD Theses in Social Sciences and Humanities (SOBETIK) of Bogazici University
before the data collection process started, which can be found in Appendix A.
Afterward, the survey was prepared on Psytoolkit (Stoet, 2010, 2017), a software
designed for surveys and experiments. Participants were reached out through the
research participation system of Bogazici University, and they were sent an online
link to the online survey on Psytoolkit. Along with the online link, they were
informed about the aim, participation criteria, incentive, and duration of the study.
The aim of the study was depicted as “to understand the sibling and friend
relationships of young adults.” Those who open the online link were initially given
brief information about the study, similar to the one given before. Right after that,
the participants were expected to read and fill out the consent form, in which they
were informed that they could quit the study whenever they preferred, and in case
they did, their data will be deleted. At this point, they also found the contact
information of the researcher and ethics committee. Only those who agreed to
participate in the study based on this information could proceed further to the survey
questions. Later, sibling and friend relationship questionnaires were presented. To

counterbalance the order effect, the sibling questionnaire or the friendship
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questionnaire were randomly presented first. At the end of each questionnaire,
related demographic questions were presented. At the end of the survey, the rest of

the demographic information was collected from the participants.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.1 Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics for the study variables and MFQ-FF subscales were calculated,
and they were displayed in Table 2. Internal consistency scores for the measures are
presented in Table 3. All assumptions other than normality were confirmed. To
check for the normality assumption, z-scores for skewness and kurtosis values were
calculated. For middle-sized samples, as in the present study, the absolute z-scores
exceeding 3.29 indicated non-normality (Kim, 2013). Considering the z-scores of
skewness, MFQ-FF score and the frequency of contact with the best friend were
square-root transformed. MFQ-FF score was reversed before square root
transformation as it was negatively skewed. Data analysis was run on Statistical

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 27.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables

Variable Mean  SD Min. Max. Skewness/  Kurtosis/
SE of SE of
Skewness Kurtosis
Child SRQ? 1.59 27 .90 2.27 .01 -1.08
Adult SRQ® 1.73 32 75 233 -2.08 -1.10
MFQ-FF¢ 6.63 1.02 337 8.00 -4.76 .16
Stimulating Companionship 6.47 .16  2.20 8.00 -3.61 .29
Help 6.65 123 2.00 8.00 -6.25 2.18
Intimacy 6.62 133 220 8.00 -6.29 1.64
Reliable Alliance 7.08 .13 2.40 8.00 -11.28 12.40
Emotional Security 6.53 1.25 2.00 8.00 -5.28 1.26
Self-Validation 6.45 1.35 1.80 8.00 -5.34 1.33
Note. N=213.

a b
Sibling relationship quality in childhood. Sibling relationship quality in adulthood. “Total score

received from McGill Friendship Questionnaire — Friend’s Functions.

4.2 Demographic variables and friendship quality

The intercorrelations between SRQ scales, MFQ-FF subscales, and MFQ-FF total

score can be found in Table 3. Since all subscale scores were correlated with the total

best friendship quality score, the main analyses were conducted using only the total

SCore.
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Table 3. Correlations Between Sibling Relationship Quality and MFQ-FF Subscales

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Child - - - - - - _ -
SRQ*

2. Adult SHE* - - - - - - .
SRQ

3.SC Q7HEE - J5kwk - - - - - -
4. Help 12 3 EEE S59** - - - - -
5. Intimacy .10 20%* SOk® L60F** - - - -
6. Reliable -.01 .10 SLIH*® 57%%% GD¥*% } ; )
Alliance

7. Emotional =~ 25%#* 3%k gk g7waE Q3wAE G4k - -
Security

8. Self- A7* J2%** 64%** L63%* O9F¥k - SpFER - (OFEX
Validation

9. MFQ-FF 20%% 0 33k Gk gDwERR g3k T4k RSkEE RoHEE

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
sSibling relationship quality. "Stimulating companionship.

All correlations between demographic and study variables are presented in
Table 4. Pearson’s correlation, independent sample t-tests, and ANOVAs were
conducted to examine the relationship between the quality of best friendship and
demographic variables.

Pearson’s correlation showed that the participant’s age and friendship quality
were not significantly correlated, » = -.06, p = .39. Regarding the frequency of
contact, results indicated a significant and positive relationship between the
frequency of contact with the best friend and friendship quality, » = .22, p <.01.
However, friendship quality was not related to the frequency of contact with the
sibling, » = .04, p = .61.

Turning to SES, best friendship quality was associated neither with SES level

in childhood (r = -.04, p = .61), nor with the current SES level (= .04, p = .53).
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The difference in friendship quality based on categorical variables was
measured using independent samples t-test and ANOV As. Before conducting these
tests, the homogeneity of variance was confirmed. Regarding gender, friendship
quality was significantly correlated to the participant’s gender. Specifically, women
(M =1.92, SD = .32) have higher friendship quality than men (M = 1.74, SD = .30), ¢
(211)=3.71,p < .01, d = .56, 95% CI [.26, .85]. Regarding the status of residing in
the same city, friendship quality did not differ between those who do and do not
reside in the same city with their friends, ¢ (211) = 1.48, p = .14. On the other hand,
those who do not reside in the same city rated their friendship quality higher than the
others, 7 (211) = 2.84, p = .005.

While testing the difference in friendship quality based on birth order in
relation to the target sibling, five participants who were the same age as their siblings
were excluded from the analysis. The results of the t-test did not show a significant
difference between participants who are older or younger than the target sibling, ¢
(206) = .36, p =.72. ANOVA results also did not yield a significant difference
among firstborns, middleborns, and lastborns in their friendship qualities, £ (2, 210)
= .13, p = .88. Regarding the gender constellation, there was no significant difference
in friendship qualities between same-gender and different-gender sibling dyads, ¢
(211) =.33, p =.75. Similarly, when the number of siblings was examined, results
showed no significant difference among the friendship qualities of participants with
one sibling, two siblings, or more siblings situations, F' (2, 210) = .82, p = .44.

Best friendship quality did not differ by the education level of the mother,
(2,210) = .45, p = .64. There was also no difference in friendship quality based on

the father’s education level, ' (2, 210) = .10, p = .37.
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In sum, results of preliminary analyses demonstrated that women had higher
friendship quality than men. Furthermore, participants who live in a different city
from the target sibling had better friendship quality than others. Lastly, more
frequent contact with the best friend was linked to better relationship quality with
that friend. There were no significant differences in friendship quality based on the

other demographic variables.

4.3 Correlations between the qualities of sibling and friend relationships

As the aim of this research is to investigate the link between sibling relationship
quality and friendship quality, the correlation between these variables was analyzed.
Before running the Pearson’s correlation, the linearity assumption was checked and
confirmed. Correlations among the study and demographic variables were displayed
in Table 4. The quality of sibling relationships in childhood and the quality of sibling
relationships in adulthood were included in the analysis as two different scores in
addition to one total score of sibling relationship quality. When separately examined,
friendship quality was positively and significantly linked to both childhood sibling
relationship quality (» =.20, p <.01) and adulthood sibling relationship quality (» =

33, p <.001).
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Table 4. Correlations Between Study Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Participant’s age - - - - - - - - -
2. Age difference -.07 - - - - - - - -
3. FOC-BF* 02 21%* - - - - - - -
4. FOC-S° 03 -02 -02 - - - - - -

5. Childhood SES .03  -.03 .09 15% - - - - -

6. Current SES -03 .04 -.08 .03 35 - - - -
7. Child SRQ° 09 -14% .07 .16* 13 .06 - - -
8. Adult SRQ 04 .06 06 42k .14%* 06 51%** - -
9. MFQ-FF¢ -06 .13 22%* .04 -.04 04 20%* 33wk -
10. Chronbach’s - - - - - - .85 .90 97
alpha®

Note. *p < .05. **¥p < .01. ***p < .001.
“Frequency of contact with the best friend. *Frequency of contact with the sibling. °Sibling
relationship quality. “Best friendship quality. ¢Internal consistency rates of the scales.

4.4 Supplementary Analyses

In order to observe whether the friendship quality changes as a function of the
change in sibling relationship quality from childhood to adulthood, the participants
were initially divided into four groups using median split method, namely high
childhood-high adulthood, high childhood-low adulthood, low childhood-low
adulthood, and low childhood-high adulthood SRQ. Later, an ANOVA test was
carried out. The results were significant with F = 3.54, p < .05. Tukey’s HSD test
showed that participants with high childhood — high adulthood SRQ (M =1.93, SD =
.33) had higher best friendship quality than those with low childhood — low

adulthood SRQ (M = 1.77, §D = .33).
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4.5 Predictors of best friendship quality and the moderating role of gender

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis with four steps was run on the SPSS.
Before running the analysis, sibling relationship quality variables were mean-
centered. Linearity, normally distributed residuals, and homoscedasticity
assumptions were checked before the regression analysis, and all of the assumptions
were met. Although there was a moderate correlation between childhood SRQ and
adulthood SRQ (» = .51), there was no multicollinearity according to collinearity
statistics.

The first step of the analysis consisted of the participant’s gender, frequency
of contact with the best friend, and residing in the same city with the sibling. The
second step consisted of sibling relationship quality in childhood, and the third step
consisted of sibling relationship quality in adulthood. In the fourth step, the
interaction terms between childhood SRQ and gender, adulthood SRQ and gender,
childhood SRQ and adulthood SRQ were added to the model. Results can be found

in Table 5.
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Table 5. Multiple Hierarchical Regression Predicting Best Friendship Quality

Variable B 95% ClforB  SE B Partial R?> AR’
B r
LL UL
Step 1 .14 .14
Participant’s gender - 1o*E* -.25 -08 .05 -23 -.24
FOC-BF* 9% .08 31 .06 .21 23
RISC-S® - 1% -.20 -03 .04 -18 -.19
Step 2 .16 .02
Child SRQ°¢ 18%* .02 33 .08 .15 .16
Step 3 21 .05
Adult SRQ 26%* A1 41 08 25 24
Step 4 .19 .02
Child SRQ x gender .02 -37 4120 .009  .008
Adult SRQ x gender .29 -.04 62 17 .15 12
Child SRQ x adult SRQ¢ .05 -37 46 21 .01 .02

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.

“Frequency of contact with the best friend. *Residing in the same city with the sibling. °Sibling
relationship quality. “Interaction between sibling relationship quality in childhood and sibling
relationship quality in adulthood.

*p <.05. ¥*p <.01. *¥**p < .001.

The coefficient of the first step of the hierarchical multiple regression was
significant with F' (3, 209) = 11.27, p <.001. In this first step, gender of the
participant (f = -.23, ¢ (212) = -.3.62, p <.001), frequency of the contact with the
best friend (5 = .21, ¢ (212) = .3.34, p < .01), and residing in the same city with the
sibling (f =-.18, ¢ (212) =-.2.72, p < .01) had significant contributions to the model
with an R’ of .14. The second model yielded significant results as well, F (4, 208) =
9.90, p <.001, and explained a further 2% of the variance in best friendship quality.
Third model was also significant with F' (5, 207) = 10.76, p < .001, and it explained
5% additional variance in best friendship quality. Finally, the last model explained an
additional 2% of the variance in friendship quality with F (8, 204) = 7.29, p <.001.

When regression coefficients were examined separately for the predictors,
demographic variables were significant in all four models. In the second model, child
SRQ (B = .15,¢(212) =2.27, p < .05) and in the third model, adult SRQ were

significant predictors (f = .25, ¢ (212) = 3.47, p <.01). However, it is noteworthy that
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when adult SRQ was added, sibling relationship quality in childhood was no longer a
predictor. In the last model, none of the interactions were significant., showing that
the gender of the participant did not interact with sibling relationship quality in

predicting the quality of the best friendships.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The present study aimed to examine the link between the quality of sibling
relationships in childhood, the quality of sibling relationships in adulthood, and the
quality of the current relationship with the best friend. More specifically, it aimed to
understand whether the interplay between these relationships of emerging adults in
Turkey supports carryover, compensation, or segmentation models. In this direction,
the link between relationship quality with the same-gender best friend and the quality
of the relationship with the sibling closest in age to the participant was analyzed.
Life-Span Sibling Relationship Quality Scale (Riggio, 2000) and McGill Friendship
Questionnaire - Friend’s Functions (Mendelson & Aboud, 1999) were used for this
purpose. In the upcoming sections, the results of the study will be summarized and

discussed in light of the literature.

5.1 Discussion of the findings

5.1.2 Demographic variables and friendship quality
In this section, the results of preliminary analyses conducted with demographic
variables will be presented. However, the ones that appeared significant in
preliminary analyses and then included in regression models will be explained and
discussed in the next section.

Several studies in the literature showed evidence for age-related changes in
the quality of friendships. According to the literature, friendships become more

supportive (De Goede et al., 2009) and more intimate after adolescence (Hamwey et
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al., 2019). In the current study, no associations between the friendship quality and
the participant’s age could be found, presumably because of the restricted age range.
If the age limit were broader in a way that includes different developmental periods
such as childhood, adolescence, or older adulthood, friendship quality might have
changed related to age.

Turning to birth order, friendship quality differed neither by the birth order of
the participant among all siblings nor by the birth order concerning the target sibling.
For this reason, birth order was not included in the regression analysis as a predictor
or moderator. Previous research presented contradictory results on the birth order
effect. Several studies found it to be linked to certain aspects of friendship quality
(Lam et al., 2021; Salmon et al., 2003). On the other hand, others found no such
relationship. For example, Simanko and colleagues (2020) failed to find a birth order
effect on one’s perception of their friends, although in Salmon and colleagues’ study
(2003), middleborns showed more positive attitudes towards friends. The lack of
such a relationship found in the current study might be related to the sample's
developmental stage. Sulloway (2001) proposed that birth order appoints different
characteristics for each child which helps them maximize parental love and
investment they receive. With the help of the birth order differences, all siblings find
their unique place in the sibling matrix, and develop different characteristics based
on their birth order. In other words, the birth order effect occurs because siblings in
different birth positions cope differently with sibling competition for parental
interest. It is demonstrated in the literature that this type of competition among
siblings diminishes with age (Kim et al., 2006; Stewart et al., 2001). Stewart and
colleagues (2001) displayed that the sibling competition is highest in late

adolescence, less in early adulthood, and lowest in middle and late adulthood.
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Therefore, with the diminish in sibling competition, birth order difference might
have decreased as well, as the difference it offers is might not be as necessary as in
childhood. Another explanation for the lack of a birth order effect might be the
restricted age difference between siblings in the current study. With broader age
difference, the older siblings might serve as caregivers for younger siblings
(Cicirelli, 1994) or as role models (Updegraff et al., 2002), which could have
resulted in different types of associations between sibship and friendship qualities
based on birth order. For instance, younger siblings could have been more affected
by their wiser older siblings to whom they attribute parent-like features, and their
sibling relationships could have more strongly predicted the best friendship quality.
Since we limited the age difference between the participant and the target sibling, the
birth order effect on the association we investigated might have become
undetectable. Additionally, for people in emerging adulthood, the five years age
difference might be less critical than in childhood. In childhood years, a 5-year age
difference from a sibling might lead to significant differences in the amount of social
experience. While the younger sibling has just managed to walk, the older one may
have already met peers in kindergarten. Or when the younger one has just started
school, the older one may already have classmates of several years. All taken into
consideration, their relationships with peers could have been affected by the birth
order if the participants were younger or if their age difference from the siblings was
higher.

The number of siblings did not show significant associations with the quality
of best friendships in this sample. The small number of siblings in the sample might
explain the lack of significant difference. The participants with the highest number of

siblings had four, and these participants were only 3.8% of the sample. No studies in
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the literature investigated the link between sibship size and friendship quality, at
least to the author’s knowledge. Therefore, no comparisons to prior research can be
made.

The current study's findings did not provide evidence for a difference
between the friendship qualities of those who reside in the same city with their best
friend and who do not. However, those who live in different cities from their siblings
had higher-quality best friendships. The contribution of this variable will be

reviewed in the next chapter.

5.1.3 Predictors of best friendship quality and the moderating role of gender
Preliminary analysis revealed a continuity in sibling relationship quality from
childhood to adulthood, as these variables correlated significantly and positively.
Pearson’s correlations revealed a positive and significant association between
childhood sibling relationship quality and current friendship quality. Furthermore,
sibling relationship in adulthood was also positively linked with current friendship
quality.

When the predictors of the quality of the relationship with the best friend
were examined, results of the multiple hierarchical regression showed that gender,
frequency of contact with the best friend, residing in the same city with the sibling,
and adulthood SRQ predicted friendship quality in all steps. In response to the
research question of this study, higher sibling relationship quality in childhood and
adulthood corresponded to a better relationship with the best friend, regardless of the
gender and how frequently they interact with that friend. However, among two SRQ
measures, adulthood SRQ was more predictive of best friendship quality. Still, the

findings yielded support for the carryover model. Additionally, those who interact
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with their best friends more often experience higher relationship quality with those
friends. Furthermore, the interaction of gender with childhood and adulthood sibling
relationship quality was also nonsignificant. In the following paragraphs, these
results will be discussed in light of the theoretical framework of the research
questions.

In the present study, a gender difference emerged in the best friendship
quality among emerging adults. The independent samples t-test revealed that women
rated their best friend relationships as higher in quality than men did. Furthermore,
gender significantly predicted friendship quality in the presence of all other
variables. Literature repeatedly demonstrated a gender difference in friendship
quality, with emerging adult women reporting higher quality friendships than men
(Demir & Orthel, 2011; King & Terrace, 2008). Stimer (2015) demonstrated in a
Turkish cultural context that girls’ friendship quality was higher than boys’ and
involved lower conflict. Our results were consistent with the findings in the
literature, providing cross-cultural validation of gender effect for this important
variable in an emerging adulthood sample.

Considering the frequency of contact, our results revealed that it is a
significant predictor of friendship quality. Meaning that more contact with the best
friend was related to better relationship quality. Similar to our findings, Chen and
Feeley (2014) found that support received from friends was correlated with the
frequency of contact with them for adults over 50 years. Roberts and Dunbar (2011)
found similar results for kin and friend relations, showing that more emotional
closeness was predicted by the shortest interval from the last interaction with that

person. Thus, our findings were in accord with the existing research.
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As noted earlier, participants who live in different cities from their siblings
reported better best friendship quality than others even when other variables are
controlled. At first glance, this result might come as unexpected. However, in
Stewart and colleagues’ study (2001), participants who scored highest in sibling
competition were the ones who shared the same house with the target sibling. We
also know from the evolutionary psychology literature that sharing the same
resources is associated with increased sibling competition (Sulloway, 2001).
Therefore, not living in the same city might have affected sibling relationship quality
positively, and this way increased friendship quality. When an additional
independent samples t-test was run, a trend was observed that shows better sibling
relationship qualities of those who live in a different city from the target sibling,
although this difference was not significant (p = .06). An additional explanation for
this finding might be a case of compensation. Specifically, those who cannot easily
access their siblings might be more eager to develop closer relationships with their
best friends. Therefore, friendship quality might be compensatory for the
inaccessibility of the sibling, although not compensatory for the sibling relationship
quality.

In an attempt to explain the main research topic of this study, namely the link
between sibling and best friend relationships, researchers have proposed two models
so far. The carryover model assumes that the quality of sibling relationships
positively predicts the quality of friendships (Lam et al., 2021; Roskam et al., 2015;
Yeh and Lempers, 2004). Conversely, the compensation model proposes a negative
relationship (Mendelson et al., 1994; Stocker & Dunn, 1990). According to this latter
model, worse sibling relationships result in better friendships in order to balance out

the adverse impact of sibling relationships, or sibling relationships play a
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compensatory role over friendships. Having explained these two models, our results
supported the former, as better sibling relationship quality positively predicted
friendship quality. This result will be interpreted through the cultural context and
developmental phase of the study sample.

With regard to the cultural context, the results of the current study can be
understood as a reflection of the importance of family bonds in Turkish culture. It is
a relatedness oriented culture that differs from more individualistic societies, valuing
emotional interdependence between family members (Kagit¢cibasi, 2005; Mayer et
al., 2012). In comparison between native Dutch and Turkish immigrants in
Netherlands, Turkish adults reported higher sibling relationship quality, more
frequent contact, and more sibling support, and also more conflict (Voorpostel &
Schans, 2011). Compared to all other immigrants and Dutch respondents, male
respondents with Turkish background interacted more often with their brothers. The
findings of our study, together with the above mentioned research, indicate that
sibling relationships are impactful on Turkish emerging adults’ relations with
nonsibling peers. The carryover effect that was supported by the findings of the
current study is consistent with the literature on the significance of family bonds in
Turkish culture.

Although sibling relationship quality in childhood predicts best friendship
quality, its effect is suppressed by sibling relationships in adulthood. Our findings,
therefore, yielded evidence for a carryover effect from sibling relationships in
childhood to best friend relationships today, controlling for the participant’s gender,
frequency of contact with best friend, residing in the same city with the friend, but
the adulthood SRQ was more predictive. It can be concluded that current sibling

relationship quality is more explanatory of current friendship quality and the
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carryover effect from childhood sibling to current friend relationship quality does not
go beyond the effect of today’s friendships. It might be the case that adulthood SRQ
both carries the effect of how the sibling relationship was in the childhood, and also
adds on it. A plausible interpretation of this would be in the context of the sample’s
developmental stage. In the literature, several studies showed that sibling
relationships become more voluntary from adolescence to young adulthood
(Hamwey et al., 2019; Whiteman et al., 2011). Along with that, studies consistently
demonstrated reduced sibling conflict from adolescence to emerging adulthood
(Stewart et al, 2011) and an increase in closeness (Scharf et al., 2005). It can be
concluded that while siblings start to find their own paths by moving out of the
family home, building long-term romantic relationships, and careers as a result of
entering emerging adulthood (Arnett, 2004), the frequency of involuntary contact
with siblings decreases and this leads to a diminish in conflict as well as an increase
in intimacy. In other words, siblings become more friend-like (Hamwey et al., 2019;
Stauffacher & DeHart; 2006). Considering this point of view, it is understandable
that a relationship with the sibling resembles more of a friendship than in childhood,
where sibling relationships involve high conflict (Dunn, 1988; Furman &
Buhrmester, 1985; Kramer, 2010). Considering the fact that studies showing support
for compensation model were mainly conducted with children (Mendelson et al.,
1994; Stocker & Dunn, 1990), compensatory patterns might be observed among
younger samples where high sibling conflict is abundant. On the other hand, sibling
and friend relations might become more congruent in later developmental stages
marked by lower conflict and higher warmth in sibling relations. Although a positive

moderate relationship was found between childhood and adulthood sibling
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relationships, the conflict aspect of this relationship might have slightly decreased

over time.
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5.2 Implications of the present study

The role of parenting and parent-child relationships on extrafamilial social ties have
been well-documented in the literature, but the impact of sibling relations is less
understood. The results of this study pointed out sibling relations as significant
predictor of peer relations, in spite of the small effect size. Since the relationships
with siblings and best friends contribute to psychological well-being (Graham &
Coplan, 2012; Milevsky, 2005; Demir et al., 2007; Raboteg-Saric & Sakic, 2014),
comprehending this association was critical to provide insight into ways to improve
well-being, especially for this population.

Friend relationships are essential means of social support. Friends function as a
resilience factor through the social support they provide, and ameliorate well-being
(Chen & Feeley, 2014; Snapp et al., 2015). Higher companionship and lower conflict
perceived in friendships predict higher social support, which contributes to the
psychological well-being (Bakalim & Tasdelen-Karckay, 2016).

Existing research illustrated the predictor role of friendship quality on various
well-being variables (Rubin et al., 2004; Siimer, 2015). Siimer (2015) showed that
friendship quality predicted life-satisfaction of Turkish children, even after
attachment dimension (i.e., avoidance and anxiety) was controlled. In another
research, friendship quality appeared to be buffering the negative impact of low
mother support on internalizing problems of girls, in addition to directly predicting
psychosocial adjustment variables for girls and boys (e.g., self-worth, social
competence, and externalizing problems) (Rubin et al., 2004). Deducing from these
studies, it can be concluded that relationship quality with parents predicts friendship
quality, which in turn predicts well-being. Furthermore, sibling relationship quality

might mediate the link between the relationships to parents and friends (Roskam et
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al., 2015). Additionally, in emerging adulthood, those who experience high best
friend relationship quality have higher self-esteem even though they have conflictual
relationships with romantic partners (Camirand & Poulin, 2022). Considering above
mentioned findings, early interventions to strengthen sibling relationships might be
critical for future peer relations to balance out the detrimental effects of impaired
parent-child bonds or romantic relationships on well-being.

Current study indicated that relationship with siblings in adulthood is more
predictive of best friendship quality than relationship with siblings in childhood. This
points out the potential benefit of intervention programs targeting sibling bonds
before emerging adulthood. When the demographic characteristics of the sample
were reviewed, it was observed that all of the participants were undergraduate
students. This population is known to experience lower levels of well-being,
especially in the early years of college (Conley et al., 2014). Additionally, the sample
of the study consisted of unmarried students. Literature shows that single people
socialize more with siblings and friends than married people (Sarkisian & Gerstel,
2016). For these reasons, especially for single emerging adults, the contribution of
high-quality relationships with peers might be more impactful in psychological

adjustment.

5.3 Strengths of the study

This study was one of the first studies that investigated the quality of emerging
adults’ relationships with a best friend in relation to their childhood and adulthood
sibling relationship qualities, in a Turkish emerging adulthood sample. In spite of the

existing research conducted in Western cultures, there was a gap in the literature on
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this specific link. For this reason, the present study sheds new light on the intimate
relationships of emerging adults in a Turkish context.

Another strong aspect of this study is limiting the age difference between the
siblings. By this means, it aims to make sure that the relationship with a sibling is
more or less a relationship among equals. More age differences might have brought

new dynamics, such as the caregiving role for older siblings.

5.4 Limitations of the study and recommendations for future work

First, the effect size of the sibling relationship in childhood and adulthood as
predictors of friendship quality was quite small (R’ = .07). However, it was a similar
effect size to what was reached in the literature on the related variables (Benson et
al., 2006; Dryburgh et al., 2021).

Additionally, the study sample was composed of unmarried university
students who were enrolled in introductory psychology courses. For this reason, it is
a highly educated sample that might not represent the emerging adult population in
Turkey. However, these findings can be interpreted in their own context and used to
understand the educated and single emerging adult population in Turkey.

Since otherwise was not possible, childhood sibling relationship quality was
measured via retrospective self-report measures. The real dynamics of the sibling
bond in childhood might have been slightly altered and the ratings might not be as
accurate as adulthood ratings. However, for practical reasons, a retrospective self-
report measure was chosen to assess this variable.

In previous research, temperament and personality features were frequently
found related to the quality of friend relationships (Gozii, 2016; McCoy et al., 2002;

Pike & Atzaba-Poria, 2003). None of these factors were examined in the present
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study. Future studies can be designed in a way to control these factors or analyze
their mediating/moderating roles in the link between sibling and friend relationship
qualities of emerging adults. Research also yielded evidence for a carryover effect
from parent-child relationship quality to friend relationships (McElwain et al., 2007;
Siimer, 2015; Ozen et al., 2011); therefore the quality of relationship with parents
can be controlled in the future work as well to assess its contribution to the link
between sibling and friend relationship quality.

There is strong evidence for an association between well-being and sibling
relationships (Alabucak-Cinalioglu & Ismen-Gazioglu, 2022; Milevsky, 2005) as
well as friend relationships (Demir et al., 2012; Demir & Davidson, 2013; Demir &
Ozdemir; 2010; Demir et al., 2013). Current study focused on the interplay between
sibling and friend relationships, but future research should also focus on the joint and
unique effects of the qualities of sibling and best friend relationships on various
aspects of well-being, such as happiness, life satisfaction, and quality of life. It
would allow a broader examination by revealing suppressing or buffering effects of

these intimate relationships on well-being.
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APPENDIX B

PERSONAL INFORMATION FORM

1. Yasmiz:
2. Cinsiyetiniz:

3. Egitim durumunuz?
o Lisans dgrencisi
o Yiiksek Lisans 6grencisi
o Doktora 6grencisi

4. Medeni durumunuz?
(Evli iseniz) Ne kadar zamandir evlisiniz?

5. Kag kardessiniz?

6. Su anda kardesinizle ayni sehirde mi yasamaktasiniz?
o Evet
o Hayrr

7. Kardesinizle ortalama ne siklikta iletisim kurarsiniz? (yliz yiize goriismek,

telefonda konugmak ya da mesajlagmak dahil):
o Her giin birkag¢ kere

Her giin bir kere

Haftada birkag kere

Haftada bir giin

Ayda birkag kere

Ayda bir kere

Yilda birkag kere

Birkag yilda bir kere

Daha nadir

Hig

0O O O 0O O 0 0o O ©°
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8. Kardesinizle kurdugunuz iletisimin yiizdesel olarak ne kadarinin yiiz yiize
gerceklestigini belirtiniz.

9. Kardesinizle yasaminizin hangi donemini ayni evde geg¢irdiniz? (Birden ¢ok yanit
verebilirsiniz.)

Su an dahil her zaman o Lise

o Erken ¢ocukluk (ilkokul o Universite
oncesi) o Suan
Ilkokul o Hig
Ortaokul o Diger

10. Kardesinizle yasaminizin toplamda kag yilin1 ayni1 evde gegirdiniz?
11. Kardesinizin yast:
12. Kardesinizin cinsiyeti:
13. Su anda arkadasinizla ayni sehirde mi yasamaktasiniz?
o Evet

o Hayrr

14. Arkadasinizla ortalama hangi siklikta iletisim kurarsiniz? (yiiz ylize goriismek,
telefonda konugmak ya da mesajlagmak dahil):

o Her giin birkag¢ kere o Ayda bir kere
Her giin bir kere o Yilda birkag kere
o Haftada birkag kere o Birkag yilda bir kere
o Haftada bir giin o Daha nadir
o Ayda birkag kere o Hig

15. Arkadasinizla kurdugunuz iletisimin yiizdesel olarak ne kadarinin yiiz yiize
gerceklestigini belirtiniz.

16. Arkadasinizin yasi:
17. Arkadasinizin cinsiyeti:

18. Kag kardesiniz var? (Kendiniz disindaki kardes sayisini yaziniz.)
19. Kardeslerinizin yaslar1 ve cinsiyetleri:

20. Ebeveynlerinizin kaginci ¢ocugusunuz?
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21. Annenizin;
Egitim durumu:
Meslegi (emekliyse, calisiyorken yaptigi is):

22. Babanizin;
Egitim durumu:

Meslegi (emekliyse, calisiyorken yaptigi is):

23.

Yukaridaki merdivenin Tiirkiye’de insanlarin ekonomik olarak bulundugu konumlari
temsil ettigini diisiiniin. Merdivenin en iist basamaginda ekonomik olarak en iyi
durumda olan yani en yiiksek kazang¢li mesleklere sahip kisiler var. Merdivenin en alt
basamaginda ise; ekonomik olarak en kotii durumda olanlar yani, en diisiik kazang
seviyesindeki mesleklere sahip kisiler ya da igsizler var. Merdivende ne kadar tist
basamaktaysaniz, en iyi durumda olan kisilere o kadar yakinsiniz, merdivende ne
kadar alt basamaktaysaniz, en kotli durumda olan kisilere o kadar yakinsiniz
demektir.

Kendinizi bu merdivenin hangi basamagina konumlandirirdiniz? Liitfen yasaminizin
bu doneminde Tiirkiye'deki diger insanlara kiyasla kendinizi merdivenin hangi
basamaginda gordiigiiniizii, o basamagi temsil eden say1y1 agagidaki olcekte
isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

o 1 o 6
o 2 o 7
o 3 o 8
o 4 o 9
o 5 o 10
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24.

Yukaridaki ibareyi dikkate alarak, bugiinden baktiginizda, biiyiirkenki ailenizi bu
merdivenin hangi basamagina konumlandirirdiniz? Liitfen bugiinden bakinca
yasaminizin o doneminde Tiirkiye'deki diger insanlara kiyasla ailenizi merdivenin
hangi basamaginda gordiigliniizii, o basamag1 temsil eden say1y1 asagidaki dlgekte
isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

o 1 o 6
o 2 o 7
o 3 o 8
o 4 o 9
o 5 o 10
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APPENDIX C

MCGILL FRIENDSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE — FRIEND’S FUNCTIONS (MFQ-FF)

Bu boliimdeki maddeler, en yakin arkadasinizin sizinle olan iligkisinde nasil bir
arkadas olduguyla ilgilidir. Liitfen asagidaki sorulari, sizinle aym cinsiyetteki en iyi
arkadasimizi g6z Oniine alarak yanitlayiniz. Bunun igin 0-8 arasinda degisen 6lgek

araliklarimi kullaniniz.
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1. Eglenceli seyler yapmakla ilgili iyi
fikirleri vardir.

2. Beni giildiirdir.

3. Onunla konusmak heyecan
vericidir.

4. Onunla beraber olmak heyecan
vericidir.

5. Oturup sohbet etmek eglencelidir.

6. Ihtiya¢ duydugum zaman bana
yardim eder.

7. Bana baz1 seyleri yapmamda
yardimci olur.

8. Ihtiyacim olan seyleri bana ddiing
Verir.

9. Bir seyleri bitirmekte zorlandigimda
bana yardimc1 olur.

10. Bana bazi seyleri nasil daha iyi
yapacagimi gosterir.

11. Uzgiin oldugum zaman bunu bilir.

12. Sirlarimi anlatabilecegim birisidir.

13. Baz1 seyler canimu siktig1 zaman
bunu bilir.

14. Ozel konular hakkinda kolayca
konusabilecegim birisidir.
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15. Ozel konulari anlatabilecegim
birisidir.

16. Birbirimizi bir kag ay gormesek
bile benim arkadasim olarak
kalacaktir.

17. Kavga etsek bile benimle
arkadasligini devam ettirmek
isteyecektir.

18. Bagkalar1 beni elestirse bile
benimle arkadas kalacaktir.

19. Bagkalar1 beni begenmese bile
benimle arkadas kalacaktir.

20. Tartigsak bile benim arkadagim
olarak kalacaktir.

21. Kendimi onun yaninda akilli/zeki
hissederim.

22. Kendimi onun yaninda 6zel
hissederim.

23. lyi bir seyler yaptigimda beni dver.

24. Basarili oldugum seyleri vurgular.

25. Bana bazi seyleri iyi
yapabilecegimi hissettirir.

26. Yeni/farkli bir ortamda beni rahat
hissettirecektir.

27. Korktugum zamanlarda etrafimda
olmasi iyi olur.

28. Endiselendigim zaman beni iyi
hissettirecektir.

29. Sinirlendigim zaman beni
sakinlestirecektir.

30. Uzgiin oldugum zaman beni iyi
hissettirecektir.
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APPENDIX D

LIFE-SPAN SIBLING RELATIONSHIP SCALE (LSRS)

Bu dlcekte kardesinizle ilgili ifadeleri okuyacaksiniz. Liitfen asagidaki sorulari, yasi
size en yakin olan kardesinizi diisiinerek cevaplayiniz. Kardesinizle iliskinizi ifade
eden her bir maddeye ne kadar katilip katilmadiginiz1 cevaplaymiz.

Tamamen
[katilmiyorum
Katilmiyorum
IKararsizim
Katiltyorum
Tamamen

[katiliyorum

1. Kardesim beni mutlu eder.

2. Kardesimin duygular1 benim i¢in 6énemlidir.

3. Kardesimle olan iliskimden keyif alirim.

4. Kardesimle gurur duyuyorum.

5. Kardesimle birlikte ¢cok egleniriz.

6. Kardesim beni cogunlukla ¢ok kizdirir.

7. Kardesime hayranim.

8. Kardesimle zaman gecirmekten hoslanirim.

9. Kardesimle halen ¢ok zaman gegiriyorum.

10. Kardesimi ¢ok sik telefonla ararim.

11. Kardesimle sirlarimiz1 paylasiriz.

12. Kardesimle birlikte bir¢cok sey yapariz.

13. Kardesimle problemlerim hakkinda asla konusmam.

14. Kardesimle birbirimizden bir¢ok seyi ddiing aliriz.

15. Kardesimle birlikte digariya ¢ikariz.

16. Kardesim bana kisisel problemlerini anlatir.

17. Kardesim 1yi bir arkadas.
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18. Kardesim yagamimda ¢ok 6nemli.

19. Kardesimle ¢ok yakin degiliz.

20. Kardesim en iyi arkadaslarimdan birisidir.

21. Kardesimle bir¢ok ortak noktamiz var.

22. Kardesim i¢in ¢ok 6nemli olduguma inantyorum.

23. Kardesimin en iyi arkadaglarindan biri oldugumu
biliyorum.

24. Kardesim benimle gurur duyar.

25. Cocuklugumuzda kardesim beni rahatsiz ederdi.

26. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimi ¢ok sevdigimi
hatirltyorum.

27. Cocuklugumuzda kardesim beni ¢ok mutsuz ederdi.

28. Cocuklugumuzda kardesim ¢ogu zaman beni ¢ok
kizdirirdi.

29. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle gurur duyardim.

30. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle keyifli zaman
gecirirdim.

31. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle ¢cok yakin oldugumuzu
hatirltyorum.

32. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle ¢ok eglendigimizi
hatirltyorum.

33. Cocuklugumuzda genellikle kardesimle ayn1
arkadaglara sahiptik.

34. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle sirlarimizi paylasirdik.

35. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle birbirimize yardim
ederdik.

36. Cocuklugumda kardesim bana ( ya da ben kardesime)
bakardi.

37. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle birlikte sik sik oyun
oynardik.

38. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle birlikte ¢ok fazla
zaman gecirmezdik.

39. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle okul sonrasi birlikte
zaman geg¢irirdik.

40. Cocuklugumda kardesime problemlerimle ilgili
konusurdum.

41. Cocuklugumuzda kardesim ile ben ¢ok yakin
dosttuk.
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42. Cocuklugumuzda kardesim benimle oyun
oynamaktan hoglanmazdi.

43. Cocuklugumuzda kardesim ile ben ¢ok yakindik.

44. Cocuklugumuzda kardesim ile ben birbirimiz i¢in
cok Onemliydik.

45. Kardesimin ¢ocuklugumda 6nemli ve olumlu bir
etkisi vardi.

46. Cocuklugumuzda kardesim benimle ilgili her seyi
bilirdi.

47. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle ben ayn1 seylerden
hosglanirdik.

48. Cocuklugumuzda kardesimle bir ¢ok ortak noktamiz
vardi.
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